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1 Attachment

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Please see attached completed Representation Form and accompanying representations submitted on 

behalf of Barratt Homes to be taken into consideration as part of the consultation on the St. Helens Local 

Plan Submission Draft. 

Note that we would like to be informed of future progress on the Local Plan and request the opportunity to 

attend Examination in Public. 

We would be grateful if you could confirm receipt by way of a return email. 

Kind regards, 

Hannah 

Representations to St Helens Local Plan - Indigo Planning on behalf of Barratt Homes
Hannah Payne 
to:
planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk
13/03/2019 16:22

Representation Form.pdf

Hannah Payne | Senior Planner

RTPI Planning Consultancy of the Year 2017

St James' Tower, 7 Charlotte Street, Manchester, M1 4DZ

This e-mail (including any attachments is intended only for the recipient(s) named above.
 It may contain confidential or privileged information and should not be read, copied or otherwise used by any other person.
 If you are not a named recipient, please contact the sender and delete the e-mail from the system.

Page 1 of 1
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St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 (Submission Draft) 

Representation (i.e. Comment) Form 
 

 
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 
 
 
Postcode: 

Address: 1 New York Street, Manchester 
 
 
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    (Via Email)  No  

Ref: LPSD 
 
 
 
 
(For official use only) 

 

 
Signature:   Date:  
 11/03/2019 

http://www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan
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2 Attachments

To whom it may concern,

Please find attached a copy of representations (including Development Framework Document), as well as the representation 
form, prepared by Barton Willmore, on behalf of our Client, Miller Homes, in relation to the St Helens Local Plan Submission 
Draft for your consideration.

I would be grateful if you could confirm receipt of the attached in due course.

Kind regards.

Dan.

St Helens Local Plan 2020 - 2035, Submission Draft - Representations
Dan Ingram 
to:
planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk
13/03/2019 14:20

27020.A3.DI.SG - St Helens Submission Draft Local Plan Representations on behalf of Miller Homes 13.03.2019 & Appendices.pdf

Representation Form.pdf

Dan Ingram

Senior Planner

Page 1 of 1

31/05/2019file:///C:/Users/GriffithsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notes0C98C3/~web3408.htm
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FwFwFwFw::::    Warrington Response to St Helens Local Plan NTLSWarrington Response to St Helens Local Plan NTLSWarrington Response to St Helens Local Plan NTLSWarrington Response to St Helens Local Plan NTLS
20/01/2020 10:55

Senior Planning Officer (Policy)
Development Plans
Development & Growth
Place Services
St. Helens Council
-------------------------------------------------------------------
AAAA: Town Hall Annexe, Victoria Square, St. Helens, WA10 1HP
TTTT: 
EEEE:
WWWW: www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan

----- Forwarded by  on 20/01/2020 10:54 -----

From:
To:
Cc:
Date: 16/04/2019 11:41
Subject: Fw: Warrington Response to St Helens Local Plan NTLS

I attach Warrington's comments.

They had sent them previously but only to  and my in box and it was not clear at that stage if  
they were the final comments.

I have confirmed to them that we will log their letter as a formal response.

    
Best Regards,

Development Plans Manager,
St Helens Council,  
Town Hall Annexe 
Corporation Street ,
St Helens
WA10 1HF

 
----- Forwarded by  on 16/04/2019 11:38 -----

From: "Bell, Michael" 
To:  

Date: 16/04/2019 11:25
Subject: FW: Warrington Response to St Helens Local Plan NTLS

 

I understand you wanted me to send our comments again.



 

Michael 

 

From: Bell, Michael 
Sent: 13 March 2019 11:37
To:  

Subject: Warrington Response to St Helens Local Plan NTLS

 

 

I have attached our response in the form of a letter. It identifies the site allocations we are 
providing comments on and includes some suggested wording to ensure the plan is sound. 

 

In order to get lead Member sign off I have had to prepare a letter rather than use your on-line 
form.

 

Can you confirm this is an acceptable format for our response.

 

regards

 

Michael Bell

Planning Policy and Programmes Manager

 

Planning Policy and Programmes

Growth Directorate

Warrington Borough Council

New Town House

Buttermarket Street



Warrington

WA1 2NH

 

 

***************************************************************************
*****

DISCLAIMER

The views expressed by the author of this e-mail do not necessarily reflect the views or 
policies of Warrington Borough Council.  Warrington Borough Council employees and 
Elected Members are expressly requested, to not make any defamatory, threatening or 
obscene statements and to not infringe any legal right (including copyright) by e-mail 
communication.

WARNING: e-Mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as 
information could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or may 
contain viruses.  Warrington Borough Council therefore does not accept liability for any 
errors or omissions in the content of this message, which arise as a result of e-mail 
transmission.

CONFIDENTIALITY: This e-mail contains proprietary information, some or all of which 
may be confidential and/or legally privileged.  It is for the intended recipient(s) only.  If an 
addressing or transmission error has misdirected this e-mail, please notify the sender; and 
then delete the original.  If you are not the intended recipient you should not use, disclose, 
distribute, copy, print or rely on any information contained in this e-mail.

ACCESS TO INFORMATION: As a public sector organisation, Warrington Borough 
Council may be required to disclose this e-mail (or any response to it) under the Freedom of 
Information Act 2000. All information is handled in line with the Data Protection Act 2018.

MONITORING: Warrington Borough Council undertakes monitoring of both incoming and 
outgoing e-mail.  You should therefore be aware that the content of any e-mail may be 
examined if deemed appropriate.

VIRUSES: The recipient should check this e-mail and any attachments for the presence of 
viruses.  Warrington Borough Council accepts no liability for any damage caused by any 
virus transmitted by this e-mail.  Although precautions have been taken to ensure that no 
viruses are present within this e-mail, Warrington Borough Council cannot accept 
responsibility for any loss or damage arising from the use of this e-mail or any attachments.

***************************************************************************
*****



 - Warrington Response to St Helens Local Plan Draft Submission Version.pdf
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1 Attachment

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Please see attached completed Representation Form and accompanying representations submitted on 

behalf of Barratt Homes to be taken into consideration as part of the consultation on the St. Helens Local 

Plan Submission Draft. 

Note that we would like to be informed of future progress on the Local Plan and request the opportunity to 

attend Examination in Public. 

We would be grateful if you could confirm receipt by way of a return email. 

Kind regards, 

Hannah 

Representations to St Helens Local Plan - Indigo Planning on behalf of Barratt Homes
Hannah Payne 
to:
planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk
13/03/2019 16:22

Representation Form.pdf

Hannah Payne | Senior Planner

RTPI Planning Consultancy of the Year 2017

St James' Tower, 7 Charlotte Street, Manchester, M1 4DZ

This e-mail (including any attachments is intended only for the recipient(s) named above.
 It may contain confidential or privileged information and should not be read, copied or otherwise used by any other person.
 If you are not a named recipient, please contact the sender and delete the e-mail from the system.

Page 1 of 1

03/06/2019file:///C:/Users/GriffithsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notes0C98C3/~web5092.htm
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1 Attachment

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Please see attached completed Representation Form and accompanying representations submitted on 

behalf of Barratt Homes to be taken into consideration as part of the consultation on the St. Helens Local 

Plan Submission Draft. 

Note that we would like to be informed of future progress on the Local Plan and request the opportunity to 

attend Examination in Public. 

We would be grateful if you could confirm receipt by way of a return email. 

Kind regards, 

Hannah 

Representations to St Helens Local Plan - Indigo Planning on behalf of Barratt Homes
Hannah Payne 
to:
planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk
13/03/2019 16:22

Representation Form.pdf

Hannah Payne | Senior Planner

RTPI Planning Consultancy of the Year 2017

St James' Tower, 7 Charlotte Street, Manchester, M1 4DZ

This e-mail (including any attachments is intended only for the recipient(s) named above.
 It may contain confidential or privileged information and should not be read, copied or otherwise used by any other person.
 If you are not a named recipient, please contact the sender and delete the e-mail from the system.

Page 1 of 1

03/06/2019file:///C:/Users/GriffithsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notes0C98C3/~web5092.htm
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3 Attachments

Dear 

Please find attached a covering letter and completed Representation Form for the St Helens Local 

Plan, Site 4HA Bold Forest Garden Suburb.

If you require any further information please do not hesitate to contact myself or Bernard Grace 

copied in this email.

We look forward to hearing from you in due course and would ask if you can kindly acknowledge 

safe receipt of this email.

Kind regards

John Grace

St Helens Local Plan - Site 4HA Bold Forest Garden Suburb
John Grace 
to:

 planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk
08/05/2019 14:23

Letter to LP manager Abbotsfield Farm.pdf representation-form Abbotsfield Farm 7-5-19.pdf

Call for Sites Form Abbotsfield Farm.pdf

Page 1 of 1

03/06/2019file:///C:/Users/GriffithsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notes0C98C3/~web6718.htm













Mr & Mrs B Grace  
Abbotsfield Farm 
Gorsey Lane 
Bold 
St Helens 
WA9 4SF 

  
Development Plans Manager      
Development Plans Section      
Place Services 
Town Hall Annexe 
Victoria Square 
St.Helens  
WA10 1HP  
 
By post and email to: 

 
 
Date: 8th May 2019 
 
 
Dear , 
 
Site 4HA Bold Forest Garden Suburb – land at Abbotsfield Farm 
 
As landowners of the central section of proposed allocation 4HA, we support the Local Plan’s 
proposed allocation of our land and confirm that our land is available, suitable and deliverable 
for housing development.  The extent of our land ownership is shown on the map overleaf.   
 
We question why the Council consider that only 480 dwellings will be delivered by 2035 when 
housing could be delivered more quickly than this.  Our land is available for development 
immediately and we suggest that table 4.5 on page 41 of the Submission Local Plan should be 
updated to reflect all of the Garden Suburb site 4HA being developed within the Plan period.  
We have made formal representations to the Inspector to this effect. 
 
We trust that all landowners will be treated equally and there will be no preferential treatment of 
any parcels, including any in public ownership.  Transparency over this issue will be vital to 
demonstrate fairness and probity. 
 
To assist delivery of the Garden Suburb, we consider it vital that the Development 
Requirements for the site set out in Appendix 5 to the Local Plan should be clear on the 
equalization of timing, housing density, type of housing and developer contributions (pages 233-
234 of the Plan).  We have made representations to the Inspector to this effect as per the 
attached form. 
 
We welcome the requirement in part 2 of Policy LPA05.1 Strategic Housing Sites that a 
comprehensive masterplan must form part of any planning application for development.  We 
ask that the Council involve us in any discussions about the masterplan at an early stage of its 
preparation. 
  



 
We  at Abbotsfield Farm in the midst of site 4HA, and therefore all plans will have a 
direct impact  

t.  For these reasons we 
wish to be very closely involved in all further work relating to the Bold Forest Garden Suburb 
and look forward to hearing from you in due course. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

Bernard and Margaret Grace 
 
  



Extent of our landownership outlined in green, overlain on the proposed allocation site 4HA 

 
 

Extent of our landownership outlined in green, overlain on the Green Belt Parcels South Map 
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Supplementary Transport and Access Review 

Potential Warehousing Site, Millfield Lane, Haydock, St. Helens 

March 2019 

Waterman Infrastructure & Environment Ltd 
Merchants House, Wapping Road, Bristol BS1 4RW 
www.watermangroup.com 



 

 

Client Name: Canmoor Developments Limited 

Document Reference: WIE15628-100-R-1-2-2 

Project Number: WIE15628 

Quality Assurance – Approval Status 

This document has been prepared and checked in accordance with 
Waterman Group’s IMS (BS EN ISO 9001: 2015, BS EN ISO 14001: 2015 and BS OHSAS 18001:2007) 

Issue Date Prepared by  Checked by Approved by 
Final 13.03.19 Becky Hesketh John Craft Darren McCrohan 

  Principal Transport Planner Principal Transport Planner Technical Director  

Comments 
 

 

     

     

Comments 
 

 



 

 

Disclaimer 

This report has been prepared by Waterman Infrastructure & Environment Limited, with all reasonable 
skill, care and diligence within the terms of the Contract with the client, incorporation of our General 
Terms and Condition of Business and taking account of the resources devoted to us by agreement with 
the client. 

We disclaim any responsibility to the client and others in respect of any matters outside the scope of the 
above. 

This report is confidential to the client and we accept no responsibility of whatsoever nature to third 
parties to whom this report, or any part thereof, is made known.  Any such party relies on the report at its 
own risk. 
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1 
Supplementary Transport and Access Review 

  Document Reference: 
WIE15628-100-R-1-2-2 

\\S-GW\wiel\Projects\WIE15628_Haydock Lane St Helens\100\8_Reports\1. Supplementary Transport and Access 
Review\WIE15628-100-R-1-2-2 Supplementary Transport and Access Review.docx 

1. Introduction 

1.1. Waterman Infrastructure & Environment has been commissioned by Canmoor Developments Ltd to 
consider the transport and access requirements for a warehouse and distribution facility ‘Millfield Park’, 
(incorporating land use classes B1c/B2/B8) located in Haydock, St. Helens. This work is intended to inform 
the masterplanning process at a high strategic level, in combination with confirming Representation to the 
land allocation requirements identified within the new St. Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 
Submission Draft.  

1.2. This supplementary report supports the previous Transport and Access Review (Document Ref. No: 
WIB14205-103-R-12-2-1) submitted to St. Helens Council in October 2017 which presents an overview of 
the transportation issues associated with developing the Millfield Park site and in particular, provides 
commentary and analysis on access by both sustainable and vehicular modes of transport.  

1.3. The site is included within the new St. Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 Submission Draft, with 
potential land allocation identified within the Submission Draft Policies Map. The Draft Policies Map includes 
Millfield Park under Employment Allocation 6EA ‘Land west of Millfield Lane, south of Liverpool Road and 
north of Clipsley Brook, Haydock’, which is also identified and allocated as a ‘Strategic Employment Site’ 
(Policy LPA04.1). In terms of transportation requirements, the following high-level site-specific requirements 
for 6EA are contained within Appendix 5 of the submission draft document, which are considered herein: 

 Appropriate highway access via Millfield Lane and allocated 2EA site (Florida Farm); and 

 Implementation of any measures required to mitigate impacts on the M6 Junction 23 or other parts of 
the highway network. 

1.4. The preliminary masterplan shows a total of nine units constructed at the Millfield Park site. It is proposed 
the development would be accessed from a priority-controlled access junction on the Millfield Lane 
frontage. At this time, it is anticipated that Millfield Park would become operational in 2021.  

1.5. For the purpose of this report, a total floorspace provision of circa 95,000sqm has been assumed to provide 
a robust assessment.  

1.6. Consideration of the Millfield Park proposals includes information from the adjacent 26,975sqm ‘Link 23’ 
warehousing / distribution proposals, for which the associated Transport Assessment (Document Ref. No: 
WIB14205-103-R-3-2-1) scoped and submitted previously in discussion with St. Helens Council, Highways 
England and Wigan Council. The Link 23 site also benefits from being included within the new St. Helens 
Borough Local Plan Submission Draft as potential land allocation site 5EA. A full planning application for 
the Link 23 proposals was submitted October 2017 (Ref. No: P/2017/0920/FUL) and is currently awaiting 
decision.  

1.7. Further detailed work would be required to support any future planning application for the Millfield Park site, 
to be undertaken in the form of a Transport Assessment (TA).  

1.8. The remainder of this report is structured as follows: 

 Existing Situation; 

 St. Helens Local Plan Overview; 

 Access Strategy and Operational Analysis; and, 

 Summary and Conclusion. 



 

 

2 
Supplementary Transport and Access Review 

  Document Reference: 
WIE15628-100-R-1-2-2 

\\S-GW\wiel\Projects\WIE15628_Haydock Lane St Helens\100\8_Reports\1. Supplementary Transport and Access 
Review\WIE15628-100-R-1-2-2 Supplementary Transport and Access Review.docx 

2. Existing Situation 

2.1. The proposed ‘Millfield Park’ development site is situated immediately the north of the adjacent 
development site ‘Link 23’. Both are located to the north of the Haydock Lane Industrial Estate, near 
Haydock within St. Helens Metropolitan Borough Council area. The sites lie approximately 5.6km to the 
north east of St. Helens Town Centre and approximately 1km south west of M6 Junction 24.  Figure 1 
indicates the site locations in the context of the surrounding area: 

Figure 1: Site Location 

 

2.2. The Millfield Park site is currently agricultural land and is bounded by the Clipsley Brook to the south-east, 
the public right of way connecting Haydock Lane with the A58 Liverpool Road to the south-west, the A58 
Liverpool Road and a residential development to the north-west and Millfield Lane to the north-east.  

2.3. Millfield Lane is a single carriageway road running generally in a north / south direction that connects with 
the A58 Liverpool Road and the A580 East Lancashire Road.  The road is subject to a 30mph speed limit 
in the vicinity of the site. There is an existing continuous footway along the eastern side of the road with 
street lighting. The western footway extends from the A58 Liverpool Road to a point near the pedestrian 
gate of the residential property known as ‘Cross House’. A narrow footway then continues to the point where 
Cross House’s vehicle access and the development site boundary meet.  The western footway then restarts 
at a trailer rental company premises and continues to the south toward Haydock Lane and other 
destinations. 

2.4. The A58 Liverpool Road is a single carriageway road that connects with the M6 Junction 24 and the Wigan 
Council area to the east and meets with the A580 East Lancashire Road to the south west of the site. The 
road is subject to a 50mph speed limit for approximately the first 80m of this part of the site frontage, 
thereafter reducing to a 40mph speed-limit. There is a continuous footway on the development frontage 
side (southern channel) of the road that benefits from street lighting. 

2.5. Public transport links are available in the form of bus services; at present the nearest bus stops are located 
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on Millfield Lane, approximately 400m to the south of the site frontage, with others on the A58 Liverpool 
Road frontage. An overview of access by sustainable modes has been provided previously within the site 
development Transport and Access Review. 
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3. St. Helens Borough Local Plan 2020 - 2035 

3.1. St. Helens Council is preparing a new Local Plan. This Plan will set how much development for housing, 
employment and other uses should take place in the borough. It will identify where new development should 
take place and set out the policies for assessing planning applications. 

3.2. The Submission Draft document is the version that the Council wishes to adopt. Previously, the Council 
consulted on the Preferred Options Local Plan from December 2016 to January 2017, and representations 
received on that, together with other earlier consultation, has been taken into account when producing the 
Submission Draft. 

3.3. Following the Submission Draft publication (17th January to 13th March 2019), together with the 
representations received, the Local Plan and its subsequent adoption will proceed to the Secretary of State 
for Examination in Public led by an independent Planning Inspector. 

3.4. The Draft Policies Map showing land allocation extents for sites 5EA (Link 23) and 6EA (Millfield Park) is 
reproduced in Figure 2 below:  

Figure 2: Submission Draft Policies Map (Sites 5EA and 6EA) 
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4. Access Strategy 

Proposed Access Design 

4.1. Vehicle access to the Millfield Park site will be agreed through consultation with St. Helens Council and 
considered as part of a Transport Assessment (TA) in support of future development at this location.  From 
an initial review, suitable vehicular access could be accommodated via Millfield Lane by way of a priority-
controlled junction.   

4.2. There are advantages to providing access onto Millfield Road, including increasing route choice for 
development traffic. The potential access junction provides a convenient route onto the strategic network 
at M6 Junction 24 and north east towards Wigan via the A58, thereby potentially reducing the impact of 
development at Haydock Island (M6 Junction 23). 

4.3. An indicative junction access layout concept on Millfield Lane is shown in Figure 3 below, with a suitably 
scaled plan within Appendix A.  

Figure 3: Indicative Site Access on Millfield Lane 

 

4.4. The junction concept design includes a 3.5-metre wide ghost island facility to allow sufficient storage of 
right-turn waiting traffic from Millfield Lane (north) towards the site. Adequate provision can also be made 
in terms of ensuring land-take within the applicant’s control.   

4.5. Additional pedestrian refuge islands could also be incorporated into the design to support existing 
pedestrian movements and those associated with Millfield Park and adjacent development. In order to 
enhance pedestrian and cycle accessibility, a 3-metre wide shared footway could be incorporated into the 
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site access design, to lead along the site’s internal access road.  

Visibility 

4.6. The proposed access junction would be situated approximately 60-metres north of the most southerly 
boundary of the Millfield Park site. This has been identified as the optimum location with reference to 
visibility and junction design standards.   

4.7. Figure 3 demonstrates that a visibility-splay (y-distance) of 90-metres can be achieved to the left (north) 
and to the right (south) based on a 9-metre x-distance. Visibility to the right / south could be maintained by 
incorporation of the adjacent ‘paddock’ land which will form part of the applicant’s blue-line boundary. 
Although Millfield Lane is subject to a 30mph speed-limit within the vicinity of the potential site access 
junction, visibility has been assessed with reference to DMRB (TD42/95) 60kph / 40mph standards, and is 
therefore compliant and more robust than DMRB standards.   

4.8. Visibility requirements are also stipulated within St. Helens Council document ‘Street Design Guide – 
Highways for Adoption’ (2009). Section 6 of the document requires a reduced (4.5-metre) x-distance for 
non-residential developments, with an y-distance of 90 / 70-metres (‘subject to the status of the route’) on 
roads subject to a 30mph speed-limit. Figure 3 shows also that visibility can be achieved in-line with this 
local St. Helens guidance. The achieved DMRB and St. Helens Council visibility requirements based on a 
90-metre y-distance therefore provide a robust assessment which will enforce safe junction operations.  

Operational Assessment 

Traffic Data 

4.9. An operational analysis of the proposed concept access junction layout has been undertaken to determine 
suitability for development without any material detriment to operation or safety of the adjacent highway 
network. Supporting traffic flow diagrams are provided within Appendix C. 

4.10. Operational assessment has been based on data extracted from the Link 23 Transport Assessment (TA). 
For purposes of a robust assessment, consideration has been given to a development opening +10-year 
design horizon of 2031.  

4.11. Background traffic flows along Millfield Lane, within the vicinity of the Millfield Park potential access junction 
have been extracted from the Link 23 TA for the weekday AM and PM peak assessment periods and are 
presented in Diagrem 1 (Appendix B).  

4.12. The 2018 background flows have been factored to the 2031 design year using national trip end model 
(NTEM) figures extracted from the computer program TEMPro. In consideration of design year traffic 
growth, two-way traffic flows along Millfield Lane within the vicinity of the Millfield Park potential access will 
be 1,012 and 1,282 vehicles in the AM and PM peak hours respectively, as shown in Diagram 2. The 
TEMPro traffic growth outputs are contained within Appendix C.  

4.13. It has been assumed that the proposed Link 23 development would be fully operational in consideration of 
the 2031 design year assessments and these development flows have been incorporated into the 
assessment. Furthermore, a review of consented developments identified within the Link 23 TA 
demonstrates that no consented development traffic flows are anticipated to route along Millfield Lane 
within the vicinity of the potential Millfield Park access junction.  

4.14. Millfield Park trip generation has been based on the trip rates utilised within the Link 23 TA, which refer to 
the method undertaken to support the Florida Farm North application including TRICS (Version 7.2.1) data 
and additional survey data associated with the Omega North development in Warrington. The peak-period 
trip rates taken forward are provided below, together with the resultant trip generation associated with the 
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forecast 95,000sqm for the Millfield Park proposals:   

 Table 1: Trip Rates & Millfield Park Trip Generation (95,000sqm GIA) 

27,873 
sqm 

AM PM 

Arrivals Departures Total Arrivals Departures Total 

Car HGV Car HGV Car HGV Car HGV Car HGV Car HGV 

Rate 0.072 0.016 0.047 0.017 0.119 0.033 0.069 0.015 0.088 0.015 0.157 0.030 

Trips 68 15 45 16 113 31 66 14 84 14 149 29 

4.15. Table 1 highlights that the proposed development could generate (2-way) a total of 113 cars and 31 HGVs 
during the weekday AM peak hour and 149 cars and 29 HGVs during the equivalent PM peak. The trips 
have been distributed throughout the local highway network in proportion with the existing traffic demand 
as detailed within the Link 23 TA. Trip distribution is shown in Diagram 4 whilst trip assignment is shown in 
Diagram 5.   

4.16. Total junction flows incorporating 2031 design year and Link 23 + Millfield Park development flows are 
presented in Diagram 6. For the purpose of operational assessments, flows have been converted to PCUs 
as detailed within Diagram 7.  

Junction Analysis 

4.17. The Transport Road Laboratory (TRL) computer programme PICADY has been used to analyse the 
capacity of the potential Millfield Park Site Access junction.  The capacity of priority junctions is generally 
considered to be acceptable where the ratio of flow against capacity (RFC) is 0.85 or less.  Within this ratio, 
queuing can be contained without knock-on effects to other traffic streams and the average delay per 
arriving vehicle is reasonable and flows are considered stable as highlighted by level of service (LOS), 
noted as follows: 

A = Free flow  

B = Reasonably free flow  

C = Stable flow  

D = Approaching unstable flow  

E = Unstable flow  

F = Forced or breakdown flow 

4.18. The Millfield Lane / Site Access junction has been modelled based on geometry derived from the initial 
concept design, as shown in Appendix A. 

4.19. The detailed PICADY output is contained in Appendix D and a summary of the 2031 design year (base + 
Link 23 + Millfield Park) results is presented in Table 2. 
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Table 2: Summary PICADY Results for 2031 Design Year (Base + Link 23 + Millfield Park) 

Stream 

AM Peak PM Peak 

RFC  Delay 
(s) 

Queue 
(PCU) 

LOS RFC Delay 
(s) 

Queue 
(PCU) 

LOS 

B - C 0.027 6.99 0.0 A 0.062 10.34 0.1 B 

B - A 0.200 11.96 0.2 B 0.392 22.14 0.6 C 

C - B 0.051 6.02 0.1 A 0.043 8.10 0.0 A 

A=Millfield Lane (S), B= Site Access Road, C=Millfield Lane (N) 

4.20. With the predicted increase in traffic through growth, the design year (2031) analysis shows that the junction 
has adequate reserve capacity. The maximum RFC is 0.392 with a queue of 0.6 PCUs at the site egress 
(right-turn onto Millfield Lane south) during the PM peak hour. In terms of delay, the level of service indicates 
stable flow for all approaches.  

4.21. The operational assessment therefore demonstrates that a singular priority junction access on Millfield Lane 
would comfortably accommodate the Millfield Park proposals without detrimental operational or safety 
impacts on the local highway network in consideration of background traffic growth, Link 23 traffic flows 
and local consented developments.  

Site 6EA Access Requirements  

4.22. The site-specific access requirements outlined within the St. Helens Borough Local Plan 2020 – 2035 for 
Millfield Park (allocated site 6EA) requires; “Appropriate highway access via Millfield Lane and allocated 
2EA site” (Florida Farm). However, the preliminary operational assessment undertaken above 
demonstrates that an additional vehicular access point to Millfield Park via the allocated 2EA site would not 
be necessary. Additional constraints may also be experienced should access to the Millfield Park site be 
required via third-party land (Florida Farm).  

4.23. Whilst analysis undertaken within this report demonstrates that a singular vehicular access from Millfield 
Lane would be sufficient, this would be confirmed with further detailed analysis undertaken within a TA in 
support of any subsequent planning application for the site. The TA assessments will be fully scoped with 
St. Helens Council, Highways England and Wigan Council and will consider the finalised masterplan 
proposals and additional detail required to finalise the site access junction design.   

4.24. Based on the above, it is proposed that Local Plan site specific access requirements be amended/finalised 
as follows;  

“Appropriate highway access via Millfield Lane or a combination with the allocated 2EA site (Florida 
Farm).”  

4.25. Determination of whether a singular point of access from Millfield Lane or an additional access via Florida 
Farm would be suitable would be thoroughly assessed within any subsequent TA for Millfield Park. The TA 
would also assess and identify any mitigation measures which may be required throughout the local 
highway network and Junction 23 of the M6 with reference to additional transportation requirements 
associated with allocated site 6EA; “Implementation of any measures required to mitigate impacts on the 
M6 (Junction 23) or other parts of the highway network.” 
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5. Summary & Conclusion 

5.1. Waterman Infrastructure & Environment has been commissioned by Canmoor Developments Ltd to 
consider the transport and access requirements for a warehouse and distribution facility ‘Millfield Park’, 
(incorporating land use classes B1c/B2/B8) located in Haydock, St. Helens. This work is intended to inform 
the masterplanning process at a high strategic level, in combination with confirming Representation to the 
land allocation requirements identified within the new St. Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 
Submission Draft.  

5.2. The preliminary masterplan shows a total of nine units constructed at the Millfield Park site. It is proposed 
the development would be accessed from a priority-controlled access junction on the Millfield Lane 
frontage. At this time, it is anticipated that Millfield Park would become operational in 2021.  

5.3. The site benefits from being included within the New St. Helens Borough Local Plan 2020 – 2035 
Submission Draft as potential land allocation 6EA.  

5.4. The preliminary junction access arrangement for the Millfield Park site includes provision of 3.5-metre wide 
ghost island facility to allow storage of right-turn waiting traffic from Millfield Lane (north). A visibility 
assessment has also been undertaken which demonstrates that adequate visibility can be achieved in-line 
with both DMRB and St. Helens Council design standards.  

5.5. An operational assessment has been undertaken in recognition of the preliminary junction access design 
and a +10-year design horizon of 2031, with assessment considering background traffic growth, consented 
developments and additional traffic flows associated with both Link 23 and Millfield Park.  

5.6. Design-year operational assessment results demonstrate that the junction would operate well, indicating 
that additional vehicular points of access into the Millfield Park site would not be necessary as outlined in 
the St. Helens Borough Local Plan 2020 – 2035 site specific access requirements. It has therefore been 
proposed that Local Plan site specific access requirements for site 6EA be amended / finalised as follows;  

“Appropriate highway access via Millfield Lane or a combination with the allocated 2EA site (Florida 
Farm).”  

5.7. Determination of whether a singular point of access from Millfield Lane or an additional access via Florida 
Farm would be suitable would be thoroughly assessed within any subsequent TA for Millfield Park. The TA 
would also assess and identify any mitigation measures which may be required throughout the local 
highway network and Junction 23 of the M6 with reference to additional transportation requirements 
associated with allocated site 6EA.
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APPENDICES 

A. Indicative Millfield Park Junction Arrangement 
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B. Traffic Flow Diagrams 
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C. TEMPRO Growth Outputs 
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D. Model Outputs 

 



 

 
Filename: millfield_site access.j9 
Path: \\S-GW\wiel\Projects\WIE15628_Haydock Lane St Helens\100\5_Technical\Transportation\Modelling 
Report generation date: 06/03/2019 17:11:07  

»(Default Analysis Set) - 2031 Design + P1 + Dev, AM 
»(Default Analysis Set) - 2031 Design + P1 + Dev, PM 

Summary of junction performance 
 

 
 

Junctions 9
PICADY 9 - Priority Intersection Module

Version: 9.5.0.6896  
© Copyright TRL Limited, 2018 

For sales and distribution information, program advice and maintenance, contact TRL: 
+44 (0)1344 379777     software@trl.co.uk     www.trlsoftware.co.uk

The users of this computer program for the solution of an engineering problem are in no way relieved of their responsibility for the correctness of the 
solution

  AM PM
  Queue (PCU) RFC Queue (PCU) RFC

  A1 - 2031 Design + P1 + Dev
Stream B-C 0.0 0.03 0.1 0.06

Stream B-A 0.2 0.20 0.6 0.39

Stream C-B 0.1 0.05 0.0 0.04

There are warnings associated with one or more model runs - see the 'Data Errors and Warnings' tables for each Analysis or Demand Set. 

 

Values shown are the highest values encountered over all time segments. Delay is the maximum value of average delay per arriving vehicle. 

File summary 

Units 

Analysis Options 

File Description 
Title (untitled)

Location  

Site number  

Date 27/01/2017

Version  

Status (new file)

Identifier  

Client  

Jobnumber  

Enumerator GWJRC

Description  

Distance units Speed units Traffic units input Traffic units results Flow units Average delay units Total delay units Rate of delay units
m kph PCU PCU perHour s -Min perMin

Vehicle length 
(m)

Calculate Queue 
Percentiles

Calculate detailed queueing 
delay

Calculate residual 
capacity

RFC 
Threshold

Average Delay 
threshold (s)

Queue threshold 
(PCU)

5.75       0.85 36.00 20.00

Generated on 06/03/2019 17:11:37 using Junctions 9 (9.5.0.6896)
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Demand Set Summary 

Analysis Set Details 

ID Scenario name Time Period name Traffic profile type Start time (HH:mm) Finish time (HH:mm) Time segment length (min) Run automatically

D1 2031 Design + P1 + Dev AM ONE HOUR 08:00 09:30 15 ü

D2 2031 Design + P1 + Dev PM ONE HOUR 16:45 18:15 15 ü

ID Name Include in report Network flow scaling factor (%) Network capacity scaling factor (%)

A1 (Default Analysis Set) ü 100.000 100.000

Generated on 06/03/2019 17:11:37 using Junctions 9 (9.5.0.6896)
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(Default Analysis Set) - 2031 Design + P1 + Dev, AM 
Data Errors and Warnings 

Junction Network 

Junctions 

Junction Network Options 

Arms 

Arms 

Major Arm Geometry 

Geometries for Arm C are measured opposite Arm B. Geometries for Arm A (if relevant) are measured opposite Arm D. 

Minor Arm Geometry 

Slope / Intercept / Capacity 

Priority Intersection Slopes and Intercepts 

The slopes and intercepts shown above do NOT include any corrections or adjustments. 

Streams may be combined, in which case capacity will be adjusted. 

Values are shown for the first time segment only; they may differ for subsequent time segments. 

Severity Area Item Description

Warning Vehicle Mix  
HV% is zero for all movements / time segments. Vehicle Mix matrix should be completed whether working in 
PCUs or Vehs. If HV% at the junction is genuinely zero, please ignore this warning.

Junction Name Junction type Major road direction Use circulating lanes Junction Delay (s) Junction LOS

1 Millfield Lane / Site Access T-Junction Two-way   0.86 A

Driving side Lighting
Left Normal/unknown

Arm Name Description Arm type

A Millfield Lane (S)   Major

B Site Access   Minor

C Millfield Lane (N)   Major

Arm Width of carriageway 
(m)

Has kerbed central 
reserve

Has right turn 
bay

Width for right turn 
(m)

Visibility for right turn 
(m) Blocks? Blocking queue 

(PCU)

C 6.40   ü 3.50 150.0   -

Arm Minor arm 
type

Width at give-
way (m)

Width at 
5m (m)

Width at 
10m (m)

Width at 
15m (m)

Width at 
20m (m)

Estimate flare 
length

Flare length 
(PCU)

Visibility to 
left (m)

Visibility to 
right (m)

B
One lane plus 

flare 10.00 9.50 6.50 5.70 5.50 ü 3.00 90 90

Junction Stream Intercept
(PCU/hr)

Slope
for  
A-B

Slope
for  
A-C

Slope
for  
C-A

Slope
for  
C-B

1 B-A 656 0.117 0.297 0.187 0.424

1 B-C 651 0.098 0.248 - -

1 C-B 754 0.287 0.287 - -
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Traffic Demand 

Demand Set Details 

 

Demand overview (Traffic) 

Origin-Destination Data 

Vehicle Mix 

Results 

Results Summary for whole modelled period 

 
 
 
 
 

ID Scenario name Time Period name Traffic profile type Start time (HH:mm) Finish time (HH:mm) Time segment length (min) Run automatically

D1 2031 Design + P1 + Dev AM ONE HOUR 08:00 09:30 15 ü

Vehicle mix varies over turn Vehicle mix varies over entry Vehicle mix source PCU Factor for a HV (PCU)

ü ü HV Percentages 2.00

Arm Linked arm Profile type Use O-D data Average Demand (PCU/hr) Scaling Factor (%)

A   ONE HOUR ü 392 100.000

B   ONE HOUR ü 81 100.000

C   ONE HOUR ü 786 100.000

Demand (PCU/hr) 
  To

From

   A   B   C 

 A  0 83 309

 B  68 0 13

 C  757 29 0

Heavy Vehicle Percentages 
  To

From

   A   B   C 

 A  0 0 0

 B  0 0 0

 C  0 0 0

Stream Max RFC Max Delay (s) Max Queue (PCU) Max LOS Average Demand 
(PCU/hr)

Total Junction 
Arrivals (PCU)

B-C 0.03 6.99 0.0 A 12 18

B-A 0.20 11.99 0.2 B 62 94

C-A         695 1042

C-B 0.05 6.01 0.1 A 27 40

A-B         76 114

A-C         284 425
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Main Results for each time segment 

08:00 - 08:15 

08:15 - 08:30 

08:30 - 08:45 

08:45 - 09:00 

09:00 - 09:15 

Stream Total Demand 
(PCU/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (PCU)

Capacity 
(PCU/hr) RFC Throughput 

(PCU/hr)
Start queue 

(PCU)
End queue 

(PCU) Delay (s) Unsignalised 
level of service

B-C 10 2 571 0.017 10 0.0 0.0 6.417 A

B-A 51 13 464 0.110 51 0.0 0.1 8.695 A

C-A 570 142     570        

C-B 22 5 670 0.033 22 0.0 0.0 5.555 A

A-B 62 16     62        

A-C 233 58     233        

Stream Total Demand 
(PCU/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (PCU)

Capacity 
(PCU/hr) RFC Throughput 

(PCU/hr)
Start queue 

(PCU)
End queue 

(PCU) Delay (s) Unsignalised 
level of service

B-C 12 3 554 0.021 12 0.0 0.0 6.641 A

B-A 61 15 427 0.143 61 0.1 0.2 9.837 A

C-A 681 170     681        

C-B 26 7 653 0.040 26 0.0 0.0 5.740 A

A-B 75 19     75        

A-C 278 69     278        

Stream Total Demand 
(PCU/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (PCU)

Capacity 
(PCU/hr) RFC Throughput 

(PCU/hr)
Start queue 

(PCU)
End queue 

(PCU) Delay (s) Unsignalised 
level of service

B-C 14 4 529 0.027 14 0.0 0.0 6.992 A

B-A 75 19 375 0.200 75 0.2 0.2 11.959 B

C-A 833 208     833        

C-B 32 8 630 0.051 32 0.0 0.1 6.014 A

A-B 91 23     91        

A-C 340 85     340        

Stream Total Demand 
(PCU/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (PCU)

Capacity 
(PCU/hr) RFC Throughput 

(PCU/hr)
Start queue 

(PCU)
End queue 

(PCU) Delay (s) Unsignalised 
level of service

B-C 14 4 529 0.027 14 0.0 0.0 6.994 A

B-A 75 19 375 0.200 75 0.2 0.2 11.985 B

C-A 833 208     833        

C-B 32 8 630 0.051 32 0.1 0.1 6.014 A

A-B 91 23     91        

A-C 340 85     340        

Stream Total Demand 
(PCU/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (PCU)

Capacity 
(PCU/hr) RFC Throughput 

(PCU/hr)
Start queue 

(PCU)
End queue 

(PCU) Delay (s) Unsignalised 
level of service

B-C 12 3 553 0.021 12 0.0 0.0 6.645 A

B-A 61 15 427 0.143 61 0.2 0.2 9.863 A

C-A 681 170     681        

C-B 26 7 653 0.040 26 0.1 0.0 5.743 A

A-B 75 19     75        

A-C 278 69     278        
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09:15 - 09:30 

Stream Total Demand 
(PCU/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (PCU)

Capacity 
(PCU/hr) RFC Throughput 

(PCU/hr)
Start queue 

(PCU)
End queue 

(PCU) Delay (s) Unsignalised 
level of service

B-C 10 2 570 0.017 10 0.0 0.0 6.421 A

B-A 51 13 464 0.110 51 0.2 0.1 8.726 A

C-A 570 142     570        

C-B 22 5 670 0.033 22 0.0 0.0 5.557 A

A-B 62 16     62        

A-C 233 58     233        
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(Default Analysis Set) - 2031 Design + P1 + Dev, PM 
Data Errors and Warnings 

Junction Network 

Junctions 

Junction Network Options 

Traffic Demand 

Demand Set Details 

 

Demand overview (Traffic) 

Origin-Destination Data 

Vehicle Mix 

Severity Area Item Description

Warning Vehicle Mix  
HV% is zero for all movements / time segments. Vehicle Mix matrix should be completed whether working in 
PCUs or Vehs. If HV% at the junction is genuinely zero, please ignore this warning.

Junction Name Junction type Major road direction Use circulating lanes Junction Delay (s) Junction LOS

1 Millfield Lane / Site Access T-Junction Two-way   1.62 A

Driving side Lighting
Left Normal/unknown

ID Scenario name Time Period name Traffic profile type Start time (HH:mm) Finish time (HH:mm) Time segment length (min) Run automatically

D2 2031 Design + P1 + Dev PM ONE HOUR 16:45 18:15 15 ü

Vehicle mix varies over turn Vehicle mix varies over entry Vehicle mix source PCU Factor for a HV (PCU)

ü ü HV Percentages 2.00

Arm Linked arm Profile type Use O-D data Average Demand (PCU/hr) Scaling Factor (%)

A   ONE HOUR ü 917 100.000

B   ONE HOUR ü 116 100.000

C   ONE HOUR ü 488 100.000

Demand (PCU/hr) 
  To

From

   A   B   C 

 A  0 84 833

 B  95 0 21

 C  470 18 0

Heavy Vehicle Percentages 
  To

From

   A   B   C 

 A  0 0 0

 B  0 0 0

 C  0 0 0

Generated on 06/03/2019 17:11:37 using Junctions 9 (9.5.0.6896)
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Results 

Results Summary for whole modelled period 

 
 
 
 
 
Main Results for each time segment 

16:45 - 17:00 

17:00 - 17:15 

17:15 - 17:30 

17:30 - 17:45 

Stream Max RFC Max Delay (s) Max Queue (PCU) Max LOS Average Demand 
(PCU/hr)

Total Junction 
Arrivals (PCU)

B-C 0.06 10.34 0.1 B 19 29

B-A 0.39 22.14 0.6 C 87 131

C-A         431 647

C-B 0.04 8.10 0.0 A 17 25

A-B         77 116

A-C         764 1147

Stream Total Demand 
(PCU/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (PCU)

Capacity 
(PCU/hr) RFC Throughput 

(PCU/hr)
Start queue 

(PCU)
End queue 

(PCU) Delay (s) Unsignalised 
level of service

B-C 16 4 469 0.034 16 0.0 0.0 7.943 A

B-A 72 18 389 0.184 71 0.0 0.2 11.264 B

C-A 354 88     354        

C-B 14 3 556 0.024 13 0.0 0.0 6.634 A

A-B 63 16     63        

A-C 627 157     627        

Stream Total Demand 
(PCU/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (PCU)

Capacity 
(PCU/hr) RFC Throughput 

(PCU/hr)
Start queue 

(PCU)
End queue 

(PCU) Delay (s) Unsignalised 
level of service

B-C 19 5 430 0.044 19 0.0 0.0 8.752 A

B-A 85 21 338 0.253 85 0.2 0.3 14.204 B

C-A 423 106     423        

C-B 16 4 518 0.031 16 0.0 0.0 7.178 A

A-B 76 19     76        

A-C 749 187     749        

Stream Total Demand 
(PCU/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (PCU)

Capacity 
(PCU/hr) RFC Throughput 

(PCU/hr)
Start queue 

(PCU)
End queue 

(PCU) Delay (s) Unsignalised 
level of service

B-C 23 6 372 0.062 23 0.0 0.1 10.317 B

B-A 105 26 267 0.392 103 0.3 0.6 21.843 C

C-A 517 129     517        

C-B 20 5 464 0.043 20 0.0 0.0 8.095 A

A-B 92 23     92        

A-C 917 229     917        

Stream Total Demand 
(PCU/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (PCU)

Capacity 
(PCU/hr) RFC Throughput 

(PCU/hr)
Start queue 

(PCU)
End queue 

(PCU) Delay (s) Unsignalised 
level of service

B-C 23 6 371 0.062 23 0.1 0.1 10.343 B

B-A 105 26 267 0.392 105 0.6 0.6 22.142 C

C-A 517 129     517        

C-B 20 5 464 0.043 20 0.0 0.0 8.097 A

A-B 92 23     92        

A-C 917 229     917        

Generated on 06/03/2019 17:11:37 using Junctions 9 (9.5.0.6896)
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17:45 - 18:00 

18:00 - 18:15 

 
 

Stream Total Demand 
(PCU/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (PCU)

Capacity 
(PCU/hr) RFC Throughput 

(PCU/hr)
Start queue 

(PCU)
End queue 

(PCU) Delay (s) Unsignalised 
level of service

B-C 19 5 429 0.044 19 0.1 0.0 8.773 A

B-A 85 21 338 0.253 87 0.6 0.3 14.382 B

C-A 423 106     423        

C-B 16 4 518 0.031 16 0.0 0.0 7.183 A

A-B 76 19     76        

A-C 749 187     749        

Stream Total Demand 
(PCU/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (PCU)

Capacity 
(PCU/hr) RFC Throughput 

(PCU/hr)
Start queue 

(PCU)
End queue 

(PCU) Delay (s) Unsignalised 
level of service

B-C 16 4 468 0.034 16 0.0 0.0 7.959 A

B-A 72 18 389 0.184 72 0.3 0.2 11.364 B

C-A 354 88     354        

C-B 14 3 556 0.024 14 0.0 0.0 6.635 A

A-B 63 16     63        

A-C 627 157     627        
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2 Attachments

To whom it may concern,

Please find attached a copy of representations (including Development Framework Document), as well as the representation 
form, prepared by Barton Willmore, on behalf of our Client, Miller Homes, in relation to the St Helens Local Plan Submission 
Draft for your consideration.

I would be grateful if you could confirm receipt of the attached in due course.

Kind regards.

Dan.

St Helens Local Plan 2020 - 2035, Submission Draft - Representations
Dan Ingram 
to:
planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk
13/03/2019 14:20

27020.A3.DI.SG - St Helens Submission Draft Local Plan Representations on behalf of Miller Homes 13.03.2019 & Appendices.pdf

Representation Form.pdf

Dan Ingram

Senior Planner

Page 1 of 1

31/05/2019file:///C:/Users/GriffithsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notes0C98C3/~web3408.htm
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Representor Details 

Web Reference Number WF0189 

Type of Submission Web submission 

Full Name Mr G Taylor 

Organisation English Land Ltd 

Address * See Agent * See Agent 

Agent Details Mr Andy Frost 

Frost Planning Ltd 

Drumlins 

57 Chelford Road 

Prestbury 

Cheshire, SK10 4PT 

 

 

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 (via e-mail) 

 

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

Policy Policy LPA04/Site Allocation 9EA (and cross-

referenced in Table 4.1 plus Appendix 5) 

Paragraph / diagram / table As above 

Policies Map Pages 5 and 6 

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic 

Environmental Assessment 

Chapter 4.2.13 

Habitats Regulation Assessment n/a 

Other documents Employment Needs Study and Economic Viability 

Assessment 

 

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035: 

Is legally compliant? Yes 

Is sound? No 

Complies with the duty to cooperate? Yes 

 

5. If you consider the Local Plan is unsound, it because it is not: 

Positively prepared, Justified, Effective, Consistent with national policy 

 

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 concise as possible. 

Refer to the submitted Representation report as attached/separately forwarded. 

 

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary 

Refer to the submitted Representation report as attached/separately forwarded. 

 

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at 

the oral part of the examination? 

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination 

 

9. If you wish to participate in the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider 

this to be necessary: 



To ensure the proposed amendments are fully understood and taken into account. 

 

Response Date 3/12/2019 11:46:09 AM 
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FwFwFwFw::::    Warrington Response to St Helens Local Plan NTLSWarrington Response to St Helens Local Plan NTLSWarrington Response to St Helens Local Plan NTLSWarrington Response to St Helens Local Plan NTLS
20/01/2020 10:55

Senior Planning Officer (Policy)
Development Plans
Development & Growth
Place Services
St. Helens Council
-------------------------------------------------------------------
AAAA: Town Hall Annexe, Victoria Square, St. Helens, WA10 1HP
TTTT: 
EEEE:
WWWW: www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan

----- Forwarded by  on 20/01/2020 10:54 -----

From:
To:
Cc:
Date: 16/04/2019 11:41
Subject: Fw: Warrington Response to St Helens Local Plan NTLS

I attach Warrington's comments.

They had sent them previously but only to  and my in box and it was not clear at that stage if  
they were the final comments.

I have confirmed to them that we will log their letter as a formal response.

    
Best Regards,

Development Plans Manager,
St Helens Council,  
Town Hall Annexe 
Corporation Street ,
St Helens
WA10 1HF

 
----- Forwarded by  on 16/04/2019 11:38 -----

From: "Bell, Michael" 
To:  

Date: 16/04/2019 11:25
Subject: FW: Warrington Response to St Helens Local Plan NTLS

 

I understand you wanted me to send our comments again.



 

Michael 

 

From: Bell, Michael 
Sent: 13 March 2019 11:37
To:  

Subject: Warrington Response to St Helens Local Plan NTLS

 

 

I have attached our response in the form of a letter. It identifies the site allocations we are 
providing comments on and includes some suggested wording to ensure the plan is sound. 

 

In order to get lead Member sign off I have had to prepare a letter rather than use your on-line 
form.

 

Can you confirm this is an acceptable format for our response.

 

regards

 

Michael Bell

Planning Policy and Programmes Manager

 

Planning Policy and Programmes

Growth Directorate

Warrington Borough Council

New Town House

Buttermarket Street



Warrington

WA1 2NH

 

 

***************************************************************************
*****

DISCLAIMER

The views expressed by the author of this e-mail do not necessarily reflect the views or 
policies of Warrington Borough Council.  Warrington Borough Council employees and 
Elected Members are expressly requested, to not make any defamatory, threatening or 
obscene statements and to not infringe any legal right (including copyright) by e-mail 
communication.

WARNING: e-Mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as 
information could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or may 
contain viruses.  Warrington Borough Council therefore does not accept liability for any 
errors or omissions in the content of this message, which arise as a result of e-mail 
transmission.

CONFIDENTIALITY: This e-mail contains proprietary information, some or all of which 
may be confidential and/or legally privileged.  It is for the intended recipient(s) only.  If an 
addressing or transmission error has misdirected this e-mail, please notify the sender; and 
then delete the original.  If you are not the intended recipient you should not use, disclose, 
distribute, copy, print or rely on any information contained in this e-mail.

ACCESS TO INFORMATION: As a public sector organisation, Warrington Borough 
Council may be required to disclose this e-mail (or any response to it) under the Freedom of 
Information Act 2000. All information is handled in line with the Data Protection Act 2018.

MONITORING: Warrington Borough Council undertakes monitoring of both incoming and 
outgoing e-mail.  You should therefore be aware that the content of any e-mail may be 
examined if deemed appropriate.

VIRUSES: The recipient should check this e-mail and any attachments for the presence of 
viruses.  Warrington Borough Council accepts no liability for any damage caused by any 
virus transmitted by this e-mail.  Although precautions have been taken to ensure that no 
viruses are present within this e-mail, Warrington Borough Council cannot accept 
responsibility for any loss or damage arising from the use of this e-mail or any attachments.

***************************************************************************
*****



 - Warrington Response to St Helens Local Plan Draft Submission Version.pdf
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Representor Details 

Web Reference Number WF0189 

Type of Submission Web submission 

Full Name Mr G Taylor 

Organisation English Land Ltd 

Address * See Agent * See Agent 

Agent Details Mr Andy Frost 

Frost Planning Ltd 

Drumlins 

57 Chelford Road 

Prestbury 

Cheshire, SK10 4PT 

 

 

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 (via e-mail) 

 

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

Policy Policy LPA04/Site Allocation 9EA (and cross-

referenced in Table 4.1 plus Appendix 5) 

Paragraph / diagram / table As above 

Policies Map Pages 5 and 6 

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic 

Environmental Assessment 

Chapter 4.2.13 

Habitats Regulation Assessment n/a 

Other documents Employment Needs Study and Economic Viability 

Assessment 

 

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035: 

Is legally compliant? Yes 

Is sound? No 

Complies with the duty to cooperate? Yes 

 

5. If you consider the Local Plan is unsound, it because it is not: 

Positively prepared, Justified, Effective, Consistent with national policy 

 

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 concise as possible. 

Refer to the submitted Representation report as attached/separately forwarded. 

 

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary 

Refer to the submitted Representation report as attached/separately forwarded. 

 

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at 

the oral part of the examination? 

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination 

 

9. If you wish to participate in the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider 

this to be necessary: 



To ensure the proposed amendments are fully understood and taken into account. 

 

Response Date 3/12/2019 11:46:09 AM 
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List of Abbreviations: 
 
Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd (Taylor Wimpey) 
Keppie Massie (KM) 
Grasscroft Development Solutions (GDS) 
St Helens Council (SHC) 
Economic Viability Assessment (EVA) 
Dwellings Per Hectare (DPH) 
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 
Gross Internal Area (GIA) 
Building Cost Information Service (BCIS) 
Gross Development Value (GDV) 
Benchmark Land Value (BLV) 
Existing Use Value (EUV) 
Strategic Market Housing Assessment (SHMA) 
Registered Social Landlord (RSL) 
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1. Introduction. 
 

This report has been produced by Grasscroft Development Solutions to 
comment on the consultation document produced by Keppie Massie (KM) on 
behalf of St Helens Council (SHC). The document is titled “ST HELENS LOCAL 
PLAN ECONOMIC VIABILITY ASSESSMENT” (EVA). The document has been 
produced to set out and to invite comments on the approach proposed for the 
assessment of viability when considering the proposed new Local Plan for the 
period 2020 to 2035. 
 

Grasscroft Development Solutions (GDS) have been instructed by Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd 
(Taylor Wimpey) to comment on the proposed approach to the Study, the viability appraisal 
methodology and the assumptions proposed. 

Keppie Massie have identified within Section 1 of the EVA the purpose of the report. They 
refer to the NPPF at paragraph 1.02 and specifically to the importance placed on ensuring 
polices do not undermine the delivery of the plan1. It is with this in mind that all viability 
assumptions that are ultimately adopted should be based on a cautious approach as the 
commonly accepted residual valuation approach is by its nature sensitive to even small 
changes in key assumptions. If a local plan is to be successful in avoiding the need for site 
specific viability assessments on all future development sites and/or not deterring sites from 
being brought forward completely, then it is critical that the assumptions adopted are realistic 
and do not test the limits of viability. 

KM and SHC have invited comments on the EVA by Wednesday 13th March 2019. This note 
concentrates on providing a response to the main assumptions proposed within the EVA in so 
far as they relate to the residential development market only, it does not comment on 
commercial uses. 

In preparing the note other documents have also been considered and referred to where 
appropriate including the Authority’s Local Plan Strategy and associated documents, Viability 
Testing Local Plans and the RICS Guidance Note: Financial Viability in Planning. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
1 Reference ID: 10-002-20180724 
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2.  Grasscroft Development Solutions. 
This report has been undertaken by Michael Coulter, a Director and Richard 
Heathcote, a Consultant at Grasscroft Development Solutions. 

 
Grasscroft Development Solutions is the development consultancy arm of the Grasscroft 
Property Company Ltd, which is a regional based residential and commercial development 
company.   
 
The Grasscroft group of companies has been active within the North West, and wider area, 
for the past twelve years and has undertaken and completed a number of successful 
residential and commercial developments. 
 
Michael Coulter has a First Class Honours Degree in Building, a Master’s Degree in Built 
Environment Research and is a Member of the Chartered Institute of Building. He has 20 
years experience at the highest level within the property industry and has held senior and 
board level positions at a variety of development and building companies. 
 
Michael’s career has had a strong residential focus and as such he has been responsible for 
the development and delivery of a wide variety of private sector and social housing schemes 
within the North of England.  These schemes have ranged from small new build projects to 
large urban regeneration initiatives, including Macintosh Village in Manchester which 
incorporated the UK’s first ‘eco tower’.  Posts held by him have included: 
 

 Roland Bardsley Homes Ltd – Director 
 Taylor Woodrow Capital Developments – Associate Director 
 Morrison Homes Ltd – Area Development Manager 

 
Richard Heathcote has a degree in Urban Land Economics and has 25 years of experience in 
the property industry having held senior positions with a number of development companies 
and commercial property practices.  
 
Richard’s career has also had a strong residential focus, both for new build traditional 
housing, high rise apartment development, mixed use developments and major listed building 
conversions throughout England and Wales. Posts held by him have included: 
 

 GL Hearn - Land and Planning Director 
 Crosby Lend Lease - Development Manager 
 CALA Finance - Business Development Manager 
 PJ Livesey Group - Land and Estates Manager 

 
Current consultancy commissions range from providing advice on viability to full development 
management of residential and mixed use projects. 
 
Taking into account the above demonstrable experience, the writers of this paper are in a 
very strong position to comment on the issues set out within the St Helens Local Plan 
Economic Viability Assessment consultation document.   
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3. General Methodology. 
Within this section of the report we will consider and comment upon the general approach 
adopted by Keppie Massie to assessing viability in the SHC area and highlight some of the 
key areas of guidance, particularly where KM have adopted a different approach or where 
from the information provided to date there is a lack of clarity on the basis of inputs. 

 

Evidence Base and Presentation of Viability Results. 

There is currently a lack of detail on how a number of the KM appraisal inputs have been 
evidenced and calculated, particularly in regard to critical assumptions such as build cost. It is 
clear however that this is currently set at too low a level overall, which we will refer to further 
below.  
 
At present the EVA does not include copies of the viability appraisal summaries. For 
consultees to be able to assess fully the KM assumptions and the results tables that have 
been produced copies should be provided within the appendices for the main typologies and 
the key strategic sites that the Local Plan will rely upon. KM have provided similar appraisal 
summaries for other local authority areas, including the recently concluded Cheshire East CIL 
Examination Hearings. This is key evidence which is readily available and should be provide 
as soon as possible to give all consultees the opportunity to review and make representations 
as appropriate. Our ability to comment fully on overall viability matters is currently limited by 
the omission of appraisal summaries from the EVA. 
 
 
Testing Viability at the Plan Making Stage. 
 
We note the quotes taken from the various sources relating to Viability and Local Plans.  
Emphasis is increasingly being placed on ensuring that the types of sites and developments 
planned are deliverable wherever possible without the need for further viability assessment at 
the decision making stage. This is evident when referring to the updated Planning Practice 
Guidance.2  
 
Whilst this seems a sensible approach, all too often this is not currently possible. Each site is 
unique and therefore its overall development cost is also unique. Any area wide approach to 
viability therefore needs to ensure that the vast majority of development will remain viable 
even when fully policy compliant. To achieve this, the overall cumulative impact of all the 
Council’s plan polices needs to be carefully assessed and set at a level that allows sufficient 
headroom to ensure this is the case throughout the plan period.  
 
This is typically done by completing a series of financial appraisals and assessing what if any 
level of surplus is available to make contributions to affordable housing and other local plan 
policy objectives. To ensure the long term deliverability of the plan it is good practice not to 
test the margins of viability and therefore it is widely accepted and that “headroom” needs to 
be built into appraisals, both within the levels of individual cost and revenue assumptions but 

                                                
2 Reference ID: 10-002-20180724 and Reference ID: 10-008-20180724 
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also when considering what proportion of any final surplus should be considered available for 
contributions to local plan polices. In many cases headroom of between 30% and 50% is 
allowed. This was the case in the recent Cheshire East CIL examination hearings we took 
part in where 50% was adopted. The remaining 50% is the sum available for the funding of 
plan polices and CIL (if it were to be considered).  
 
Clearly over the proposed plan period economic and market conditions will change 
considerably on a number of occasions and therefore it is also important to retain a degree of 
flexibility so that should market conditions deteriorate a good proportion of development can 
remain viable and developments continue to come forward to meet the overall plan 
requirements. In periods of economic slowdown (which are bound to occur during the plan 
period), it is imperative that development is still possible to retain the economic and social 
benefits that derive from it.  
 
 
Guidance on Key Appraisal Assumptions. 
 
With this in mind it is important that the key appraisal inputs are conservatively assessed. 
Given the nature of a residual valuation approach, these assumptions have a significant 
potential impact on the outcome and any surplus that may be available is normally only a 
small percentage of the total gross development value. We will make more detailed 
comments on the individual appraisal assumptions in other areas of our consultation 
response.  
 
Whilst the price paid for land is not deemed to be a relevant justification for failing to accord 
with policies in the plan it is critical that the “base input” land cost is set at a level that 
provides a real incentive for landowners to either bring their sites to the market or to invest 
directly themselves in promoting the sites through the planning system. Whichever route is 
taken there is a considerable financial risk given the uncertainties around obtaining planning 
consents and the subsequent ability to achieve a successful sale. Long periods of time can 
be required to successfully promote sites during which both market conditions and individual 
circumstances can change. There has to be a significant potential return to the landowner to 
motivate them to either promote the site themselves or enter into an agreement with a third 
party to do so. 
 
It is also critical that the cost of all plan polices are fully and realistically costed and detailed 
item by item. All too often appraisals fail to incorporate these costs fully and make no 
allowance for the cost of these polices increasing year on year whilst the review of the 
impacts is only periodic.  
 
The Planning Practice Guidance on Viability states that ….“The role for viability 
assessment is primarily at the plan making stage. Viability assessment should not 
compromise sustainable development but should be used to ensure that policies are 
realistic, and that the total cumulative cost of all relevant policies will not undermine 
deliverability of the plan.”…3 If this aim is to be achieved then the appraisals produced will 
need to include for an objective assessment of likely abnormal costs that developments will 

                                                
3 Paragraph 002 Reference ID10-002-20180724 
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also incur otherwise there will continue to need to be detailed site specific assessments. At 
present abnormal costs have been specifically excluded from KM’s total cost assessments. 
 
Similarly for many larger strategic sites there are significant opening up costs which often go 
un-assessed or significantly under assessed when part of an area wide assessment of this 
type. This cost item is dealt with within the detailed guidance contained in Viability Testing 
Local Plans, Advice for planning practitioners (the Harman Report). Opening up costs 
are identified in Appendix B item 2 as ....”strategic infrastructure costs which are typically 
in the order of £17,000 - £23,000 per plot for larger scale schemes”.4 
 
KM have made allowances for opening up costs in table 5.4 at paragraph 5.44 of the EVA 
which increase from zero from small sites of up to 14 dwellings up to £8,300 for sites of 200 
units and over which is approximately 40% of the cost advocated by Harman. This allowance 
therefore appears low but does needs to be considered as part of the total development cost 
allowance. 
 
Larger sites will also have additional costs associated with their promotion through planning. 
This has been widely accepted and adopted elsewhere and should be reflected in the fee 
percentage adopted. Again the Harman Report makes detailed reference to these costs in 
item 4 of Appendix B: 
 
“…..Many viability studies incorporate an assessment of fees based solely upon a 
percentage of house-building costs. While this may be appropriate in relation to 
smaller scale sites, such an approach may underestimate the costs associated with 
the promotion and implementation of larger, more complex schemes.  
  
 Such costs may include:  
 
• Outline application costs  
• Local Plan promotion 
• CIL Examination in Public representation 
• Environmental statements 
• Design and access statements 
• Masterplan and design codes 
• Public consultation costs 
• The discharge of planning conditions and approval of reserved matters 
• Planning application fees 
• Project management costs 
• Building regulation fees 
• Statutory undertakers’ fees, including bonding costs.  
 
Figures for fees relating to design, planning and other professional fees can range 
from 8 -10% for straightforward sites to 20% for the most complex, multi–phase sites. 
In circumstances where the Local Plan is reliant upon large scale sites in order to 
accommodate its assessed housing requirement, consideration should also be given 

                                                
4 Viability Testing Local Plans, Advice for planning practitioners, Appendix B, Item 2, Page 44 
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to the additional planning promotion and land assembly costs necessarily incurred in 
the manner described in Step 2 (Threshold and Benchmark Land Value).”5 
 
Whilst the above list is by no means definitive it is clear that the costs associated with the 
initial assessment and subsequent promotion of large residential and mixed use sites are 
significant. These costs need to be fully reflected within the appraisals proposed, with 
appropriate levels of fees and opening up costs included.   
 
If SHC wish to minimise the need for future site specific viability assessments then the 
general assumptions used in the proposed viability appraisals need to be cautious in their 
overall approach, incorporate the appropriate level of construction costs and allow for 
significant headroom. By adopting this approach modest changes in economic conditions 
should not render all sites unviable and only those sites with significant abnormal costs will in 
normal market conditions incur viability issues and therefore need some relaxation of local 
plan policy requirements. If this approach is not adopted, then there will continue to be the 
need for site specific viability appraisals, which will impact on overall housing delivery and on 
affordable housing provision in particular.  
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                
5 Viability Testing Local Plans, Advice for planning practitioners, Appendix B, Item 4, page 44-45 
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4.  Evidence, Analysis & Appraisal Assumptions. 
 
At present there is insufficient information provided within the KM report to make a full 
assessment of the various viability assumptions proposed. As stated above it would greatly 
assist all consultees if copies of the viability appraisal summaries were provided. 
Notwithstanding the above, our current observations are as detailed below: 
 
 
Development Mix And Density. 
 
The development dwelling mix and resultant density is a critical assumption and needs 
careful consideration. Development densities are often referred to in terms of the number of 
dwelling per hectare (DPH) however this is only part of the picture and whilst it is reasonable 
for SHC to have a target density of typically 30 dwellings per net hectare or higher in more 
urban locations, densities will vary from site to site dependent upon the site location, and 
characteristics of the surrounding area, topography, social and economic factors and market 
conditions. In some cases a lower density may be more appropriate, for example sites in 
edge of settlement locations which were formally open countryside or Greenbelt. It is often 
the case that on larger sites, to achieve varying character areas, densities will be variable. In 
addition it is important to identify the SHC are seeking to promote larger homes as part of 
their housing strategy and accordingly, a lower density will be necessary. 
 
Just as important is the actual mix of house types and the sizes of each type of dwelling. It is 
the combination of the number of dwellings per hectare, the mix of house types and the 
individual house type unit size which drives the actual development density and therefore the 
resultant overall gross development value.  
 
Whilst we accept it is common to see a range of development densities the planning 
constraints placed on development layouts are generally common and have a significant 
impact on the quantum of development that can be achieved. The majority of councils will 
look to have broadly similar “standards” they seek to achieve relating to privacy distances and 
overlooking issues, the size of private amenity space, parking standards and road layouts, 
etc. These constraints to a great extent dictate the density of development that can be 
achieved.  
 
Whilst greater density can be achieved (in terms of m2 per hectare or square feet per acre) 
by for example utilising a larger proportion of terraced house types or three storey dwellings, 
these will generally also achieve a lower sales value compared to detached housing at lower 
density. Developments that are of a higher density will have a different appearance and will 
generally also tend to achieve lower sales values, though the impact can be ameliorated to 
some extent through the use of higher quality design, materials and finish, though this will 
impact on the development cost.  
 
We support the general approach of testing a range of sites typologies as set out in table 3.4 
on page 25 of the EVA however, what is not clear is what if any adjustment to the housing 
mix has been made when completing the appraisals for the 30DPH, 35DPH and 40DPH 
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scenarios. Without this detail we are unable to comment fully on the suitability or robustness 
of the assumptions.  
 
From the limited information provided in the EVA we would make the following initial 
comments on the individual assumptions proposed.  
 
 
Dwelling Sizes. 
 
KM discusses at some length from page 25 to 29 of the EVA development densities, mix and 
unit sizes. 
 
They refer to analysis they have completed on dwelling mix and sizes from recent planning 
permissions and refer to these in tables 3.8 and 3.10 and compare them to the assumptions 
made in previous viability work from 2016 and from the housing mix recommended within the 
councils SHMA. 
 
It is not clear how recent applications have been analysed, however the KM analysis closely 
accords with the previous assumptions from the 2016 viability work and the councils SHMA 
and therefore they have decided to maintain the previously applied assumptions on mix and 
dwelling sizes.  
 
This being the case the mix maintains a 1 bedroom house type at 56m2 however there is no 
corresponding evidence for such a house type within the planning application analysis. This is 
not surprising as we are unaware of any developer seeking to develop such a property, we 
would therefore recommend either its removal from the dwelling mix or its replacement with a 
1 bedroom bungalow type which would at least be a theoretically feasible (if unlikely) option. 
 
The sizes proposed by KM are set out in Table 1 below: 
 

Dwelling Type 1 Bed 
House 

2 Bed 
House 

3 Bed 
House 

4 Bed 
House 

5 Bed 
House 

1 Bed 
Flat 

2 Bed 
Flat 

 
Dwelling Size 
Proposed Sq m 

56 70 84 109 139 56 70 

Dwelling Size 
Proposed sq ft 

603 753 904 1173 1496 603 703 

Table 1: Average Dwelling Sizes adopted in the EVA. 
 
GDS believe that the methodology adopted is too simplistic and is not sufficiently 
representative of the range of sizes for a particular house type that will be delivered across 
the borough, dependent on the market location. It also fails to differentiate between terraced, 
semi detached or detached house types. There is also no reference to 3 storey house types 
or Bungalows that we understand are also proposed within the housing mix.  
 
Whilst there is less margin for error with the smaller house types i.e. the 1, 2 and 3 bed 
dwellings due to a smaller range in sizes, the inappropriateness of the adopted methodology 
is illustrated when considering the larger properties. For instance KM has assumed all 5 bed 
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houses at 139m2 irrespective of the market location. The size of a 5 bedroom house can vary 
widely dependent upon both the location, size of the development site and the developer 
profile, from as little as around 120m2 up to around 250m2.  
 
To adopt a single average size for the house types is too broad-brush and consideration 
should be given to a range of sizes which better reflect the specific market locations. It is 
however also important to recognise that when adopting a larger house type size there will 
inevitably also be an impact on the DPH. You cannot simply apply the same mix and unit size 
to a 40 DPH scheme as you would at 30 DPH.  For a 40 DPH dwelling mix we would expect 
no 5 bedroom detached houses would be included for example. 
 
Included within the KM table 3.11 are 1 and 2 bedroom flats However, it is not clear how 
these are relevant as it is not specified how, if at all they are included in the proposed 
dwelling mix as outlined in the table 2.3 on page 12 of the EVA. The mix proposed gives no 
breakdown for the proportions of 4 and 5 bedroom houses and for all dwelling types provides 
a range of percentages. From the information provided, therefore, it is impossible to calculate 
what actual development density is being proposed in terms of the total square feet per acre 
(metres per hectare). We are therefore unable to comment fully on its appropriateness.  
 
Our overall comment is that as an “average” the unit sizes proposed are reasonably 
representative of 2 storey detached for the 4 and 5 bedroom units. 
 
For the 3 bedroom units it is not representative of a semi detached or terraced unit which 
would be smaller at between 770 sq ft and 870 sq ft.  
 
Similarly for 2 bedroom terraced or semis detached we would expect them to be in the region 
of 675 sq ft to 720 sq ft in this area.  
 
When considering bungalows then as they will have less circulation space 600 sq ft would be 
appropriate for a 1 bedroom unit and 675 sq ft for a 2 bedroom bungalow.   
 
The apartment sizes adopted are also larger than we would expect in SHC area with a more 
typical 1 bedroom apartment averaging 525 sq ft and a 2 bedroom apartment 650 sq ft.  
 
 
Gross to Net Site Ratios. 
 
The gross to net areas proposed in Table 3.6 on page 26 of the EVA have been applied to 
the generic assessments of a range of sites from 5 to 200 dwellings. 
 
We would point out that not all small sites will have a 100% developable area and it may 
therefore be prudent to adopt say a 95% gross to net ratio for the smallest sites.  
 
KM state that for the larger site specific assessments of sites allocated for new development 
they have based their assumptions on the site areas, densities and capacities as set out in 
table 2.2 on page 9 of the EVA. 
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Whilst this is a reasonable approach, in itself this will not impact significantly on viability 
though sites with larger areas of undeveloped land will tend to require an increased budget 
for external works, open space set up and management, etc. It is the assumptions 
surrounding the density of development in terms of the square feet per acre (square metres 
per hectare) as outlined above which are of far more significance in reaching a suitably 
realistic and cautious view on viability. Without access to actual copies of the development 
appraisals it is not possible for us to reach a firm conclusion on the appropriateness of the 
densities appraised.  
 
 
Densities/Acre (Hectare). 
 
As referred to above, there is currently insufficient detail within the EVA to make a detailed 
assessment of the assumptions proposed. We are therefore unable to calculate the actual 
density proposed as it is unclear, if, for example, flats are included within the mix or what is 
the proposed split between 4 and 5 bedroom houses, as they are currently grouped together 
as providing 15-20% of dwellings.  
 
From previous analysis we have carried out elsewhere densities of between 11,500 to 13,000 
sq feet per acre (2,640 to 2,985m2 per hectare) would represent a suitably conservative 
range of assumptions for development density for a typical 2 storey housing only 
development. This would increase if 3 storey houses were included, or a proportion of 
apartments but would decrease if bungalows were included.   
 
As referred to above, if densities in excess of 30 dwellings per hectare are to be tested then 
there needs to be an adjustment to the development mix assumptions so that the actual 
density of accommodation in terms of metres squared per hectare (sq ft per acre) remains 
realistic as a cautious assumption for an area wide assessment of this kind. Densities of 40 
DPH will necessitate the inclusion of a much higher proportion of smaller terraced or semi 
detached properties, and either elements of 3 storey housing or some apartments. It cannot 
be simply assumed that the same 2 storey housing mix can be carried forward.  
 

Use of Appropriate Build Cost Data. 

We are concerned that no reference is made to the BCIS data costs which are normally relied 
upon as a key source of construction cost data for area wide assessments of this kind. 
Instead KM refers to their internal database, knowledge and experience.  

Within the Keppie Massie Report on Construction Costs, at paragraph 2.9, they point out that 
the BCIS is referenced as an appropriate data source within the latest guidance. It is in fact 
the only data source so referenced. Whilst alternatives could be considered if they were made 
available and were based on actual completed projects build cost data. From our recent 
experience during an examination hearing for another local authority area it has become clear 
that the database referred to by KM is in fact not based on actual development costs and in 
fact is based upon viability appraisals from throughout the country. This seriously undermines 
the utility of the schedule, and means that it should be unfavourably compared to information 
provided by BCIS data which is based upon actual construction costs not prospective ones.  
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Whilst some information regarding the background of the KM Database and what it contains, 
plus a copy of part of the report, was ultimately provided after the examination hearing closed 
we have still not been provided with any real background as to the inputs and whether this is 
appropriate evidence to assess likely development costs. 

It is our conclusion from an assessment of the limited information obtained on the KM 
database that it is insufficient, confused and cannot be properly interrogated, nor has a proper 
explanation of the inputs been provided.  

If KM are to persist with relying on this flawed database rather than BCIS costs then it should 
be produced in full at an early stage so that all parties have the opportunity to review and 
make detailed representations on its suitability and shortcomings.  

It is important to reiterate that the information published elsewhere in respect of the KM 
database is insufficient and missing critical information that is necessary to understand the 
information. For any reasonable participant to determine whether the database forms an 
appropriate evidence base upon which to determine viability. Noting that this is prospective 
information based on viability assessments and not retrospective information based upon 
actual build costs (as is the case with the BCIS database) then to even begin to determine 
whether the costs database is “appropriate” evidence, as a minimum it is considered that the 
following information is required: 

 Type of Developer/organisation that submitted the viability evidence (i.e. national 
housebuilder, registered provider, land promoter or small developer etc.);  

 Site size or density of development;   
 Type of dwellings & mix of uses (if any) provided. For example, some schemes 

may have been for or included apartments; 
 Site background. Information regarding the stage that the site was at when the 

viability appraisal was submitted or what works had been carried out prior to the 
site being purchased. This type of information is critical to understanding the 
submitted costs.   

 An explanation as to how average figures have been reached. 

If the site is for a mixed use details of how they have been treated should be provided, 
particularly those which have substantial residential elements. It would appear from the 
information provided to date elsewhere that such schemes have been excluded from the data 
set. 

From our previous analysis of the KM database, it is also not possible to determine the status 
of each development site when the viability appraisal data is entered into the database.  As 
such we do not know what stage of development or pre-development the sites are at. Some 
sites within the data set may already have a planning consent and therefore the level of 
professional fees required by them to bring the site forward will be significantly reduced. 
Other sites could have had significant elements of enabling works already completed by land 
owners or site promoters, for example the construction of shared spine roads, service 
infrastructure and site clearance and remediation which would effectively reduce the 
construction cost but may have be reflected in the price paid or the site. There appears to 
have been no attempt to rationalise or normalise these “outliers” from the data to prevent 
unrealistic skewing of the data. 
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For a scheme to be brought forward in SHC, all the construction costs would need to be 
accounted for. It is clear from our previous examination of the KM database that significant 
costs associated with the schemes within the Database could, and we expect are, missing 
thereby deflating the average figures and giving a misrepresentative picture in terms of 
construction and professional costs.  This clearly raises issues as to whether it is, therefore, a 
reliable or robust source of actual development costs.   

If KM are to persist with the use of their internal database then it also needs to be made 
available in a format that is capable of being readily interrogated and commented upon. 

KM have claimed their database has been benchmarked against BCIS data However, we 
have previously ‘sense-checked’ it against the actual construction costs in the BCIS database 
and it is demonstrably at odds with it. 

We have also previously looked at the make-up of the data set in terms of the scale of 
developments. Whilst we only have details of scheme size by bands, it is clear that it not 
representative of the scale of development for which it is being used as a basis for assessing 
costs in the SHC area. Of the 131 sites within the data set previously provided to us 77 have 
less than 50 dwellings (58.8%). Only 5 of the sites (3.8%) have over 250 dwellings. A 
breakdown of the site categories is provided in Table 2 for ease of reference. Given the scale 
of some of the sites in SHC this is a further anomaly in this use of a data set that is not 
representative of the sites that are being appraised. 

Dwelling Range Number of 
Schemes % of Schemes 

0-50 77 58.80% 
50 - 150 38 29.00% 
150 - 250 11 8.40% 

250+ 5 3.80% 
Total 131 100.00% 

Table 2 - Estimated Breakdown of Scheme Sizes 

From our previous limited review of the entries within the table it is clear that it contains 
errors. As an example, if one looks at the column for fee percentage this should be a 
calculation of the fee cost as a percentage of all the other development costs (excluding 
contingency). For the second site in the table (Allerdale May 2012) the fee percentage is 
quoted as 6.48%. Development costs inclusive of fees are £8,994,147. Fees are £698,116. 
There is no inclusion for a contingency on this project. The total cost excluding fees is 
therefore £8,296,031. Fees as a percentage of development cost are actually 8.42%.  

As the table had not been provided to us in a useable form we cannot resolve how this error 
has occurred nor are we able to correct it. We have carried out a similar calculation for a site 
in the High Peak area dated May 2014. For this site the fee percentage is stated as 8.29%. 
When calculated correctly after the deduction of the fee cost itself and the contingency cost 
from the total cost the correct percentage is 9.68%. We have therefore concluded that if the 
error applies to all sites. Therefore the fee percentage is consistently being understated within 
the data set. Likewise, we are simply unable to corroborate how the average professional fee 
figure has been calculated. 
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In addition, we would highlight that there appears to be other errors within the database.  As 
an example, the St Helens entry dated 10/2013 is for a scheme of between 0-25 dwellings 
however the floorspace banding is set at 6,500-7,000m2.  Even using the higher number of 
dwellings and lower floorspace banding, an average of 260m2 per dwelling seems to be so 
unrealistic that we expect the band categorisation is incorrect.  Other anomalies such as this 
may exist, although without having the data in a usable form it is difficult to confirm this. Thus, 
the form of the database means that proper scrutiny is not possible, and the details produced 
so far suggest that its content is unreliable. It does not comprise appropriate evidence on the 
basis of what has been disclosed to date. 

We remain of the view given the significant limitations of the evidence provided to support the 
use of the KM database as highlighted above that it cannot be relied upon. We see no 
justification for departing from the use of BCIS data as is prevalent in the vast majority of 
other area wide viability assessments that have been carried out throughout the country by 
other consultants, particularly when KM propose to use the BCIS data as the basis for the 
commercial elements on mixed use sites. 

It is also unclear how the KM database has actually informed the build costs applied within 
their viability appraisals as copies of the appraisal summaries are not include within the EVA. 
If build costs have been based on an analysis and application of the KM database then we 
are unsure of the relevance of much of the detail contained within Report on Construction 
Costs which appears to suggest that the build costs have actually been derived from a cost 
plan based on a range of assumptions as set out in that report.  

 

Keppie Massie Report on Construction Costs. 

Appendix B of the KM report on construction costs includes a number of tables which identify 
the various site typologies appraised at the various densities for Greenfield and Brownfield 
sites.  

Within the tables the total construction cost is identified and also then expressed as an 
average cost per square metre. No breakdown of how the cost has been arrived at is 
provided and we are unable to determine the basis of the KM “Total Cost” with any certainty 
from the information in the report however our interpretation of their approach to total costs is 
set out below:  

From the information provided we believe the total cost referred to in these tables includes: 

 All plot build costs for both sub and superstructures 
 All preliminary costs  
 All external works 

 

It is clear from paragraph 2.23 that the cost of constructing garages for larger house types is 
included as part of the KM external works costs but no detail is provided on the actual cost 
included for this item. 
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There is a list of excluded items which are common to all scenarios set out on each table. The 
excluded items are: 

 White goods/ appliances 
 Incentives 
 Floor Finishes 
 Remediation of contaminated land in Brownfield sites 
 Vat excluded from all costs 
 Contractors profit excluded 
 No allowance for code for sustainable homes compliance 
 No abnormal costs on Greenfield sites 

We disagree with the exclusion of the cost of white goods / appliances as these are included 
within standard specifications for most developers. Similarly tile finishes to bathrooms are 
commonly included. The cost of incentives should be reflected in the net sales values 
adopted as we refer to below.  

We believe certain other items have been excluded from these costs as within the Viability 
Testing results section of the report the impact of these items is separately identified. These 
are: 

 S106 Costs 
 M4(2) and M4 (3) costs 
 Education contributions 

 

It is however unclear if the costs are also inclusive of other items but our interpretation of 
paragraph 6.03 of the EVA is that the build costs referred to in the various tables in Appendix 
B of the report on construction costs also include allowances for: 

 Surface water attenuation 
 Provision of opens space for developments greater than 40 dwellings  
 Sustainable Drainage Systems  
 Ducting for cable and broadband. 

 

It is also unclear if the cost of other opening up costs is included within the total cost. 
Paragraph 2.24 states open space costs have been costed separately but no details are 
provided. For opening up costs the table at paragraph 2.36 indicates a range of costs from 
Zero for sites of up to 14 dwellings to £8,300 per dwelling for sites of over 200 units. We 
would point out that this figure is significantly below the range of cost allowance advocated in 
the Harman report6 of £17,000 to £23,000 for large strategic sites.  

The KM Cost report also confirms that they have made separate cost allowances for 
professional fees of between 7.5% for small sites decreasing to just 5% for larger sites. This 
approach is completely contrary to the advice in the Harman report as referred to in detail in 
section 3 of this report. It is also at odds with the approach adopted by all other council 
advisors we have encountered. Larger sites will tend to have a wider range of more complex 
issues to resolve which will increase the need for specialist consultants and consultants of 

                                                
6 Viability Testing Local Plans, Advice for planning practitioners, Appendix B, Item 2, Page 44 
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greater experience. It is our experience that the fee costs tend to increase with the scale of 
projects not decrease.  

We have recently reviewed the allowance made in over 30 other local authority areas and in 
all other cases (with the exception of those where KM have been involved) the fee 
percentage adopted has been in the range of 8% to 12%. For those authorities where a range 
of fees were adopted the fee percentage increased as the scale of the development 
increased.  

We would therefore recommend that an allowance of 7% is adopted as a minimum 
assumption for smaller sites and that this should increase for large sites to between 10% and 
12% depending on scale and complexity 

Finally KM have made a contingency allowance of 5% on all development costs, including 
professional fees which is a standard allowance for area wide assessments of this kind. 

Given the KM cost tables refer to “total costs” we can only assume that these items are also 
included in the costs quoted.  

 

Contractor Profit. 

KM also state that they will also adjust the build cost rate that they derive from their own 
database to exclude construction profit. However, it is unclear how they will calculate this. We 
do not agree with this approach and question how they determine which sites were built out 
by a main contractor and which were developed by in house teams and subcontractors.  

Whilst we accept that some sites will be built utilising a main contractor whilst others will be 
procured by an in house team utilising subcontractors, the overall costs will be broadly similar 
as regardless all contractors include a profit margin within their cost. In addition a developer 
who procures their own subcontractors will have to directly employ additional staff to manage 
the construction which adds to the overall development cost.  

The approach proposed by KM If adopted would lead to an under assessment of costs which 
many developers would not be able to achieve.  

 

Comparison of KM Costs Against Recognised Alternative Data. 

To reach any conclusions on the costs adopted by KM is very difficult without sight of the 
detailed appraisal summaries. However, if our interpretation of the costs is correct then for a 
typical 200 unit Greenfield scheme providing 30% affordable housing at a density of 35DPH 
the KM total cost equates to £1,147/m2 (£106.56/ft). 

To try and put this “Total Cost” into some perspective we have considered the BCIS cost data 
for the St Helens area. A copy is attached at Appendix A.  

In many of the area wide assessments we have reviewed in recent years a figure close to the 
BCIS median cost data has been utilised. For the St Helens area in Q4 2018 the median cost 
for Estate Housing Generally was reported at £1189/m2 (£110.46). To enable a meaningful 
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comparison with the proposed KM cost a number of adjustments need to be made to the 
base cost. 

The BCIS data does not include for the cost of any external works and therefore a widely 
accepted and utilised approach is to allow for these works by adding around 12% to 15% to 
the reported base build costs depending upon the scale and layout of the individual site. For 
an area wide assessment of the kind this represents a suitably cautious assumption. 

For larger sites there is, as highlighted above, the need to reflect opening up costs, the cost 
of which are detailed in the Hardman Guidance and again widely adopted in other area wide 
assessments of this kind. These costs are in addition to the normal external works allowance.  

Is should also be noted that the BCIS costs do not include for the cost of construction of 
private garages. When completing the detailed appraisals this cost needs to be separately 
identified for those properties where either single or double will be provided. An appropriate 
cost for a single garage is around £6000 whilst for a double garage we would allow around 
£11,000. 

Based on BCIS median and lower quartile costs the total cost for a typical 200 dwelling site is 
summarised in the table below. It should be noted that these costs do not include any 
allowance for opening up costs or site specific abnormals, garages for 3, 4 and 5 bedroom 
houses or the costs of the proposed SHC policies in relation construction standards, 
education and other S106 items.  

Cost Item £/ft Cost Item £/ft 
BCIS Median Base Build Cost 110.46 BCIS Lower Quartile Base Build Cost 97.45 

External Works 15% 16.57 External Works 15% 14.62 
Professional Fees 8% 10.16 Professional Fees 8% 8.97 

Contingency 5% 6.86 Contingency 5% 6.05 
Total Cost 144.05 Total Cost 127.08 

Table 3: Greenfield Development Costs Based on BCIS Standard Assumptions. 

By reference to the widely supported and referenced BCIS data with typical allowances for 
external works, professional fees and a contingency we would expect total costs to fall 
somewhere in the range of £127.08/ft to £144.05/ft subject to individual site factors subject to 
appropriate additions for the provision of garages, additional opening up costs on larger sites 
and abnormal costs.  

It should also be noted from the BCIS data at Appendix A that the build costs for small 
developers are significantly higher. We would recommend that figures that closely accord with 
the BCIS median cost for “One Off” housing detached (3 units or less) are utilised for the 
appraisal of the 5 unit schemes (£1777/m2 or £165.08/ft) and that for the 10 to 20 dwelling 
schemes an appropriate base cost would be somewhere around the mid-point between this 
cost and the Estate Housing Generally cost of £1119/m2 (£110.46/ft) with the appropriate 
additions for external works, professional fees and contingency to reflect the bespoke nature 
of smaller developments. 

In contrast the KM Cost report proposes a range of “Total Costs” from £104.42 for the largest 
200 dwelling sites up to £130.71 for sites of just 5 dwellings or fewer. 
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Apartment Block Costs. 

In Appendix C of the EVA Keppie Massie have adopted a different approach to costs for 
apartment blocks. Here they have provided a series of cost summaries which set out the 
individual cost build up for substructures, super structures, external work, preliminaries, 
professional fees and an overall contingency allowance. From the total of these cost elements 
there is a 6.5% reduction applied for contractors profit and overhead. It is not clear why this 
reduction has been made as whilst we are aware Keppie Massie have applied a similar 
reduction when assessing costs based on BCIS costs, as is highlighted by the comparative 
costs in Table 4 below this “cost plan” is clearly not based on BCIS costs. 

 

KM "Cost Plan" £/ft BCIS Cost Base £/ft 
Base Cost 99.42 BCIS Median 128.76 

External Works 14.22% 14.14 External Works 14% 18.03 
Professional Fees 7% 7.95 Professional Fees 8% 11.74 

Contingency 5% 6.08 Contingency 5% 7.93 
minus 6.5% Contractor -8.29 Zero Contractor Deduction 0.0  

Total Cost 119.29 Total Cost 166.46 

   Table 4: Greenfield Apartment Cost Comparison KM Cost Plan against BCIS Costs. 

To enable comparison with the BCIS base cost the KM base cost is made up of their costs for 
sub structures, superstructures and preliminaries.  

As can be seen from the table the Keppie Massie base cost is almost £30/ft (circa 23%) less 
than the comparable the BCIS median cost and would also be £13/ft (circa 11.5%) less than 
the lower quartile BCIS cost using the same assumptions.  

 

Proposed Planning Polices and the Impact on Development Costs.  
 
KM have considered the impact of the proposed local plan polices and identified those which 
will have an impact on development costs. They have then made an assessment of the likely 
cost of each item. We support this approach and comment further on each item below. 
 
 
Building Regulations Optional Standards. 
 
We note that an allowance of £1,100 per house is proposed to meet the requirements of 
Building Regulations Optional Standards M4(2) relating to accessible and adaptable dwellings 
and £5,500 per house to achieve M4(3A). A build up has been provided for each of these 
additional cost items. Whilst these costs are generally appropriate it is not clear what 
assumptions have been made on the impact on the net sales values of the adapted 
properties as the appraisal summaries have not been included within the EVA.  
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Electric Vehicle Charging Points. 
 
KM have considered the costs associated with electric vehicle charging points and state an 
allowance of £220 per dwelling has been made. The allowance is low and we would expect a 
cost of £300 to £350 to be more typical. Whilst in itself the impact on viability is minor for the 
cost of the works on individual dwellings there is the potential for a significant increase in the 
overall electricity supply requirement for a site. Our client’s recent experience on a large 
strategic Green Belt release in Chester where charging points have been required on all plots 
deriving from policy, this has resulted in the need for substantial additional reinforcement of 
infrastructure and additional substation requirements to meet the additional loading 
requirements. These costs are currently not reflected within the KM allowance. 
 
 
Site Specific S106 costs. 
 
There is an allowance of £1,000 per dwelling currently proposed to cover the cost of all site 
specific S106 requirements. Whilst this may be sufficient on some small scale developments 
where S106 contributions are very limited for the majority of larger sites this would be 
inadequate. Any site that is required to make contributions to any off site facilities or services 
will incur a far higher level of cost. We would recommend that a schedule of likely residual 
S106 contributions is included within any subsequent consultation with each item costed in 
detail so as to ensure the sum included within appraisals is robust rather than an arbitrary 
nominal allowance. We would expect the true cost to be significantly higher.  
 
Items that remain subject to S106/S278 contributions may include: 
 

 Open Space  
 Public Transport 
 Highway Improvements 
 Infrastructure or Services 
 Footpaths and Cycleways 
 Community Facilities 
 Health Care 
 Leisure Services 
 Ecology 

 
 
Conclusions on Reliance on KM Cost Database. 

We have significant concerns regarding the use of the KM database. Instead the base 
development cost should be taken from the relevant BCIS data adopting the appropriate 
values for the St Helens area, with appropriate allowances then made for external works, 
professional fees (at varying percentages to reflect the scale and complexity of 
developments)  and an overall contingency. In addition larger sites should include an 
allowance for opening up costs.  
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The BCIS costs are specifically referenced as an appropriate source with the latest NPPF 
guidance note and are utilised in the vast majority of other assessments of this type. The 
BCIS costs are based on actual costs whereas the KM data base is not.  

The data received by KM is from a range of third parties cost estimates with a wide range of 
different unknown assumptions within it. It is clear from the limited information we have seen 
elsewhere that it is unreliable and not correctly analysed. It remains unclear how the KM 
database has informed the “Total Cost” adopted in the KM cost report and we would welcome 
further explanation alongside the provision of the detailed appraisal summaries. 

 

Residential Net Sales Values. 

With regard to the residential net sales values proposed, we have carried out our own 
analysis of sites currently available and these broadly support the net sales values adopted. 

There is however a need for caution when analysing headline asking prices. The vast majority 
of developers will offer significant incentive packages (free carpets, fitted furniture, upgraded 
appliances, stamp duty payments, etc.) in addition to the help to buy initiative which is 
prevalent on most sites, makes the calculation of a true net sale price difficult.   Assessing a 
true net sales value becomes far more difficult when developers also offer part exchange 
deals on buyers old homes. 

Depending on general market conditions, the levels of completion from other sites, the 
marketing approach of the individual developer and the specific characteristics of the site 
itself the level of incentives can vary significantly, but would typically be around 5% in strong 
market conditions but can rise to 10% when the market deteriorates or if a particular site is 
not performing well.  

 

Affordable Housing. 

In terms of affordable housing provision, we would recommend a range of tenure 
assumptions are appraised as for more challenging sites a different tenure mix may enable 
some affordable housing to remain viable.  
 
The EVA sets out that the bid prices adopted for testing are as follows: 

 Affordable Rent 45% of market value 
 Low Cost Home Ownership 70% of market value 

The rent caps on affordable units announced by the government during 2015 have effectively 
put Registered Providers on hold and meant that rental offers are being reduced for social 
rent properties. Many developers that GDS are working with are facing difficulties in receiving 
any offers at all from Registered Providers to take on social rent housing, and where offers 
are made they are typically reduced to approximately 35% of market value. An appropriate 
discount reflective of the market is: 

 Affordable Rent 40% of market value 
 Intermediate 65% of market value 
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Benchmark Land Values. 

We have reviewed the approach currently proposed by KM within the EVA and are broadly 
supportive of their interpretation of the relevant guidance.  

It is important that landowners remain sufficiently incentivised to bring forward their sites so 
that the council’s wider housing delivery needs are met. If benchmark land values are set too 
low then there is no incentive and landowners, who sometimes have held sites for 
generations, will take a longer term view and chose to hold the site or look at other alternative 
development forms.  

With regard to the Benchmark Land Values proposed we do not believe the differentiation 
between Brownfield values and Greenfield values is correct. The £150,000 and £250,000 
proposed for Greenfield Sites is significantly below achieved sales values. If a full analysis of 
current market values was carried out we believe that this would support a much closer 
correlation between Greenfield and Brownfield values which should be reflected in the 
Benchmark Land Values adopted.  

At present the EVA is assessing some Greenfield sites against benchmark land values of the 
equivalent of or less than alternative commercial uses, for example Industrial Land Values of 
£150,000 and Office Land Values of £200,000 have been adopted elsewhere in the EVA, 
both of which are very conservative assessments of these alternative use values. Our recent 
experience in other parts of the Northwest would indicate that industrial land is achieving 
values significantly higher than the £150,000 adopted by KM.  The BLV for Residential land 
needs to be a reflection of the EUV plus a premium. Based on the current BLV’s there is no 
incentive to the landowner to achieve a residential consent for their site. 

It also needs to be kept in mind when carrying out area wide assessments of this kind there 
remains the possibility that additional abnormal costs will still affect a specific site. These may 
only come to light during a detailed planning application when more intrusive site investigation 
is undertaken. If there is no buffer provided now then these additional costs can only by paid 
for by the land owner accepting a reduced value for their site. If the benchmark land value is 
set too low then this leaves no scope to absorb any additional abnormal costs and the site will 
not come forward. Therefore either the both the commercial and residential Benchmark Land 
Values need to be increased or appropriate allowances made for the likely impact of 
abnormal costs for both Brownfield and Greenfield sites. An increase to the various 
benchmark land values of around £100,000 to £150,000 would be appropriate and would 
allow for some level of abnormal costs to be absorbed by landowners whilst still offering them 
a return on their site.  

 
 
Acquisition costs. 
 
The 1.8% land acquisition cost is based on 1% of purchase price for agent’s fees and legal 
fees at 0.8%.  

GDS agrees that the allowances made are within the range of costs seen in the market but 
are at the lower end of the range and therefore are not a conservative assumption. The 
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cumulative impact all the individual assumptions have on a residual appraisal needs to be 
considered. Even small adjustments can have a significant impact when taken together.  

Agents fees can vary from just under 1% to as high as 2.5% therefore we would recommend 
the fee level is increased to 1.5%.  

In addition for the assessment of the smaller generic sites both the agent fee and legal fee 
should be subject to a minimum cost of £10,000 each as a percentage allowance becomes 
irrelevant when site values fall to very low levels. 

 
Finance. 
 
The 7% rate suggested is realistic for the majority of developers. However for smaller 
developers funding remains both difficult to obtain and the costs are significantly more than 
7%. In addition to the interest rate applied to the loan facility funders often require valuation 
fees, arrangement fees, management fees, and exit fees which are usually based on a 
percentage of the peak facility requirement.  

In addition, many funders only provide facilities for limited periods and so developers often 
find they incur additional costs to extend or renew facilities particularly on sites when 
predicted development programmes are not met. These additional costs often effectively 
double the cost of finance to the developer.  

For this reason we would recommend that the cost of finance for sites of 30 units or fewer are 
increased to at least 10%.  

 

Developer Profit. 

Similar to our concerns on finance costs, whist we support the 20% of GDV profit margin 
adopted on larger schemes, though this should be seen as a minimum requirement, with 
many developers requiring in excess of this amount. 

We do not agree that this should be reduced to 17.5% for schemes of 10 units or less. Small 
developers often rely on funding developments from specialist funders or in some cases high 
net worth individuals. It is our own experience over many years that in order for them to 
provide funding profit margins of in excess of 20% are required as a smaller or less 
experienced developer is often seen as carrying a greater risk. In the current market a small 
developer would not be able to access funding with a profit margin of only 17.5%. The 
minimum level that should be adopted is 20% to align with the larger sites.   
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5.  Conclusions. 
In Summary whilst we support the general approach to viability testing and the general 
methodology utilised within the Keppie Massie Economic Viability Assessment we have 
identified a number of areas for further consideration: 

1. For a full assessment of the KM EVA to be possible copies of the various appraisal 
summaries need to be published for analysis and comment in a similar format to those 
provided by them in other local authority areas. 

2. In relation to the Total Costs referred to in the KM Report of Construction Costs tables 
it is unclear how this cost is built up. Provision of the appraisal summaries would go a 
long way to clarifying the position. 

4. We are unable to determine the exact level of base build costs proposed for 
residential housing schemes, however given the level of “Total Costs” of development 
set out within Appendix B of the KM Report of Construction Costs it would appear they 
are significantly below comparable BCIS costs both at median and lower quartile cost 
levels. We are therefore unable to support their use at this time. 
 

5. The base build costs proposed for apartment schemes as set out in Appendix C of the 
EVA appear to be based on a simplified cost plan with no supporting evidence for the 
costs proposed. The overall costs are significantly below comparable BCIS costs both 
at median and lower quartile cost levels. We are therefore unable to support their use. 
 

6. We are unable to support the use of the KM “build cost” database given the 
inadequacies we have previously identified. Instead BCIS costs should be adopted at 
the appropriate level for the St Helens area. 
 

7. The KM development costs currently exclude any assessment of abnormal 
development costs which limits their value at the plan making stage. This being the 
case, site specific viability assessments will continue to be required on sites where 
abnormal development costs or significant infrastructure and opening up costs are 
encountered. 
 

8. The Net Sales Values adopted should reflect an allowance for appropriate levels of 
sales incentives. 
 

9. Discounts from market value for affordable housing require minor adjustment to reflect 
a conservative assumption on the current bid values achievable from RSL’s. 
 

10. The Benchmark Land values adopted for both residential and commercial uses are 
low, particularly for Greenfield Residential sites in the medium and higher value areas. 
In the former the level proposed is below that adopted for commercial office 
developments and only the same as potential industrial uses, both of which are also 
set at very low level. At these Benchmark land values there is no incentive to land 
owners to promote their sites for residential development given they could be 
depressed further by abnormal costs. 
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11. Finance costs for small developers should be increased to represent the higher costs 
of funding they incur. 
 

12. Developer Profit Margins of 20% should be adopted for all developments. Small 
developers are unable to obtain funding at returns below this level. 

We trust that the Council and their advisors will find our comments useful and that the 
necessary amendments are made now to ensure the results of subsequent detailed viability 
testing are robust and ensure that the Council’s wider housing delivery objectives can be met 
throughout the plan period.  
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Appendix 1. 
BCIS Data Extract.  
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(For official use only)

St. Helens
Cou ncil Representation (i.e. Gomment) Form

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

www.sthel ens. gov. u k/l oca I pl a n

Please ensure the form is returned to us by no later than Spm 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

Signature Date:....

Please be aware that anonymous forms cannot be accepted and that in order for your comments to be

considered you tt/UST 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 Pian for examination, publication of the lnspector's recommendations and

adoption of the Plan)

I Yes (via email) E No

Please note - email is the Council's preferred method of communication. lf no email address is provided,

we will contact you by your postal address.
1 view at http:/www. I eg is lation. gov. u k/u kpga/2004/5/contents

1. Your Details
(we will correspond via your agent)

2. Your Agent's Details (if applicable)

Title:

First

l.1g Title

Name:._.TP;rrl-R First name:

Last NameLast Name:....1j.

Organisation/company Organisation/company: ..........

Address 2l Vfrnls LnlvE Address:
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Postcode Postcode:

Ter No

lVlobile No:

Email:............



RETURN DETAILS

Please return your completed form to us by no later than Spm on Wednesday 13th March 2019 by:

post to: Local Plan
St.Helens Council
Town Hall
Victoria Square
St Helens
WA1O 1HP

or by hand delivery to: Ground Floor Reception
St.Helens Town Hall
(open lVonday-Friday 8.30am - 5.'1Spm)

or by email to: planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk

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

FURTHER INFORMATION

lf you require further information please see the FAQs on our website: www.sthetens.gov.uUtocalplan

lf you still need assistance, you can contact us via:

Email : planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk

Telephone: 017 44 6761 90

NEXT STEPS

The Council intends to submit the St.Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 Submission Draft to the
Government's Planning lnspectorate for Examination. All representations made will be foruyarded to the
Planning lnspectorate 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 lnformation and Records Management Policy. For more information on what we do and on your rights
please see the data protection information on our website: wwwsthelens.gov.uUlocalplan

lVany 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 commenurepresentation.
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* pAnt B - YouR REPRESENTATIoN
r 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?
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table
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tVlap

Sustainability
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Strategic
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tt-
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Regulations
Assessment
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*

Other documents (please name
document and relevant parVsection)

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?

Sound?

Complies with the Duty to Cooperate

f, Yes

! Yes

f Yes ENo

Please tick as appropriate

5.lf 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?

Justified?

Effective?

Consistent with National Policy? T

6. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not co or is unsound
or fails to comply with the duty to coope rate. PIease be as ble.

lf you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Loca! Plan, please also
use this box toGiEut your comments.
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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. lt 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.
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Please note: your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to supporVlustify the representation and suggested modifrcation, 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 helshe identifies for examination.

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

l.16*- N €c' €ssndV I uT W r(e, lr f€c"z

Please note the lnspector 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.

8.lf 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, I do not wish to participate
at the oral examination

ll-
flg'q

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral
examination
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FIVE HEAD ON CRASHES

News lane - Bushy lane'Ferry Knoll and Nipe tane the area has approximately
400 houses

There are no zebra crossing points, no traffic calming measures yet the road
speed ranges from 30 mph to 50 mph,
ln excess of 1000 vehicles a day travel down News lane and Bushy lane onto
Ferry knoll and Nlipe lane, a single file road with passing places.
Its commonly known as the rat run it serves as a short cut to the industrial area
of Skelmersdale from 5-30 am until late at night.
Ferry knoll and Nipe lane are restricted 6 foot access only roads but this does
not stop all sizes of vehicles using them without the need for access.
The number of 12 wheel lorries is a nightmare for pedestrians and other road
users.

They are to long to negotiate the tight bends and junctions of the area and
commonly cross the central white lines and pavements forcing car drivers to
take avoiding action and even worse pedestrians fearing for there lives while
walking on the pavement .

There have been five head on vehicle crashes within five hundred yards of the
junction of News and Bushy lane, I know of no other small area with this
accident level that is not classed as an accident black spot and measures taken
to prevent the carnage.

How long before somebody is killed? is that what we are waiting for?
I sincerely hope its not on your watch!
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Representation (i.e. Comment)
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(For official use only)

Form

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

www. sthelens. gov. u k/loca I plan

Please ensure the form is returned to us by no laterthan Spm 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

Signature out", ZLuFkd.bn/

Please be aware that anonymous forms cannot be accepted and that in order for your comments to be

considered you IVUST 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 lnspector's recommendations and

adoption of the Plan)

E Yes (via email) tr/*o
P;ease note - email is the Council's preferred method of communication. lf no email address is provided,

we will contact you by your postal address.
1 view at http :/www. I eg i s lation. gov. u k/u k pgal 2004 I S/co nte nts

1. Your Details
(we will correspond via your agent)

2. Your Agent's Details (if applicable)

ritre: t{P-.r
First Name:.ffi*lN First name,

Last NameLast Name

Organisation/company Organisation/company

Address: 58 RD Address

..Err-uP"lEt.-.

Tel No

Mobile No

Email:



RETURN DETAILS 
^

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

post to: Local Plan
St.Helens Council
Town Hall
Victoria Square
St Helens
WA1O 1HP

or by hand delivery to: Ground Floor Reception
St.Helens Town Hall
(open lVlonday-Friday 8.30am - 5.15pm)

or by email to: planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk

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

FURTHER !NFORMATION

lf you require further information please see the FAQs on our website: www.sthelens.gov.uUlocalplan

lf you still need assistance, you can contact us via.

Emai I : planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk

Telephone: 017 44 6761 90

NEXT STEPS

The Council intends to submit the St.Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 Submission Draft to the
Government's Planning lnspectorate for Examination. All representations made will be forwarded to the
Planning lnspectorate 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 lnformation and Records Management Policy. For more information on what we do and on your rights
please see the data protection information on our website: www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan

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

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/representatiotl.



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

complete it.

Please tick as appropriate

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

Policy

\/

Paragraphl
diagram
table

V

Policies
Map

€

Sustainability
Appraisal/
Strategic
Environmental
Assessment

Habitats
Regulations
Assessment

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

3e:- AC*
G ReEN frLT (gYteul rbcu Meuf

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?

Sound?

Complies with the Duty to Cooperate

! Yes

! Yes

ilv",

Pr't(o
WKo

/,
No

5.lf 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?

Justified?

Effective?

Consistent with National Policy?

V
V
{
{

6. Please give details of why you consider the Local Planisnotl com liant or is unsound
or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate. Please be as

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

*e_RDDffr orrrrtL cot"t|4€7\rfS l}qi4c:11qp

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. lt 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.

(G?ep,To ReasoNS lt l ?a* 6. C?zeyKrts ace)
rIleK€-| fhNrs fiRe.-
-, No6x. (EPflo^rtL CrR co^^sT',\ NCes

P<i+rrrfiNerlT AND co((ecr GcUa.r

Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary
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Please note: your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to supporVjustify 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 lnspector, based on matters
and issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

Please note the lnspector 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.

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

lr/
No, I do not wish to participate
at the oral examination

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral
examination

1 800756M



G.
This local plan is unsound and not lawfttl for the following reasons:

No Exceptional Circumstances

There are No Exceptional Circumstances to justifi the revision of the green belt boundary line. Modifications for the sake of it are

simply not allowed. There is no development proposal submitted therefore no amendment can be made. lt is not up to the local

authority to decide where the green belt boundary should go, it has already been decided - only exceptional circumstances

merit this and there is nowhere in this docurnent or in the commenb made by the local authority that could be considered a

justification. There must be a necessitv. This has not been demonstrated. General Planning policies and the preparatbn of the

local plan are not enough in ttremselves to merit 'exceptional circumstances.' To change the green belt boundary in these

circumstances would be wrong as it would not comply with the NPPF.

Exlstinq Boundarv Line

It is clearthat the existing boundary line follows the pattem of the road. The house at no .81 has the boundary line behird their

property - there is open land- i.e Banows Farm next to this. The greenbelt boundary line was never going to run thrcugh open land

when it was set, it has come down to the road. This is the most appropriate visible and crcdible feature to use as tre boundary

follows the pattem of the road. lt picks up the rear of the properties further down the road. This was and still is the most

appropriate visible and credible feature to use. No enorwas made when the boundary line was set. Banows Farm is a farm site -it
is rigffilly wholly in the greenbelt. There is no anomaly. There were two later properties built but would have been subject to

green beli planning policy so tfris is not an issue hey were planned in the greenbelt and have stood in the greenbelt for years.

Wny try to change the boundary now without a reason with would not be considered an 'exceptional circumstance'- lt makes no

sense. lf The local authorig planning officials now simply disagree where the boundary should be ttren this in itself does not mean

that they can propose a change based on what ttrey now believe to be conect. The boundary is meant to be permanent and

enduring and not to be changed on a whim.

Openness
lf amended then development is more likely. Enclosure of the land is thercfore more likely. There has been permitted development

in the form of a change of use of agricultural buildings at Banows Farm (which is acceptable on such sites) however the site retains

openness. The footprint is the same. As one of the key features of the Green Belt is its openness, to remove that from part of a

wider farm site will cause harm to this and the neighbouring green belt land. Urban development not subject to the same planning

criteria on the same site and neighbouring sites would be inappropriate

Public Access

ffre prOf,c ,.Cess path is in the green belt which leads to the wider countryside (also green belt) is in the area proposed to be

removed from the greenbelt and this is conceming as it could limit accessibility to local residents who enjoy leisure time in the area,

particularly walkers 

Residential Dwdlinqs
nr purt ot, wider Farm site, Banows Farm should remain in the Greenbelt, that is appropriate. The other two properties situated in

the Green Belt would not be adversely afiected by remaining in the Greenbelt -The decision would not impact hem, hey would be

in the same position with no detriment. There is no need to revise the boundary around them. Why bothef

The other tvuo properties may however suffer a detriment if part of Banows Farm were removed as development could happen

direcly behind their houses which is not subject to green belt policy, yet all the other residential dwellings on the same side of Can

Mill Road in ilre immediate area would be subject to Green Belt Policies should development be proposed directly at the rear of

their properties. This would seem very unfair, particularly as there is no actual need to re draw the boundary at all.

Retrospec'tive Plannino applications

The council cannot .tri, tt rt p.rt of tf,e site at Banows Farm is an anomaly. They are aware of what is there having approved

various retrospective application that were deemed not inappropriate in the greenbelt. As it was deemed appropriate for the green

belt in recent years, it should certainly not be removed now as nothing has changed.

Traffic lssues

There have been long standing issues regarding traffic in this area both in terms of volume and highway safety. lf the boundary is

changed and development is more likely then this problem could get worse in time'



Overill, for the rcasons given the plan does not meet the NPPF and is unsound. The harm caused by such a proposal would

significantly outweigh any perceived benefit.

It is difficult to ascertain why the council have even contemplated a boundary review in light of the fact there is no development

planned. There appear to be no realistic argumenb to justifi any boundary change in law or in accordance with the NPPF. lt shows

poor reasoning and judgement and a lack of comprchension of policy.

What will happen when the next local plan is drafted, will it be changed again? What reason will be given next time? Will we have

an ever diminishing Green Belt boundary in St Helens based on unsupported opinions of wherc the rctual boundary should be?

I would also like to comment on the lack of publicity in specific regards to the residents of Billinge. Many of our residents are

elderly, have no intemet access and will not be aware of the Local Plan and how this will afiect their local area. This is largely due

to the fact that they do not receive the free local newspaper - the St Helens Star to keep them updated on local news and events.

Other areas of St Helens receive this however most Billinge residents do not. The nearcst Roadshow event was in Garswood and

not accessible to most Billinge Residenb dircctly by public transport.
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1 Attachment

Dear Sir/Madam

Please find attached my objection to your plans to build on Eccleston/Windle Greenbelt land.

Kind regards

Gerard Banks

54 Ecclesfield Road

Eccleston

Objection to plans to build on Eccleston/Windle Greenbelt land.
Gerard Banks 
to:
planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk
11/03/2019 09:35

Planning Objection.pdf

Page 1 of 1

28/05/2019file:///C:/Users/GriffithsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notes0C98C3/~web3332.htm
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54 Ecclesfield Road

Eccleston
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Representor Details 

Web Reference Number WF0055 

Type of Submission Web submission 

Full Name Mr & Mrs J & M Berry (landowners) 

Organisation and Seddon Homes (prospective developer) 

Address C/O agent C/O agent 

Agent Details Mr Paul Walton 

PWA Planning 

2 Lockside Office Park 

Lockside Road 

Preston, PR2 2YS 

 

 

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 (via e-mail) 

 

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

Policy Policy LPA05, Policy LPA05.1 & Policy LPA06 

Paragraph / diagram / table  

Policies Map  

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic 

Environmental Assessment 
 

Habitats Regulation Assessment  

Other documents  

 

4. Do you consider the St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035: 

Is legally compliant? Yes 

Is sound? No 

Complies with the duty to cooperate? Yes 

 

5. If you consider the Local Plan is unsound, it because it is not: 

Positively prepared, Justified, Effective, Consistent with national policy 

 

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 concise as possible. 

Please see supporting representations statement produced by PWA Planning which will be provided 

by email. 

 

7. Please set out modification(s) you consider are necessary 

Please see supporting representations statement produced by PWA Planning which will be provided 

by email. 

 

8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at 

the oral part of the examination? 

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination 

 

9. If you wish to participate in the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider 

this to be necessary: 

To explain in further detail the case put forwards within the supporting representations statement. 



 

Response Date 3/13/2019 3:17:17 PM 

 



 

 
 
 

 
ST. HELENS LOCAL PLAN 2020-
2035: SUBMISSION DRAFT 
 
LAND SOUTH OF HIGHER LANE AND WEST OF MILL LANE, 
RAINFORD  
 
 
  

 

Representations on Behalf of Mr & Mrs Berry 

(landowners) and Seddon Homes (prospective 

developer) 
 

March 2019 
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The information contained in this email (including any attachments) is confidential, may be subject to legal or other 

professional privilege and contain copyright material, 

and is intended for use by the named recipient(s) only. 

Access to or use of this email or its attachments by anyone else is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not 

the intended recipient(s), you may not use, disclose, 

copy or distribute this email or its attachments (or any part thereof), nor take or omit to take any action in reliance on 

it. If you have received this email in error, please notify 

the sender immediately by telephone or email and delete it, and all copies thereof, including all attachments, from your 

system. Any confidentiality or privilege is not waived 

or lost because this email has been sent to you by mistake. 

Although we have taken reasonable precautions to reduce the risk of transmitting software viruses, we accept no 

liability for any loss or damage caused by this email or its 

attachments due to viruses, interference, interception, corruption or unapproved access. 

Page 2 of 2

31/05/2019file:///C:/Users/GriffithsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notes0C98C3/~web7269.htm



2 Attachments

Hello,

Please find attached representations made to the St. Helens Borough Local Plan 20202035 Submission Draft 

on behalf of Bellway Homes Limited with regards to Land at Rainhill Hall Farm.

I would be grateful if you could confirm receipt of this email, and keep us updated on the progress of the 

Local Plan.

Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any queries.

Kind regards,

Claire

Claire Pegg MRTPI MRICS
Senior Consultant
Development & Planning, UK Consulting

No 1 Marsden Street I Manchester I M2 1HW

Facebook | LinkedIn | Twitter | YouTube

St. Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 Submission Draft
Claire Pegg/GBR 
to:
planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk
13/03/2019 15:31

lpsd-representation-form_Bellway Homes Ltd_Rainhill Hall Farm.pdf

Bellway - Rainhill Hall Farn - St Helens Submission Draft - March 2019_merge.pdf

Page 1 of 2

31/05/2019file:///C:/Users/GriffithsCh/AppData/Local/Temp/notes0C98C3/~web7355.htm
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St Helens Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 (Submission Draft) 

Representation (i.e. Comment) Form 
 

 
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:   Mr Title:   Miss 
First Name: Mike 
 

First name: Claire 

Last Name: Stone 
 

Last Name: Pegg 

Organisation/company: Bellway Homes 
Limited (Strategic Land Division) 

Organisation/company: Cushman & 
Wakefield 

Address: Bellway Homes Limited (Head 
Office), Seaton Burn House, Dudley Lane, 
Seaton Burn, Newcastle upon Tyne,  
Postcode: NE13 6BE 

Address: 1 Marsden Street 
Manchester 
 
Postcode: M2 1HW 

 
 
 
  
 
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    (Via Email)  No  

Ref: LPSD 
 
 
 
 
(For official use only) 

 

 
Signature:    Date: 13.03.2019 
 

http://www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan


 

 

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 13th  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. 

mailto:planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk
http://www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan
mailto:planningpolicy@sthelens.gov.uk
http://www.sthelens.gov.uk/localplan


 

 

 
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 LPA02; 

LPA05 
Paragraph 
/ diagram 
/ table 

 Policies 
Map 

X Sustainability 
Appraisal/ 
Strategic 
Environmental 
Assessment 

 Habitats 
Regulation 
Assessment 

 

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

Green Belt Review 

 
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    No  
Sound? Yes    No  
Complies with the Duty to 
Cooperate 

Yes    No  

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?  
Justified?  
Effective?  
Consistent with National Policy?   
 
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 
 
Please see accompanying statement of representations. 
 

 
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. 
 
 
Please see accompanying statement of representations. 
 
 

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, I do not wish to participate at the 

oral examination 
 

X Yes, I wish to participate at the oral 
examination 

 
9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider 
this to be necessary: 
 
 
To assist the appointed Planning Inspector in his or her consideration and examination of the 
submitted development plan, Bellway Homes Limited (Strategic Land Division) would like to 
participate in discussions around whether the Local Plan is sufficient to meet the aspiration of 
national planning policy to boost significantly the supply of housing, whether the proposed 
distribution of allocations accords with the spatial vision and welcome the opportunity to discuss 
the merits of the site at Rainhill Hall Farm. Bellway Homes Limited (Strategic Land Division) do 
not consider that this can be achieved by relying on the submitted written representations alone. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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. 



 

 

  
 

 

 

  
 
The St. Helens Borough Local         
Plan 2020-2035 Submission Draft 
BELLWAY HOMES LIMITED 

March 2019 
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Figure 2: Strong, permanent features in the GB parcel. 

3.13 As set out above, we consider both sub-parcels should have had their overall contribution to the GB 
assessed as ‘medium’ and they should therefore have been progressed to Stage 2A. 

Stage 2A Assessment 

3.14 With reference to Table 2.6 of the GB Review, we have undertaken the Stage 2A assessment for the 
sub-parcels and considered below whether ‘prohibitive constraints’ are present at either parcel. 

Constraint GBP_090_B GBP_090_C 

More than 2/3rds of the sub-parcel is in fluvial flood 
zones 2 or 3 as defined on the Environment Agency 
flood risk maps or by high flood risk from other sources 

The sub-parcel is entirely 
located in flood zone 1. 

The sub-parcel is entirely 
located in flood zone 1. 

More than 2/3rds of the sub-parcel is covered by a Site 
of Special Scientific Interest or Local Nature Reserve 

The sub-parcel contains 
no SSSIs or LNRs. 

The sub-parcel contains 
no SSSIs or LNRs. 

More than 2/3rds of the sub-parcel is covered by a 
playing pitch in an area of deficit for such facilities, and 
there is no identified scope for suitable replacement 
provision. 

The sub-parcel contains 
no playing pitches. 

The sub-parcel contains 
no playing pitches. 

More than 2/3rds of the sub-parcel is covered by an 
area of public open space, sporting or recreational 
provision in an area of deficit for facilities of the type 
which would be lost, and there is no identified scope 
for suitable replacement provision. 

The sub-parcel contains 
no public open space, 
sporting or recreational 
provision. 

The sub-parcel contains 
no public open space, 
sporting or recreational 
provision. 

More than 2/3rds of the sub-parcel is covered by trees 
that are covered by Tree Preservation Order or are 
worthy of preservation 

Tree cover in the sub-
parcel falls far below 1/3. 

Tree cover in the sub-
parcel falls far below 1/3. 
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Briefing Note 
 

Our ref 41874/03/SPM/MWl 

Date 13 March 2019 

 

Subject St Helens Green Belt Assessment  

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 This note has been prepared by Lichfields on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd to inform its 

representations to the St Helens Borough Council [the Council] Submission Draft Local Plan 

[SDLP] consultation.  This note reviews the robustness of the Council’s Green Belt Review 

[GBR] (December 2018) which the Council is relying upon to justify the Green Belt land 

proposed for release in its emerging Local Plan.  This note focuses on the general approach 

taken in the GBR in the context of Taylor Wimpey’s land interest in the Borough. 

1.2 This note should be read in conjunction with the accompanying representations prepared by 

Taylor Wimpey on the St Helens Local Plan.  Taylor Wimpey’s interests in St Helens only relate 

to residential development and as such, the focus of this note is on Green Belt land released for 

residential development. 

The St Helens Borough Submission Draft Local Plan 2020-35 

1.3 In January 2019, the Council released its SDLP (2020-2035) for consultation.  A key role of the 

SDLP is to plan positively to ensure the communities needs for housing and employment are 

met.  The Council has acknowledged that there is a shortfall of suitable and developable land 

within its existing urban areas (and in urban areas of neighbouring authorities) to meet the 

needs over the plan period.  As such, the Council consider that the lack of sufficient supply of 

development land represents exceptional circumstances. This therefore justifies the Councils 

review of the Green Belt boundaries within the Borough. 

1.4 It has been established in the SDLP that at least 9,234 dwellings will be needed to meet local 

needs up to 2035. Of this it is anticipated that land to accommodate up to 2,034 dwellings must 

be released from the Green Belt. It should be noted that Taylor Wimpey consider that the 

housing requirement should be higher than that set out in the Local Plan.  

1.5 The current proposed plan period for the SDLP is 15 years, between 2020 and 2035.  As noted in 

the response to the representations (Policy LPA05), Taylor Wimpey believe that in line with the 

Framework1 this should be extended as it does not currently allow for any flexibility in the event 

of delays in the adoption process.  Elongating the plan period would result in the requirement to 

identify additional land (above that set out in the SDLP) to be removed from the Green Belt to 

meet the additional needs. 

Taylor Wimpey’s Interests 

1.6 Taylor Wimpey has two sites that have been allocated for residential development in the SDLP: 

                                                             
1 The Framework 2019 - §22 
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1 Land at Gorsey Lane (Site reference: 4HA-Land bounded by Reginald Road/Bold 

Road/Travers Entry/Gorsey Lane/Crawford Street, Bold (Bold Forest Garden Suburb); and, 

2 Land at Gartons Lane (Site reference: 5HA – Land South of Gartons Lane and former St. 

Theresa’s Social Club, Gartons Lane, Bold). 

Taylor Wimpey’s Vista Road site is also proposed to be removed from the Green Belt but is 

safeguarded for future development rather than allocated for residential development in this 

plan period. 

1.7 Taylor Wimpey fully supports the draft allocation of these two sites and welcomes the Council’s 

acknowledgement that they perform limited Green Belt purposes, are not constrained, and are 

deliverable sites which should be allocated to meet the Borough’s housing needs.  

1.8 Taylor Wimpey is seeking to secure further allocation of the following two sites for residential 

development in the SDLP: 

• Vista Road, Newton-le-Willows; and, 

• Common Road, Newton-le-Willows. 

Taylor Wimpey has prepared masterplans for all of its land assets in St Helens and these 

masterplans are appended to the overall representations on the St Helens Local Plan. 

Vista Road, Newton-le-Willows 

1.9 It is noted that a small parcel of the Vista Road Site (southern most area) has a draft allocation 

as Safeguarded Land in the SDLP (Site Reference: 2HS).  In the previous Submission Draft the 

wider site was allocated for residential development with the eastern area allocated as 

Safeguarded Land. 

1.10 A Vision Statement has been completed for the Vista Road site; and submitted with 

representations to earlier iterations of the Local Plan to assist the Council in their approach to 

the assessment of the site as part of the GBR.  The Vision Statement identifies that the site is 

appropriate for future development because: 

1 It will remove a site which logically forms part of the surrounding urban area on the 

northern edge of Newton-le-Willows and will consolidate existing residential development 

in the area. 

2 It would not result in the unrestricted sprawl of Newton-le-Willows nor would it result in 

the merging of any settlements.  The site does not perform an important strategic gap role 

between Haydock and Newton-le-Willows and has existing defensible boundaries which 

support its release. 

3 It does not have any impact on the preservation of the setting of any historic town and 

Newton-le-Willows is not a nationally recognised historic town. 

4 It will not prevent the recycling of brownfield land, but will be complementary to it as there 

is insufficient previously developed land in the Borough to meet future housing and 

employment needs.  The Council accepts that Green Belt is required to accommodate the 

SDLP development requirement as well as its needs beyond the Plan period. 

Common Road, Newton-le-Willows 

1.11 The Common Road site has also been put forward by Taylor Wimpey. A masterplan was 

submitted in support of residential development on this site.  Taylor Wimpey believes that this 
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site also performs a limited contribution to the purposes of the Green Belt.  Taylor Wimpey has 

already built out the area immediately to the east of the site (the Whittle Chase development) 

and as such it would form a natural and logical extension to the western edge of Newton-le-

Willows. It would deliver a high quality, sensitively designed, landscaped urban edge to the 

settlement.   

1.12 The Masterplan shows that the site is appropriate for future development because: 

1 Currently the Green Belt is not defined by any physical landscape features at the urban 

edge.  The establishment of a wooded buffer as proposed by Taylor Wimpey at the 

perimeter of the site will create a strong and permanent defensible Green Belt boundary to 

the adjacent open countryside that ties into the existing physical landscape features to the 

north and south of the site. 

2 The existing high-pressure gas pipeline which passes along the western edge of the site will 

prohibit any future urban expansion to the west beyond the Common Road site.  This 

constraint further ensures that the edge of the development will provide a firm and 

defensible boundary to the western edge of Newton-le-Willows, and the adjacent Green Belt 

designation. 

3 As noted above, it does not have any impact on the preservation of the setting of any 

historic town as Newton-le-Willows is not a nationally recognised historic town; nor does it 

prevent the recycling of brownfield land. 

2.0 Analysis of the Green Belt Review 

2.1 Whilst there is no single method for undertaking Green Belt Reviews, the general approach set 

out by the Council is supported, although Taylor Wimpey has some queries and concerns over 

the assessment conclusions. 

Defining Green Belt Parcels 

2.2 The GBR has used existing boundary features to define Green Belt parcel boundaries.  Taylor 

Wimpey has the following concerns in respect of the boundary features that have been used: 

1 It appears that underground features that are not readily identifiable (such as pipelines) 

have been excluded from Table 2.1.  Whilst it is acknowledged that these features do not 

contribute in visual or openness terms, Taylor Wimpey considers that these do represent 

long-term, defensible boundaries that provide permanent barriers to development.  As 

such, they should be categorised as a “strong” boundary feature.   

2.3 In addition, Taylor Wimpey considers that the parcels of land should have also been identified 

by land ownership to provide a more balanced assessment of the contribution of this land to the 

purposes of the Green Belt and its actual deliverability.   

2.4 Taylor Wimpey considers that in respect of the Common Road site, the inclusion of the 

“pipelines” as strong boundary features and reference to land ownership boundaries, would 

have allowed Green Belt parcel GBP_057_A (shown in Figure 3) to be further broken up to 

separate the Common Road site from the area to the west which includes Sankey Valley Park.  

This would provide a more logical parcel for assessment and the remainder of this parcel could 

then be assessed separately.  Furthermore, St Helens Council should be looking for a range of 

sites, including smaller and medium-sized sites that can come forward quicker to deliver 

housing.  For Vista Road, the inclusion of the pipeline as a defensible boundary would also have 
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strengthened the sites assessment against the purposes of the Green Belt and Taylor Wimpey 

cannot see why the underground pipeline has not been factored into the assessment.    

2.5 It is suggested that a re-assessment of these sites should be undertaken taking into account 

those points above and the discussion below. 

Consistency in the Assessment and Selection of Sites for Release 

2.6 Taylor Wimpey notes that the justification and overall assessment for some of Taylor Wimpey’s 

sites has changed between the 2016 GBR and 2018 GBR as shown at Table 1.  For Common 

Road and Vista Road, there does not seem to be adequate explanation for why this is the case.  It 

is, however, difficult to fully compare the two as the methodology has been amended for the 

2018 GBR. This now includes a new Stage 3 ‘review of results’ and the overall assessment is 

given a number rather than a ranking.  The 2016 GBR considered that both sites were 

appropriate for release.  No reasoned justification is provided as to why the Common Road site 

and part of the Vista Road site is no longer considered appropriate for release.   

2.7 Nonetheless it is clear to see that the allocations for these sites have changed considerably 

between the two assessments, whilst Gorsey Lane and Gartons Lane have remained largely 

unchanged. 

Table 1 Assessment of Taylor Wimpey Land Interests 

Green Belt Assessment 

2016 

Overall Assessment Green Belt Assessment 

2018 

Overall Assessment 

Land at Vista Road 

(GBS_037)  

 

Allocated as Residential 

Development - HA7 

Land at Vista Road 

(GBP_053_C) 

 Part Safeguarded Land 

and part Green Belt 

Land at Vista Road 

(GBS_036) 

 

Safeguarded Land - HS07 Land at Vista Road 

(GBP_051_A) 

Green Belt 

Land at Common Road 

(GBS_158) 

 

Safeguarded Land – 

HS06 

Land at Common Road 

 (GBP_057_A) 

Green Belt – Discounted 

at Stage 1B. 

Land at Gorsey Lane 

(GBS_051) 

Safeguarded Land – 

HS03 

Land at Gorsey Lane 

 (GBP_074_D) 

Allocated for Residential 

Development as part of 

a wider parcel of land – 

4HA 

Land at Gartons Lane 

(GBS_050) 

Allocated as Residential 

Development – HA5 

Land at Gartons Lane 

(GBP_080) 

Allocated for Residential 

Development – 5HA 

Source: Lichfields 

2.8 In respect of Vista Road, whilst the individual parcel references have changed, the boundaries of 

the above land parcels in the 2016 and 2018 GBRs are largely the same.  The 2018 GBR splits 

the Vista Road site across three parcels (GBP_053_B, 053_C and 051_A, as shown at Figure 1.  
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This note excludes parcel GBP_053_B as it is proposed this area would comprise an extension 

to the Country park rather than be promoted for residential development.   

Vista Road (2018 Ref:053_c) - Part allocated as Safeguarded Land 

Figure 1 Vista Road - GBR 2018 References 053_C and 051_A 

 

Source: St Helens Borough Local Plan Green Belt Review December 2018 

2.9 Turning to a review of the Green Belt purposes 1 to 3, as assessed in the GBR, Taylor Wimpey 

would note the following: 

Purpose 1 – To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas: 

2.10 The 2018 GBR reviews Parcel 053_C as “being bound on 3 sides by strong boundaries; with a 

single temporary highway to the north”.  It is noted that a certain amount of development 

could be accommodated without it leading to unrestricted sprawl as it prevents ribbon 

development along Ashton Road and Vista Road.  It is assessed as making a “Medium” 

contribution to this purpose.  The justification in the 2016 GBR is similar (albeit briefer) and 

notes the site is well contained on three sides; however, this is given an assessment of making a 

“Low” contribution.  It is unclear why this justification has changed.  Taylor Wimpey considers 

that the removal of parcel 053_C will not result in the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas 

for the following reasons: 

• It is accepted that a large portion of the parcel is surrounded by development which forms 

part of the existing urban area; 

• The temporary access road provides an opportunity to deliver a strategic link road with 

appropriate landscape treatments which will provide a long term defensible boundary 

between Vista Road and Ashton Road; and, 

• The pipeline to the west of the site provides a strong, defensible boundary. 
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Purpose 2 – To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another 

2.11 The parcel is given a “Medium” contribution to Purpose 2; as it forms a ‘strategic gap’ (with 

parcels 53_a and 53_b) to the physical and visual separation of Haydock and Newton-le-

Willows, although it is noted that should the other parcels remain; then the strategic gap would 

still be retained. The 2016 GBR also acknowledges the ‘strategic gap’ between Haydock and 

Newton-le-Willows.  Taylor Wimpey considers that the sites contribution to this purpose is low 

as the landform ties it to the urban area, and given the higher ground to the north, it has visual 

separation from Haydock; thereby not contributing to the strategic gap.   

Purpose 3 – To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 

2.12 The parcel is given a “Medium” contribution to this purpose as there” is no built development 

and it has a semi-rural character when viewed against the existing urban fringe”. The 2016 

GBR noted that the site was over 2/3rds enclosed and it is noted as providing a “Low” 

contribution to this purpose.  Again, it is not clear what the justification is for the change in 

assessment.  Taylor Wimpey believe that the removal of this parcel will not contravene the 

purpose of safeguarding the countryside from encroachment as: 

• It is dominated by existing built development being defined by existing boundaries 

including roads and residential development. 

• It would result in the delivery of a natural extension to the existing built up area of Newton-

le-Willows and not extend into the countryside much beyond the existing built 

development.   

Overall 

2.13 The overall comments in the 2018 GBR notes that “although a large part of the sub-parcel was 

proposed by the Council as an allocated site at LPPS stage, a number of constraints affect it 

that would have significant impact on the NDA and the deliverability of the site.  These 

constraints, considered in the context of new housing that is now identified as being required 

in the Borough, have led the Council to change its conclusions relating to this sub-parcel”.  As 

noted above, Taylor Wimpey has shown that the site serves limited contribution to the Green 

Belt purposes and is available, suitable and deliverable for housing.  It will not encroach into the 

countryside and it has existing and potential strong, permanent boundaries on all sides of the 

site.  The GBR notes there is a potential for impact on J23 of the M6; however, the additional 

link road (as shown on the masterplan) will alleviate pressure on the motorway.  
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Vista Road (2018 Ref: 051A) - remain in Green Belt 

Figure 2 Vista Road - GBR 2018 References 053_C and 051_A 

 

Source: St Helens Green Belt Review December 2018 

2.14 In respect of this parcel of Vista Road, following a review of Green Belt purposes 1 to 3 as 

assessed in the GBR, Taylor Wimpey would note the following: 

Purpose 1 – To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas: 

2.15 The site is considered to serve a “Low” contribution to Purpose 1 in both the 2016 and 2018 

GBRs given it has strong boundaries that would ensure development containment. Taylor 

Wimpey agrees with this assessment. 

Purpose 2 – To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another 

2.16 The 2018 GBR assesses the site as serving a “Medium” contribution to this purpose, this is 

because the western edge of the parcel is noted as “broadly contributing to the physical and 

visual separation of Haydock and Newton-le-Willows”.  Considered against the remaining 

parcels in GBP_051 which all score “low” it is not considered this is assessment is correct.  The 

2016 GBR assessed this parcel as having a “Low” contribution as there is a wide gap between 

Haydock and Newton-le-Willows.  Taylor Wimpey do not believe this is an important “strategic” 

parcel as it does not contribute to the functional separation of Newton-le-Willows and Haydock. 

Purpose 3 – To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 

2.17 The site is again scored as having a “Medium” contribution to this purpose in the 2018 GBR as it 

has a semi-rural character due to encroachment from existing urban development on three of its 

four sides.  The 2016 GBR scored this as “Low” as more than 2/3rd of the site is enclosed by built 
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development.  It is not clear why this scoring has changed.  Taylor Wimpey consider this site 

does not contribute to the open nature of the countryside. 

Overall 

2.18 The overall discussion is similar to that for Parcel 053c in that it is no longer considered that the 

‘constraints’ justify an allocation as a result of the reduction in housing numbers.  The Council 

raises concerns in respect of constraints; however, Taylor Wimpey consider the site to be fully 

deliverable. 

2.19 Taylor Wimpey considers that the allocation of both parcels of land comprising the Vista Road 

site provides a more logical extension to Newton-le-Willows and will result in a 

comprehensively masterplanned development that maximises the site’s full potential. 

Common Road (2018 Ref: 057A) – Remain in Green Belt 

Figure 3 Common Road Parcel - GBR 2018 Reference 057A 

 

Source: St Helens Green Belt Review December 2018 

2.20 For Common Road, the 2016 GBR reviewed the Taylor Wimpey site as two separate parcels 

(2016 GBR Ref: GBS_158 and GBS_127; Parcel GBS_127 was subsequently taken out of the 

Green Belt and has now been developed by Taylor Wimpey).  The 2018 GBR reviewed the 

Common Road site as part of a much wider parcel of land. 

2.21 In respect of the Green Belt purposes 1 to 3 as assessed in the GBR, Taylor Wimpey would note 

the following: 

Purpose 1 – To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas: 

2.22 In the 2018 GBR, the wider parcel scored a “High” contribution to this purpose as a result of 

weak boundaries (other than the eastern side adjoining Common Road).  The parcel is 
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considered to have a strong sense of countryside character with open views; with a lack of 

containment leading to a potential sprawl. The 2016 GBR assessed this site as “Medium” as it 

was partially contained to the west by woodland and east by Newton-le-Willows/Earlestown. 

Taylor Wimpey considers that when considered on its own, the introduction of a woodland 

buffer around the perimeter of the site would create a strong and defensible Green Belt 

boundary.  Similarly, the pipeline adjacent to the western boundary of the site restricts 

development in this direction and provides a long term boundary to the western edge of the site. 

Purpose 2 – To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another 

2.23 The parcel was assessed as making a “High” contribution to this purpose in both the 2016 and 

2018 GBRs as it ‘forms a significant strategic gap between Haydock and Earlestown”. Taylor 

Wimpey considers that the Common Road site, on its own, forms a natural extension to the 

residential development to the west of Newton-le-Willows; and the implementation of landscape 

treatments will strengthen Green Belt boundaries in this area to prevent the merging of 

settlements. 

Purpose 3 – To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 

2.24 The parcel was scored as making a “High” contribution to this purpose in the 2016 and 2018 

GBR as it has a strong rural, open character where any development is likely to give rise to 

significant encroachment.  Although it is acknowledged by Taylor Wimpey that the site has a 

semi-rural character, the development of Whittle Chase gives the eastern boundary a relatively 

urban appearance and it is considered that appropriate landscaping of the western edge of the 

site will provide a high-quality transition between the urban and rural landscape.    

Overall 

2.25 As the site was not taken forward past Stage 1B in the 2018 GBR it was not given an “overall” 

commentary.  Taylor Wimpey considers that separating this site from the wider site and 

incorporating the pipeline as a boundary demonstrates the site no longer fulfils the purposes of 

the Green Belt. 
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Gorsey Lane (2018 GBR Ref: 074_D) – Allocated for Housing as part of Parcel 074 

Figure 4 Gorsey Lane - GBR 2018 Reference 074_D 

 

Source: St Helens Green Belt Review December 2018 

2.26 The 2016 and 2018 GBRs assessed the same extent of land, however the overall justification in 

the 2016 GBR was included as part of the wider 074 parcel.  In respect of the Green Belt 

purposes 1 to 3 as assessed in the GBR, Taylor Wimpey would note the following: 

Purpose 1 – To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas: 

2.27 The 2018 GBR assessed the site as providing a “Low” contribution to this purpose; with Gorsey 

Lane to the south, the urban area to the west, tree lined boundary to the north and a strong field 

line to the west providing strong boundaries.  The 2016 GBR assessed the purposes against the 

wider parcel (Ref: 074) which assessed this purpose as “Low”.  Taylor Wimpey would agree with 

this assessment as the site benefits from clearly defined physical boundaries.    

Purpose 2 – To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another 

2.28 The 2016 GBR assessed the site as having a “Medium” contribution to this purpose as it was part 

of a wide gap when considered as the wider parcel.  The 2018 GBR however, assessed this site 

making a “Low” contribution as “although it sits on the urban edge of Clock Face (Bold), it 

provides little or no discernible contribution to the merging of Bold with any other settlement”.  

Taylor Wimpey support the 2018 GBR assessment of this parcel. 

Purpose 3 – To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 

2.29 The site was assessed as “Low” in the 2016 and 2018 GBRs as although it is fairly open, the 

perception of openness is weak and limited when considering the strong boundaries, visible 

urban development and the planning permission for properties on the site of the former colliery 
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building.  Taylor Wimpey agree with this assessment as Gorsey Lane comprises a natural 

extension to the urban area and would not contravene this purpose. 

Overall 

2.30 The overall assessment in the 2016 GBR was that the site (as part of the wider parcel of land) 

provided a “Low” contribution to the Green Belt purposes.  This was supported in the 2018 GBR 

which asserts that the site plays a “limited role in the outward expansion of Bold into the 

countryside and plays no real part in a strategic gap”.  The 2018 GBR notes that it was 

allocated as “safeguarded” in the previous iteration of the Local Plan largely due the wider site 

being spread across different land ownerships.  However, it is acknowledged that as each of the 

parcels has been actively promoted, ownership issues are not considered significant. Taylor 

Wimpey supports the assessment of this site given it no longer fulfils its purpose as Green Belt 

land and is a suitable and deliverable site for housing. 

Gartons Lane (2018 GBR Ref: 080) – Allocated for Residential Development 

Figure 5 Gartons Lane - GBR 2018 Reference 080 

 

Source: St Helens Green Belt Review 2018 

2.31 In respect of the Green Belt purposes 1 to 3 as assessed in the GBR, Taylor Wimpey would note 

the following: 
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Purpose 1 – To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas: 

2.32 The 2016 GBR assessed the site as providing a “Medium” contribution to this purpose as it is 

well contained with housing to the north and east and woodland to the south.  The 2018 GBR 

assesses the site as having a “Low” contribution to this purpose given it has strong boundaries 

and should not lead to unrestricted sprawl.  Taylor Wimpey agree with the 2018 GBR 

assessment as the site is substantially contained by built development. 

Purpose 2 – To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another 

2.33 The 2016 GBR assessed this parcel as making a “Medium” contribution to this purpose as 

settlements have already merged to the north of the parcel.  The 2018 GBR amends this to a 

“Low” contribution given that the two settlements are not considered as “large built up areas” in 

the context of the GBR and Taylor Wimpey support this clarification in the 2018 methodology. 

Purpose 3 – To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 

2.34 This was assessed as making a “Low” contribution to this purpose in the 2018 GBR (“Medium” 

in the 2016 GBR).  The justification being that the site is fully enclosed with urban features and 

residential development is clearly visible when viewed from the south, east and west, therefore 

Taylor Wimpey support this assessment as development of the site will not have a significant 

impact on the countryside. 

Overall 

2.35 The overall assessment in 2016 and 2018 GBRs was that the site makes a “Low” contribution to 

the Green Belt purposes, is in a sustainable location and would form a natural extension to the 

existing urban settlement.  Taylor Wimpey fully support this assessment as its release would not 

conflict with the purposes of the Green Belt and its proximity to services and facilities ensures it 

is entirely suitable for a residential allocation. 

General Comments 

2.36 Notwithstanding the above, as evidenced in Taylor Wimpey’s representations on the SDLP and 

the supporting Technical Review of the SHMA; Taylor Wimpey has concerns over the evidence 

base underpinning the OAN calculation.  It is considered that there is a misalignment between 

the economic growth aspirations and the housing supply to support this objective; as such 

Taylor Wimpey believes that St Helens should be considering a higher housing requirement 

figure.  This would have a knock-on effect in terms of requiring additional land to be released 

from the Green Belt.  

2.37 As detailed above, taking into account Taylor Wimpey’s comments on the methodology and 

assessment of the wider Vista Road and Common Road sites, it is considered that these two sites 

serve a limited Green Belt function and should also be released from the Green Belt to meet St 

Helens future housing need.  Finally, Taylor Wimpey considers that the small parcel of land 

currently occupied by the farm buildings fronting Gartons Lane should be included in the 

overall Gartons Lane allocation and can see no reason for its exclusion. 

3.0 Conclusion 

3.1 Having regard to the Framework, Taylor Wimpey largely supports the methodology as set out in 

the GBR, however it does have concerns regarding some of the assessment conclusions.  Taylor 
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Wimpey strongly supports the removal of the Gorsey Lane and Gartons Lane sites and their 

allocation for housing (SDLP Reference: 4HA and 5HA) to meet the needs of St Helens. 

3.2 Based on the comments above, Taylor Wimpey believes the assessments for the wider Vista 

Road site and the Common Road site are not justified and that these sites should be allocated to 

meet housing need.  As noted in Taylor Wimpey’s representations on the Local Plan and the 

supporting Technical Review of the SHMA, Taylor Wimpey believes that the current evidence 

base for the OAN is not robust or sound and is likely to need further review.   

3.3 Taylor Wimpey would strongly support the allocation of its sites at Vista Road and Common 

Road if further land is required for release from the Green Belt.  It is shown above the both sites 

are available and deliverable and serve a limited contribution to the Green Belt purposes. If an 

allocation for housing is not considered appropriate at this time, then these sites should be 

allocated as Safeguarded Land.  

3.4 Taylor Wimpey would recommend that following a review of the housing figures, the Green Belt 

Review is updated. 
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