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:‘ll—l March 1983
To the Chairman and County Councillors of the Merseyside County Couneil

WERSEYSIDE GREEN EELT SUBJECT PLAN — EEPORT OF LOCAL THGUIRY
Mr Chairman and Guunnillars_

1. On 21 September 1982 I opened the inquiry at the Sefton Town Hall at Bootle, into
objections and representations which had been made to the Subject Flan. The inquiry
continued until the afterncon of 11 November and on 12 November I made some unaccom—
panied visit=z to the few sites I had not already seen. During the course of the
ineuiry I had visited and inspected most of the subject land, on some occasions being
driven round by the Programme Officer, all the participants being willing that in view
of the great mmber of sites to be visited, the visitas should be otherwise
unaccompanied.

2. A pre-inguiry meeting had been held on 2 September with your officers and scme of
the objectors and this proved useful in that a programme was arranged which in the
avent ceemed to meet everyone's convenience., Your officers and those of the Borough
Councils were most helpful to me, and I am sure, to the other participants, and in
particular the work of the Programme Officer, ¥Mr R E Campion, contributed to the smooth
running of the inquiry. The Council's case was conducted by the Senior Assistant
Solicitor, Mr N 3 McGimm, and Mr J P Wesencraft, Principal Planning Officer, had the
main task of responding to the representations made.

3. There wWas unanimous acceptance of the concept of the Green Belt, the discussion
ranging broadly about principles (the relationship with Structure Plan policies, the
permanence or otherwise of the boundaries, the degree of "tightness" at the urban
fringe and so forth), and secondly, the exclusion or inclusion of specific parcels of
land. Althoungh at the inquiry these aspects inevitably overlapped, I consider that
the clarity of this report might benefit if the discussions about principles are
rehearsed first and conclusions drawn before the individual sites are dealt with.
Thus Part 1 of the report deals with general principles and the gtrategy adopted in
the draft Plan, while succeeding Parts deal with specific parcels of land on a
District basis. Part 1 is written on a topic basis, outlining the main arguments
advanced by the participanis and the Council's response on each topic followed by my
conclusions and recommendation. The succeeding Parts set out the gist of the repre-
sentations made by objectors onm the specific sites, the Couneil's replies and my con-—
clusions and recommendations. The reports of the cases made are necessarily brief,
but I hope fully represent the views expressed, and where I make recommendations to
change the Plan, it is not only in trying to be fair fo objectors tut, I believe, in
the general publi¢ interest; the acceptance or otherwise of these recommendations is
now a matter for your County Council.

d. ot all those persons makag representations +a the draft Plan were present or
represented at the inquiry but their writien submissions are dealt with, again on a
District basis, in the relevant Part of the report. There is a general page index to
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the cases at the front of fthe report and a list of appearances, documents, plans aus

photographs referred to 15 attached.
I have the honour to be

Mr Chairman and Councillors
Tour obedient Servant

C. 2

C DAXNBY
Inspector
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PART 2 - REPRESENTATION ON SPECIFIC SITES - SEFTCHM DISTRICT

Site No.

Site

la
2A
3A
44
54

%1
T8
Ba/A
g8h/a
/93
108
114
13a
14a
15a
lea
178
214

<223

238

Crossens Marsh, Southpeort

Marshside Marsh, Southport

Land at Weld Road and Rotten Row, Birkdale, Snuthpart

Land near Town Lane and Crowland Street, Southport

Land at Moss Lane, near Poole House Farm, Crossens,
Southport

Land between Lynton Road and the railway, Southport

Land at Victoria Road, Freshfield, Formby

Land west of Larkhill Lane, Formby

Land at S5t. Lukes Chuégaaﬁ?ad and Marsh Farm, Formhy

Land south of Altecar r Formby

Land at Sizteen Acre Lane, Freshfield, Formby

Formby Moss

Land at Tanhouse Farm, Windles Green

Land bounded by MS7, AS59 and railway north of Aintree

Land at Oriel Driwve, Aintree

Land at Wango Lane, Ailntree

Aintree Racecourse

Land at Melling Lane, Maghull

Land at Liverpocl Road, Little Altcar, Formby

Land near the Crescent, Maghull

FART 3 — REPRESENTATIONS ON SPECIFIC SITES - CITY OF LIVERPCOL

1B

2B

Land between and including Calderstones Park and
Allerton Cemetery
Land at Croxteth Park

BART 4 - REPRESENTATICNS OM SPECIFIC SITES - BORCUGH OF KNMNOWSLEY

1c
4c

ac
9C a} & b)
10c
lic

Land near MS7 and AS80(T) Junction at Randles Bridge

KEnowsley Village C. of E. Primary School and playing
field

Land at Lickers Lane, Whiston

Land at Chapel Lane, Cronton Village

Land at Pottery Lane, Whiston

Land at Coalgate Lane, Whiston

(ii)

Page No.

12
12
13
32

14

15
i1
16
30
24
L7
20
28
3z
25
30
22
26
24
25

35
34

36
38

38
37
39
40

-

:

p—

el




b,

PART 5 - REPRESENTATICN ON SPECIFIC SITES - BOROUGH OF 3T, HELENS

Site WMo,

5D
7D
B
=10
10D

11D
12D
14D
15D
16D
17D
18D
20D
23D
24D
25D
26D *

Site

Land at Houghtons Lane, Eccleston

Florida Parm, Haydock

Crank Village

Land at junction of Martindale Road and Mossbank Road

Land at junction of Moss Bank Road and the East
Lancashire Road, St. Helens

Sand Lodges, "Burgy Banks", St. Helens

Land at Camp Road, Garswood

Land south of NCB Stable Yard, Haydock

Land at Vista Road, Haydock

Land at Rainhill Hospital, St. Helens

Land south of Eltonhead Recad, St. Helens

Land near Manor Farm Public House, Ralnhill Stcops

Land at Beld Power Station, Sutton

Land at Stanley Bank Farm, St. Helens

Land at Tunstall's Farm, Sutton Leach

Land near Haydock Park racecourse -

Land at Eltonhead Hall Farm, St. Helens

(* Late representation submitted directly to the Inspector and,
therefore, NOT previously considered by the County Council)

PART & - REPRESENTATIONMS ON SPECIFIC SITES — BOROUGH OF WIRRAL

1E

JE

4E
SE
6E
JE
BE
SE

LOE

l11E
12E
13E

14E
15E
17E
18E
198
Z0E
21E

New Brighton Coastal Area {including Harrisen Park and
Warren Municipal Golf Links)

Land at Bidston Village, Bidston Moss and the M53
Corridor

Royal Liverpool Golf Course

Grange Hill/Caldy Hill, West Kirby

Land near Saughall Massie Road, Newton, West Kirby

Land near Caldy Manor Hospital

Land between Telegraph Hill and Montgomery Hill, Caldy

Land at Shore Road, Caldy

Land near Birkenhead Road, Meols (Rycroft Road/Birch
Road)

Land at Garden Hey Road, Saughall Massie

Land to the East of Pump Lane, Greasby

Land at Pump Lane, Greasby (immediately to the north of
existing housing estate)

Land at "Haymere", Mill Lane, Greasby

Land separating Upton and Greasby

Land at West Kirby Road, Saughall Massie

Bidston Hill

Wirral Ladies Gold Course, Birkenhead

Land at Prenton Dell, Birkenhead

Land at Rock Ferry and New Ferry

(1i4)

PaEE Na.

&0
33
&1
62

63

63
50
47
59
57
51
49
di
52
49
41
34

74

34
8BS
72
85
a8
Be

69

a7
79

73

77
87
78

g
81
89
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Site

22E
23E
24E
ASE
26E
27E
2BE
29E
30E
33E
34E

Land at Thurstaston Road, Irby

Land at Yew Tree Farm, Irby

Land East of Lower Thingwall Lane, Thingwall
Land at Holmwood Driwve, Barnston

Farm Cottage, Downham Road North, Heswall
Land at Pipers Lane, Heswall

The Dales, Heswall

Land at Gayton Hall, Heswall

Land at Vineyard Farm, BSromborough

Land at Eastham Rake

Land at Hoocton Park
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89
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82
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92
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PART 1 — GENERAL PRINCIPLES AND GHEEN HELT POLICY

1.1 The County Council had, at a meeting on 8 June 1982, proposed certain modifica—
tions to the Greem Belt Plan, mainly as a result of representations received. These
included sites to be added to the Green Belt in the districts of Sefton, Enowsley,

St Helens and Wirral and sites to be excluded in these districts except Knowsley. In
the Written Statement the title of Policy 14 was to be amended to read "New Industrial
and Commercial Developments and Extensions" and a new Policy 16 inserted entitled
"Public Services and Statutory Undertakers", subsequent policies being renumbered.
Policy 23 relating to development outside the Green Belt was to be deleted but
included as an ajpendix to the Plan as was Policy 24 relating to land at Crossens Marsh.
The full details of these modifications are contained in a separate sheet appended to
thea Written Statement: the site specific modifications were the subject of further
objection or representations which are dealt with later in this report, but the amend-—
ments relating to the policies in the Wriltten Statement were not challenged.

1.2 I recommend that the proposed modifications to the Subject Plan Written Statement
relating to Poliey 14, a new Policy 16, remumbering and the deletion of Policies 23 and
24 be adopted and the Written Statement amended accordingly.

1.3 The Metropolitan Borough Councils fully supported the proposed Green Belt boun—
daries with some fairly minor exceptions (apart from St Helens Borough Council who wish
to see a site for high technology industry near Haydock) and very few comments had
been received from the Parish and Town Councils or the neighbouring planning authori-
ties. The main objectors to the way in which the Green Belt boundaries have been
drawn were the House-Builders' Federation (on behalf of Members in the North-West and.
Liverpool Regions), Messys Edmond Kirby and Sons, Chartered Surveyors, (on behalf of
various landowners) and Mr X A Whittacker representing several objectors, although the
arguments raised in these cases were adopted in some part by many of the other
cbjectors and are dealt with where appropriate in succeeding parts of this report.
Following the opening of the inquiry the County Council wiiness gave evidence out—
lining the relationship of the Green Belt to the approved County Structure Plan, the
Hegenaration Strategy, the Housing Policies, adequacy of land supply in relation to
building rates, economic policies and lapd for industry — in short, the policies and
asgumptions leading up to the drafting of the Green Belt boundary; thia part of the
raport examinea the discussion relating to these matfers.

THE "TICGHTHESS" OF THE GREEN EELT BOUNDARY

1.4 That the CGreen Belt boundary had been drawn too tightly around the urban area
with no account taken of the fulure needs of the population beyond the Structure Plan
period {1986) was the main objection by the House—Builders' Federation. This criti-
clsm was alzo adopted and elaborated by Messrs Edmond Kirby and Son, Mr K A Whittacker
and others on behalf of their clients. The 2 main aress of disagreement were i. that
adequate house building land to meet the requirements of Structure Plan Policy 8.36
had been provided outside the Green Belt, and that this land would be likely toc be
sufficient for a nmumber of years beyond the existing Structure Plan period, and ii.
that as a conseguence of drawing the Green Belt tightly arcund the urban area, land
may need to be released from the Green Belt at soms future date to accommodate new
development, ie ‘th?':t the proposed boundary would need to be altered within the decade.
The Federation and many other objectors believe that the Green Belt boundary should be
drawn on a line of some permanence if the public and developers are to have confidencs
in it. A minimum strategic Green Belt should be determined, of sufficient robustness
to allow flexibility for future land allocations ocutside of it. Circular 42f55 says
that the purpose of Green Halts is to check "the unrestricted sprawl of built—up areas"
and safeguard "the surrounding countryside against further encroachment", while
Circular 5{}/57 provides guidance on the dafinition of the inner edge of the boundary
eee ™ ... the edge of notation will mark a long term houndary for development” and
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"Thers may be some pockets of land, between the town and the Green Belt which are nc
to be developed within the present Plan period but which could be developed later
without prejudice to the Green Belt. It would be misleading to allocate such areas r
now, but to include them in the Green Belt for the time being might give rise to ;
difficulties and undermine public confidence in the Green Belt at a later date if it
were then decided to allocate the land for development", This Circular suggested a _
dreft paragraph for the Written Statement explaining how the pockets of land would bl
treated ... "In order to ksep amendment of the Green Belt boundary to a minimum the
immer boundary has been defined fo leave unallocated certain areas of land between the
Green Belt and the development proposed in the Plan: these areas may later be allo- [
catod to meet demands for development beyond the present period of ths Plan".

1.5 The Federation pointed out that the 1962 MHIG publication, 'The Green Balta', -
had reviewed the situation and given a clear indication as to an appropriate time-—
scale, thus: "A CGreen Belt is an area of land which is kept open by a permanent and
severe restriction on building. "Ministerial decisions in the past had implied that
some stringent protection other than Green Belt is necessary where development My t
needed in the future, thus preventing development until such need arosza. - The policit
contained in the Open Land : Rural Economy section of the County Structure Plan, in
particular Policies 10.52 and 10.54 provide this protection as do those in the Open I
Land : Countryside Amenity section. Theme could be strengthened in local plans
covering the area, if necessary.,

1.6 The Federation recommended that a minimal, strategic Green Belt be determined
that would be long-lasting, and that sufficient flexibility be provided to allow
development beyond the present Structure Plan period.

1.7 The County Council explained that the need for and purpose of a Green Belt in
Merseyside is set out in Chapter 11 of the approved County Structure Plan, its general
extent being described in Policy 11.4 and indicated on the Key Diagram, The first
draft Subject Plan had been published in November 1980, and following 452 replies an
comments, the revised proposals were put on formal deposit between December 1981 and
February 1982. By May 1982 some 560 comments and objecticns had been received le e
the Council to make the modifications already reported at paragraph 1.1 above. The | |
proposed modifications had been advertised in July 1982, leading to a further 90 rep
sentations. It is the unresolved representations and objections which are being con=
sidered at the ingquiry. B

1.8 The Structure Plan strategy was one of urban regeneration concentrating invest-
ment and development within the urban county and particularly in those areas with +H™
most acute problems, emhancing the enviromnment and encouraging housing and economic
expansion on derelict and disused sites. Development at the edge of the built-up
areas would be restricted tc a minimum and a reciprocal effort would be made to
enhance and conserve the natural features of open land and agricultural land while J
ensuring that its capacity to meet needs for leisure, recreation and informal educa
wag exploited. In many respects, the strategy reversed the previous planning polici 3?
for Merseyside which sought to disperse population and jobs to new and expanded tawr*
or to the urban fringe. Such policies had been adopted mainly in the 1950's and 196f
during a periocd of economic growth; circumstances are very different today and the nee:
for dispersal no longer exists. [”i

1.9 The County Council said that the present strategy had received the unanimous gu, -

port of the District Councils and of almost all interested parties in preference to ..
2 alternative strategies, namely "managed dispersal" and "passive decline", both of t
which had been considered and rejected by the Panel holding the Structure Plan EIP.
The desirability of concentrating development within the urban areas in prefesrence a
green field sites had been accepted at a national level, not only through the apprg}jt
of the 3tructure Plan but also by the decision to designate Liverpool, Wirral, Sefton

[ff
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and S5t Helems as authorities receiving axtra borrowing powers and grants under the
Inner Urban Areas Act 1978. There was also the decision to creat an Urban Devel opment
Corporation on Merseyside and an Enterprise Zone at Speke. ;

1.10 Wnile concern over the feasibility of the urban regeneration strategy in
relation to resources and time scale had been expressed at the EIF, these had beean
recognised by the County Counecil through. the intention to monitor progress in each
policy sector so that adjusiment to tarsets may be made in the light of experience and
progress. It had been considered prudent to limit the Plan period to 1986 and to roll
the Plan forward through a series of reviews. This approach had been fully endorsed
by the EIP Panel and agreed by the Secretary of State. The approved Structure Plan
makes it abundantly clear that the Green Belt is expected to support the urban
regeneration astrategy. Paragraph 5.17 states that "the County Council is drawing up
a Green Belt plan to support its policies of limiting development on open land in
country areas", and paragraph 10.1 says that "the egtablishment of a Green Belt around
the urban area is the essential first step in reducing the development of open land
for urban uses'".

1.11 The Structure Plan Key Diagram shows the extent of the Green Bel® in relation to
the urban area and although it is not possible o translate ihe Diagram onto an
Ordnance base map it is clear that the intention is fo draw the Green Belt tighily
round the built-up area. Only 4 representations had been made to the Oreen Belt nro-—
posals when the Structure Plan was placed on deposit in January 1980 and these related
to the need to ensure an adequate supply of land for housing and indogtry while main-
taining a tight approach, and to development control policies. The Panel did not cone
sider that the Green Belt was an issue requiring detailed debate. The Secratary of
gtate had confirmed the policies for the Green Belt subject fo modifications of the
policiea for development in villages and the deletion of 2 areas, at Crossens Marsh/
Marshide, Southport and the M53 corridor between Bidston and Woadchurch, pending the
outcome of studies relating to appropriate uses and suitability for ineluzion in the
Green Belt. The conclusion must be that the Green Belt should be drawn in such a way
as to reinforce the regenmeration strategy by directing develapment into the existing
towns.

1.12 The proposed Green Belt, extending across the Wirral peninmﬂ.?&and on the east
side of the River Mersey in accordance with Policy 11.4 of the Structure Plan, wraps
round the principal setilements and includes green wedges into the comurbation. Thers
is a high degree of similarity between the extent of the Green Belt and that shown on
the Ksy Diagram. Many of the relevant policies of the Structure Plan are repeated in
the Written Statement to the Subject Plan or included in its appendix.

1.13 It is an integral part of the strategy that the Green Belt has been drawn
tightly round the urban area, with the consequence that land may need to be released
from the Green Belt at some future date. This eventuality is allowed for through the
preparation of local plans but any amendment would need to conform with the basic prin-
ciples of maintaining the separate identity and character of settlements and be com-
patible with the regeneration strategy. The guiding principles by which proposals for
the release of green field sites would be congidered are set down in the Structure Plan
as being to: :

i. minimisé the need for new services by promoting the use of spare capacity in
existing services;

iji. encourage the development of unused and derelict sites;

iii. minimise the use of good quality agricultural land and protact farms of good
structure;
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iv. encourage the development of land with good acceas to public ftransport
services, whers this does not conflict with other aims;

v. encourage the development of land (for industry) in or near to areas of
highest unemployment; and

vi., avoid areas of heritage landscape, woodland or land of acological intersat.

Thus any new peripheral development should strengthen the viability of the existing
urban area.

1.14 Earlier green belts, such as those of. the former Lancaghire and Cheshire County"'
Councils within Merseyside, had been formulated agminst a background of expanding
population and a buoyant economy, with new towns, Town Development Schemes and over—
gpill areas; they wers intended to form part of the development plane at that time.
Such plans were intended to be reviewed (though not neceasarily amended) at least once
every 5 years, so that the Green Belt may be the subject of review in the same way as
any other development plan or Structure Plan. It had been made clear in public stated-
ments that the Govermment, while attaching great importance to the (Green Belts, were
prepared to see haundaries amended where there were very sirong reasons fo justify sw
amendment; the Green Belt must be firm in principle but the boundaries may be flexiblg
in d.eta:.l. The case for taking land out of a Green Belt must be very strong, but this
in turn implies that land should not be included in a Green Belt without good reason.
It iz the County Council's view that this justification is centained in the approved '
Structure Plan. s s

E.

1.15 Within less than 10 years of the former Green Belt policies having been formu— !
lated both the population and economy of Merseyside had entared a period of decline. i
To attempt to draw a Green Belt which would endure for 20 years or so, or even into
the 1990's, would require an asseszament of the amount of land likely to be needed for
private and public housing, industry and all other urban uses taking into account the
social and economic factora which will influence demand and any changes in liwving
styles which may arise. There would also need to be an assumption that these require
ments could be distributed with a high degree of accuracy and that the timing and f
manmer in which land is released can be adequately controlled. There was no guarantee”
that the present planning aunthorities would be any more successful in predicting land
requirements and suitable locations into the 1990's than former authorities have been
and certainly the Secretary of State did not wish to look beyond 1986 when he approve..
the Structure Plan in November 1980, In the past the presence of white land between
the Graen Belts and the allocated land provided a soft option to development and ten
to be'land banked'by developers, leading te a lack of capital investment in farming a |
to the break up of farm holdings. The nesd to support the approved regeneration
policies and concern to protect good quality agricultural land with which the county i-
endowed, Wwere seen as overriding reasons for drawing a tight Green Belt here. L

ADEQUACY OF LAND FCH IEVELOFMENT QUTSIDE THE FROFOSED GHEEN HELT L
1.16 The main thrust of the argument advanced by the House—Builders' Federation was
that insufficient d exists outside the proposed boundary to meet the allocations
provided for in thé approved Structure Plan and beyond 1986 only very limited amounts
of housing land have been identified. A report on a Joint Study of Land for Private
Housebuilding carried out by the County and District Councils and. the Federation had
been published in September 1982. Availability was determined having regard to the
advice contained in Circular 9/80,‘ the eriteria being taken into account including: *~

—~ land must be free, or easily freed from planning, physical, and ownership
congtrainta; i
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- land must be capable of being econcmically developed;

- land mu=t be in areas where potential house buyers are prepared to live, and be
guitable for a wide range of housing types which the market now demands;

= the housebuilding industry should be consulted especially on the rate at which
houses carn be marketed on each site over the next 5 year pericd.

Thig review afforded an examination of the 5 year supply of land as the requirement
set out in Structure Plan Policy 8.36 only covers development up to 1986.

1.17 In relating the Review figures to the table in the Structure Plan, allowance has
to be made for housing completions that have taken place in the period 1979-1981. On
the criteria, the Pederation agree with certain reservations, that the minimum dwelling
figure as recorded in the Heview is the land available for private housebuilding.
Wnera on Category 1 and 2 sites there is a difference between minimum and maximum, this
reflects that due to such things as marketing consideraticns, these sites or part
capacity of sites would not be completed until pest-1986. Thus the land supply is
geen ag followa:

Table 1 : Land Supply (hectares)

Structure Mlan Completions - Land Available Regidual
Requirement 197981 198136
Knowsley 136 23 o123 + 10
Liverpool 397 83 291 - 21
5t Helens 166 43 103 - 20
Wirral 173 64 161 + 52
Sefton 152 43 99 - 17
Total 1,031 256 777 + 2

Notae: Dwellings have been converted into hectares using the densities contained in
paragraph 8.34 of the Structure Flan.

From Tahle 1 it can be seen that there appears to be insufficient land in 3 of the
districts, and as the Review included all sites, allocated or likely to be allocated
for housing, the study was comprehensive.

1.18 The main reservations held by the Federation in regard to the availability of
sites were raised in a letter to the County Council dated 13 July 1982. They were:

a. It would be wrong to assume that given certain market conditions the maximum
number of houses referred ta. in.the Review would always be built.- The proximity
of sites to each other, or their gemeral location and size may still mean that
despite high demand in general, phased development would still take place and
total capacity would not be reached in 1986.

b. Some of the land agreed fir development would only be suitable on the
attainment off a mumber of outside factors, including area improvement, land rec-
lamation and confidence in a particular area.

¢. Category 1 land in the study is land immediately available for development
with no constraints; Category 2 land is not immediately available becanse it has
some constraints which require public sector action expected to make it available
by the end of 1985/86. Land in these categories in the ownership of a private
developer is very limited and the agreed availability is dependent upon ability to
acquire, particularly from public bodies who own large percentages:



s AT i L

A SRR S PR e R

Elte AT

L o R RN

pral T F K= ¥

R AT Dk

—

Table 2 : Land Available for Private Housebuilding, Categories 1 and 2 : Ownershi
by Districts

% of land in

rehip Liverpool 3% Helens Enowslay Sefton Wirral
Private developer 15 5 355 15 34.5 [
Other Private 19 49 14 115 36.5
District Couneil 47 32 25.5 38 19
Other Public 19 6.5 56.5 2.5 1 -
Cther 9] T.5 ; 0.5 10 9 ;

1.19 Looking at the land supply post-1986 outeide the proposed Green Belt boundaxy, -
a scarce zituation iz apparent:

Table 3 : Housing Land Supply, post-1986 (hectares)

Residual Category 1+2 : !

from Table 1 post-1986 Category 3 Total
Knowsley 10 16 27 53
Livarpool Q 57 45 102
5t Helens Q 5 21 26
Wirral 52 17 1 TG
Sefton 0 ; 23 0 23

Note: Category 3 land is unlikely to be available within 5 years.

Cn the bazis of conatruction rates achisved in the firast 2 years of the Structurs Plar
period, the figures in Table 3 suggest that the housing land would laast each districts
after 1986 the following periocds: |

Knowsley 4.6 years =
Liverpool 2.5 "
St Halens 1.2 ™
Wirral 2.2 M
Sefton o.7 " B

|
The coneclusion must be drawn that the proposed Green Belt boundary allows little scope
for future land allocations for housing development beyond the present Structure Plar
period, and the Federation believe, insufficient in some instances during the perioed

1.20 In adopting the evidence of the Federation, Messrs Edmond Kirby and Sens, on
behalf of their various clients, expressed the view that the proposed Green Belt acti |
as a severe constraint in that sufficient suitable and marketable land for housing
purposes was not being released. Development sites in Wirral and Sefton were con-
tinmually being sought by developers but because the intention was to regenerate the ™
imner urban areas, the release of land in those 2 districts was restricted. Demand f -
housing was being stifled in those arsas. where it was desired and thus the natural
development of the County was being retarded. It was thought that as the boundary of:
the Green Delt, opce it is established, will be considered as sacrosanct, the effect
would be either to choke existing urban areas or for development to burat through,
neither of which was desirable. Alternatively, where suifable land is unavailable fpr
development and land within the inner urban areas consldered as unattractive, the '
effect of the policies will be to drive developers o locatluns other than Merseys=id
resulting in the neglect of the County as a whole.

|26

1.21 To consider that the Green Bslt can, by ruafricting the avaiiability'uf induge=
¥rial land in the peripheral areas, foster investment and employment in the inner area:
Fil
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ia unrealistic and illustrates, Mesars Edmond Kirby and Sons beliew, a misuse of the
Green Belt concept by the local planning authorities.

1,22 The County Council explained that in digtributing land for new housebuilding
throughout the districts, account had been taken of the amount of land already allo—
cated for development, the aim of the strategy to minimise the loss of good gquality
farmland and the need to re-use vacant and derelict land in the existing towns,
together with the need to redress the imbalance of the distribution of privately owned
houses. Hence it was proposed to restrict the release of land in Sefton and Wirral.
1t was also proposed to make an increased provision for private building in Knowsley
and Liverpool which in turn would result in a reduction in the need to provide land in
gt Helens. This had been agreed by the Panel following the EIP into the Structure
Plan. In order to conform with the Structure Flan housing policies the Green Beld
must, therefore, at least allow sufficient land to be made available 4o meet the needs
sat out in Policy 8.36, located according to the principles of the regeneration
strategy. :

1.23 It was explained that Policy 8.36 of the Structure Plan set out the requirements
for housing land for each district (at the date of survey) for the period between
September 1979 and 1986; the figures were expressed in ferms of land area being
derived from the maximum end of the range of dwelling requirements presented indowid
of Structure Plan figure 33. It was a requirsment for non-started sites and did not
differentiata between private and public sectors. It had been possible to update the
housing land requirement to the time of the submission of the Green Belt Subject Plan
28 a result of the August 1981 Housing Land Review (already referred o) and the
Merseyside Structure Plan Housing Review 1381. The latter examined past and future
trends in local authority housing resources, performance in the treaatment of unsatis-
factory housing and likely future housebuilding rates; the report will contribute
towards a future review of Structure Plan policy and it gives some indication of likely
future building rates in the County which can be compared with the current supply, and
hence its likely duration. This in turn has a bearing on the likely duration of the
Green Belt. '

1.24 Private building nationally had declined recently due %o the economic situation;
however, output on Merseyside during the last 3 years fell by only 7% compared with
25% in the North West Region and 14% nationally, which suggests that there had been no
overall lack of housing land within the County compared to most other areas. Indetail
there had been a reduction in the private building rate in Wirral and 3t Helens and
especially in Sefton all of which experienced rapid suburban growth in the 1960's and
early 1970's, while private building in Knowsley had remained steady; this decline had
been largely offset by a rapid increase throughout the mid %o late 1970%'a in Liverpool.
The increase in private building in Liverpool had included the development of sites in
the inner areas with the agreement of the City Council, while the fall in Sefton
largely reflscts a determination by the Borough Council to protect areas of valuable
landscape and agricultural land.

1.25 On a general assumption that the economic recession has bottomed out and taking
an optimistic view, it could now be expected that an economic recovery would take
building rates back towards the levels of the early 1370's, and this assumption could
be made for all disiricts except Liverpool for which an optimistic forecast would,
assume private building rates equivalent to the average af the past 3 years. A& mini-
mun forecast would assume that private building rates would remain as at present, with
a fall in Liverpool to approximate to the activity there of the 1970's.

1.26 Ideally the forecast demand in the Housing Review should fall below the numbexr of.
nouses which the builders themselves consider they could build, and considerably below
the maximum capacity of the sites available, to allow for a degree of choice. The
comparisens of the forecast number of completions, the Federation assessment of sales
plus LA and HA completions, and the capacity of the identified sites was as follows:
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Maximum Forecast identified sites

Likely outmmt

completion from identified i
1981 pHaview " agites and sites under
construction
Enowsley 1,818 4,398 4.848
Liverpool 6,192 11,9596 14,001
5t Helens 3,245 3,874 4,247
Sefton 4,385 4,345 5,017
Wirral 5,922 6,686 7,201
Merseyside 27,552 31,299 35,314

All the surveys which have been undertaken by the Councils and the Pederation suggest
that sufficient land is available to meet likely requirements within the Structure
Plan pericd without recourse to the release of land from the Green Belt, in the
County Council's viaw.

1.27 Additional land may become available for residential purposes from a variety of
sources such as the redevelopment of large houses in ertensive groundas or infill '
development in gardens. Between 1975 and 1981 permission had been granted in Wirral
Tor an average of 530 new dwellings sach year on zites within existing residential
areas, not previously identified. Such "windfall" sites exist in other districts
although to a lesser extent, the average per year in St Helens being 30 dwellings, in
Liverpool 600 and in Sefton 125, with a total avarage for the County of soma

1,285 dwellings. It was thought that this rate of generation of such sites could con
timue for some time. In addition, other sites are being released through rationali-—
sation programmes of institutionsz such as hoaspitals and schools and other public
gector landownars.

1.28 The County Council were confident that the Green Belt proposals conform with the
housing and other policies of the approved Structure Plan, and because of:

a. the need to implement the urban regeneration strategy;

|
b. the instruction of the Secretary of State to the Plamning Authority to take
total view of the situation in about 1985; and

Ca the need to conserve the character and quality of the remaining open land i
Merseyside,

it was considered that the Green Belt now presented was the most appropriate for .
Merseyside. Representations seeking to exclude land from the Creen Belt had been con
sidered on the basis of whether the site assigts in preventing the coalescence of
neighbouring settlements and whether its inclusion would produce a more satisfactory |
boundary to the Green Belt.

INSFECTOR'S CONCLUSICNS ON GENERAL PRINCIPLES AND GREEN EELT POLICY

1.29 I have much sympathy with the generally acéepted view that a Green Belt should
have a degree of p ence. The concept is ome which has in the past had the suppor

of successive Govefnments and the general public. Once land had been included within

an established Green Belt, only rarely was general development permitted and then only
under very special circumstances or needs. This degree of permanence was of course |
possible only because the original boundary had been drawn fairly loosely leaving i

packets of white land on which, at the time unforeseen, developments might take nlace.

This was the concept of a "minimum strategic" Green Belt advocated by several of the —
objectors at the inquiry who saw support for their cases in paragraph 6 of Circular 5‘3}'1

which states: ' '

8
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"Thers may be somc pockets of land, hetween the town and the Green Belt, which are
not to be developad within the present Plan period but which could be developed
later without prejudice to the Ureen Belt. It would be misleading to allocats
guch areas now, but to include them in the Green Belt for the time being might
give rise to difficulties and undermine public confidence in the Green Belt at a
later date if it were then decided to allocate the land for development. Such
areas pay well be left as pockets of "white™ land ...."

While Circolar 50/57 (and the earlier Circular 42/55) remain the foundation for the
identification and establishment of Green Belts, it ia clear that circumstances and
conditions have changed enormously since that advice was first given. In particular in
Merseyside a Structure Plan has been approved which is attempting to solve very
different problems from those intended to be tackled by earlier plans,

1.30 This Green Belt Subject Plan flows directly from the contents of Chapter 11 of
the approved Struocture Plan, which at paragraph 11.3 sets out what the intention is:

-- check the outward spread of the built-up ares, dirsct development into existing
townsz, and encourage their regeneration;

- ensurs that fowns and villages keep their individual character;
and,

-~ safeguard the surrcunding countryside, so that its potential for agriculturs,
nature conservation and recreation and its value as an amenity for townspeaple is
praserved.

Policy 11.4 says there will be 2 broad areas of Green Belt, in the Wirral Peninsular
and to the east of the River Mersey, around the principal settlements and including
greer. wadges into the conurbation, the Key Diagram indicating in a gensral way the
extent of the Belt. While, because of the special problems and character of
Merseyside which are fully set out and exploresd in the Structure Plan, the intention
does depart and go beyond the advice in the Circulars, I am confident that the
boundary chosen and now under discussion does reflect in general those aims and
intentions., It is important to remember the very high proportion of built-up area asm
against open countryside in Merseyside, in thias regard; if a "minimum strategic™ Green
Belt had been adopted it would have been an invitation in the longer term to further
erode the already scarce open areas by encroaching cnto the white land.

1.31 The policies adopted do, however, as many objectors said at the inquiry, leave
vary little space for flexibility or manceuvrs and this is clearly intentionmal and
seems to me to reflect the County and Borough Councils' faith and belief in the
integrity and ultimate success of the Structure Plan aims. In approval of the
Structure Plan as the basis for a regeneration strategy up until 1986 with regular
monitoring and a review in 1985, a degree of flexibility has been built in and this
would be supplemented in the future by the preparation of local plans for specific
areas of the County. In the meantime the Subject Plan would be a powerful and
additicnal tool in preventing peripheral developments. While in changed circumstances
in the future I helieve it may be necessary to review a part or parts of the Green
Belt boundmry, for Fha most part it could be regarded as permanent and retain its
status, /

i1.32 Another aspect dwelt on by several objectors was whether thers was a real need
for the additionmal "sledgehammer™ policies of a Gresn Belt when so many aspects of
development control were so firmly dealt with by the other policies in the Structurs
Plan. 1Indeed, it was said in evidence by the Council's witness, the Secretary of
State had already confirmed his support for the regeneration policies by his decisions
on planning appeals against the refusal of permission on green field sites,



irrespective of whether they had been included within Green Belt proposala by the
former authoritisa or whesther it waa white land between those Green Belts and the
urban area. The answer to this must be that thers must.be. pockets of land which coulc
not be caught by the present approved policies and, if neot covered by a Green Bnlt,T
would attract further peripheral developmsnmt. While such peripheral development ia ™
nowhere completely bammed by the Structure Plan policies, building on such sites wonlc
provide an easy option which could only damage the strategy and maks it more remote l
fulfilment. ' ' -

1.33 It is clearly not for this report to attempt to make a. detailed assessment of [
sultable land for development for housing purposes to meet the needs of the County fE::
the remainder of the Struecture Plan period and beyond but I must be satisfied that
following approval of the Gresn Belt, the boundary for the most part can be reliesd -
upon, at least for the foreseeable futurs. It was argued at the inguiry, particulaz
by the House-Builders Federation, that an upturn in building rates could lead o a -
shortage of particular types of site very soon after the end of the Structure Plan "
period; further, that the predominance of "urban™ as opposed to paripheral asites in[
the agreed survey lists would itself depress the building rate and leave soms parts ©
of the market unsatisfied. On the other hand, promised monitoring and review and the
coptinued addition of "windfall™ sites were seen by the authorities as providing !
gufficient leeway into the late 1980'a at least. I believe that this is probably t31
for the County as a whole, and there iz certainly insufficient evidence on which T
could recouwmend major changes to the proposed Green Bslt boundary, but in some parts -
of the area I think there may be cause for concern that all tastes and ruquiremantsE
of the housing market may not be satisfied, at least in the longer term.

RECOMMENDATION [
1.34 In the light of these conclusions om general principles, which will be borme i
mind during consideration of specific sites, I recommend that the Green Belt boun
generally remain as at present drafted.
SFECTFIC POLICIES IN THE WRITTEN STATEMENT [

POLICY 1 = Development Control

T

; 1.35 Several written representations were submitted suggesting even stricter comtrol
- on the type of developments which would normally be permitted within the Green Belt."
L have noted, however, that the wording adopted follows generally the advice in the [
Circulars with an addition related directly te the "open land™ policies in the
Structure Plan. I am satisfied that the policy provides the necessary degrsa of con-
trol to ensure the achievement of the aims and intentiona of the Green Belt. T

RECOMMENDATION F

1.36 I recommend the retention of Policy 1 as drafted in the Written Statement.

POLICY 2 — CRITERIA TQ BEE APPLIED IN FERMITTING DEVELOPMENT

. e . _ &
1.37 Representations by the Merseyside Friends of Cycling (W20), the Friends of thgl:

Barth (Wirral) (W26), the Pedestriana' Association (W97), Transport 2000 Northwest
25P), and Mr P R Fry of Birkenhead sought additional words in Policies 2(ii) and

2(iii) so that developments might be avoided which might cause danger to pedsstriang|
cyclists, horse riders or other people using the open areas for quiet enjoyment and

1?1




recreation. JIncreases of traffic on rural roads within the Grean Belt should bae
prohibited. The submissions were made at the inquiry by Dr Roland Graham, Merseyaide
Cyoling Campadzgn.

1.38 While the County Council had some sympathy with the views expressed, it was
pointed out that the type and nature of traffic using public highways waa not a matter
which could be properly controlled under plamning policies; it was a matter for the
Highway Authorities and the Police, Where appropriate noise attributable to new
developments would be controlled by the Planning Authorities.

INSPECTORS' CONCLUSIONS

1.39. Theres must be some inevitable conflict between the needs for road transport
commmication from one built-up area to another and the use and enjoyment of the Green
Halt for recreation and quiet enjoyment, and I have noted that pelicies are being
pursued to provide long—distance non-vehicular routes within the County. I am satis-—
fied that as at present drafted the Policy would prevent all but appropriate and
aseential developments in the Green Belt,

RECOMMENDATION

1.40 I recommend the retention of Policy 2 as drafted in the Written Statement.

POLICIES 6, 7 AND 8 — KBY WORKEHS, NEW AND REPLACEMENT DWELLINGS

1.d41 Mr W R Foster {559} made written representations suggesting that these policies
wera not strong enough to ensure only acceptable development took place within the
Green Belt. He thought standards of design generally poor and that the range of
exceptions t¢ the general rule against development too many to be sure unwanted
building would not take place; agricultural buildings should be controlled.

1.42 The County Council have said that all applications for such dwellings are care=
fully scrutinised and limited occupation conditions imposed whers appropriate. The
policies were intended to keep new building Yo a minimum commensurate with the needs of
the countryside. :

INSPFECTORS' CONCLUSIONS
1.43 A principle aim of the Green Belt is fto contain the urhan areas and prevent them
encroaching further into the countryside and it should no% stifle legitimate improve-

ments or changes in the economy of the rural areas. I consider these policies
essential to prevent unnecessary development.

BECOMMENDATION

1.44 I recommend the retention of the Policies 6,. 7 and 8 as drafted in the Written
Statement.

11
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PART 2 — REPRESENTATICONS CON SPECIFIC SITES - SEFTON DISTRICT

5.1 At the commencement of this part of the inquiry, a representative of the Sefton
Metropolitan Borough Council outlined negotiations which had taken place during con-
qultation on the draft Plan and confirmed that there were no outstanding differences
of opinien between the Borough and County Councils. The Borough welcomed the Plan an

supported 1%.

STTR 1A AND 24 — CROSSENS MARSH AND MARSHSIDE MARSH, SOUTHPCRT

Objections to exclusion from the CGreen Belt, by rafarence
Mr I Brodie-Brown, Friends of Crossens Marsh 85263
Councillor 8 J Shaw ' S261
Couneillor I C Griffitha 260
Mr S D Bades, Save Our Shorelins, Southport, Association 330
Freda & Whiteley 358+
¥r P B Nowell 360%
Catherine Kelly 8265

Note: ¥relied on written representations

2.2 This land, an extensive area of about 250 ha, is low-lying grassland to the no:
of Southport and it separates the town from the coast road. At the inquiry

Mr T Brodie-Brown explained that the marshes formed a site of great ecological impore
tance and was widely used by naturalists. There were 213 species of birds recorded
and the marshes were frequented by a very large flock of swans; in winter, many OITL.-
thologists visited the area. The Structure Plan had, in paragraph 11.3 given protecs
tion to the area until a study had been completed which would lead to the adoption

a local plan; an "options™ report had now been prepared and those options chosen by
Council would not allow the area to be in the Green Belt. Mr S D Fades confirmed the
the land needsd protection and Mr John Ashworth said that the site was now the thin™
most important site in Britain for observing Bewick Swans; photographs were submitt
together with technical reports on the wildlife value and species present by

Mr S J Riley and Mr P'H Smith. Councillor 3 J Shaw thought thers was no reason why o
the site should not be in the Creen Belt, there was no reason to wait., Mr J S0 Law
representing the West Lancashire District Council, paid that a Green Belt was propo.:
in his area adjoining the County boundaries and was expected to be adopted scon. .

2,3 The County Council said that over 2,000 ha of unenclosed salimarsh and sandfla
lying immediately to the north of the site was managed by the Nature Conservancy
Council as a National Nature Reserve, while part of the site itself is included wit*®
the Ribble Estvary S5SSI. The site had not been included in the Green Belt as Seftc |
Borough Council was aware of increasing pressure to ralease more land for development
and to identify land suitable for waste disposal. The key issue was seen as the con.
servation value _é.ga:].na'h gther needs and the impact of the necsssary tipping to raie °
the land levels for davelopment. The importance of preserving a wedge of open lanc *
between Scuthport and the sea right into the heart of the resort had been recogniseq
by the decision to include the marshes on the seaward side of the Coast Road withir .

Green Belt, _ #
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INSFECTCOR'S CORCLUSICNS

2.4 In addition to the evidence in chief submitted f$o the inguiry I have studied the
Local Plan Opticns Heport prepared by the Dorough Council, and I fully appreciate the
stated needs of the area in terms of additional housing land, tipping space, industry
and extensions of tourist facilities. I have noted that parts of the more southerly
Warshside area are already devoted to lelsure activities such as a golf course, and it
appears %o me that any developments of the kinds being considersd would be better sited
there, related to exisiing development nearer the centre of the town. To the north—
east of Marshside Road, however, the land including Crossens Marah has mich more
affinity with the unenclosed marshes heyond the Coast Hoad and I consider it could
quite properly be added to the Greem Belt. This alone would not ensure its protection
in wildlife conservation terms as the Green Belt would not preclude development of an
open nature such as sports grounds and other leisure facilities, but it would be a
safeguard against built development .encroaching on the equally important areass to the
north and west. It would be logical for the Green Belt in this locality to match up
with that proposed nearby in Lancashire, (and it would not offend the options chosen
by the Borough Council Committee during the course of the inguiry).

FECOMMENDATION
2.5 I recommend that land north-esast of Marshside Road and north-west of the main

drain (including Crossens Marsh) axtending to the Coast Road, be included within the
Green Belt on the Subject Plan.

SITE 34 - WELD ROAD, BIRKDALE

Ubjections to exclusion from the Green Belt, by references
Mr M Braham, of Southport, on behalf of 100 local residents 5206
Mr J Wall, of Southport 382w
Lancashire Trust for Nature Conservation 5%

Note: *relied on written representations

2.6 These objectiona relats to the exclusion of about 14 ha of mainly duneland to the
north of the Green Belt as drawn at the Birkdale end of Southport. Mr Braham said
many local residents would like to see this extension as it would prevent further
encroachment by car parks and similar uses on the dune area. An unbroken tract of
open land could be secured between the proposed Green Belt and Victoria Park thus
maintaining the full length of Rotten Row free from development. This part of
Southport had a unique character which should be preserved and the site had potential
for nature comservation and recreation. The Lancashire Trusts' representations con—
firmed that part of this land had been recommended for inclusion in the Local Sites
Register as an ared of outstanding botanical interest.

2.7 The County Council pointed out that the boundary of the Green Belt was clearly
defined in this vicinity by the traffic island at the junction of the Coast Road,
Hsplanade and Weld Road. To extend here would taks the Green Belt into an area where
the seaside resort activities beccme prominent, and a less well defined boundary would
result,

T3



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS

5.8 While I agree that the traffic island ie a positive feature to mark the boundary,

in either case the meaward limit of the (reen Belt would remain undefined down to hif™
E water mark. Mr Braham's suggestion would take the boundary to an undefined line heij |
| a seaward extension of the path marking the southern edge of the tennis courte in
' Victoria Park and enclose all the objection land apart from the most northern portiop:
of that referred to by the Trust. From the point of view of clarity, I do not think
that there is much to choose between the present proposed boundary and that suggestel.
If the land were 4o be included in the Green Belt, most forms of built development e
i could not occur but open recreational uses would not be barred. I think it importanl
to contain built developmeni nearer the itown centre where provision is already made
for tourists and retain the open sweep of land into Birkdale {o the south.

HECOMNENDATION
"
2.9 I recommend that the land north-east of Weld Road and west of Rotten Row (more
! particularly shown on Mr Braham's objection plan) be added to the Greun Belt on the

! 72 Subject Plan. . o
! Fi
e

T s:-m 54 - LAND AT MOSS LANG NEAR POOLE HOUSE FARM, CROSSENS, SOUTHPORT -
; _.Jﬂbjectiﬂn to inclusion in the Green Belt, by reference
P The Trustees of Scarisbrick Settlement 857 i

2,10 This is a rectangular area of about 1 ha surrounded by trees fromting the south
side of Moss Lane. Tha County boundary lies beyond Pool House Farm to the east and Fi
the proposed Green Belt extends acrosa the land to the hacks of properties in
Southport to the west. Land adjoining the subject land on the east, south and west .i:
in agricultural use and the 0ld Links golf course ig to the scuth-west, For the et
objectors it was esxplained that the land had been used officially during the 1939/4:
war for timber stocking since when it had been used commercially on the basis of '
temporary plamming permissions. While agreeing that the lreen Belt bhoundary fullcmel_d
a well defined line along the edge of the built-up area was a correct visual descrij
tion, it was claimed that this land should be axcluded as the present use for storag
was incompatible with the Green Belt; the land was weed-infested and overgrown and.
could never he successfully returned to agriculture. If it remained within the Grees
Belt there must be an assumption that the existing use would be curtailed. A use me §
compatible with adjoining uses would be development for housing and an outline appli-
cation had been submitted. F
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5.11 The Council said that the site was at the end of a ribbon of houses and if

developed would form an isclated group surrounded by farmland, much of it of high
value. A 'naundx;.zy encloging the ribbon and the present site would make it very aifd
cult to resist dévelopment of all the land south of Mess Lane up to the County |
- boundary. That would be incompatible with the regeneration strategy and approved ope
4 land policies. £




INSFECTOR'S CONCLUSTONS

2,12 Although the site may be untidy inside, from distant views it has the appearance
of an overgrown area of woodland, not in itself incompatible with the Green Belt, nor
would the designation as Green Belt affect in any way the claimed existing use
situation. To exclude the site, either by insetting or by a connection via the road-—
gide ribbon, would, in my opinion gravely weaken the boundary at an important strategic
point to the east of Southport.

RECOMMENDATION

2,13 I rocommend that Site SA at Moss Lane be retained within the Green Belt on the
Subject Plan.

SITE 6A — LAND EETWEEN LYNTON ROAD AND THE RAILWAY, SOUTHPORT

Objection to exclusion from the Green Balt, by referance
The Lynton Residenta' Assceiation a7s
Individual residents of Lynton Road 3211 to
S255*
Mr S Cheetham, of 98 Lynton Reoad 5265%

Hote: *relied on written representations

2,14 This objection is to the exclusion of a narrow strip of level land from the
Green BEelt at the rear of properties fromting the west side of Lynton Road. The Green
Balt here sweeps around the west side of Ainsdale enclosing the ‘irikdale Hills. The
objectors point out that the land has not been suitable for additional housing because
of inadaquate access by way of a narrow track and restrictive covenanta., As the land
is umsed and untidy at presemt, the objectors believe that its inclusion in the Green
Belt might lead to an improvement in amenity, should it be purchased for & non—
residential use. Access grounds had figured in 3 refusals of plamning permission for
development in the past. It was thought that the present boundary chosen for the Green
Belt was unacceptable (the railway line) as it unnecessarily severed open space — a
golf course on one Side and the subject land on the other.

2,15 Mr Cheetham owns a triangular area of land at the extreme south of Lynton Hoad,
adjoining the subject land but with a short frontage to the road. Az he contemplates
development of his land, he does not wish it to be included within the Green Belt.

2,16 Tha County Council confirmed that generally the boundary of the Green Balt had
been drawn in this vicinity hard up against the backs of existing development, but
here as the railway line was an easily recognisable line joining the gelf club house
to the north and the south end of Lynton Road, and it was felt that fthe land was sub—
stantially within the built—up area, a different line had been chosen. The land was
owned. by British Rail who had not objected to its exclusion; although applications for
development had been refused on access and drainage grounds, in principle il was
thought development may be accepiable.

15



INSFECTORSY CONCLUSICNS '

2.17 1 noted that although on a map the railway appears to be a fim boundary to the
Green Belt, on the ground it is not a visual barrier, being at ground level, the Greﬁ_
Belt crosses the railway immediately scuth of Lynton Road. It would seem logical to
follow the type of boundary used elsewhere in this locality and make the backs of
built development the edge of the Green Belt. If this land were included, it could
enhance the outlook not only for residents but also for those using the railway and
the open land to the west. ' '

|

2,18 I recommend that the land at the rear of Lynton Road (Site 6A) be included witk{
the Green Belt on the Eubjept Plan. -

RECOMMENDATTON

SITE S8ad - LANDWEST OF LARKHILL LANE, FORMBY

r
Objection to inclumion in the Green Belt, by reference. é
Hew Ideal Homes Limited 374 _
Support for inclusion in the Green Belt, by L

Regidents of Larkhill Lane 33, 84, 311, &
; s14, $16, 319, st
529, 3831, 833, 542
545, 548, s62, Sf“
8262 and 5270

2.19 The land is about 8.5 ha lying to the west of Fommby, with a frontage of about
420 m to the west side of Larkhill Lane, which forms the boundary to the Creen Belt o
at present drafted. The owners of the land asked thatit be excluded as they believe =
that a low-density high quality residential development along the frontage of the

land to a depth of some 60 m would not affect the Green Belt and would make full use |
of existing services, including the road. The appearance of the new houses would be L
adequately controlled by the planning authority and the Green Helt boundary could run
along the back of the new houses. The remainder of the land would be dedicated to th-
local authority and could be used as public open space. IT

2,20 The residents claimed that this was the only open space in this part of Formby
available for recreation and it was enjoyed for a wide range of activities and was :
safe for children. If houses were built on the frontage ¥+ of the land would be lost b
and the visual amenity of the nearby Formby Hills and pinewcods would disappear from
this approach to them. They fully supported the County and Berough Councils. '
2.21 The County Council said that in earlier plans part of the land had been allo-
cated for public open space and there had been a histery of planning applications fom-
development refused, including a dismissed appeal, In this locality the Green Belt f
prevented the westward spread. of the built-up part of Formby in order to protect the
very fine dune-based landscape between Formby and the sea; in addition to the
aesthetic quality the area had considerable ecological value. The boundary as drawn!’
followad well defined features and it was felt that no further developments should b
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helhiag

permitted. The subject land was one of few places from where the scenic wvalue of the
apea could be appreciated. There was a need for recreational space here which should
not be provided on the more fra.g-j.la dune system.

INSFECTCRS' CONCLUSIONS

5.22 While I am in general sympathy with the view that maximum use should be made of
existing services and road frontages, if attractive land is to be saved for public
enjoyment there comes a time when a line must be drawm. Here, at Larkhill Lane, there
are fina views of a landscape of special character which would be lost if further
development tock place; much of the woodland area is already hidden behind housing
development elsewhere in the locality. Whether or not the land eventually becomes
formal open space, L consider that it makes an important contribution to this part of
the Gresn Belt.

RECOMMENDAT ION

5,23 I vecomuend that all the land to the west of Larkhill Lane (Site 8aA) remain in
the Green Belt on the Bubject Flan.

STTE 10A — LAND AT SIXTEEN ACHE LANE, FRESHFIELD, FORMBY

Objection to inclusion in the Green, Belt, by reference
Messrs Albert Brother Limited, owners of the land 840
Support for inclusion in the Creen Belt, by

My M J Jemner, on behalf of local residents s1, 52, 86, 38, S5, 359,

510, §13, S15, S17, 520,
321, S24, S25, 526, 8527,
so8, 832, S35, 536, S37,
538, 539, 841, 344, 5S40,
547, 849, 850, 551, 553,
354, S56, S61, 563, 564,
SEES(HE and SEET{H5

2,24 This is a little over 12 ha of flat grassland at the north end of Formby and
immediately west of Formby Bypase Road. Sixteen Acre Lane passes along the south and
a drain, the Wham Dyke marks the northerm boundary; there is regidential development
to the west and south of the Lane, while beyond a further area of undeveloped land to
the morth there is the Woodvale airfield. A plan was nanded in showing that the
objectors to the inclusion of the land in the Green Bell cwned a little more than § of
the land, fields at the extreme east and west being in a different ownership. The
land contains a riding school and was in use for grazing horses.

2,25 Tt was explained on behalf of the objectors that the land had not been included
in the North Merseyside Town Map for residential purposes because of lack of adequate
drainage facilities and an airfield safeguarding height restrictiecn; it was balieved

that the physical constraints had now been overcome. Other proposals for use of the

land as open space and as the site of a primary school had been abandoned, The
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original draft Green Belt Plan had shown the area as subject to special study, but
following a report by the Borough Counecil, it had now been decided to include it.

2.26 Concern was expressed at the total lack of consultation betwaen the 2 Gﬂunﬂilﬂ[;
and the owners of the land about its future} once the land became Green Belt it woul
be sacrosanct, despite promises of flexibility. The need for and objectives of the
Green Belt were not challenged, the cbjection relating %o other competing policies af’l
to the local needs of Formby., As the develomment of inmer city sites was not withinl
the scope of the objector's company, and there was nothing in the Structure Plan to
axclude a small scale local development aimed at satisfying locally generated needs,
aventual housing on the uhjac'hmn gite would be camplimentary to the work of ather P
agencies and firma who were gesred up to adegquately fulfil the Structure Plan
strategy. Paregraph 8.43 of the Structure Plan aclmowledges that land already with
planning permission or allocated for development in Sefton and St Helens will not mal
future needs, so more housing land must be found. Reference is made to the fact tha
local plans may identify more land at Formby and Hightown. Development on tha .w.b;ec‘u
land would not be at variance with any of the policies in the Housing chapter of tnel!
Structure Plan. L

2.27 The suggestion that the subject land would be needed to make up a deficiency ofi
public open space was refuted and tables showing existing and suggested open space if
Formby were submitted together with a plan indicating distribution. It was beliaved
that the use of a peripheral site such as this did not fully meet the neaeds of the £
commmnity or the cobjectives of Chapber 13 of the Structure Plan, and that other hﬂtttf_::'
placed land, some in public ownership, would be more effective. The raquirement for®
land for this purpose varied substantially according to the standard applied and if -
16 acres per 1,000 persons was used, there was a deficii of scme 31 acras, whereas a|
the lower standard of 5 acres per 1,000 persons, only 5.4 acres would be needed to mi: :
up the deficit. The land north of thﬂ Wham Dyke would be suitable, following raanlu-
tion of drainage difficulties on the subject land; that land would benefit. Open arsp
and landscaped buffer strips could be incorporated in any development on the au‘uject
land to provide a habitat for the flora about which naturalist interests have expresa
Concern.

2,28 The Wham Dyke had been originally chosen by the Council as an appropriate bmmEI
dary for the Creen Belt, and before that was abandoned it was essential that a more
detailed local plaming study with full public consultation and participation shooldi
be undertaken. Such an exercise would give the opportunity for the development upti??
to be more thorousghly evaluated, involving all interested parties, without the bacl=

cloth of a "zero" development stance now adopted by the authorities. £

2.29 The inquiry heard from Sefton Borough Council that a local plamming exercise ha
been completed before the Council had decided in January 1982 to include the land in ’
the Green Helt and in reaching the decision the following points were conasidered: E1

i,  the North Mesrseyside Town Map showed the area as "white land";

ii. it had been included within the submitted 1§60 Marseyszide and South East f
Lancashire Green Balt;

iii. the approved Structures Plan had relevant policies relating to size of E’:i
development ﬁruposala, local needs, open space and loss of agricultural land;

iv. the County Council had received 250 individual objectiona from local rasi-Ei-‘i
dents to omission of the area from the draft Green Belt; I

v. on land with planning permission and past construction rates, it was ea‘ti;f‘;}
mated that Formby had 3% years' supply and Sefton as a whole, 7 years' supply oft
housing land at September 1981;




vi. while past policies had led to the population of Formby rising from

11,700 persons in 1961 to 26,819 persons in 1981, the Structure Plan now indi-
catas that no major development should take place in Formby; it was implicit in
the approved strategy that it was not possible to ensure the provision of large
amounts of housing land for every urban area in the Boroughj

vii. thers was a particular deficiency in playing field provision in Formby;

viii. 30 acres of land north of Sixteen Acre Lane had been earmarked previously
for public open space on land of limited agriculfural value, adjoining the urban
arsea; ' '

ir. consultations on possible development had resulted in objections from the
Water Authority regarding drainage, the Ministry of Agriculture about the dis-
placement of existing uses anto more productive land and naturalist interesta

about censervation; ' :

x. the engineering view was that residential development would require
axtensive works, including pumping, by the developer.

2.30 There was very considerable difficulty in determining what is "local need" as
the housing markst in a suburban community puts no geographical limit on purchasers;
as Formby is an attractive location there is no doubt that land released for resi-
dential development would be used. To allow the patitern of suburban peripheral
development to continus would be to undermine the whole basis of the urban regenera-.
tion strategy. The relesse of land for, say 250 houses, may be of amall significance
in the context of Merseysids aa a whole, but in Formby terns it would be equivalent to
almost 3 yeers output at the 197681 private sector completion rates, There 1 a coll—
timious flow of small sites within the existing built-up area for infill or redevelop-
ment, sometimes offering opportunities for flats which are nseded to expand the range
of the dwelling stock. A copy of the local study and tables setting out the houaing
position were submitted by the Borough Council.

2,3 On behalf of 150 local residents who had attended a public meeting in Formby
strongz support was exprassed for the retention of the land north of Sixteen Acre Lane
in the Green Belt. The Lane was a logical comclusion to the edge of the urban area,
having a fence line, a line of trmes, & well established bridleway, a bank, hedge and
ditch, whereas Wham Dyke was a diich with no feature visible above ground level. This
area had prompted the biggest response from the public when it had been excluded fram
the original draft of the Green Belt, with over 250 written objections. The land had
been accepted and designated for Green Belt for at least 14 years and the apparent
security of Green Belt status had influsnced paoplea' choice of homes.

2.32 It was a natural meadowland enviromment with a fauna and flora not found else--
where in the North Formby locality; Snipe breed here and the plants include the
Southern Marsh Orchid while it is the breeding aree and summer feeding ground for the
rare Natterjack Toad.

2,33 The County Council saw the issue as whether or not Formby should expand further,
the particular ooe of the Green Belt here being to check the spread of development
along the north-south axis of the Liverpool to Southport railway line and in order to
retain the separate identify of the settlements and protect the character of the inter-
vening landscape. The further expansion of Formby is constrained on the west by the
pine woods of the coastal dune system; to the south thers is high quality agricultfural
land and the flood plain of the River Alt, while to the east there is the Formby
Bypass Road. The northern boundary is less clearly defined but is fixed by the Golf
Course, sandy heathland and the open land of which the obj ection site forms part; the
latter is shown as being Grade IV on the land classification map. The site is.
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included in the draft Register of Sites of Local Biological and Geological Interest, "
though it is of less value than the Sefton Coast which is of national importance.

2.34 The subject land had been omitted from the original draft Subject Plan aa it we
conaidered to be a possible location should further peripheral development be neaded;
the Borough Council's study had confirmed that such development would not be needed, |
and the County Council accepted their recommendation that the land be included withiz:
the Creen Belt. The boundary of the Green Belt here follows the edge of the existing
built—up area and is clearly and well defined. E

INEPEGTGH'S CONCLUSIONS

2.35 This objection site has clearly already received a greal deal of consldaratlc‘nr
by the authorities and I do not think there would be much merit in prolonging the
uncertainty about ifts future by the commissioning of yet a further planning study. ¢
Having seen the site I am convinced that it forms an important part of the gap and |
separation beiween Formby and Woodvale along the Southport Road and would thus maks a
substantial contribution to the CGreen Belt. Againat this there is the case for furthe:
peripheral housing, probably of a type which will become more rare as the regeneratild
strategy starts to bite. Following the special study already undertaken both the !
Borough and County Councils have been convinced that such peripheral housing will nut
be necessary and indeed, would be contrary to the Structure Plan policies. Whether [
this will 3%till be the wview taken in 1986 when the Structure Plan is reviewed remaing
to be seen but I am convinced that Sixteen Acre Lane is a good and logical houndary
whereas the Wham Dyke is less easily recognisable and to an extent iz uncerfain. The.s
land had been included in earlier Green Helt proposals and nothing raised either at g
the inquiry or in written representations causes me to think that conditicna have

|

changed in favour of its development.
2.36 I recommend that the land north of Sizteen Acre Lane (Site 104) remain within r'
the Green Helt in the Subject Plan.

RECOMMENDATT ON

E:

SITE 114 - FORMBY MOS3
Objection to inclusion in the Green Belt, by raference [

Measrs 3 Hostron Limited 1

2.37 The Formby Moss site is an area of about 13 ha of poorly drained, flat land tar
the sast of Formby Bypass Road and immediately north of the existing industrial estate
of about the same area, from which it is separated by a ditch. The embankment of th{
Dowmholland Brookf forms the sastern boundary of the land while a rough track BEPEIEtE
the land from agricultural land to the north. The residential areas of Formby lia
immediately east of the main road while to the south of the existing industrial estats,
Altecar RHoad passes eamstwards into open countryszide. The substance of the objection [
the land being within the Green Belt was that it was not productive for agriculture
and although tenanted, only a limited part was capable of cropping and then gave onlr

an extremely low yield; bscause of ils proximity to the main road and remoteness frof
the main steading, cattle had oot grazed there for many years and it made no



coptribution to the farmers' dairy business. Being separated from the residential
area by a road carrying fast moving traffic, it was wmsuitable for recreabional

purposes.

2.38 The objectors contend that there is a demand for light industrial development
apace in North Sefton and as this land adjoins the existing estate and could be
developed as an extension to it, it would be ideal. A belt could be landscaped against
the main road, minimising the impact of further development on the housing area, and
accasg difficulties could be overcome by intermal road improvements. The Structure
Plan had acknowledgzed the eventual need for- 22 ha of additiconal industrial land in
North Sefton for dsvelopment before 1986 and this land was well placed to satisfy part
of that raquirement. For these reasons the land should be excluded from the Green
Bal:t-

2.39 Sefton Borough Council accepted the need to make more land available for
industry in North Seffon bul pointed out that the take up rate of allocated land had
been much lower than had been anticipated when the Structure Plan figure of 22 ha was
astimated; in North Sefton it had been barely 0.5 ha per -anmum cver the past 4 years
and no account had been taken of the very large amount of vacant industrial floorapace
which was on offer. Because of Formby's situation at the middle of the district, the
Council thought it not unreasonable to regard the town aa part of South Sefton in
industrial land terms. For that reason the search for additional industrial land was
being concentrated on Southport and it was anticipated that the needad land would be
found within the Town Lane Local Plan area of 3Southport. As much of the land which was
available in Southport in 1981 is still available, the County were being asked fo
review the situation before further commitment was made; the extent of vacant premiszes,
low land take up rates and forecasts of further decline in employment were all reasons
for delaying a decision. There was ample land at Scouthport not in the Green Belt and
at Scuth Sefton substantial areas of vacant land and unnsed premises exist at Aintres,
Bootle and Litherland. Fairly recently an application had been refused and an appeal
dismissed for the industrial development of the subject land.

2,40 The County Council said that the land had not been shown as Green Balt on
earlier plans, it had besn considered as a possible site for industrial development in
1962, but in 1963 the then Minister had suggested that land to the east of the trunk
road at Formby be included in the Green Belt otherwise problems could arise with cross
4traffic. While this site could be dewveloped as an extension of the existing industrial
egtate, such enlargement was not required within the terms of the Structure Plan
regenaration strategy and it was thought appropriate to conaider inclusion in the Green
Belt. The purpose of the Green Belt here was to retain the separate identity of
Formby, which is residential in character. The boundaries ware particularly well
defined to the east by the coastal dunes and to the west by the bypasa road; it thus
had an island character. Although the existing estate stands outside these limits,
fPurther development there would increase its impact on the landscape and its boun-
daries at present give sharp definition to the open area.

INSFECTORE' CONCLUSIONS

2.41 I noted that the existing industrial estate was the only major development
situated to the eadt of the irunk road for some miles to the north and south and that
tha Formby Moss sitey although of allegedly low agricultural value, is really indis-
tingnishable visually from the other open land to the north and east which plainly make
a big comtribution to the Creen Belt in this vicinity.

2.42 If other plamming difficuliies could be overcome — traffic, drainage, resi-

dential amenity etc — and if Formby had an established need for further industrial
development, it would be tempting to think that thia =mite would be a logical extension
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to the existing estate. However, the evidence was to the comtrary, and I have no
doubt that the land has value as a vital part of undeveloped open countryside to the
east of Formby, and as such is approprately designated CGreen Belt.

RECOMMENDATION '
= 2.43 I recommend that Formby Moas (Site 114) be retained within the Green Belt on the
i Subject Plan. _ : : _ ;
#

SITE 17A - AINIREE RACECOURSE '

OUbjection to inclusion in the Creen Belt, by rofarence

i The Walton Commercial Group Limited, owners of the land S268

Hepresentations in support of inclusion, by

;r% Merzeyaide Civic Society 3210
# Melling Pardizh Council®* 3273

Hote: *relied on written representations

2.44 Por the owners of Aintree HRacecourse, which extends over an area of about 0 hay
it was pointed oult that the land had never been included in former Creen Belt propos:
nor had it been indiecated asz proposed Greem Belt on the Key Diagram of the Structurs
Plan, It did not appear on the First draft of the present Subject Plan in 1980, nor i
1981, its first inclusion being in July 1982 following representations by the Civiec ¢

e
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Society. As racing only took place at Aintree on 3 days in each year, it was
generally kmown that the Grand National was at risk, but that was not a good reason
A for including the land in the Green Belt. The owners were determined to try to ensure
i the retention of the (rand National, but had sustained heavy losses over a period of
years; the maintenance costs were frightening.

o A
AN b S L

2.45 Although some of the land was grazed, it was not productive farmland and other '
parts were degraded; it was within the built-up area being surrounded by dwellings,
railway land and factories and simply did not qualify to be described as open count; e
side. There had been talk in the past of some development on partas of the land, F
whether or not the racecourse were retained - a covered sports centre had been Slige
gested, and the owners objected strongly to its inclusion in the Green Belt when it
made so little contribution to the aims and intentions of the Subject Plan.

R L F

£

2.46 The County Council said that in 1965 the then Minister of Housing and Local _
Government announced that he would call in any plamming application involving develap—
ment at Aintree for non-racing purpeses and an application had been submitted in 1973e
including housingfon 15 acres alongside the Leeds = Liverpool Canal; that applicatior
had been called in but was withdrawn before an inquiry had been held, A further
application to use part of the course for Saturday market trading had been refused in ;
1975. While the land had not originally been included within the present Greenm Belt
proposals, the Councils believe that it is of sufficient size and so located at the
edge of the conurbation, close to good road and rail services, that it should be
developed for open recreaticn uses which would be compatible with, and provide a suit®
able setting for; horse racing. Intensive recreational uses need not be excluded ang
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Aintres could become a regional or even intermational centre for a variety of activi-
ties. It was agreed that the land was wnattractive at present and the owners diffi-
culties were understood, but with a gemeral upgrading of the racecourss and
surroundings, a green wedge could be formed inte the urban area, being linked to the
open countryside by the Canal. The County Council beliesved that ii would not be
possible to retain the Grand National as an event of international stature unleas it im
run in an attractive Ycountry" setting. If the land were included in the Green Balt
the intention would be put beyond all doubt. :

2.4T7 The Merseyside Civic Society had been formed in 1938 cut of the old City Guild
with which Professor Patrick Abercombie had been assoclated; the Society had been
involved in many recent issmes, not only as an objector but in positive contributions.
Tt was suggested that the inclusien of the Aintree area within the Green Belt would
satisfy the objective of "checking the growth of a large builf-up area™ and in acting
ag a huffer zone it would "prevent neighbouring towna from merging",; the indusitry to
the south being within Liverpool while the housing at Aintree %o the north is inm
Safton. In protecting Aintree willage from amalgamation in a spread of development
from the south, the objective of "ensuring that towns and villages keepn their indivie
dual character" would be achieved. In addition to satisfying the principle objectives
of the Green Belt, Aintree lends itself to inclusion in many other ways; first, its
historic use as a racecourse relates well to acceplable CUreen Belt uses; second, it
forms an undoubted recreational amenity; third, it forms an imward extension linked to
the outer area by the historic Canal; fourth, it is an area of special character,
associated with unique events, and thus an important and valuable asset; and, finally,
the evidencs has heen that there is adequate supply of land elsewhere for housing and
industry and thus the inclusion of Aintree would complement the regeneration strategy
by directing new development into the inner areas where it is needed. To question it=
inelusion muat be tantamount o queslioning the very need for the Green Belt itself.

2.48 Sefton Horough Council confirmed that they had adopted a policy against
redevelopment at the racecourse in.1974. They believed that the Grand National should
be retained, that a sports centre could be developed and other land could bes davoted to

a. paric.

INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSICHNS

2.49 In many ways the arguments advanced for including Aintree within the Green Belt
gould be applied to other major urban cpen spaces within Merseyside, for instance at
Sherdley Park in 5t Helens, It seems %o me that the real test is whether the land
involved can properly be described as an integral part of the open countryside, albeil
a finger or wodge, and whether such counmtryside is naturally flowing inte the urban
area, Here, at Aintree, the connsction between the main part of the Creen Belf between
Kirkby and the main built-up area is at Handcock's Bridge where the lLeeds and Liverpool
Canal passes from east to weat. It is a narrow neck, about 50 m wide, partly occupied
by railway land at the Fazakerley Sidings. I do not think that it passes the fest,
aither as regards size or characler.

2,50 Few people would disagree with the sentiments expressed at the inguiry about the
importance and pregtige of the Grand Nationmal and the need for its retention, nor with
many of the viewsfiald about the nead for Aintree to remain substantially open and,
perhaps, provide additional recreational facilities in the future. I cannot agree,
however, that to achieve these aims requires the added powers which would result from
Creen Belt designation. In my opinion the Structure Plan policies provide a wide array
of possible controls with, at the end of the day, the possibility of a called in appli-
cation should a feature of such national interest as the Grand National be threatened
by unsuitable development proposals. While this is a major urban open space, it does
not qualify, in my view, as part of the Green Belt.
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HRECOMMENDATION

2.51 I recommend that Aintree Racecourse (Site 17A) be excluded from the Green Bel
on the Subject Plan.

EITE 22A — LAND AT LITTLE ALTCAR, FORMBY
Objection to inclusion in the Green Helt, by reference
Mre W I Storey, owmer of the land 282

2.52 This objection related %o about 2.9 ha of land which includes a car park at
Liverpool Road to the extreme scuth of Formby. At the inguiry it was explained by teo
owner that the car park served 2 supermarkets, an office block, a restaurant, garage
and a fencing busineszs, and that it was grossly inadequate. Hiz concern was o
enlarge the car park, only on part of the land. The remainder could stay in the
Green Belt. An altered or new entrance had reduced the area of the original car paxl
blocking off the unleading area and leading to less safe ftraffic movements.

2.53 The County Council said fthat the land was allocated for public open space
purposes on the 1968 Town Map and had been included in the submitted Merseyside and
douth East Lancashire Green Belt. An application for housing had been refused in
1981. Both the County and Borough Councils agreed, however, that an appropriately
landscaped extension to the existing car park would not be out of place here, if
required, bul that the Green Belt boundary should remain close to the built-up ares
an outward spread of development was to be avoided.

INSFECTCR'S CONCLUSIONGS

2.594 I saw that this land forms part of a sweep of copen land from the Formby Bypass
up to the edgs of the bYuilt-up ares, and I think that it is correctly included in +
Green Belt. However, I do not think that the UGreen Belt should inhibit or frustrat
the continunace of legitimate business activities if they are providing a useful loes
gervice. The cbjeclor seemed satiafied with the assurances given at the inquiry by
the County and Borough officers, that a suitable car park extension could be agreed

HECOMMENDAT TOW
2.55 I recommend that the land at Little Altcar (Site 21A) be included in the Green

Belt on the Subject Plan, without prejudice to the success of an application for a
park extension.

/

LENE
ITE 94 —~ LAND SOUTH OF ALTCAR REHEB; FORMBY
Qbjection to inclusion within the Green Belt, by refarence
The Trustees of the Estate of the Countess of Sefton 367
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2,56 This is a rectangular area of about 4 ha of agricultural land immediately south
of Altcar Lane with a sewagze works to the west and Lovelady Farm %o the east. On
behalf of the owners it was said that the buildings at the farm were largely disused,
the house being occupied by a service ftenant, and the sewage works was, it waa thought,
being rn down. As there was existing housing development to the north this was
believed to be a good site for natural extension; the southern boundary would he
formed by the flood plain to the River Alt and that could be adopted as a houndary for
tha Green Belt. The zite had at one time been included in a comprehensive development
scheme which had been refused on Green Belt and drainage grounds, but 2 mors limited
application for the site itself was at present before the Borough Council. The a3ite
was of poor agricultural quality and limitied by drainage difficulties for that use, so
would not be a significant loss to agriculture.

2.57 Although included asg Grade IV on the Agriculiural Land Clasaification Map, in
rasponse to the recent application the Ministry of Agriculturs had raised objection on
the grounds that the site comprised high quality land of Grade 2 standard, according to
the Council, who also submitted a letter from the North West Watar Authority expressing
concern about developuent adjacent to the lee side of the biological filters at the
sewage works. The purpose of the Green Belt in this locality was to restrict the ocut— |
ward apread of fthe built-up area and to retain the open character of the landscape to
the south of Formby. It was thought that the boundary as drawn along Altear Hadd™and
the rear of proparties was a waell defined line. To release thisz site would make the
boundary illogical and invite an extension of the built-up area, contrary to the
policies,

INSFECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS

2,58 Thia im a flat, open landscape and an important part of the Green Belt to the
south of Formhy. Ii was suggested that esxisting physical features — the sewage works

.to the west, housing on the norih #nd the farm steading to the east — together with the

flood plain of the river to the south would preclude possible further expansion of the
urban area, but this ignores the fact that further peripheral development in this part
of Formby is not envisaged in the Councils' plans and would be contrary to the
Strueture Plan policy of urban regeneration. In my view thiz land would need to be
examined along with other peripheral land in Formby should it be decided that such
further development was justified. The land does contribute to this part of the Green
Belt, the boundary of which appears to me to be firmmly defined in the vicinity.

RECOMMENDATION

2.59 I recommend that the land south of &ltcar Road, Formby (Site 9&} remain within
the Green Belt on the Subject Plan. :

% f/ﬁl” \

SITE 234 - LAND NRAR THE CRESCENT, MAGHULL

Objection to inclusion in the Green Belt, by raference
The Trustees of the Estate of the Counteas of Safton _ 5281
2,60 This objection relates to an area of about 7 ha of rough grassland of an

alongated shaps situated between the backa of properties in The Crescenft, Maghull, and
the main conurbation at Netherton, where Dunnings Bridge Road joins the M57 and M53

motorway .
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2.61 It was said on behalf of the Trustess that the land was not at present used emu:].r
had only been used for rough grazing when it was part of Brook House Farm pricr to
g 1978. An option granted fo builders to purchase the subject lapd had led to an applicf"
i cation for residential development which had been refused in March 1981, and since |

| then informal discussions had been held with the authority with a view to agreament
& being reached on a more limited development on part only of the land; the remainder ]-
> would be available for amenity use to alleviate in some way the substantial shortfall

in open space land in the area. The Maghull Parish Council ha previously approashadl
the Trustees with a view to acquiring the bulk of this land as parkland; however, the _
- opinion was held that about 8 acres as parkland with the balance of 5 acres to the .j
: north devoted te housing would be more in keeping with the locality, thus further dis
y cussions should not be prejudiced by the inclusion of the whole site in the Green Bolt.
It was thought that the railway embankment, being a major physical feature, would be af
better boundary to tha Green F:lt here than the backs of properiies. |

i 2.62 The County Council said that the site was allocated for open space purposes an I
: the 1965 Town Map and part had been included in the submitted Merseyside and South Eas
i Lancashire Green Belt. In this locality the Green Belt rrevented the coalescence of \
S the built~up area of Bootle and Aintree with Maghull, and while railway lines and the
leeds and Liverpool Canal had been used elsewhere to merk the boundary, it was thought!"
important that the landscape should flow across these features whers poasible. It was
thought that the objection site was an impertant piece of open space which would he
enhanced by proposals to use the line of the digused railway as a footpath and bridle=
way. The Borough Council desecribed the shortfall in open space provision at Maghull &
sald that to lose any of this land would reduce unacceptably the opportunities for i
meeting the deficiency.

i)
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THSFECTCR' 3 CONCLUSIONS
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2.63 While I accept that the argument about the form that the boundary should take
here has a lot of logic, I believe that the crucial thing about the Green Belt in thia
locality is the width of the gap between Maghull and the main built-up area. It is rm'f--
wide and it already comtains an intense pattern of major roadworks, traffic islands an/’
the like. Although the loss of this land from the Green Belt would not be at the very
narrowest part, it would be close to it and the open stretch between Maghull and 2
Netherton would be reduced. I do not think this is acceptable particularly in the 24
light of the great need here for additional apen space and specific policies against
peripheral housing development; the contribution made to the Green Belt is too great.

. 3

HECOMMENDATTON

T

o

i
3
A
:

. 2.64 I recoumend that the land near the Crescent, Maghull (Site 23A) remain in the 1
5 Green Belt on the Subject Plan, | '
: =
i

j % [
2 (SESITE 214 - LoD AT YELLING LANE, MAGHULL

q _ | )

5 Objection to inclusion in ‘the Green Balt, by reference [
H R G Swift Emg, owner ' s280

;. 2,65 On the south-east side of Maghull the Green Belt generally follows the railway 3

& line which marks the edge of the greater part of that built-up area, but the latter
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spills aver to the north-east of the Leeds and Liverpcol Canal, coming close 1o the
M58 motorway which otherwise passes through open countryside. The subject land is a
little less than 4 ha in agricultural use north of the motorway, east of the canal and.
with frontage to Melling Lane. There is existing residential development to the morth
and east apart from a width of open space between the houses and the motorway to the
east. There is a detached dwelling within the site on the Melling Lane frontage.

2.66 A plan was submitted om behalf of the owner showing that there were existing gas
and proposed water easements passing across the more southerly part of the site which
would effectively prevent development on about ¥ of the land next to the motorway.

That land could be landscaped and tree planted, permitting residential development on
the balance of the site at a sufficient distance from the motorway to ensure acceptable
noise levels. Although classified as Grade I land, the land was completely severed
from the balance of the holding, being concealed from it by the high motorway embanke-
ment and involving a very roundabout route for the farmer to attend to it. Heing
unattended there was a risk of vandalism; thus there was a risk that the land could fall
into disuse.

2,67 It was thought that the land formed part of a natural extension to Maghull,
being fully contained by the Canal and the motorway and that none of the objectives of
Circular 42/55 nor the requirements of the Structure Plan would be infringed by
development here. It would be a2 logical rounding-off.

2.68 The County Council said that an application for residential development had been
refused in 1979, the reasons including the Green Belt, the regemeration strategy, open
land policies, agricultural land value and noise from the motorway. While it was
accepted that development hers would not be visible from Melling; Kirkby or Aintree and
it would not be seen from the motorway because of baffle fences which had been esrected,
it wonld be open to views from the Leeds and Liverpool Canal. The latter was an impor—
tant recreational asset and the retention of the land in the CGreen Belt for agriculiure
wounld accord with the rural ecnnnmi?‘ policiss of the Structure Plan. &hould development
take place on the northern part of the land as suggested, the strip against the motor-
way would be unlikely to be required for open space purposes and it would be too small
to be farmed.

INSPECTCH' S CONCLUSIORS

2,69 I accept that the open mature of the land has value when seen from the banks of
the Canal, but I believe this is very limited and as far as the major area of the
Gresen Belt is concerned I think the retention of this land iz of doubtful valve. On
this side of Maghull the Green Belt is relatively wide and this particular field does
not, in my opinion, make any significant combtribution to it. If the boundary of the
Creen Balt followed the line of the Canal south from the railway to the motorway,
then turned east enclosing this land, I am sure that a better definition would result.
Development on the subject land would still, of course, need to satisfy all the other
rast ictive criteria in the approved Structure Plan.

RECOMMENDAT ION ;‘;

5,70 I recommend that the land at Melling Lane, Maghull (Site 214) be excluded from
the Green Belt on the Subject FPlan.
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(~SITE 134 - LAND AT TANHOUSE FARM, WINDLES GREEN

-____FJI . =
Objection %o inclusion in the Green Belt, by rsfarentf‘
The Trusteea of the Bstate of the Countess of Sefton 568

o
2,71 The original objection had covered approximately 29 ha of agricultural land ak
the mouth of the Rimrose Valley between Thornton and Buckley Hill, Bootle, but at the
jnquiry the objection area was reduced to about 6.5 ha with a frurrta.ga toRumells L%nf
T

The general area had been subject to much development in the immediate post-war pe
but a road link intendad to pass through the Rimrose Valley had now besn abandoned,
leaat for the time being. The tenant of Tanhouse Farm, who had lost land to ua.‘rliar
developments, now faced vandalism, damage and thieving on an increasing scale from
regidents of nearby estates. The land was of good quality, capable of growing !
vagetabhle crops but potatoes and sprouts had been stolen on a considerable zcale and
corn crops burned. The present objecticn area had been the subject of an applicatign
for planning permission in 1981 but that had been refused and an appeal was pendingy
if some of the land could be released from the Green Balt to provide a buffer batwee..
the main holding and the housing estatas, an improvement in the farming activities
.. could be expected. E
2.72 The purpose of the Green Belt here, said the Council, was to prevent the coales.
cence of Bootle and Crosby and therefors the boundary followed the edge of the existi™
built-up area through the narrow Rimrose Valley. The subject land had been allocate
for open space purposes on the 1968 Town Map and it was included in the former sub-
mitted Green Belt. Development here would cut into the neck of the wedge of Creen
Belt which is only % mile wide at this point. [

INSFECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS [‘”“
e
2.73 I think the loss of even the reduced area of about 6.5 ha which was pursued at
tha inquiry would considerably reduce the effectiveness of the CGreen Belt in thiz [
eritical situation; the remainder of the Rimrose Valley would almost become simply
urban open space. On the other hand, I fully appreciate the problems faced by the
agriculiural tenant and understand ‘th.a.'l: ease of access to the land across Runnells T=a
i8 a prime cause for concern; as was explained at the ingquiry, fencing alone is nm,i'
sufficient deterrent. I have noted that at the north the Green Belt boundary passet
) behind houses at the south side of Runnells Lane near the junction with Lydiate Lane
N and then along the frontage of the land with Runmells Lane. It would seem more logi :
to me to exclude a fromtage strip down the Lane to Tanhouse Farm, so that should :i."l:l :
posaible to overcome any other plamming cbjectionsa, a zingle row of houses could be
built there thus prohibiting general access to the balance of the land. F

HECOMMENDATTCON
2.74 I recommend that the land at Tanhouse Farm (Site 13A) remain in the Green Bel:

in the Subject Plan, except for a contimuous strip along the frontage to Runmells Lane
commecting exist development to Tanhouse Farm. F

Fa
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‘STTE 15A — LAND AT ORIEL DRIVE, ATNTEER
Objection to inclusion in the CGreen Belt, by refersnce
The Trustees of the Estate of the Countess of Sefton 869

2,75 This objection site is an elongated area of about 24 ha of high grade agri-
cultural land situated between the residential part of Aintree and the M58 motorway
with a railway embankment at the west. For the owners it was said that although the
site had been included in the earliest Green Belft proposals in the 1960's, following
severance by the M57 motorway, there had been an understanding that part should be used
to make good the gross shortfall of public open space in Aintree and part used for
housing, Land immediately to the scuth-east in the same cwnership had been approved
for housing and was developed in 1969/70 with infrastructure designed to enable the
subject land to be so used. However, permission was eventually refused in 1971 and a
follow up application similarly refused in 1974. 4 raduced area was submitted for
development in 1981 and again refused; there was now an appeal pending on that
application.

.76 The owners believe that the motorway is the logical boundary for the Green Belt
in this vicinity, as it would form a firm, physical deterrent to further development
between Aintree, Kirkby and Maghull. Part of the site had besn allocated for public
open space in the 1968 Town Map, an indication that its agricultural quality was not
such as to preclude development. It was subject %o a high degree of trespass which
affected the yields possible and if faken out of agriculture it wonld not be a =igni-
ficant loss.

2,77 The County Council pointed out that the land waa within the M57 corrider defined
in Policy 10.71 of the Structure Flan as a degraded landscape with priority for land-
scape renswal. The motorway was at ground level and the gite wae part of the belt of
land preventing the coalescence of ~the main conurbation with Maghull and Kirkby.

Where possible boundaries for the Green Belt ofther than the motorways and railways had
been chosen and as there was no need for more land for development in this locality
and the land wes capable of being farmed, it should remain in the Green Balt.

INSFECTCR'S CONCLUSIONS

2.78 While I appreciate the difficulties faced by persons carrying on agriculiure
close to large urban areas and the possible economic benefits wbhich might flow from
using existing infrastructure, this asite is large enough and forms an important enough
part of the open view to the north—east of Aintree, in my opinion, to be considered a
valusble part of the Creen Belt. The M57 corridor ig a very important linking part of
the Green Belt, and to lose land here near a relatively narrow section, would not be

fitting.

RECOMMENDATION

2.79 I recommend that the land north of Oriel Drive, Aintree (Site 154) should remain
within the Green Belt in the Subject Plan.
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SITE 16A — LAND AT WANGO LANE, AINTREE
Objection to inclusion in the Green Belt, by refaronce
The Trustees of the Estate of the Countess of Sefton 869 -

2,80 This objection site is a narrow strip of about 7 ha of land on the north-east
side of Aintree, which widens out at the south-east where the Leeds and Liverpool Canal
crosses the River Alt. At the inquiry the owners reduced their objection to the -
inclusion in the Green Belt of a wider part of the land near the Canal, there being
problems of access on the remainder, which they thought could remain within the Creen
Belt. They held the view that the liver Alt formed a more readily idenmtifiable line &
than the backs of properties chosen in the Subject Plan. Should development even-—
tually be permitted at the south, it would be a marimum natural and logical extension

of the buili-up area, using existing services. Any development northeesst of the -
Biver Alt would easily be resisted. f

2.81 The County Council said that the land had been included in the earliest Green
felt proposals and was within the M57 corridor defimed in the Structure Plan as being!’
a degraded landscaps. The purpose here was. that the Green Belt would preserve the op
landascape between Aintree and Kirkby, aoy peripheral development tending to reduce thu
affectiveness of the gap. : [

INSFECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS

Fu
2.82 I noted that in the vicinity the M57 corridor is quite narrow at about 600 m am
should the land adjacent to the Canal be excluded, a reduction of about 200 m would
result., Also the field to the south—east of the Canal and between the Canal and the B
railway embankment would appear- isolated in the Green Belt. Because of the general
narrowness of the (reen Belt: here I believe the tight boundary closely following the
edge of the built-up area to be the best. While I agree that development to the no o
sast of the River Alt would be very unlikely, it does seem important to retain the I
naximum gap poasible in this rather critical area.

e

HECOMMENDATTION

2.83 I recommend that the land at Wango Lane (Site 16A) be retained within the Green F
Belt in the Subject Plan..

&
Fl
SITE 8bA — LAND AT ST LUKES CEURCH HOAD AND MARSH FARM, FORMBY
Objecticn to inclusion in the Green Belt, by referance ¥
The Mount Rule Lagd Company Limited | - 74

E

2.84 Initially an extensive area in the ownership of the objectors had been included ||

in the objection, but at the inquiry this was reduced to 2 parcels indicated on a
submitted plan as about 9.7 ha to the west of 3t Lukes Church Lane and sbout 12.2 ha
to the south of Barton Heys Road near Marszh Farm and extending eastwards to the rail- F
way. It was explained that there was a current comsent for the development of an '
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18.hole championship golf course on land owned here, and while that was compatibla
with the Green Belt, its construction was not viable without the construction also of
a certain amount of housing development. The concept of a top-class golf course was
generally considered highly desirable and would be a boost for the County and the
release of the subject lands from the Creen Belt would play a significant part in
generating mch neadad finance.

2,85 The objectors claimed that there was a high demand for land suitable for housing

development in Formby and these gites would be a natural rounding—off on land of
inferior agricultural guality.

2.86 The County Council said that hoth areas of land had been included in former

Green Belt proposals and the more wasterly area was within a heritage landscaps des-
cribed in Policy 10.69 of the Structure Plan, being in tha Sefton Coast Managemert
Scheme for the protection and conservation of the dunes. The purpose of the Creen

Belt here was to prevent the westward extension of the built-up area of Formby into the
coastal dune landscape and to retain the open character of the countryside to the south
separating the town from the built-up areas of Hightown and Crosby. The boundaries
chosen followed easily recognisable features, including the backs of properties,
whereas those chosen for the objection sites geemed entirely arbitrary and were aven
unrelated to the approved golf course boundaries.

I¥SPECTCR'S CONCLUSIONS

2,87 I can understand that the construction of a new high gquality golf course would be
a very expensive operation but if it is to be such an important contributiom to the
area, I believe that it would be viablae in its own right and not need to be financed
through the sale of speculative building land. As to the latter, the evidence iz that
it is not needed in Formby and as this land makes an important contribution to the
2img of the Green Belt, in my opinion, I believe that it should remain within the
Subject Plan.

HECOMMENDATTON

5.88 I recommend that the land at St Lukes Church Road and Marsh Farm, Formby
(site 8bA) remain within the Green Belt in the Subject Plan.

STTE 7TA — LAND AT VICTORIA ROAD, FRESHFIELD, FORMBY
Objection to inclusion within the Green Belt, by reference

J G McDougall Esqg " 555

2.890 This is a a’['ua.ll apea of garden land at the north-west edge of the buili-up area
of Formby with a short fromtage to Victoria Road and it lies behind No 2 Larkhill Lame;
+he Formby Coast National Trust Property, & dune and pine wood landscape lies to the
west. The owner claims that his domestic rear garden is bisected by the Green Belt and
although much of the land is in a gemi-natural state with trees and undergrowth, parts
of it are a formal garden. FPermission axigtas to build a stable block with conditions
protecting the trees and the cmission of the land from the Green Belt would not preju~
dice the principles and reason far the Subject Plan in any way; the boundary chosen
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here does not follow any existing feature on the ground and elsewhere in the vicinity'
the boundary had been drawn around privately cwned gardens.

2.90 The County Council made it clear that the land had been inoluded in the earliest-
Green Bell proposals and confirmed that full permission existed to erect a block of
stables. The Green Belt here prevented the ocutward spread of Formby into the fine awm
and pine wood landscape to the west. In drawing the boundary the Tewn Map residential
land allocations had been used as a basis and further encroachment of development shoul:
be resisted. i an

INSFECTCR'S CONCLUSIONS

2.91 I fully agree with the objective of the Green Belt in preventing further spreadl:.
development to the west into such a valuable landscaps. However, I have noted that
generally the boundary has been drawn neatly arcund the curtilages of dwellings in th
Vicinity thus accommodating slight irregularities, and this seems a "one off'" casa, 1.
exclude this land from the Green Belt would not bring this land out of line with the
boundary to the north, where it extends even further west on the north side of Vietor:
Road., Neither, in my view, would it be likely to prejudice the main aims and obj ec‘t:i.1
of the Subject Plan in this vicinity. o

FECOMMENDATION
2.92 1 recommend that the garden land at Victoria Road/Larkhill Lane (Site 7A) be

excluded from the Green Belt in the Subject Plan.

WRTTTEN REPRESENTATIONS ON SITES IN SEFTON DISTRICT

SITE&‘[AIU}TEARTGMTMHEEM}-ERM STHERET, S0UTHPORT

Objection to exclusion from the Green Belt, by - reference
The West Lancashire District Council . a2
Reserved support for exclusion from the Green Belt, by . E
L 0 Jeffs Limited | ' 373

2,93 That part of the West Lancashire District adjoining the Town Lane avea of L
Southport has been identified as being smitable for inclusion within a Green Belt in tae
plans currently being prepared by the West Lancashire District Council. The Council are
concerned that theflack of similar controls on the Merseyside side of the County bo
dary could lead to pressures for development within théir own district and it is feEE
¥hat until a local plan for the area has been adopted, the land in Southport should be
protected by the Green Belt. Attention is deawn to paragraphs 1.5 and 1.6 of the .
Written Statement to the Subject Plan which says that the Plan will be used by the luE;f_‘ [

- plarming authorities as a guide to preparing local plans and may be amended by these

plans. It is suggested that the departure from that procedure implies 2 prejudgement
that the land should not be included in the Green Belf, a view strongly opposed by -l:h[
West Lancashire District Council.




2,94 The County and Safton Borough Councils have said that there is a need to identify
more land for development in north Sefton to comply with the Structure Plan require-
ments and that the Borough Council are actively engaged in studies of the area with 2
view to the placing of a draft plan on deposit within 12 months. The Secretary of State
had considered that it would be inappropriate to include within the Green Beli those
areas which were the subject of local plamning studies and that those studies should.
sventually determine the area to be included.

IHSPECTOR'S CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATTION

2,95 Tt seems reasonable to me that as work i3 continuing on a detailed study of the
subject area, full congideration of a (reen Belt boundary in the locality should await
discussion of the local plan proposals, when all parties will have an opportunity of
weighing the merits or otherwise of the proposals. Being land adjacent to the County
boundaries, this is clearly a case for full consultation between all the interested
parties at the appropriate time and T have no reason to suppose that the interests of
the West lancashire District Council would not be fully considered. 1 therefore make
no recommendation affecting the Subject Plan as being now discussed.,

SITE 144 — TRIANGULAR SITE BOUNDED BY M57, AS59 AND RATLWAY, NORTH OF ATNTREE
Objection to inclusion within the Gireen Belt, by reference

Master Market Limited 843

A
2,96 This is a small triangle of land between a major road traffic island and a rail-
way embankment and the owners, who are currently pursuing an appeal to erect a super—
market on the land, are convinced that it is inappropriately included in the Green Belt.
They claim that development would emhance what is regarded as a visually degraded site
in the motorway corridor and that exclusion from the CGreen Belt could not encourage
the coalescence of Maghull with the northern limits of Liverpool.

2.97 The Council have said that development is not the only way in which such degraded
landscapes can be improved and improvements here are especially important as an active
policy is being pursued to enmhance the appearance of the major transportation routes
into Merseyside. Development on the site would close the gap betwesn Maghull and the
main built-up area. The land had been within the garlier Merseyside and South Bast
Lancashire Green Belt.

INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS AND RECCMMENDATION

2.98 I have no doubt that this site can be improved in appearance (whether by develop—
ment or landscaping) but it does seem %o me to be of importance as an open break or
buffer between tha)‘housing to the south and the main traffic movements associated with
the motorway. At the same time it forms part of the fairly narrow gap beiween the con.
urbation and Maghull and as such, in my view, is appropriately included within the Green
Belt. I noted that there are views across the site into the open country and that when
gpen from the motorway the site has some value as a separation; the approved Stimcture
Plan policies should eventually improve this. I therefore recommend that this triangle
of land (Site 14A) should remain within the Green Belt on the Subject Plan.
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PART 3 - REPRESENTATIONS ON SFECIFIC SITES - CITY CF LIVERFCOL ’7

3.1 The City Council had formally conflrmed in January 1982 that no objection be =
raiged to the Morseyside CGreen Belt Subject Plan.l. The Council were therefore not -fcr{-

mally represented at the inguiry.
Eﬂl

u

Site 2B - LAND AT CRCATETH PARK
Objection to inclusion in the Green Balt, by reference|
The Trustees of the Estate of the Counbess of Sefton 18

3.2 This is about 2.2 ha of agricultural land at the east of Croxteth Park immﬂd:i.ataF
south of an area on which extensive residential development is to take place., It is
part of an area which links the main part of the Green Belt at ¥nowsley with Croxteth|’]
Country Park, and separates the'residential developments between Croxteth and Cantril
Farm to the south, On behalf of the objectors it was pointed out that the existing

planning permission for development to the north required a tree belt o be plantad 0z
the subject land which had a public footpath passing along its southern boundary. TH"
was thought that when it takes place the landscaping would be a ready target for tres:

passers and vandals as it would be sandwiched between the proposed houses and the foot-
path., If the subject site were excluded from the Green Belt, a more logical ‘L-.-::':111|:LH.1':.r[1-51
would be created and the ftres belt could then be provided on the land south of the faob

path giving a more discernible barrier. In that way it would prevent trespass from the
residential development and footpath on to the agricultural land, thus improving the 3
agricultural quality of the ramain}/ng area. ' ) [

3.3 Although the land was reputed as Grade II, due to trespass and its proximity to 2
the urban area, it could not be ranked as good quality. BEfforts to sell the land on [‘*‘
agricultural basis had proved abortive; the County Council had been prepared to offer
only £500 per acre. -
3.4 The County Council confirmed that permission existed for housing development to - -
north and that this land formed part of the wedge separating Croxteth Park and Cantri.
Farm which linked as a heritage landscape with Knowsley Park to the east. The foot i
was a country wallk, intended to be retained, and if this land was lost to the Green |
Belt, it would be narrowed at a critical point. Both the County and City Couneils coi -
sidered that the footpath should form the dividing line between the agricultural 1

and the woodland belt and not between the houses and the woodland, as sugzested by tg{'?-i

objectora.

TNSFECTOR'S GONCLUSIONS . [T.[
3.5 T nofed that the gap occupied by the Green Belt both to the east to Knowsley and.
south to Cantril estate was not more than about ¥ mile wide and it does seem to [*»
that to lose any of the agricultural land here would reduce the effectiveness of the
Green Belt. Nor am I convinced that to plant the tree belt to the south of the foot=
path would necessarily remove the likelihood of trespass and vandalism from the agr 5
cultural land. I am thersfore convinced that as this land forms an importaunt part o
the Green Belt at a critical point, its loss would not be justified.




RECOMMENDATTON

3.6 I recommend that the land at Gpoxteth Park (Site 2B) remain within the Green Bolt
in the Subject Plan.

WRTTTEN REPRESENTATION ON SITE IN THE CITY OF LIVERPOOL

ST 1B = LAND BETWEEN AND INCLUDING CALDERSTOMES PARK AND THE CEMETERT AT ALISRTCN
Objeetion to exclusion from the Green Belt, by raferesnce
The liverpool BEcology Party L4

3.7 As a natural green ares within the City, the Party believe that this land tradi-

tiopally near the outskirts should Dbe incorporated in the Green Belt to protect it from

development and ensure its survival. They sse it being sacrificed for development if
st suitable safeguards are not enforced. The Counfy Coupcil have expressed aympathy with
i thir view and point out that the valus of the land as an open area and its contribution
P to tha character of the locality have heen recognised by the City Council in the
: Liverpool Outer Areas Flan. About 60% of the land is allocated for public open space
while much of ths remainder is earmarked for private open space, Housing atb Woolton
and Halewood separate the land from the main part of the Green Belt.

HE R A

INSPECTCH'S CONCLUSLICNS AND RECOMMENDAT ION
P
3,8 T note that this land is discontimuous from the Green Belt and thus, despite its

iR indoubted value, it would be inappropriate to recommend its jnelusion. However, I aw
AR satisfied that both the planning authorities involved are conscious of its contribution
i as an open area within the urban scene and will safeguard it accordingly. L therefore
_;1 i recommend that this land (Site 2B) remain outside the Green Belt on fhe Subject Plan.
b =
] =
:
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4.1 Preceding the hearing of objections to sites in the Bordugh of Knowsley, the |r

Councils' representative referred to the consultations which had taken place between
the 2 Councils and confirmed that his Council supported the retention of the CGreen Belt
houndaries as now proposed and was in agreement in principle with the policies set ouk|”
The amount of land available for residential and industrial development within the urh
area and outside the Green Halt was considered adequate and the Borough Council were

conacious of the need to discourage building on the fringe areas. —

PART 4 — REPHESENTATIONS QN SPECIFIC SITES - BCROUGH OF KNOWSLEY

SITE 1G — LAND NRAR MS57 AND A580(T) JUNCTION, AT RANDLES BRTIICE
Chjection to inclusion in the Green Beli; by raference
The Trusteas of the Hatate of the Countess of Saefion K8 i

b
4.2 This is a triangle of about 1.5 ha of grassland with frontage to an embankment om _
an M57 slip road, a frontage to A580(T) and the third side adjoining a gas regulator |
station., FPor the objectors it was said that the land had industrial potential, and |
could be developed for that purpose without affecting the open wedge between Kirkby and
Gillmoss. In the past approaches had been made with a view to industrial development

and the tenant farmer, who was buying the farm, had discounted this land and excludad i
from the sale becanse of its limited agricultural wvaluae.

4.3 The Borough Council said that a considerable amount of land suitable for industr
was available already for the foreseeable futurs and they thought that an access excep
for only very occasiomal traffic would be unsafa. The County Council confirmed that
the object of the Green Belt here was to prevent the coalescence of Liverpool and [‘"'
Kirkby and provide an open corridor for the M57 through Merseyside. Clearly recoge
nisable boundaries had been chosen and if this parcel of land was excluded, thers would
be pressure on the many similar areas of land near to the highway junctions. It had =
been noted that the land produced hay crops; being within a degraded landscape which |
had priority for landscape treatment, it could be planted with trees in the future. '

INGFECTCORYS CONCLUSIONS [

4.4 The motorway corridor is not particularly wide in the vicinity of the A580(T) P
junction and I believe that this site has value along with other land nearby in the
Green Belt as a separation between the road system and the developed areas to the east
and west. If such land were not protected from development the impression gained from_,
the road would be of travelling through conmtimuously built=up areas. I can understand
the difficulties likely to arise in profitably farming this land, but I also foresee
difficulties in regard to a safe access which could: only be to Elip reads or a round-
about. Thers is n;prit, I am convinced, in retaining the land in the Green Belt, =

RECOMMENDATTON ' -

4.5 I recommend that the land near Randles Bridge (Site 1C) remain within the Green
Belt in the Subject Plan,

36



LR

SITES 9G{= AND.b) — LAND AT CHAFEL LANE, CRONTON
Objections to inclusion in the Green Belt; by |  —
Tan Tuson limited ' K19

4.5 These are 2 arsas of agricultural land on the west side of Chapel Lane and between
Cronton and Widnes. The smaller parcel to the north, 9a, is about 3 ha with a frontage
to the Liverpool-Warrington Road, A5080, immediately to the south of the village, while
b is some 10.5 ha towards the south end of Chapel Lans and with its southern boundaxry
adjoining a residential area and rugby football ground in Widnes. Thers ias a certain
amount of gporadic frontage development along Chapal Lane; mainly on the east side, but
it is generally an open area between the settlements.

4.7 As a family firm the objectors had carried on a house building business in Widnes
for many years and had bought this land in the 1960%*s with a view to eventual develop-
ment. Over the years applications for development had been refused and lack of drainage
and road safety had figured as reasons for refusal. However, the drainesge difficulties
had now been overcome and since the construction of the M62 motorway just to the north,
traffic on the main road had declined significantly. There was a need to provids "middle
bracket" housing in Cronton and Site 9a would be ideal. If the land was not in the
Green Balt there would be a good chance of obtaining permission on an appeal.

4.8 Widnes had been earmarked for major expansicm in 1969 and in laying out land to
tha south there had been huge public investment in services which had been designed to
serve Site Tb, It was counterproductive to allow ™urban regeneration™ to stifle every
enterprise outside Liverpool, and not everyone wished to live in urban surroundings.
Peopla should have fresdom of choice, and a balance should be struck so that some peri-
pharal development could take place. The objectors were quite willing that if their
land was excluded, the 2 large fields betweer could be given to the village for use asa
i

ppen Space.

4.9 The Borouzh Council representative sald that there was land available in Knowsley
Digstrict sufficient for 10 to 15 years of housing development, although thers were no
major areas at Cronton which was a conservation area and historic settlsment. The main
road was still busy with colliery traffic and commmiers and formed a sensible southern
boundary to the village. The County Council confirmed that the land formed part of a
narrow and valuable gap between Widnes and Cronton which it was the purpose of the Green
Belt to maintain. While Site %a bad been within the former Green Belt, Sita Sb had

been excluded being shown by 2 special notation as the possible site for development as
an overspill area; however, the Town Development scheme did not go ahead, in the event, _
and there was now no justification for building here.

L]

INSPECTORY S CONCLUSIONS

4.10 I regard these sites aa important if the village of Cronton is to survive as a
separate and distinguishable feature away from the urban area to the south; despite the
gporadic houses facing Chapel Lane, the rural fields which include these sites gives
COronton a separate identity. If further peripheral development was eventually justi-
fied at Widnes, thtf mora southerly part of Site Ob may be considered suitable'and the
earlier investment in services prove to have been justified, but the evidence is that
naither of these szites iz needed for development within the foreseeable future and they
should therefore continue making their contribution to the Green Belt.
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4.11 I recommend that the land to the west of Chapel Lane, Cromton (Sites 9C(a amdb)]
remain within the Green Belt on the Subject FPlan. 1

HEC OMMENDAT TON

WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS ON SITES IN THE BCROUGH OF KHNOWSIEY . L

SITE 4C — KNOWSLEY ¢ OF B PRIMARY SCHOOL AND PLAYING FIELD
Objection to exclusion from the Green Belt, by reference [T
Mr and Mrs G Gough, of Knowsley Village L K10

4.12 The school and playing field cccupy about 1 ha of land at the northern edge of
Enowsley Village near Mill Lane and the objectors believe that the site should he with'_ .
the Green Belt to prevent development taking place which might be oul of keeping with
the picturesque character of the village. Such development could have a bad effect on.
the cquality of the conservation area, part of which had been acknowledged as outstandin,

4.13 The Gounty Council have pointed out that the site is an integral part of the

built-up area of the village and does not fulfil a Green Belt function, the boundary
being drawn along Mill Lane to the north, a distinctive feature. A4n outline approval
for sheltered housing accommodation had recently been granted by the Borough Council gn
part of the sita. .

INSPECTCR'S CONCLUSIONS AND HECUMMENDATION t

4.14 To draw the boundary around this site would depart from the recommended prin-
ciples as the land is essentially part of the village which is protected by open land ..
within the Green Belt from the industrial area to the narth and west. Also in view of
the recent permission for housing on part of the land, no purpose would be served by '
its inclusion at this stage. I recommend that the school and playing field (Site 4C)
remain ouwtside the Green Belt on the Subject Plan,

SITE 8C — LAND AT LICKERS LANE, WHLSTON i

Objection to inclusion in the Green Belt, by reference

|

Messrs R V McCutchbon and W E Fraser, owners : k2

4.15 This land, about 1 ha, fronts the south side of Lickers Lane and is rather untidm
with scme scrub woodland. The owners suggest that 1t could be developed for private
housing with scme planting of forest trees so that this part of the Lane could te

erhanced and form a better link between local authority housing on the north side of
the lane and agricultural land, also within the Green Belt, to the south. The site wg
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at risk of beccming a rubbish tip and was ineffective as a barrier between the housing
and the Green Belt. It could be very much improved with sympathetic development.

4,16 The land had been included in the former Greenm Belt proposals, the County Council
say, along with the land to the north which was later released for housing for overspill
purposes. It was agresd that the land had an unsatisfactory appearance but it was felt
important that this landscape should be rejuvenated as it formed part of the former
Halsnead Park Estate which had been characterised by belts of woodland and coverts.

The further extension of the built-up area could upset the revival of the landscape and
frustrate the maintenance of a strong agriculfural economy on the land to the south.

INSFECTOR' S CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION

4.17 1 saw that apart from skirting the group of houses fromting the lLane to the west,
the Green Belt boundary here generally follows the sirong line of the rvad, which

itself is almost a ridge line with a genmeral fall in levels to the seuth where the M&2
motorway is located. To exclvde this land from the (Green Belt would make it possible
for new development to spill over into views from the south at present confinesd to trees
on thiz and nearby sites. This loss to the Green Belt would not be outweighed by the
benefits of development here. 1 therofore recommend that this land at lickers Lane
(Site 8C) remains in the CUreen Belt on the Subject Plan.

SITE 100 —~ LAND AT POTTERY LANE, WHLSTON
Objaction to inclusion in the Green Belt, by ' referance
The Trustees of W L McClure ' K20

4.18 This is 2 plots of land either side of the M57 motorway wheres Pottery Lane passzes
gver on an cverbridge. The plot on the east iz covered by trees while that to the west
iz grassland. The Trustees say that a large house formerly stood on the land to the
east togather with several cottages and they claim that both parcels are suitable for
residential use and should therefore be excluded frum the Green Belt.

4.19 The County Council hawve pointed out that this land was included in former Green
Balt proposals and was considered unsuitable for housing because of proximity to the
motorway, The land was in the present meotorway corrider and included in the Green
Belt as a separation between Huyton and Whiston. The land was considered of strategic
importance in providing access pointa to open land within the Green Belt and it had
recreational value., To take the land out of the CGreen Belt would be to depart from the
policy followed here of drawing it close to the built up areas.

-

INSFECTCH'S CONCLUSIONS AND EECOMMENDATION

4..20 l.l't]iou.gh. nan(uw, I consider this an important break hetween the settlements and
ta exclude the subject land from the Green Belt would be to isolate a significant area
of open land to the south, through which the motorway passes. I note that there ars
proposals in a draft local plan, which if implemented, would lead to an improvement in
the appearance of this land and I therefore recommend that the 2 parcels of land at
Pottery Lane, Whiston (Site 10C) remain in the Green Belt in the Subject Plan.
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Objection to inclusion in the Creen Balt, by reference [

SITE 11C — LAND AT COALGATE LANE, WHISTON

The Trustees of W L McClure ' K20

e e -

4.21 A small plot of land at Coalgate Lane near the junction with Paradise lane is
sald by the owners to be no use except am a site for residential development. Tt

adjoins residential property though it has been in use as the zite for a fuarTy i
cantean. E

4.22 The Coalgate Lane area had been consented for tipping, according to the County
Council, and this land was intended for parkland in the local plan now being cone I ;
gildered. It was thought that to permit development here would be out of keeping with
the reclamation preoposals.

INSFECTCOR'S CONCLUSIONS AND HECCHMMENDATION

4.23 This is a very small plot with residential development on 2 sides and I noted |
that at this locality, although the Green Belt is limited overall, it is in fact quite
wide. I therefore think that the loss of thia small plot, for whatever eventual puve
pose it is used, would be of little consequence fo the cbjectives of the Green Belt. i
recommend that the land at Coalgate Lane (Site 11C) be excluded from the Green Balt iz
tha Subject Plan.
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PART 5 — REPFRESENTATICNS ON SFECIFIC SITES - BOROUCH OF ST HELENS

5.1 The Boreugh Council of St. Halens indicated that in general they fully suppaorted
the County Council's Green Belt proposals with some exceptions regarding specific arsas;
they would rely on written representations for most of those, but felt very strongly

about the need for the exclusion of land at Haydock as a site for high technology
industry. . :

SITE 25D — LAND NEAR HAYDOCK PARK RACECOURSE
Objection to inclusion in the Green Belt, by ' reference
The Council of the Borough of St Helems o ard

Support for inclusion in the Green Belt, by

Wigan Borough Council
Grester Manchester Council®
The CGouncil for the Protection of Rural England® -

Hote: *relied on written representations

5.2 The Borough Council seek the exclusion of about 40 ha of arable land situated
ipmediately east of the M6 motorway and north of the Bast Lancashire Road, A580(T) «
Haydock Park Racecourse and Ashton—-in-Makerfield are to the north, Golborne to the

east, Newton-le-Willows to the south and Haydock itself %o the west, lhe site being
otherwise in an area of open fields and woodland belts at the extreme east of the
County. The site iz flat with a very gentle fall to the gouth where there iz a frontage
of about 900 m to the trunk road. The western boundary has a frontage of 450 m to

Lodge Lane, 449(T), and to the roundabout intersection with M6 and 4580(T).

5.3 The Borough Council see the form of development proposed for the gite as an
Windustrial park" accommodating "clean™ industry such as incoming high technology
industry and medium sized and growing firms already nearby. The development would be
achieved in partnership or by agreements and would be of a qualitiy suitable to the
adjacent Ureen Belt. This had been evaluated together with 5 others and was chosen as
being the most marketable available large site. The site has a good image being
related to the nearby racecourse which i3 nationally known and could offer conference
fagilities, exhibitions and sporting activities. Access o the main highway networkwas
excallent and although the land waa Grads 3JA devslopment could be phased so that the
minimum amount of land was taken out of agriculfure at any one time. The site has
Development Area status and the Department of Industry had confirmed by letter that they
gaw it asm a strategically important site for tqp quality inward investment.

5.4 The Borough Council had informed the County Council that +the acceptance of such a
site was the most/effective gingle contribution which the County Council could maka to

"the future employment and sconcmic prospects of the Borough. The decision to ask for

the exclusion of this site from the Green Belt had not been taken lightly, as the
regenaration strategy and the ™$ight™ Green Belt had been consistently supported by the
Borough Council and was seen as the way to make the best use of existing reacurcea and
investment inS% Helens. The Council wers active in reclaiming difficult sites from
aver 500 ha of derelict land within the ftown and, with Knowsley, had been chosen for the
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Operation Groundwork experiment, Industrial promotion had helped o create over
2,000 new jobs in the past 2 years through the S5t Helens Trust, a local initiative.

5.5 The release of this site was seen by 5t Helens am an essential component of the
regeneration strategy. The Horough Council had consistently maintained that the
axiating supply of industrial land is inadequate in terms of quantity and quality to
meet demand and that the releass of "green field" land was necessary if Structure Plan
policies were to be successfully implemented. Heclaimed sites would by their siting
and location praclude development of the ftype envisaged within a reasonable peried. Th
town had to compete with adjoining authorities, including New Towns in Cheshire, \
Lancashire and Greater Manchester where substantial provision is made or is being made
for such sites.

5.6 Poliey 7.17 of the Structure Plan governs the supply of land for industry within
the County and over the Plan pericd 1979-86 Policy 7.23 suggests 72 ha in St Helenms, or
demand for & ha per annum; a 5 year supply at any one time is suggasted to permit a
degree of choice and flexibility, with land for a further 5 years beyond the pericd of w
the Plan. The Borough and County officers had completed a raview of the supply of
induatrial land in S5t Helens within the past 6 months and this showed that only 12 ha
is immediately available in the "good marketability™ category with only 27 ha
immediately available in total. The total of potential industrial land was 155 ha of
which 28 ha was described as "poor = unlikely to find a market”. Within 5 years only
99 ha could be made available, on the assumption that some present constraints could be
gvercome. 3t Helens argue that land should be available to meet a demand of 10 ha =
per annmum or 50 ha at any one time. The review reduced the overall total of potential
land from 318 ha in the Structurs Plan as approved, to a realistic total of 127 ha (plt
25 ha of expansion land already held by firme) — a reduction of 52%. Only 12 ha have ..
good marketability and even sites in this category are not excellent high quality sites
but only "good" in the 5% Helans context. :

5.7 It was believed that marketability of sites was even mere important at present thasn
3 years ago, sSince there are fewer firms chasing high quality sites, many of which are
available outside the County. The policy of regeneration demands that Merseyside must
make itself atiractive to such ingquiries, and the guality aspect is acknowledged in =
paragraph 7.21 of the Structure Plan. The Green Belt is at present drawn will simply
:ampugnd the problem, an unacceptable position to the Borough with unemployment rates

of 20%.

5.8 Although the Structure Plan assumes a demand level in St Helens of 6 ha per annum,
the average take-up in the last 3 years of almost unprecedented recession has been

6.3 ha, an indication of the consistent underestimates made. Demand had been =
particularly sirong in the small firms sector, but many firms were lost, not only to the
Borough but to Merseyside because of the lack of suitable sites in St Helens. A small |
but regular demand axisted from the large firm needing a high quality site which could !
not be satisfied at present in 5t Helens or indeed elsewhere on Merseyside, Today, such
a firm can be very choosy about its location. This site at Haydock could cater for
these requirements and ensure that the employment opportunities are not loat.

5.9 The County Council have used the same argument in paragraph 7.51 of the Structure
Plan in regard to gffice sites and if "research and development industry"™ is substitute |
for "offices™ the Borough Councils' present submissions are made. It is clearly not i
practicable, as the County have suggested, that before a Green Belt site can be made
available an industrialist must first show that other sites are unsuitable; an indust—
rialist is unlikely to wait for a site to be made available given the ready availabili- |
of aites alsewhere,

5.10 The County rely on the allocation under Poliecy 7.25 of the Plan of a large site
at Gilmoss at the junction of the M57 and AS80(T), but that site is not available to a —
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developer and its marketability is questionable, being at beat "average™. A second
site at Upton has already been made available and has attracted a number of potential
investors a8 a "acience park™ for high technology industry and as an office and
research centre. Unfortunately, its location to the west of the Mersey will make no
contribution towards relieving unemployment in St Helens. The Department of Industry
had made clear that a further site was needed and that Haydock would be ideal for it.

5.11 The Strusture Flan made, in Poliecy 7.21, provision that on review new land allo=
cations should substitute for land currently being held for industry but which is
unlikely to be developed. In County terms Haydock could substitute for Gilmoss or for
the 44 ha site at Knowsley south of the East Lancashire Road which is now haing
returned to agriculture becauwse of lack of industrial demand. Within St Helens Hagdock
could help to substitute for the 166 ha not now considered to be potential industrial
land in the short or medium term.

512 Despite the Borough Council having urged the County Council to reconsider tha
industrial land situation and release land in the Green Belt for a new site, the County
Council have no current proposala for a gensral review of strategy. That iz why the
Borough consider it is appropriate o debate the releass of this zite at the Green Helt
inquiry. The proposal would be the subject of full public participation procedures in
the Haydock Local Plan and any planning application; this sghould not be pre—ampted uy
the Green Belt Subject Plan.

5.13 Following representations by the Borough prior to the Structure Plan, 2 sitea had
been approved in 1980. These wers Abbotsfield Road (or Tuunstalls Farm), 11 ha, and

the Heeches, Haydock, 14 ha. The first sife is ocwmed by the local authority and
intended for appropriate general and light industry, though it has only "average"
marketability. The second site is opposite the Haydock site on the west side of the

M6 motorway, privately owned and providing units for light industry, general industry
and warehousing, it ia seen as an extension of the existing Haydock Indusirial Estate.
Heither of these 2 sites are seen by the Borough Council as providing the site or the
appropriate location in terms of the type of development envisaged at the Haydock site,
nor do they satisfy the gquantitative shortfall.

5.14 Of 5 reclamation sites referred to by the County Council, only one =zite of Tha; at
Worsley Brow, is to be made avallable within 5 years and none of the sites are good in
terms of marketability. Looking at the industrial land supply in neighbouring
anthorities, it would appear that at least in total all are better supplied than

St Helens, and in some cases there appears to be an over-supply of land where therse is
no demand. Proposals, if approved, in Cheshire and lancashire will result in further
land alleocations, and these policies are seen as likely to divert growth fromMerseyside

5.15 At the Structure Plan EIP in 1980 5t Helens argued that demand was higher than
the County estimated and that supply was inadequate. The Panel and the Secratary of
State found against St Helens, stating that: "The disadvantages of not releasing green
field sites is that it is gquite possible that one or more industrialists who would
otherwise have come to St Helena will not do so™ but that: "Our judgement is that it is
better to concentrate resources on improving the existing industrial estates and on
reclaiming derelict sites™. These comments were mads in ignorance of the facts now
agreed, namely the percentage reduction in land availability, poor quality sites and con
firmation of the Bproughs' view regarding the reclamation of derelict land. GSites on
such land would ¥ be suitable if the location and siting was correct, which
unfortunately is not the casze.

5.16 BExtensive further evidence was submitted on behalf of 5t Helens on the unemploy—
ment situation, the industrial demand hoth in terms of take-up and enquiries, the non-
referral of enguiries by both agencies because of site comstraints, the demand for a
large industrial park and recent redundancies. Only those local authoriiies capable of
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identified for development by major new industries had been substantially developed nof

g

[
supplying what the market requires would successfully attract new companies and provide
their unemployed workforce with new jobs. The unemployment problem is so severe that
aven & return to normal ecchomic conditions would not solve it. The Haydock Park sita[
is the best located and most easily serviced of the potential large sites in the :
Borough, and is probably the best located site available in the whole of Mermeyside. The
HBorough claims that employment needs must come before the presumption of retaining agr
cultural land and prospects of employment for psople here must prevail over the require—
ments of the County Green Belt Policy. _

5.17 The County Council's cass for having the Green Belt in this lacality rests on -l:hg .
nead to prevent the coalescence of the built-up parts of Haydock and Garswood and
Ashton-in-Makerfield by retaining an area of attractive and sconically varied la.ndsca,ﬁ
A policy bad been pursued by all the local anthorities of keeping development away fr !
major routes, such as M6 and A580(T) which pass this site, since it was recognised that
views from such routes provide the first image which visitors have of the County.
St Helens had supported the County Council in many other cases against development neas
these main routes, whersas this proposal would completaly transform the character of tiw
landscape and effectively extend the built-up area of Ashiton-in-Makerfield southwards
to A580. ;
;

5.18 The County Council said they were concernsd, as was the Borough, about rizing
unemployment and were acutely aware of the strong competition for foot-locse industry
which was mounted by the New Towns who have special powers and good situations near the
principal notorways. In this quest Merseyside was challenged by the whole of the
United Kingdom, and in some instances, Europe. It was true that the Borough Council
consistently maintained the need for a large green field smite to be released from the
Green Belt, although the exact location had varied in the recent past. The County
Council's response had been that until the land at Gilmoss which had already been

|

further large green field site should be released.

5.19 As recently as September of this year, the Borough's Draft Haydock Local Plan in.
Policy 4 I(1) suggests a change in emphasis in the Borough Council's thinking, des-

cribing the site as an "arsa under consideration as a large industrial site for high

technology industry"™, whereas it is later described as needed to Maccommodate a large
industrial user to meet expressed demand for such a site™. The Proposals Map simply £
shows the site as being under consideration for industry while there are no spacific @
volicies for the control of development on the site set out in the Written Statement and
it appearsd to be treated no differemtly from any other site. It seemed that any la.nd.[

T

which might be released at Haydock Park would be added directly to the land supply and
marketed alongside other land in the Borough without stipulation except for the require-
ments of the Draft Local Plan.

5.20 The County had always been prepared to considar an increased supply of industria.é
land in 5% Helens, or indeed in any other district, to maintain the impetus of the
regenseraiion strategy. However, it was thought that the present proposal involved a
major change in the strategy which could have repercussions not only for industrial :
policies in the other Districts but also across the wider spectrum of the Structure Plan
policies; it would be a completely different approach to the location of industry in
Merseyside from thaf adopted in the Structure Plan, more aldin, in fact, to the 2 a.ltar-f::
native strategies of managed dispersal and passive decline considered but rejected at
the Structure Plan EIP. St Helens contend that the unemployment situation had )
deteriorated since the Panel met and there was still a short term deficiency in the lan|.
supply. While the County Council concede these points they do not accept that a releas
of this magnitude, in this location and for the purposes for which the Borough wish to
see the site developed, can be determined without a more comprehensive examination of f
the consequences for the Structure Plan's strategy in general. If Haydock then prwadf
appropriate, the Green Belt could be amended at that time.
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5,21 The rapresentative for Wigan Borough Council said that his Council strongly
objected to the loss of land at Haydock from the Green Belt. Ashton and Golborne were
presently separated from Haydock and Newton-le-Willows by an extensive and attractive
belt of open land and the development of this site for any type of urban use would
intrude. Such development would have the effect of extending the built-up area of
Ashton to the AS80 road and thereby link Ashton with Haydock by a contimmous frontags
along the Bast Lancashire Road and Lodge Lane. The open brsak vatween Haydock and
Golborne on the north side of the main road would also be reduced by over one half. It
was thought there would be difficulty in dsfending the boundaries of the subject sile as
the other parcels of neighbouring farmland would be at risk and if released, further
reduce the open land break. The site was very prominent from all the main roads
ineluding the M6 motorway and its development would detract from the attractive wooded
entry point into Wigan Borough. : :

5.22 The Wigan Council feared that gemeral industry may be permitted and there was
really no shortage of sitea in tha vicinity for such developments; 2 large estates were
available for further development in Wigan less than 2 miles from the Haydock site which
were very accessible to St Helens residenta.

5.23 Written representations were received from the Greater Manchester Council and the
Council for the Protectiom of Hural and, both supporting the Merseyside County
Council in retaining the subject site within the Green Beli and objecting to industrial
development here.

INSFECTCR® 3 CCONCLUSIONS

5.24 In addition to hearing the evidence at the inquiry and reading the written sube
missions, including the support St-Helens have had from the Department of Industry and
the St Helens Trust Limited, I made-several visits to the Haydock site and looked at -
other land shown on the maps submitted as being eventually available for industiry inand
near the Borough. I am in no doubt at all that the land at Haydock at present makes a
very substantial contribution to the Green Belt and I am convinced that only the most
extrems proved need could justify its exclusion.

5.25 Unemployment on the present scale is itself an extreme situation and if by
removing the Green Belt designation ons could at a single sweep amticipate the creatiom
of a useful mumber of new jobs, it would be very tempting to try. However, despitea the
strong case ably made by the 5t Helens Council at the inguiry, there still appears fome
far too many uncertainties to be sure of the outcome. There is a real danger, I fear,
that should the site be developed and promoted, with all the necessary infrastructiure
etc, the opportunity to accept almost any type of development which provided jobs would
ba difficult to resist. The effect of this would be that the policies of the Structure
Plan for the utilisation of land already earmarked and the regemeration of massive parts
of Merseyside, could be put at risk, If that happened many rescurces, already committed,
could be wasted. Such decisions should be taken only after the most painstaking inves-
tigation and full consultations when all the possible effects on related policies had
been weighed, in my opinion.

5.26 That thers hfl:va been unforeseen changes in sconomic +4erms since the Structure
Plan EIP and a very good case has been made out by St Helems for a new initiative
regarding the allocation of land to provide employment in the Borough, cannot be denied,
but these are matters strictly for a Structure Plan review. Whether, at the end of the
day the site at Haydock can be considered as the most appropriate should further land
need to be released, would have to be judged in the light of claims on other land, per-
haps not so potentially damaging to this part of the Green Belt.
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.27 At present open views towards a parkland landscape, which includes Haydock ’7
Racecourse, are possible from the roads to the west and south of this site. Despite tr
proximity of major towns not far away, it is a pleasant, rural view. Even the best 1
landscaped site with extensive planting and land mounding would result in a complate
change in character and loss of visual amenity. With 4 distinct urban areas all cml:,r
1 mile zway, this open ameniiy is clearly of great value as an orutstand.:.ng slement in
the Green Belt. |

[

RECOMMENDATTON : : |

5.28 I recommend that the land at Haydock Park (site EED} remain within the Green E-BFL
in tha Subjeect Plan.

SITE 20D - LAND AT BOLD POWER STATION, SUTTON
Ubjection to inclusion within the Green Belt, by rafarence—
The Central Electricity Generating Board H31

5.29 To the south—east of St Helena at Sution the Green Belt boundary follows clesel”
the edge of the built-up area, but includes the freestanding Bold Power Station and
Hold Colliery, to the south of the main Liverpool-Manchester Railway, and tipping area:
to the north. The County boundary passes north—south to the east. The objection I
relates fto the inclusion of CEGB land which may not be required for operational uses
the future, the CECB now being satisfied that the policy in the Subject Plan relating .
operational land of statutory undertakers, as now amendsd, will not inhibit such use..
[
5.30 The CEGB indicated that the 'A' power station had already closed and that part
the site could be released immediately for industrial development, although no plans fn
that bhad been made. It wasg likely that the remainder of the power station would ceas’
to be operational in the future and there were no plans for any operatiomal redsvaln'_n
ment. The question of industrial = development was a matter which the Board had takenu
with 5t Helens Borough Council in the context of the Sutton Plan, now under discussior

531 As Bold Colliery and the Power Station were classed as industrial areas in the
District Plan and the colliery was expected to remain productive for many years, it WaLs
thought unrealistic to include both within the Green Belt when industrial redevelopme
of the power station site could be seen as a logical infill between the long=life
colliery and the existing urban area. It was asked that the site be inset in the Green
Belt. As the site is already developed by urban unses redevelopment would not involwve!™
the outward spread of the built-up area, damage the character of a town or village no
involve the use of land in agriculiure or with potential for conservation or recreatiun
The boundary of the Green Belt here was seen as a matter for the District Plan to d.etq:—
mine in the light bf other important local planning decisions. :

5.32 The Borough Council said that proposals for indus‘trial use of the site wers at an
early stage and as parts of the site which the Board have asked to be deleted were no
now covered by plant or buildings, it could be that those parts were not suitable for -
industrial use and should be restored as open land. The Barough agreed that the
District Plan was the proper vehicle for detailed consideration of the proposal, bui P
believed that there was insufficient information available at present to support the
erclusion of any part of the area from the Green Belt. If the Borough Council could
eventually support a moedificiation to the Green Belt boundary this could be achieved b
way of the District Plan,




]
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5.33 The County Council confirmed that this land had been included in the former Green.
Belt by lLancashire County Council and the purpose of ita present inclusion was to limit
the extent of the built-up area and reinforce the policies for envirommental improve-
ments on the urban fringe around Sutton. The presence of the power station and
collisry, for operational reasons, on the edge of the built-up area, should not be taken
to mean that they are an essential part of the urban fabric. The assumption that indus-
trial development iz the only alternative land use would create a dangsrous precedent
affecting all other statutory undertalkings. :

INSPECTORYS CONCLUSIONS

S5¢34 While the general public may not regard a massive power station and colliery as a
normal phencmenon within the Green Belt, their siting iz of course dependent on
operational requirsments and their function iz protected in the Subject Plan Written
Statement by the new Policy on Public Services and Statutory Urdertakers. This would
not apply to uses other than for statutory purposes, though it does not seem unreason-
able that should land and buildings be no longer required for those purpeses; any
exdsting investment, for instance in infrastructurs, which could be mada use of to
supply much needed new jobs, should be so used, and this is clearly one of the many
matters which I have no doubt the Borough Council will consider when sufficient
information is availabls. In the mesntime there is a clear intention to which all the
Councils have subscribed, derived from the Structure Plan policies, that the environ-—
ment should be improved in the urban frings areas, which this is. It was said at the
inquiry that agreement had already been reached on landscaping proposals for same of the
land here north of the railway.

5.35 The power station, colliery and Parr Moss north of the railway occcupy a sector of
land between Subtton and the County boundary on the other aide of which the Cheshire
County Council also propose a Oreen Belt. The boundary of this Merseyside Green Belt
gives protection to this sector and aligns well with the proposed Green Belt in
Cheshire. If the power station site were amitted it would be considerably weakened,.
sgpecially in view of the proximity of the colliery site to the east. I therefore con-
gider that there is merit in retaining the site in the Subject Flan at this stage, at
least unmtil the extent of future requirements for the land have been fully debated.

HECOMMENDATION

5.36 1 recommend that the land at Bold Power Station (site EGII) e retained within the
Green Belt in the Subjeect Plan.

SITE 14D - LAND SOUTH OF NCB STABLE YARD, HATDOCK

Objections to exclugion from the Green Belt, by~ raference

Mrs Sylvia Chee, local resident H2

Mr J Dawd, locel resident H24.

Mr and Mrs D X Pimblett, local residents H16

Mr James S Collier, agricultural tenant, of Woodside Farm, H29
Newton—-le-Willows

Mr B G Sheldom, local resident H10



Mr James Goodwill, local resident™ ' HS

Mr and Mrs J Leomard, local residents® )i

Mr and Mrs J Rigby, local residemis® H4 i
Mr ¥ § Deacle, local resident® H18 )
¥r and Mrs D Billing, local residents® H2T

Mr G D Dinsdale, local residents® : H28 -
The Council for the Protection of Rural England® : H3T

Hote: *relisd on written representations
Support for exclusion from the Green Belt, by
5t Helens Borough Couneil Hig

5.37 This relates to about 5.5 ha of good agricultural land at the south side of
Haydock between Crange Valley on the west and land in the occupation of the NCB for
industrial use to the north and east. The burden of the objections to its exclusion b=
from the Green Belt arose becanse fthe zite had criginally been proposed within the CGrees
Belt at the "deposit stage™ in December 1981 and excluded later on the recommendatiom !
the Barough Council who were preparing the Haydock Local Plan, Residents felt this wa, ,
a valuable open area combributing to the break in developmemt between Haydock and
Hewton=le-Willows and providing an amenity gap between residential properties and the
industrial land. Although applications for residential and industrial development ha.c’j
been refused there was a great deal of wacertainty in the minds of residents as to the"
foture of the land and they wera very concermed thak it should remain open. The {tenant
farmer thought it important that such good agricultursl land should be conserved, in
view of the large areas of semi-derslict and waste-land in the Borough. With such clely
boundaries the CFRE felt the land fully met the criteria for Green Belt land in the
circulars, both as a separation ﬁ-nm Newtopele-illowa and r:mn’tnhu:t:mg to the cha,m.cti

of Haydock.. L.

5.38 The Borough Council explained that as recently as 15 September in considering th
draft local plan they had resolved that this land should be included in the Green Belf
but that the Subject Plan boundary should not be altered until soch time as the local -
plan has gone throwgh all the various procedures involving public participation and con
sultation. The boundary now proposed by the County Council was a hedge and ditch and
this was thought satisfactery. e

INSPECTCR®S CONCLUSIQNS

(I

5.39 That conditions could bhe improved by developmernt contributing to the tidying up ~f
the NCB yard and the land to the east is clear, but I am uncertain that new industrial
develomment need spread into this land to achieve those aims. Conaidering the overallk.
gtrategy of the Structure Plan, and the extensive areas of under-used land within the
Borough, it does seem important to me that peripheral land of this quality, in the |
relatively narrow gap between Haydock and Newton, should be given clear protection and
T have noted that the local plan does include this land within the Creen Belt as the
original Subject Pflan did.,

L
HECOMMENDATTICN

5.40 I recommend that the land near the NCB Stable Yard at Haydock (Site 14D) be "
included within the Green Belt in the Subject Plan.




EI'E1ED~1AEJHEEEMERFEEHPE,RAEEIILEPGGPS
Objection to inclusicn in the Green Belt, by raference
The Executor of the late Mr Fred Prescott H11

5.41 This objection relates to an area of about 2 ha of land with a short road
Frontage located berween the car park of the Manor Farm Public House and existing resi-—
dential development which has TJunction 7 om the M62 motorway just to the gouth., The
objector said that it had been used in the past for grazing horses, but was not part of
a farm unit and should be made available for developmant. The land was relatively low—
lying and the ditch and hedge on the open side would make a good Creen Belt boundary.

5.42 The County Council explained that the land had been includsd in the former gulr-
mitted Green Balt and was at present included in the Subject Flan to prevent the ouf-
ward expansion of Rainhill into open country where further development would be seen

- from the motorway. Apart from agriculture the Green Balt policies would permit the use
of the land for recreation, forestry atc.

THSFECTOR' 8 CONCLUSICHS

.43 1 have noted that the existing housing development %o the scuth~east of this site
does in fact come up to the boundary of the motorway alip road; this land lies further
away and is in essence an ipfill between the housing and the public house and car ATk .
While the merits of developmant here may be suaspect and he challenged on grounds of
amenity, Structure Plan policies relating to housing and open land etc, it doss seem
doubtful to me whether the land could be strictly regarded as fulfilling a true Green
Belt role — its loss would not geriously reduce the egsential gap between Rainhill and
Widnes or Cronton. Furthermore, if the south-western boundary of the land was followed
between the car park and the housing & cleaner, straightforward edge to the Green Hell

would result.

RECCOMMENDATION

5.44 1 recommend that the land at Rainhill Stoops (Site 18D) be excluded from the Green
Belt on the Subject Plan.

STTE 24D — LAND AT TUNSTALL'S FARM, SUTTON LEACH
Objection to exclusion from the Green Belt, by reference

Ir R Critchley, on behalf of Mr and Mrs L Chapman and about HAS
300 residents affSuttan leach who had signed a petitiocn

5.45 This was & roughly triangular area of farmland adjoining jndustrial development
2nd the railway, on the edge of Sutton leach, extending to about 12 na. The residents
believe that the suggested use of the land for industrial development would be directly
contrary to the approved Structure Plan policies which encourags yrban regeneration, as
‘it was a green field peripheral site. The appearance of developmert on the site, the
loss of agricultural land, additional traffic and the proximity to residential areas
were the rTeasons put forward against developuent and in favour of inclusion in the Graear
Belt, as it had been on the original draft. :
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5.46 The Borough Council said that the site had planning permission for gensral,
industry and a detailed application for roads, sewers and landscaping was under con—
gideration. It was thought that further discussion should await the inquiry on the
Sutton Local FPlan, in which the land had been earmarked for industry. The County
Council confirmed that they had no strategic objection 4o industrial devaelopment to mee
& short-term deficiency in land supply and that the boundary of the Green Belt as now
dravn along an electiricity pylon line to the south-east of the land was gsatisfactory. .

INSPECTOR' § CONGLUSIONS

547 Whilst I fully understand the objections from local people to a further losz of
open land on the edge of the settlement, which on the face of it is contrary to the
general stratesic aims of the Structure Plan, I appreciate the authorities? requiremeni
to be able to offer atitractive sites for inceming industry in the hiatus period when the
more urban redevelopment sites of equal quality are not yet available. With the Green
Belt boundary being drewn generally so tightly round the urban areas, it is inevitable L
that land at some point may have to be released. While the choice in this case has
clearly raiszed a great deal of protest, in view of the advanced stage reached in the
plaming process, I feel unable to meke a recommendation favourable to the objectors.

HEC OMMENDAT TR

5:48 I recommend that the land at Tunstall's Farm, Sutton Leach (Site 24D) remain ouwte.
side the Green Belt in the Subject Plan.

SITH 12D - LAND AT CAMP ROAD, GARSWOOD
Ubjection to inclusion in the Green Balt, by reference
¥r A Wain, of Ashton-in-Makerfield H21

5.49 This objection site is a triangular area of about 4 ha of agricultural land
between Camp Hoad and the railwey at Carswood. Land excluded from the Green Belt lies
at the south beyond Strange Road. The owner had held the land as builders! "si{ock=in
trade" for many years and held the opinion that Camp Road would be a hetter boundary for
the' Green Balt here, permitting development on the subject land which would round-off
this part of Garswood. The settlement was really only an area of modeat housing, with
little separate identity, relying on Ashtonein-Makerfield for main facilities and
services; it was linked to Ashton at the north and as no further major growth was cone .-
templated, so coalescence was not an igsue. It was believed that a perimeter road
would present a betfer "face" than the backs of houses along the line of the railway
which was in cutting. i

5.50 The County Oéxmnil said that the aim hers was to retain the separate identity of
Garswood and prevent further coalescence with Ashton; as Qarswood liss entirely to the
west of the railway, that was chosen as the logical boundary. Development to the east -
could not properly be integrated. The industrial development, sxcluded from the Green

. Balty lay tc the south in a shallow valley and was less obtrusive than a devalopment on

the subject land would be. The Borough Council agreed.
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INSPECTCR'S CONCLUSICHS

5,51 While to exclude the land from the Green Helt would not of itself lead to further
coalsscence, it would reduce the rather narrow gap or wedge of Ureen Belt land through
which the M6 motorway passes here. As a development site it is not well integrated with
Carswood or Ashton, and although of less than best quality agricultural land, and not -
part of a farm unit, it is a green fiald and relates well to land on the east side of
Camp Road. I noted that the Green Belt boundary follows the railway to the south of the
industrial site and T am convinced that this is the most logical and well-defined
boundary to adopt. ;

RECOMMENDATICON

5.52 I reccmmend that the land at Camp Road, Garswood (Site 12D) remain within the
Green Balt on the Subject Plan.

SIIE 17D - LAND SOUFH OF ELTON HEAD ROAD, ST HELEZNS

Objection to exclusion from the Green Belt, by reference
The 5t Helens Metropolitan Borough Council H39
Support for exclusion from the Green Belt, by

Sherdley Estates “ HG

5.53 This relates to about 55 ha of land between Sherdley Park and the main-line
railway, the major part of which is in agricultural use, The Borough Council had
refused varicus plamning applications on the land in the past and were of the opinion
that if it was not included in the Green Belt further applications would arise which
would be difficult to resist. They consider the land linked to the substantial Green
Belt area to the west and south, and forming psit of an sxtensive wedge of open land
leading well into St Helens via Sherdley Park and Golf Course. Thiz formed a valuable
"oreen wedge" into the urban area, as had been advocated in the Strmcture Plan at
Policy 11.4. The land had been included in the original Green Belt proposals as anarea
within which a special study would be undertaken, but that designation had been deleted
and it was not now proposed to carry out such a study. The locality had low pricedity
for local planning status.

5.54 The County Council explained that part of the land to the west of Lowfield Road
was under investigation for open cast coal extraction and it had been considered that
the whole area was largely divorced from the extensive trscts of open land forming the
agsential gap separating St Helens from Hainhill. While it was pleasant open land, it
did not strictly perform & Green Belt function, az other wedges, included elsewhere,

dida puligs’

5.55 The gwners of the land were convinced that the County Council had givem full con-
sideration to the question and had made the right decision as the land had only tenuous
links to the proper Green Belt. They thought it may be appropriate land for housing in

the future, although a recent appeal had been dismissed.
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INSFECTCR'S CONCLUSICHNS

5.56 I agree that the land is an integral part of the main wedge of open land leading
to the nmorth inte St Helens, formed mainly by cherdley Park which is in the Horough® s
ownership, but {the mineral working to the south and industrial development to the soutb-
west largely isolate this land from the Green Belt proper. The aituation would not be
improved if and when open cast coal working takes place on the western area tut the |
opportunity may then follow for an effective improvement in landscape quality which
could lead to further consideration being given to Green Belt status. In the meantime
the policies on open land and housing in the Structura Plan and normal development con
trol procedures should give this land ample protection. When a local plan iz cop~
sidered, special status could create the "green wodge™ with which the Borough Council
are concerned. '

HECOMMENDATTON
J»57 1 recommend that the land south of Elton Head Road (Site 17D) remain outside the
Green Belt in the Subject Plan.

STIE 23D - LAND AT STANIEY BANK FARM, ST HELENS
Objection to inclunsion in the Green Balt, by reference
Tootal CGroupn PLC P ik !

5.58 The objection area is about 60 ba of agricultural and woodland although the ares
of the Green Belt affected extends Yo about 70 ha as it includes other land at the
fringes, not included in the objection but not viable as Green Belt on its owm. The &
site has a long northern frontage to the East Lancashire Hoad, 4580(T) and is roughly
triangular in shape, at the north-east side of 5t Helens. The objection is based on g
the view that the site makes no contribution towards Greenm Belt objectives and that it
would be contrary to proper planning prineiples for it %o be included.

559 For the ocbjectors it was stated that as well as being shown within the Green Belt
in the Subject Plan, this land was also so shown in the No 2 Plan of the "Issues Repor
relating to the Draft Haydock District Plan which is expected to cover the period up to
1991. Also shown as likely to affect this land on that plan was the possible route f
the Blackbrook Bypass of A58, a proposal listed in the Structure Plan for more detaileqd
evaluation in the road improvement preparation pool. The line of that road was shown as
passing south-west to north-east through Stanley Bank Farm on a plan handed in at the
inquiry. The Ashton-in-Makerfield Town Map of 1966 had indicated the land as a “whita[
area' crossed by the proposed Blackbrook Bypasa. ) !

5.60 The objectorssbelieved that the Subject Plan must prescribe Green Belt hnunﬂarieﬁ_
which are both appropriate to fulfil all the requirements and objectives of the opaTa-
tive plamning strategy, and establish long-term, readily recognisable and defensible
boundaries if public confidence was not to be undermined or prejudiced. It was the
antithesis of sound plamming practice to formulate and prescribe Graeniﬁultbnmndazias:%
a manner which either invited or necessitated early review and revision. Creen field

- land releases would still be needed with urban regeneration. The Council had acknowe

ledged that such land may peed to be released at same future date, and indeed have nnl{
said that they were satisfied that sufficient land had been excluded from the Green
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Belt to satisfy demands of the Structure Plan up till 1986. It followed that the
Subject Plan, as now drawn, may only succeed in prescribing boundaries for as short a
period as some 3 years bafore detailed review and adjustment is called for. This was
not in line with the advice in paragraph 4 of Circular 50/57 or a statement made by the
then Minigter on 5 July 1960 suggesting thatl {and should not be included in the Green
Balt unless it was necessary to keep it permanently open.

5.61 The objectors believe that the northern extremity of St Helens is defined by the
Rast lancashire Road as to the north of that road there is a predominance of open and
attractive countryside with a few regrettable incursions, whereas 4o the south in
sharp contrast the northern sxtremities of St Helens extend up to the road. The road
had clearly been adopted at least duoring the 1950's, 60's and 70's as a logical boundary
to development. It was not considered that the objection sifte parformed any strategic
function in checking the growth of the built-up area as the East Lancashire Road to ihe
north comprises the most gignificant feature defining the limits; a characteristic of
the objection site is that it is wholly contained by extensive housing and the urban
area to the west as well as the road to the north. It does not form part of any wedge
or open area separating 3t Helens from adjacent settlements.

5.62 The importance of the Green Belt contributing to the retention of the individual
character of the settlements was acknewledged but here it was the open countryaids
between the Bast Lancashire Road and Garswood which had strategic importance in Madire=
taining the open break between 5% Helens and Ashton and that area was rightly included
within the Green Belt. '

5.63 As to safeguarding the countryside to preserve ifts potential for agriculture,
pature conservaltion and as an amenity was concermed, the farmed area owned by the
objectors of 34.3 ha was not a viable farm unit, producing low inccme for only ona
worker and needing extensive invesiment in buildings, livestock and fencing to convert
it to even a semi-intensive livestock unite Such investment can not be forthcoming on
the basis of a Green Belt boundary which was likely to be revised in a few years time.
Whether in the Green Belt or not, the land contimues to suffer from urban predsuresd,
{respass, vandalism etc. The S5t Helens Council had considered this land as hawving
development potential for housing in the Study aof 198{}/81 but had abandoned it on the
basis of a superficial agricultural asgessment. In fact the use of such a non-viatle
anit could remove pressure from more agriculturally valuable sites, and this must weigh
heavily against iis inclusion within the Green Belt.

5.64 The most noteworthy featurs of the objection site in visual terms was thought by
the obiectors to be Stanley Bank Wood which runs roughly south-west to north-east across
the sits. Land to the east was not seen as contributing to the open setting of the
town but should more appropriately be regarded as urban fringe, wnereas land to the west
of the wood was mors open and more widely viewed while remaining a comparatively small
and unexceptional re-entrant of open land on the southern gide of the main road. The
removal of the objection site from the Green Belt would not prejudice, impair or have
any detrimental effect on the much more valuable Sankey Valley Park, or %o land %o the
north of the East Lancashire Road. Any important habitats within the objection sifte

could be conserved.

.65 The cb:jectifm. site boundaries adopted by the Subject Plan, following the narrow
and shallow water courses of the Black Brook and Clipsley Brook, are quife lacking in
any significant physical digtinction and thus appear arbitrary; if the objective of
ensuring a "logical conclusion to the urban area™ is adopted this calls for a revision
of the boundaries here. This view does not necessarily depend upon there heing any
likely future land use needs to be accommodated on the objection site, neverthelass
there are a variety of uses which could be considered within the scope of the _Struc-’cura
Plan objectives, some of which might be appropriate in the future. Residential land is
needed to comply with the requirements of Girculars 9/80 and 22/80 and the County
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Council are currently reviewing housing land policy. It was clear that the Borough
Council considered the Subject Plan unduly constraining as they seek deletion of scme
areag from the Creen Belt. The need for a large prestige office site and for hotel
ascommodation in this area is recognised in the Structure Plan. It is clear that the .
on-going activities of both the strategic and local plaming authorities will call for
the future identification of land for residential and employment purposes; these aims
would be prejudiced and jeopardised by an unnecessarily restrictive Green Belt policy.,

5.66 If the Green Belt Subject Flan is to form & positive part of a coherenmt forward
planning strategy, then the objectors belisve that it should allow for the future
identification of all the land which is likely to be required for future needs for botk
houging and other categories of developments. The latest surveys show that at pro—
jected rates of construction the total available rescurce of land for housing within
St Helens will only provide between 4.3 and 6.5 years' supply. There was little dis—-
tinction between this site and Florida Farm in planning and locational terma, the latie
having been chosen for an examination as to futurs housing potential.

5.67 The County Council said thal 2 applicaticns for residential development on thae
derelict glasshouse area (to the extreme south of the objection area) had been refusec
in 1980 on Green Belft grounds and an appeal had been dismissed. Permission had heen
refused on the whole of Stanley Bank Farm in November 1981 for various reasons includir
the Green Belt and although an appeal had been lodged, it had subsequently been with=
drawn. As it was thought there was no need for additiocnal residential land in this m
af 3t Helens at present, the Council =aw the issue as whether or not the boundary 4o i.
Green Helt should be drawm along the Bast Lancashire Road.

5.68 The intention to include green wedges into the conurbation as part of the Green
Belt had been stated in Policy 11.4 of the Structure Plan and the Key Diagram makes
clear that such a wedge should cross the Bast Lancashire Read on the north-west side -
Haydoeck to prevent the cealescence.of St Helens and Haydock., The objection zite was
the largest gap on the south side of the main road between the junction of the Rainfor.
Bypass and the M6 and it had the most varied landscaps. The loss of this land from the
Green Belt would almost certainly lead to the loss of the adjacent wedge at Florida Fe
while the principle of drawing the Green Belt along major physical barriers (such as |
main roads and motorways) would, if applied elsewhere completely change the character
of much of Merseyside thus reducing its attractivensss and hence its ability to compe’
with other regions for industry and commerce. The Clipasey and Black Broocks are firm
and easily recognisable features in the landscape.

INSFECTCR® 3 CONCLUSICNS

5.69 PFirst, despite the argument that the Bast Lancashire Road is the natural boundai |
to the development lying to the south, I believe that this land does have an importan }
CGreen Belt function in that it offers open views to the south in a stretch of road i
which ctherwise would appeaer mainly to be passing through or by a built—up area, and  ,
further, it is a distinctive separation between St Helens and Haydock, breached only
the crossing of A58 with the Black Brook. As a wedge it allows the extensive Greem -
Belt area to the north, an area of some quality, to flow right up to the existing
development., Accepting the thesia that there is no urgent need to releass further
areas for housing in the immediate future, to which the objectors subscribed, Lbeliet
that the site may have merit in the long term for some special type of development suck
as mentioned at the inquiry, eg hotel or conference cenitre, but such developments are |
comparatively rare and to an extent footloose. Green Belt designation would not of
itself necessarily preclude an institution in large grounds and faced with a propositic
which they could reasonably support, the planning authorities would be unlikely, in mv,
view, to do anything but sericusly consider it. The evidence about agriculiural via- |
bility was not seriously challenged, and it is true that this land may be favoured fo.
development in the future in proference to more valuabls land slsewherse.
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5.70 The second consideration, relating to housing, is the langer term position coupled
with the permenence or otherwise of fthe Green Belt boundary. I have already reported my
general sympathy with the view that the Green Balt should as far as possible be

ragarded as a long-term planning strategy = I am sure that this is what the genaral
public subscribe to. But assuming that the time comes when 1% is necessary to look
beyond the present Non-Green Belt land for nousing asites (and I believe it is quite
impoasible to predict when that may be), it is clear that the plamming strategy would be
modified to permit extensions of development only in particular peripheral areas; after
full consideration and public participation. At that time I think that this land would
ba azsessed but I camnot be sure that it would be chosen. Tn the meantime the boundaries
formed by the brocks seem to me logical and adequate.

RECOMMENDATY.GN

5.71 I recommend that the land at Stanley Bank Farm, St Helens, (Site 23D) remain
within the Green Belit in the Subject Flan.

SITE 7D - LAWD AT FLORIDA FARM, HAYDOCK
Objection to inclusion within the Green Belt, by reference
The Bxecutors of 3 Littler Eag H3g

5.72 This objection relates to about 17 ha of land with frontage to the Fast Lancashire
Road and immediately east of Stanley Bank Farm previously discussed, across the road
A58. Not the subject of objection but contiguous with the objection site iz an area of
about 3.3 ha formerly used by the RAF but now in use as playing fields. Slag lLane
crosses the north—eastern part of the land passing from Haydock Lane to the

East Lancashire Road and giving access toc Florida Farm steading. To the south the
boundary iz formed by the Clipeley Brook beyond which is the housing development at the
wastern snd of Haydock with further housing to a shallow depth from Haydock Lana to the
eagt.

5.73 The basis of this objection is that the objectors believe that the Oreen Belt
should form a long=-term boundary to development and that this site should be excluded,
as are other mites by the Sirueture Flan, as land for possible development in the perdiod
beyond the Structure Plan date of 1986. A flexible approach to the boundary in the
Subject Plan is advocated, with more detailed, tighter combtrol being devolved into

local plans. Apart from agriculture, the policies in the Structure Plan on Open Land
were not thought to apply to this objection site. The Green Belt should be justified

onn the criteria set out in the circulars.

5.74 As to housing land, the objectors thought that St Helens had the most critical
land supply and thetrefore the Green Beli boundary should be less tight and rigid here,
so that any shortfill could be made good without readjustment of the boundary. Any
development of this land should be considered as a "rounding—off"™ to Haydock, as there
is already built development to the west, south and east, with the Bast Lancashire Road
forming a natural boundary to the north. The land does not contribute to a separation
of settlements nor to the preservation of the individusl character of the fown; it
offers little interest in landscape terms and is of lower agricultural quality than
other land arcund St Helens. There are no public rights of way across the land and
views of the sifte are limited, so that the public gain little from it.
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5.75 The cbjectors said that although originally included in the Green Belt in the [:
first Plan of 1980, the Borough Council had recommended that this land be excluded as
it was under consideration as a posasible housing site. Subsequently it had been sho

as a site for detailed investigation and only in May 1982, following repraseniat;unﬂwn[
from the public and various other bodies had the County Council included the land again
in thes Green Belt. PRecause the Trunk Read was a physical barrier and clearly severed
this site from open land to the north, it should be chosen as the natural Green Belt |
boundary. Persons travelling along the road saw continmuous development through Haydock''
and this site was hardly visible with a dense hedge and line of trees screeming if from
the road, indeed towards thc western end of the site the road is in cutting. - k

5.76 Florida Farm had been identified in the Haydock District Plan Issues Report of
January 1982 as one of three pesmible sites in St Helens which could correct a shorte [t
fall of housing land, although in the later Draft District Plan it had been shown as L,
within the Creen Belt. A report on an appeal decision affecting the objection site,; of
July 1981, was thought by the objectors, based on the findings of fact, to show there
wag not a good case on agricultural grounds for including this land in the (reen Belt E
other findings were that the site was physically suitable for residential development
and that infrastructure deficiencies could be overcome. For all these reasons this land
should not be included. |

5.77 The County Council had consistently held the wiew that to draw the Creen Balt
boundary along the line of the East Lancashire Road would be unaccaptable; they saw t
land as contributing to a visual ameniiy for townspecple and maintaining an attractlva
envirornment, by drawing the countryside across the road up to the Clipsley Brook, an
effective and easily recognisable sdge to the built—up area. To extend the urban
development right up to the main road could create a precedent which, if followed elseE.
where, would reduce the attractiveness of much of the County to the datr1mant of its
future chances, This was an open break and it should logically remain within the Green

Belt. ; E

A

INSFECTCR' S CONCLUSIONS ' f

5.78 There is a need, I believe, for the East Lancashire Eoad to continue to have open
areas and the Green Belt flowing across it, and this land, together with Stanley Bank
to the west, forms a major relief to the continucus pattern of urban daVElnpmantthruu§
which the road passes further east. While I agree that the objection aite is not partl.
of a vital separation (the Green Belt being quite extensive in this v1c1n113), it haz a
gtrong function as part of the rural scens in relation to the housing south of the
brook, in my opinion a itrue Green Belt function. [ﬁ

“to this land at Florida Farm; it may be that in the fullness of ftime a need will he

5.79 My remarks above at paragraph 5.70 in relation to Stanley Bank Farm applyequallii

established and acknuwladgai for the relessa of further hnus1ng land and the boundary
the Green Balt will need to be reconsidersd. But I have no doubt that at present this
land makes an adequate contribution to the cannept of the Green Belt ani should remain|

within it.

RECOMMENDATION f g iy 3 .- RO e SR :
5.80 I recommend that Florida Farm (Site 7D) remain within the Green Belt in the
Subject Flan.
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SITE 16D — LAND AT RATWHILL HOSPITAL, ST HEIZENS
Objection to ineclusion within the Green Belt, by referencs
ﬁarsu;r Regional Health Authority ' H42

5.81 The extensive Rainhill Hospital cccupies grounds of about 72 ha within an area
of 130 ha at the snu‘th-wes‘t of St Helens. The land not used for hospital purposes is
in agricultural use. whole area between the Liverpool-5t Helens railway line to
the nerth and Elton Hea.d. he south had been shown in the Subject Plan as an area for
further study, but as a rasult of representations by the Borough Council and others,
the County Council had decided in May 1982 that it should be included within the Green
Balt,

5.82 The Hospital Authority explained that the Rainhill Hospital was organised in

2 divisions, Sherdley to the east of Rainhill Road and Avon to the west.
Rationalisation was now under comsideration and it was likely that all future hospital
gservices would be concentrated at the south-east on Sherdley Division, thus releasing
about 41,000 sq £5 of floorspace at the Aven site. The rumber of beds at this large
mental hospital had been reducing steadily over scme years and further reductions of
the order of 4% per ammum over the next 10 years was contemplated, by which time tha
Avon site would be run down.

5.83 Whilat the majority of the cobjection land was currently required for operational
needs, it was likely that significant parts of the estate would be declared surplus to
hoapital requirements in the future. It was necessary for the authority therefore to
maintain maximum flexibility as to the future uss of all parta of their land. The
release of land from operational use could extend well beyond the present Structure Flar
period to a time when land supply statistics show a different pattern; at that time the
hospital land might prove more suitable and desirable for development than other land
in the area. The land had been shgwn cutside the Green Belt when the Subject Flan was
first published in draft. form, and an application in Junme 1981 by the District Valuer
for a determination as fo future residential development had resulted in a decision to
carry out a feasibility study. However, the Borough Council had later resolved, in
February 1982 that the land should be included within the Green Belt, and the County
Council had agreed.

5.84 The authority did not agree that this land was needed as a separation betwesn the
2 communities of Prescott and 5t Helens, as consents for building in recent years had
already created a developm nt corrider to the south of the AS8 road. The authorities!
own future developments within the Avon site at the south-east would effectively create
an urhan link in the vicinity of the junetion of Elton Head Hoad and Hainhill Hoad.

The: Sherdley site, the Farm Ammex and the agricultural land would thus be effectively
izolated from the Green Belt proper. MNuch of the land and buildings show little
potential for an alternative use ﬂ‘h:I.Gh would ‘tna found a.pprcpria.ta in a Green Ealt
location, : i t £ e

5.85 South of Elton Head Road a small strip of land within the hospital estate has
been included within the Oreen Belt which, although partly disused, is occupled by
garages and parking areas. That land had no scenic value and it added nothing to the
Green Belt concepti It should be excluded as its losa would notl prejudice the Green
Balt. The baundaé} of the Green Belt here should follow Elton Head Hoad leaving the
hospital grounds and buildings to the north, which have an urban character, excluded.
The urban character was likely to be emphasised following further building works within
the site which were now contemplated. Inclusion of the objection site within the Green
Belt would not achieve any of the stated objectives, 28 ths land i= a.lread.y almost
entirely surrounded by development.
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5.86 On behalf of the Borough Council it was explained that the request to the County
Council to include the subject land within the CGreen Belt had follewed a reassessment

of the amount of housing land available within the Borough and a change in building [
rates forecast. -

5.87 The County Council said that the land to the north of Elton Head Road had been |

shown in the approved Town Map for residential and hospital purposes, with a proposed ..
5t Helens Easterly Bypass dividing the 2 areas. After abandonment of the bypaass in 1977
the Council had resolved to consider the inclusion of the land in the Green Bali{. Lang

south of Elton Head Hoad, apart from some residential land, had been included within t'

submitted Merseyside and South Lancashire Green Belt. The agricultural land was )
baliaved to be Grade 3.

5.88 North of Elton Head Hoad the County consider that the purpose of the Green Belt is
to prevent the coalescence of Enowsley and 5t Halenms, although they have coalasced to
the north of the playing fields along the A58 road. Coalescence is nearly achieved at
Elton Head Road where the grounds of the hospital extend up to housing development. Ii.
waa thought, however, that the objection site had a distinet rural quality and was large
enough to form a break in the wrban enviromment. Since the preparation of the Town Ma
gonditions have changed and the abandomment of the bypass and the urban regeneration
gtrategy had given an opportunity to consider this area afresh. It was considered that
the land fulfilled & Green Belt function. South of the Elton Head Road the rear of
properties along Rainhill Road were considered to be the moat recognisable feature as
boundary. -

INSFECTOR' S CONCLUSICONRS

5.89 I agree with the view that the farmland on the west side of Rainhill Hoad forms
Wwelcome separation between parts of. the 2 settlements, and if there was a clear, well-
defined tract of open land linking that area to the major part of the Green Belt o the
south, I would have no hesitation in recommending the inclusion of the land in the
Subject Plan. However, deaspite fthe view put forward at the ingquiry as to the woodland
rural nature of the Sherdley site abutting Elton Head Road, my impression of that is o..
an urban parikland; with the building already taking place and anticipated in that area,
the urban character iz likely, in my opinion, to increase and while an institution in |
largs grounds may be an appropriate development to permit within the Green Belt, a sit -
already developed and where further develeopment iz anticipated does not seem to me to
qualify in quite the same way. In short I belisve that S5t Helens and Rainhill must
already be regarded as joined together at the Black Horse crossroads.

5.90 This leaves the much larger undeveloped area to the west of the Avon zite as an
isolated rural oasis, cut off from the Green Belt to both north and south., I cannot ;
support the claims made at the inquiry for its early development, and I am confident i
that the Structure Plan policies relating to open land should afford sufficient protec-—
tion, at least in the immediate future. In the longer term the plamming authorities mr
decide to seek additional protection by way of special status in a District Planm as tk i
land has obvious merit in its open state; because of its separation and isclation from
the Green Belt proper, I am unable to recommend its inclusion.

5.91  The atrip'dg land at the rear of Field Way and Gardeners Way, mainly used for i
garage purposes and car parking, should not, in my opinion, remain within the Green belt
and a more logical boundary would be the agricultural land limit. . 3

i e I e .. 3
RECOMMENDATICON }
5,92 I recommend that the land at Rainhill Hospital (Site 16D) should be excluded fre.
the Green Belt in the Subject Plan, and that the boundary of the Green Helt to the sout:
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of Elton Head Road should follow the edge of agricultural land rather than the rear of
house properties.

SITE 150 — LAND AT VISTA ROAD, HAYDOCK
Objection to inclusion within the Green Balt by refarence
F B Cooper (Woodhead) Limited . H35

5.93 This land, about 7 ha, lies fo the south-east of Haydock at the edge of the
built-up avea in the angle between the East Lancashire Road and M6, The original
objection covered a large area extending in the east to the A49 Trunk Head, but at the
inguiry this was reduced so that the boundaries of ihe cbjection site were undefined
onto agricultural land to the south and east, road B5209 on the west and a playing
field and residential proporty on the north. The neighbouring settlement of
Newton—le-Willowa lies about 4 of a mile to the south.

5.94 On behalf of the objectors it wae explain.d that the land formed part of the

400 acres Hayiock Park Farm and was of Grade 34 clamsification. Following informal
discussion applications for both industrial and resideatial development had been mads to
the Borough Council but they had been refused. Because the zite was bounded to north
and west by existing urban development it was considered as a natural area for rounding-
off and a logical conelusion to the built-up area.

5,95 It was thought that the Creen Belt boundary as now drawn did not have sufficient
regard to any future land requirements and it was thus vulnerable to amendment and
lacks ecredibility. The development of the site would in no way prejudice Green Belt
policy as % of a mile would remain as a separation between Hr ydock and Newton,
Visually development would be acceptable, the land not being in a deminating situation
in the landscape and the edge of the new development would form a very adequate Green -
Belt boundary. For these reasons the land should be excluded from the Green Belt.

5.96 The County Council said that the land had been included in the adopted lecal plan
for Newton as Green Belt although it had been white lamd in the Lancashire County
Development Plan. The purpose of the Green Belt here was to prevent the coaleszcencs of
Haydock with Newton=le-Willows and maintain an open break between the built-up area and
the M6 motorway. The boundaries as chosen for the CGreen Belt followed well defined
featurez such asz the backs of properties and the edge of the playing fields, whereas
those suggested by the objectors were not at present defined. There were no proposals
to sxtend the built-up area in this ssctor in the draft Haydock Local Plan. ”

5.97 If davnlﬁpmnnt wera permitted herse there would be only one field between Haydock
and Newton; this would not be a sufficient gap to ensure adequate amenity or the
retention of the individual character of the 2 settlements.

INSFECTOR' S CGHELUé;GHE
5.98 I noted that the Creen Belt between Haydock and Newton=le-Willows was generally
narrow, and although the exclusion of the site would not be at the narrowest part, it

would make seriocus inroads into the gap. IFurthermore, while land to the west of the
85209 road has been excluded from the Green Belt because of some industrial use, it is
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not all developad and has a less urban character than those parts of Haydock to the r
north; the consequence iz that it too mekes some comtribution to the Green Belt, with
hedges and trees. The subject site in conirast is open agriculfural land with few [
features and wide views to the east and aouth-—emat. Ifa lossz would amouwnt to a funda-
mental narrowing of the Green Belt at a fairly critical location.

o

592 I am satisfied from the evidence that there is no wrgent need for further land
for development in this location.

RECOMMENDATTON

5,100 I recommend that the land at Vista Road, Haydock (Site 15D) remain within the
Green Belt in the Subject Plan.

SITE 5D — LAND AT HOUGHTONS LANE, ECCLESTON, ST HEIENS E
Ubjection to inclusion in the Gresn Balt, by reference }
The Bt Hon The Earl of Derby H34

Support for inclusion in the Green Belt, by !
Mr P Lannon, of Houghtons lane, Beocleston ; - .
Becleston Parish Council e E
Carmelite Monastery of Eccleston 3 -

5.101 This land is about 0.4 ha of grasing in a slight inset on the north-west edge o
Boclestony, 5t Helens., It has a frontage to Houghtons Lane which leads from Beccleston
ta the Aﬁéﬂ at the north, and a longer frontage to a track which gives omto Barrow Fiela
Farm, The soutii-eastern boundary is formed by an electricity substation and the wall
to the Carmelite Convent. The Green Belt boundary generally followe the edge of the
built=up area which consists of modern housing to north-east and south-west.

5.102 It was said on behalf of the objector that several plamming applications had hed”
refuged for housing on the land in 1973, 1978 and 1979, and an appeal was pending on a.T
refusal of June 1982, The land had been shown as white land in earlier development
plana which had also envisaged a western bypass to St Helens, leaving the site as a
pocket on the fringe of the urban area. The "hard" edge of development had- been aa*l:a.b{‘
lished by h-::us:.ng to the north-east and south-west and an informal proposals map for
‘i:J:La D:.a'tnct of 1963 ha.d a.llnqa.-l:ad. -l:h:.s land. fax' reﬂ:.dentia.l dawlnmant : _
5.103 It was believed by the cbjector that the exclusion of this land from the Creen
Belt would not conflict with the objectives of the Subject Plan or of the circulars, as
development here wqguld clearly amount to rounding-—off the township, there would be no =
outward spread or perging of smettlements, nor would & precedent be established. The
land was poor guality pasture with only marginal potential for agriculture and it did
not form part of an agricultural holding. Trees behind the site would be unaffected
whereas limited housing here would screen the substation and improve the quality of thi
area. : .

5.104 On behalf of local residents, the Parish Council and the Carmelite Monastery it["
was sald that the traffic ueing the Lane as an accesa to the East Lancashire Hoad had

F
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increaged greatly in volume and hecome heavier in character in recent years, wilh con=
sequent danger to pedestrians, particularly gchool children, as there were no foot- _
patha, The land was valuable as an amenity to local people and was frequented by wild=
life. It gave seclusion to the Convent and if developed there would be disturbance and
additional noise. Many elderly people walk in the area and dogs were exercised here.
The Carmelite life was one of strict seclusion and local people would be shocked zhould
the Community have to leave through intrusion of their privacy.

1.105 The County Council said that the earlier decislon to permit development fo
extend up to the line of the former bypass road had resulied in a sharp definition
between the rural and urben landscupes. The rigid wall of houses was broken to the
sast of Houghtons Lane by a public park which allowed a wedge of open land to flow
through from the countryside and a similar opportuniiy existed at this site, The
importance of the wedge was emphasised by the fine frees and the wall of the Convent,
which improved this access point into the buili-up area.

INSPECTCR' 8 CONCLUSIONS

5,106 I noted that the grounds of the Carmelite Convent were themselves something of an
casia or wedge within the urban area, and the objection gite seems to me to be a fitting
open lead up to the wooded area of the Convent, thus contributing to the Creen Belt in
this locality. It is true that from the point of view of coalescence of the settle—
ments, outward spread of the built-up area or the safeguarding of surrounding country-
side, the site makes little or no contribution, However, I believe it is a valuable
open area from the point of view of the character of the settlement, particularly on the
approach from the north when the wall and trees make a welcome changs from nearby
sections of Green Belt boundary composed mainly of garden fences and hedges.

5.107 To move the boundary to the access track, as suggested, would create a much less
dafinite boundary and of course, invite further housing develorment to take place to
the south—eist, In my view this would destroy +ha character to which I have referred.
The electricity substation could be screensd in some less damaging way.

RECOMMENDATION

5,108 [ recommend that the land at Houghtons Lane, Eccleston (Site 5D) remain within
the Green Belt in the Subject Plan.

WRITTEN REFRESENTATIONS QN SITES I THE BOROUGH OF ST HEIENS

SITE 80 — CRANK VILLAGE

Objection to exnlusfpn from the CGreen Belt, by _ o reference
Mr W Highcock, local resident ' H19
Mr G Heyes, local resident = H22
Mr V Thorpe, local resident _ -
Mr G Welsh, local resident = ' H23
Mr and Mrs K Gibbins, local residents H25

5.109 Crank is a small village lying to the north of St Helens and to the south-east
of Rainford, within a fairly wide area of Green Belt within which it has been inset or
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omitted. The objectora foresee its omission leading to some further new development
which they believe would seriously strain water and drainage services and result in
loss of rural character; they had been earlier advised that more new houses would not [

be permitted.

5.110 Tha County Council say that the willage had been allocated for residential E
development in the 1967 Town Map and was inset in the submitted Merseyside and South E
East Lancashire Green Belt, but applications for further development had been refused in
1977. The Borough Council had considered that a limited amount of infill would be _
accaptable, without deatroying the character of the village. ' E

INSPECTOR' S CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION [

5.111 I noted that genmerally the Green Bell boundary has been drawn quite tightly
around the edge of the developed part of the willage, except to the north where E
undeveloped land is included in the inzet. The fact is that most of the inset is
devalopad land and its inclusion within the Green Belt would not, in my opinion, make a
true contribution to the objectives being sought. The acceptad policies for the comt
of development in such localities should ensure that village character and amenity :
conserved, should further building prove acceptable. 1 therefore recommend that Crank

) E

Village (Site 8D) should remain as inset within the Green Belt in the Subject Plan.

-

SITE 9D - LAND AT MARTINDALE ROAD AND MOSSBANK ROAD, ST HELENS E
rd

Objection to inclusion within the Green Belt, hy reference =

3t Helens Metropolitan Borough Counecil H39 E

5.112 This is about 3 ha of land in a triangle at the extreme north of St Helens, with
an eastern frontage to the A5T1 road leading to Billinge. The Borough Council consides
that development here, most probably residential, would not amount to an urban incuriﬁ
gion into the rural area and they think it would be a logical rounding-off. The
Council say that the open gap between 5t Helens and Billinge would not be substantiallw
eroded and the 2 roads, with existing development to the south, form the best hcu.ndzx%
for the Green Belt.

5113 The Couwnty Council point cut that the site iz very prominent with attractive
countryside to the north, of which it forms part. 1t had been included as an Area of
Great Landscape in the 5t Helens Town Map of 1965 and its loss to new development would

geriously intrude into the open land. l—

INSFECTCR' 3 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION

5.114 I have nu.déu:ht that this land is of value in the Green Belt as a means of i-
prevemnting the outward spread of development into the attractive landscape between

3t Helens and Billinge and I noted that the boundary now drawn follows well defined.
features such as the edge of the present built-up area. In the absence of any fimm
for additional development here I recommend that the land at Martindale Road and
Moss BankRoad (Site 9D) remasin within the Green Belt in the Subject Plan. i.
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STTE 10D — LAND AT THE JUNCTICN QOF MOSSRANK ROAD AND THE EAST LANCASHIHE ROAD,
ST HEIENS

Cbjection to inclusion within the Green Belt, by referance
5t Helens Metropolitan Borough Council ~ H3g

5,115 This site of about 6 ha is low lying agricultural land to the north of the

Fast Lancashire Road and south of Clinkham-Wood. The Borough Council advise that this
land had originally been intended as the aite for a mecondary school which was no
longer needed and they pelieve that its development for residential purposes would be
a natural rounding-off within well-defined limits to the Clinkham Wood area of the
tewn. They point out that this site does not form part of any important buffer strip
as Carr Mill occupies a long fromtage on the north side of the Bast Lancashire Hoad.
The Creen Belt boundary should be drawn along the line of Moss Bank Road to the west.

5,116 The County Couneil believe that the Green Belt in this area restricts the ouf-
ward expension of St Helens and retains attractive countryside near the East Lancashire
Road. The site, although small, forms something of a wedge, bringing rural character
into an area otherwise dominated by housing and factory development. The boundaries
as now drawn were clearly definad ard further development hers would be particularly
intiusive.

INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSICNS

5.117 I saw that this land was at the edge of a wide stretch of Green Belt land
extending westwards on the north side of the A580 to Kirkby and Knowsley, and north-
wards to Rainford, so that the loss of this area could hardly be said to affect the
strategic valus of the Green Belt. Ilowever, I do feel it is important to retain the
main part of the town of St Helens’ or the south side of the A580 and not encourage
what can only be regarded as "sprawl" to the north of thiz important physical featurs.
I noted that countryside to the west, including a wooded dell near the objection site,
was a pleasant enviromment and the aite continmes this right up to the limits of the
present built-up area. It thus has value as part of the Green Belt and I therefore
recommend that the land at the junction of Moss Bank Road and the East Lancashire Road
{ite 10D) be retained within the Green Belt in the Subject Plan.

STTE 11D - SAWD LODGES, WBURGY BANKS"™, ST HEIENS
Objection to exclusion from the Green Belt, by reference
The Rural Preservation Association, St Helens Branch H3

5.118 This uhjqucinn' relates to 2 quite large arsas of elevated land formed by former
sand tipping, north-east of the centre of 5t Helens but wholly within the urban area.

The Association believe they should be conserved as a nature reserve and would form a

welcome lung or tongue of the Green Belt within the urban area. They say that

St Helens lacks natural woodland, which this land now is, and that the County Council

have previously come down in favour of a recreational use for these areas.
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5.119 The County Council have said that although no longer needed for waste tipping

the exclusion of the site from the Green Belt does not carry an automatic asammption

in favour of housing, though they recognise that the regeneration policy locks to
the redevelopment of such areas in favour of peripheral sites. They think that the

correct balance between the requirsments for further development and the needs for ope

land and recreational pursuits, so far aa this land is concerned, should more approp--

riately be taken in the light of & local study.

INSFECTOR' S CONCLUSIONS AND FECOMMENDATION

50120 While I agree that soms of this land has value for pature comservation, I do np

consider it a suitable addition to the Greem Balt because of its isolation from the
main part of the rural area. To designate it as Green Balt would not assist in
achieving the main aima of the Subject Plam and I therafare consider that a local
study, during which the claims for development could be weldghed a.ga:ms‘t the benefite
conservation, would be the best solution. I recommend that the Sand Ldidges and
Burgy Banks area (Site 11D) be excluded from the Green Belt in the Subject Plan.




PART 6 - REPHESENTATICNS ON SPECIFIC SITES = BOROUGH OF WIHRAL

6.1 The representative for the Wirral Borough Council told the inguiry that negotia~
tions on particular aspects and policies had proceeded between the Borough and the
County during the earlier stages of the Subjact Plan and there were now no outatanding
differences of opinion between the 2 Councils. Local plans were proceeding and in the
M53 Corridor striect develoment control policies would be applied until a full evaluae
4$ion of future land uses and planning aime had taken place. The Council were confident
that there was sufficient land outaside Green Belf areas both to meet the needs of new
industry and fulfil. the Structure Plan policies on housing and the requirements of
Cireular 9/80.

SITE 258% — LAND AT HOIMWOOD DRIVE, BARNSTON

Objection to Green Belt designation and policies, by refarence
Romac (Housebuilders) Limited w114
Support for retention within the Green Beli, by

¥r E Commolly, on cwn and other residents’ behalf -

6.2 Barpston i3 an area washed over by the Green Belt and the objection relates not to
the exclusion of a particular area but to the wish that the gattilement be dafined az a
locality within which some housing, development could take place, eg as infill. The
objection site is about 1.5 ha af land st the rear of properties in Holmwood Avenus,
with a narrow frontage to Holmwood Drive. The land had been allocated to public open
space in the Birkenhead Town Map. :

6.3 For the objectors it was said that while Folicy 3 of the Subject Plan Written
Statement dealt with inset villages, it made no allowances for "washed over" villages
as ig provided for in Circular 50/55. Development had been permitted in Barmstom in
the past, despite the definition of a proposed Green Belt, and a limited amount of
further building within existing gaps should be acceptable. This could be achieved if
the word 'INSET! wers deleted from the heading of Policy 3 and by the addition fo
Policy 4 of the village of Barnston. .

6.4 The County Council advised that an appeal had been dismissed in May 1981 in which
the Inspector had referred to the importance of the (then draft) Green Belt in the
locality. It was intended to prevent further urban development in the gtretch of
countryside lying to the east of the built-up areas of Irby and Heswall and the con-
solidation of the rather scattered areas of housing between Barnston Lane and Storeton
Lane. It was not practicable to inset only the objection site itgelf and it would be
necessary to inset the whole area between the 2 roads. The Borough Council had not
considered this assuitable village for imsetting which would be against the general
objectives of the Ureen Belt in this locality. ., . . . - . .- e

6.5 The residents supported the inclusion of this area within the Green Belt as they
were concerned at the rate at which beautiful areas of the Wirral were being loat fo
development. This was part of Barnston Dale, a uniquely beautiful area, much enjoyed
by residents and visitors alike. The status of the community would change if it were
taken out of the Green Belt and further development would only increase traffic through
the locality. A petition with 550 sigmatures of residents had heen collected
supporting the County Council.
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INSFECTCR® 3 CONCLUSIONS

6.6 When visiting the area I saw that it has a well wooded character in contrast to
gome of the other suburban sites, and thus it adds to the attraction of the Green
Balt in this part of the Wirral. I note also from the evidence that the former -.
Cheshire part of Barmston had been included in the West Cheshire Green Belt proposal:
and not inset in that map. I belisve that this land is too close to the main urban |
area of Thingwall to justify it being specifically excluded, even if further develop-
ment here had been proved fo be desirable... I do not consider it necessary or
desirable to change the policies as suggested. v

k:

RECOMMENDATTON

E.
6.7 I recommend that the land at Holmweod Drive, Barnston (Site 258) remain within
the Green Belt in the Subject Plan and that no alterations be made to the policies

therein. 9
s

SITE 238 - LAND AT YEW TREE FARM, IRBY B

Objection to inclusion within the Greem Belt, by refarence

F Whitmore and Company Limited W39

6.8 This is about 10 ha of agricultural land within a tongune of Green Belt between
Irby and Pensby, reduced at the inguiry from a larger area which had been the subject™
of the initial objection. The site is bounded on the south by a footpath and agri-
cultural land, on part of the north by the backs of houses fronting Thingwall Road a
to the east by Harrock Wood through which a stream passes. Ead

6.9 The objectors view was that with the Green Belt drawn tightly around the urban
area of Irby, very little flexibility was provided. Here, the Green Belt had been
drawn very close to the village centre of Irby and there was no room for rounding—off
or limited expansion. This would inhibit the formstion of a symmetrical, logical amc
sensible village structure. Limited development here would result in the willage hal
library and shops achieving their true worth as a focal point. The sepasration. of L&
Irby and Pensby would still be maintained by Harrock Wood and the land to the east
and south. - : : g 25 '

6.10 The County Council said that the land had been included as within the former
West Cheshire (reen Belt, not formally approved and it had been the subject of sever: '
refusals of permission for housing over the years. It was thought that the boundarie |
now chosen for the Green Belt were easily recognisable and well related to the land %4
form which was elgvated. There were footpaths and the area was an attractive amenity
and a working pigte of countryside. To exclude this land from the Green Belt would | |
seriously reduce the gap between the 2 settlements, materially alter the character nmj
the area and lead to further pressures for the relemse of farmland. The National
Trust, who own Harrocks Wood, had written supporting the Council.

INSIRCTOR' S CONCLUSICNS

6,11 While this land is not in the narrowest part of the gap btetween the 2 settle~ ®m
ments, which is to the south at Thurstaston Reoad, the loss should development take
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place would make serious inrcads into this rural wedge in my opiniom. T think that
the arguments in favour of maintaining the wedge and geparation of Irby from Pensby
most override the benefits frem development advocated by the objectors, and this would
be in line with the Structure Plan policiez. The boundary, following the backs of
property and Thingwall Road, is easily understood and seen.

RECOMMENTIATTLON

6.12 I recommend that the land at Yew Tres Farm, Irly (Site 23E) remain within the
Green Belt in the Subject Plan.

STTE i(E - LAND AT VINEYAHD FARM, POULTON
Objection to inclusion within the Green Belt, by reference
Broseley Estates Limited Wo6

Support for inclusion within the Green Bslt, by

FE Willis and Sons, tenants of Vineyard Farm* w116
Poulton and District Ratepayers' Asscciation W3
Mr D S Waller, local resident® WAT

Hote: *written representations

y
6.13 The subject land is about 15 ha of farmland in the gap between Poulton in the
north, Bromborough to the east and Bebington to the south. Poulton Road is the
western boundary and there is recent housing to the north, The Dibbin Valley passes to
the east and south, separated from the objection site by land included in the original
cbjection but withdrawn at the ingquiry. Vineyard Farm and buildings lis at the south
of the objection area which is generally flat but falling slightly to the east.

6.14 The objectors had acquired this land as a long-term reserve of building land when
it was white land outside the former Green Belt. An application in 1965 for develop-
ment on 260 acres had been called in by the then Minister who had approved Fhasel;
Phase 3 had been approved by the Council in 1971 but Phase 2 which included the
subject site had been refused in 1975, the reasons being that the proposal was con-
trary to Structure Plan strategic policy and would involve the loss of good agri=
cultural land. Following a subsequent appeal the Inspector had recommended in favour
of the development but the Secretary of State had disagreed and dismissed the appeal.

6.15 It was intended now to submit a revised plamning application on the reduced area
of the cbjection site which would provide a buffer zone between the houses and Dibbin
Valley to the east, at the same time minimising the impact on the agriculiural holding,
I% was thought th.?‘l: the objections which the Secretary of State had to the earlier
application had now been overcome, although the Green Belt had not been an issue at
that time. The existence of the Dibbin Valley had the effect of ensuring that
Bebington would never coalesce with Bromborough and the buffer strip would be an extra
safeguard. The cbjectors had paid a full development price for the land in the early
19703 and it was believed that the Green Belt could not be prejudiced by the exclusion
of this reduced area. ) o e
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da'l:a the und::.spu’tad. d.ams.ud. fur davelcpm&nt land in this part of Wirral.

6.16 In writtem representations the Tenant Farmer says he would be faced with almost
insurmountable problems were he to lose this land. It had the highest yield per acre
of any land in the North of England and was surpassed only by land in Lincolnshire.
Any further development would increase the risk of trespass on the balance of the fars.
Other revresentations in writing referred to the value of the land as a link with and
setting to the Dibbin Valley which was of importance as an ecological preserva.

6.17 The County Council said that the chosen Ureen Belt boundary recognises the
importance of the landscape lying to the east of the ridge of higher ground and prow -
vides a combination of farmland and woodland which creates a valuable wedge penetratil
into the urban area on the eastern side of the high ground to the railway. Beyond tha.
the open area continues as Brotherton Park, a public cpen space. It was thought that
the amenity valme of the Dibkin Valley would be greatly diminished should further i
development take place on the remaining area of agricultural land which overlooks it;
it would agsume the appearance of an urban park.

INSFECTCRY 3 CONCLUSIONS

6.18 I believe that the exclusion of this land would diminish the velusble gap {_
between the settlements and if developed it would, of coursme, extend the sprawl of
urban developmant into fine agricultuwral land. In the absence of urgent need for _
further development here, I am convinced that ita contribution to the aims and objec—[
tives of the Green Bali ars worth conserving at present,

.

HECOMMENDATT G

6.19 I recommend that the land at Vineyard Farm, Poulton (Site 3(E) remain within the _
Green Balt in the Subject Plan,

SITE BR - LAND EETWEEN TEIEGRAPH HILL AND MONTGOMERY HILL, CALDY r
Objection-to inclusion within the Green Belt, by referance
The Trustees of the Mabel de Benzy Jones Settlement Wi0g
6.20 This is about 3.5 ha of grazing land in a triangle near the junction of w

Montgomery Hill and the A540 rodd between West Kirby and Heswall. It is in the Avea
of Green Belt which skirts the eastern gide of Caldy and washes over existingdevelop-
ment on road frontages to the south. The land has a pleasant appearance with hedges
and a good belt of trees on the Montgomery Road frontage.

6.21 The obiectors consider that the Creefh Belt boundary has been drawn in an
illogical and arbitrary fashion in thia area, ignoring existing longstanding uses r
whereas it should’ exclude the houses centred on the crossroads. Such an exclusion

would not prejudice the aims of the Green Belt but would properly reflect the current
use of the land and include the objection site which was enmtirely suitable to accommogs

6,22 On behalf of the uh;[ec*hurs it was said. tha:b Gald;,r was a pa.rtmularlyaxcluswa
area in which to live and persons interested in coming here were unlikely to be- satis
fied by properties in the inmer city areas. The loss of the land would not be i

[
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gignificant in agricultwral terms and there was no quastion of coalescence of the
sattlements taking place, shomld the site be excluded from the Green Helt.

6.23 The purpose of the Green Belt here, said the County Council, was fo prevent tha
outward spread. of the built-up parts of Caldy and West Kirby in ocrder to retain ths
attractive character of the landscape, which consisted of a combination of sandstone
hills covered in woodland and heath with intervening pasture. Although ribbon develaop-
ment had taken place in the past, further development would sericusly intrude into this
landscape and the objection site was prominent. Development here would almost cloae
the gap between Caldy and West Kirby and amount to a precsdent.

INSFECTCR® 5 CONCLUSICHS

6.24 I agres that it does seem somewbat illogical to terminate the Green Belt lsaving
an area of development south of the crossreads, but I note that there is in fact a gap
between houses in the south side of the road leading into Caldy. Thera are quite
jmportant and pleasant views of the countryside from the roads in the area and I com-
gider that these are worth saving, 50 that the washing over of some of the more
gsoatterad developments deoes appear justified in my opinion. The Green Belt makes an
importamt re-entrant between Caldy and West Kirby in the vicinity of Stapledon Wood
and this would be sericusly bitten into should the boundary advocated by the objectors
be adopted. While I have no reason to doubt that houses built on the objection site
would prove popular, the evidence was that there was no shortage of high qualitly sites
in the locality at the present time.

RECOMMENDATION

6,25 I _recommend that the land between Telegraph Hill and Montgomery Hill, Caldy

- (site &) remain within the Green Belt in the Subject Plan.

STTE 10E - LAND NEAR BIRKENHEAD ROAD, MEOLS

Objection to inclusion within the Green Belt, by refersnce
Janglen Limited W95
Support for inclusion within the Green Belt, by

The Rycroft and Birch Road Residents' Asscciation - ) - W5
6.26 This is about 8.5 ha of unusei_ani nﬂgleafei land sidrting a detached resi-

dential development at Rycroft Road and Birch Hoad, to the south of the railway line at
Maolr. There is icultural land to the scuth-west and a larger area of housing to

the south-east fogused on the junction between: Birkenhead Road and Heron Road. -

6.27 For the objectors it was sxplained that the subject land had been refused
planning permission for residential development in 1381 and was now the subject of an
appeal to the Sacretary of State. It was the opinion that not only should the Green
Belt issue be considered but that to arrive at a sensible decision on that required
discussion of the issuss of housing land supply and the urban regeneration policies.
Thia land was ideally situated for development, it could be sewered easily and an
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acpess to the Birkenhead Road would be acceptable to the higlway authoriiy. The plan
under appeal at present had been an attempt to satisfy all the objections made pree-
vioualy by the loecal authoritlies.

6.28 Birch and Rycrofi Roads were incomplete, and it was apparent that when built

development had been clearly intended to extend into the subject land. Originally use™
for horticultural purposes, the land had been unused since 1360 and wae acquired by tk{__:
pregsent objectors 2 years ago. It had been zoned for residential development in the
Hoylake Town Map of 1961 and was excluded from the proposed Cheshire Green Baelt. -
Earlier refusals of development had been for reasons of inadequate drainage and other(
reasons but since then a new trunk sewer had been laid throungh the land, to which con-
nection wae now possible. An application to raise ground levels to improve site .
drainage on the subject land had been refused in 1980 on Ureen Belt grounds and cone i”
flict with the Open land Rural Economy Folicy of the Structure Plan. ¢

6,29 The first ground of refusal on the most recent application had been the Green [
Belt, but the circulars suggest that land not intended for early development but whicy
may be required later, should be exvluded. While Chapter 11 of the Structure Plan
dealing with the Green Belt seta out the reasons for it, the Key Diagram indicating the
extent of the Green Belt appears to omit the subject land. The subject land was part!
of the Haalsquylaku township and development would not amount to an "oultward spreadh"t
or constitute "further growth of a large built-up area". There is no question hers of
the merging of neighbouring towns, nor is the surrounding countryside being zafow EF
guardsed by designation as Green Belt. So the objectives of the Subject Flan would nov
be furthered by the retention of this land in the Green Beli,

A=

6.30 The objectors believe that their proposals under appeal, which includﬂd.anvirun%
mental improvements and a garden centre, would be compatible with Policy 11.6 of the
Structure Plan in providing recreation and ftourist facilities. No special charscter 14
Meols or Hoylake would be harmed and a more logical boundary to the Green Belt wnuld.%
possible. The Urban Regeneration Strategy, the second reason for refusal of the applt
cation, does not mean that the authority must refuse any new development in the outer
suburban areas of the County. The words used are "concentrate" invesiment and f“
"restrict" peripheral developments; this land is not on the edge of the urban area buj
iz more readily described as sandwiched within it., It was inconsistent that the
subject land should be denied development when land to the east at Moreton, more =g
correctly described as on the edge of the built-up area, nhad bean approved for f
oC0 housers. It has been advised that houses should be provided where people are pre—
pared to live and not everyons wishes to be within the urban area: a choice should be
possible, This site would mimnimize ihe need for new services and it iz as ccnyanzants

as land could be to the nearby railway station at Meols, giving easy and quick accessl
ta the main centres.

g |
6.31 The objectors gave a full appraisal of the housing land supply position in the f
Wirral and concluded that development cn the subject land would not conflict with the
approved housing policies, but it would provide an attractive and comvenient ocopor—
tunity for house buyers in an area of the Wirral with very little other housing land
availability, offering a higher quality of life to occcupiers than many of the other
gites which had been advocated. Evidence was also given as to the poor qualiiy of the
land for agriculture owing to waterlegging in winter and drying out in summer, The &
drainage had haanfdamagad by the blocking of a ditch to the north and the consﬂquenceE
wag sour vegetation and very low fertility. Real improvement could only come from an
expenditure of about £400 per acre on the drainage and the additiomal cost of lcweri.r;j.i

-

the culvert under Birkenhead Road by 3 ft. No existing farm structure would be erode
by development hera.

6.32 The local Residents' Association said they had been against all the applicationF1
which had been made for development of the subject land and firmly believed it was
)



correctly designated as Green Belt. It could and should be used for agriculture and
new development in Hoylake should be contained to the north of the railway line.

6.33 The County Council said that the built-up area here lies generally to the north
of the Liverpool-West Kirby railway line, except south of Hoylake Station and at Maols
where there were 3 pockets of houses; elsewhers the land was in fairly intensive agri-
cultural use. The allocation of the subject land for residential use in the 1961 Town
Map arose from & desire to consolidate the pocketa of housing and prevent ribbon
development linking Meols with Moreton. The position now was quite different, the
regeneration strategy emphasising concentration in the sristing built-up areas and the
safeguarding of agricultural land; thus there was no longer a need to ralease this
land for residenmtial purposes. Sufficient land had been identified elsewhere to
accormodate requirements at least until the end of the Structure Plan period.

6.34 The railway line was sesn by the Council as a clear and easily identifiable
boundary between the built=up area and the open gountryside. The Green Belt boundary
had been drawn around the existing pockets of development as izlands of housing in an
agricultural area. The Green Belt line suggested by the objectors was completely
arbitrary and not & firm line on the ground, following as it did only an ownarship
boundary. As to the proper use for the subject land, 3 lccal farmers had written

of fering to cultivate the land, subject to satisfactory terms being arranged.

INSPECTCR'S CONCLUSIONS

6.35 If there was a real need for further housing here the advantages offered by the
development scheme submitted (the subject of the appeal hearing) are fairly clear to
see - sasy access to the rail network for commuters, a general tidying up and rounding-
off to the existing mmfinishe ' roads and the consolidation of a locality containing
pockets of scattered development. While such factors may have led the plamners to
allocate this land origimally for residential purposes, the situation today embodied in
the aims and objectives of the Subject Plan and the Structure Plan is quite different.
T am not satisfied that a need for this site to be released has been proved, nor am I
convinced that the boundaries now suggested for the Green Belt are in any way superior
to those shown on the Subject Plan; it is true that a footpath between Formhalls Green
lane and leighton Awvermue could be adopted as a line, but that has much less impact on
the surface than the railway has.

5.36 While thers may be a need in the longer term to re—assess the situation, and this
land would no doubt be looked at again along with other land eslewhere, my site
inspection and the photographs submitted hawve convinced me that the subject site does
wmake a contribution to the Green Belt in permitting the rural area to flow up to and
sncircle the pockets of existing development.

RECOMMENDATION

6.37 I recommend that the land near Birkenhead Road at Meols (Site 1CE) be retained
within the Green Belt in the Subject Plan.

T
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SITE 6B — LAND NEAR SAUGHALL MASSIE ROAD, NEWTCON, WEST KTRBY

Objection to inclusion within the Green Belty by- =~ reference
Tanglen Limited ' ; W50

6.38 This land is a roughly triangular area of agricultural land to the north-east j
a large campus school, with Saughall Massie Road to the north, the remaining boundary

being farmland. The residential areas of Newlon, part of West Kirby, lia fto the F
gouth. : ' :

.39 For the objectors it was said that this land had been included as Green Belt fl.nI
the proposed West Cheshire Green Belt of 1961 and was white land on the Hoylake Town
Map of the same year. Various applications had been refused over the years.

.40 The subject site was a modest area of land on the frings of a small, a.ﬁra.ctivj
township, West Kirby, which was certainly not a "large" built-up ares which might mexi
with other towns. There waa no question of reducing the gap between West Kirby and
Greashby or Hoylake, and about % of the land was already in the urban arsa. It was
thought that there could be a potential future shortage of housing land within Wirrall
and there waa certainly a need for a flexible range of housing of types and honsing
form {o satisfy the demand. The strategy will require some medest opportunities for
new housing in the older and more attractive outer suburba if people from a wide I'B.ng[
of backgrounds are to be encouraged to remain in and others be attracted to work
Merseyside. That was cne of the aims of the Structure Flan.

6.41 As drawn the Green Belt boundary, it was said on behalf of the objectors, repre-
gents a. long-term and rigid restriction of development around the town. The ability of
the market to provide even & very small extra amcunt of land for a future peak demand
in housing would be severely limited. 4 plan was handed in showing sites available
elsevhere in West Kirby. The subject land was appropriate to be develeopad when the
need arisea without detriment to the cbjectiives of the Green Balt.

6.42 TFor the Counmty Council it was said that the purpose of the Green Belt in this
locality was to prevent the outward expansion of the built-up part of West Eirby into
opan countryside separating it from Greasby and Hoylake., The boundary chosen, along!
the rear of existing development, follows that of the West Cheshire Green Belt and wg
easily recognisable, At present the buili-up area was contained by a low ridge which
screened it from views from the east, but if this site were fo be developed it would
spread across the ridge, changing the character and appearance of the rural landaca
The beundary suggested by ths objectors would intrude into a gensral area of farmlan
and thus lead to a precedent for further extensions.

£.43 I have not been convinced that further land is likely to be needed in Wes$ Kirh{
area in the foreseeable future, and when it is I believe that this land would have td
be re-examined alpng with other land around the town and its merits and defects
weighed before a decision was taken. I agree with the objectors that part of the 1a.j
could be taken from the Green Belt and a more regular boundary without the re-sniram
by the school playing field would resuli. But other matters would alsc have to be con-
sidered, including access and agricultural land quality, before any decision could 'hq
taken about development here. In the meantime there would be no point, in my view, i
changing the Green Belit boundary which iz clear and well-defined.

INSFECTOR' S CONCLUSIONS
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FECOMMENDATION

§.44 1 recommend that the land at Saughall Massie Road, Newton, Wes® Kirby (Site 6E)
remain within the Green Belt in the Subject Plan.

SITR 138 — LAND AT PUMP LANE, GREASBY
Objection to inclusion in the Green Belt, by reference
Romac (Housebuilders) Limited, W115

6,45 The subject land is a roughly rectangular area of grazing to the north of an
exristing estate where a limited amount of new building is still taking place., 1% has
2 short frontage to Pump Lane and is hounded on the north side by a public footpaih
beyend which is a playing field. The area of the site is about 4 ha.

6.46 For the cbjectors it was aaid that although this land, together with the whole of
the former RAF Camp which included the houses to the south, had been included within
the submitted West Cheshire Green Belt, a much more logical boundary than the limit of
present development would be the footpath to the north. This was marked by a good
nedge. I% would be a more securs boundary as it marked the line of land ownership and
it was readily idenmtifiable on the ground.

6.47 The Council said that the Green Belt in this locality prevented the outward
spread of Greasby into the open countryside between Greasby, Saughall Massis, Hest Kirby
and Hoylake. Hecently new development had been restricted to the east side of Pump
lane whers existing community services were concentrated, It was thought that to
release thiz site would lead to an unacceptable intrusion into the rural ared.

INSFECTCR' S CONCLUSIONS

6.48 I noted that the land was falling slightly to the north and that on the opposite
side of Pump Lane the Green Bel% boundary has been drawn mors or less in line with the
public path suggested by the objectors as a more reascnable boundary here, I am cone
vinced that the suggested alieration in the boundary is & logical choice as it would
regularise the poaitiocn on hoth sides of the read. Although there may net be an
immediate need for further housing herse, should it ultimately be necessary to permit
further new housing, this land seeus to me less consplcuous than scme of the othex
peripheral sites examined.

FECOMMENDAT IO
6.49 I recommend fhat the land at Pump Lane, Greasby (Site 138) be excluded from the

Green Belt in the Subject Plan and the boundary be redrawn to follow the hedge againgst
the public path and Greasby Broalk.

i
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IITE 228 - LAND AT THURSTASTON ROAD, IRBY

Objection to inclusion within the Green Belt, by reference {7
C E Fewtrell Esq, Rose Cottage W40
A Ellis Esg, (reenheys Nursery o

6.50 This is a roughly triangular re-entrant of about 3 ha of land with a frontage to
Thurstaston Hoad, part formerly used for market gardening but now largely unused. A -
belt of woodland marks the west and south-western boundaries while there is resie E
dential development to the north and south-sast.

6.51 The objectors beliewe that as the land is of low agriculiural value and exiﬁﬁin{
development already extends further into the rural area to north and gouth, this land

may be suitable for development in the longer term if additional land was needed, The
Green Belt boundary could more legically run along the western boundary of the land, [
and if in the future, development toock place, larger and more valuable agricultural f
units could be saved from destruction.

6.52 The County Council said that this land was part of a Heritage Landscape and the
Green Belt here waa intended to resist the encroachment of the built-up area of Irby o.
the valuable heathlands of Thurstaston Commen and Thurstaston Hill, to the west. The
belt of farmland separating the common from the urban ares would be reduced should
development take place, and this would be to ihe detrimert of the general character o
the countryside.

6.53 While I agree that there might be some merit in straightening the Green Belt f
boundary here, as suggested by the objectors, I believe that the depth of land pro=
tected is critical and this would be reduced by the exclusion of this site. The
exiating residential development and Thurstaston Road do form a well-defined and easilf”
seen boundary as now drawn in the Subject Plan. I noted that a small agricultural cm[
tracting business was being operated from Rose Cottage and the inclusion of the site in

the Green Belt would not prejudice the comtinuance of that business, I am surs. g

i
i

INSFECTCR' S CONCLIUSION 3

RECOMMENDATTON

6.54 I _recommend that the land at Thurstaston Road (Site 22E) remain within the Gree
Belt in the Subject Plan.

r
:
i

SITE 3E - LAND AT BIDSTON VILLAGE, BIDSTCN MOSS AND THE M53 COERIDCH

ki

Objections ’au'exﬁlfﬁé:‘.m from the Green Belt, by . - reference E

Mr G Jones, resident, Wallasey W36 )

Cllr J Cocker, resident, Birkenhead Wi2 F
Mp- D G Bigmore for Bidston Conservation Area Advisory Committae w117

Mr S K Davies, resident, Bidston Village Wa o
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Representations in favour of later definition of the Green Belt boundary, by
Mr K A Whittacker, for the Viner Estate -

Written Objections to exclusion from the Green BHelt, by

Mr R Huby, Wirral Green Belt Council W196
Mr D M Jaggar, resident, Wallasey wWaz
Mrs D B Mason, resident, Moreten Wod
Mr ¢ L Bibby, for The Wirral Society W66
Mr A D Hodgson, for Birkenhead History Society -

6.55 This i3 an extensive tract of land between Wallasey, Birkenhead, Moreton and
Upton, through which the Wirral motorway passes, and it includes Bidston Village at the
north end of Bidston Hill, Bidston Village had not been included as Creen Belt in any
of the County Council's plans, but the motorway corridor had been notated as subject to
apecial study on the deposited Subject FPlan. Much of the area was recognised as being
a degraded landscape in the approved Structure Plan which imposes Green Belt standards
of development control unmtil detailed local studies have been prepared and can be impe
lemented. Ams the Subject Plan must confine itself only to land with full Green Belt
status, the whole area is now without notation on that Plan.

6.56 With regard to Bidston Moss and the M53 Corridor, the main theme of the objec-—
tions is that this whole area iz a valuable separation hetween the developed areas of
sast and central Wirral into which no further building should encroach; therefore, 1t
is argued, CGreen Belt status is appropriate and should be introduced now. Concerm was
expressed that some developments for industrial and commercial purposes had taken place
fairly recemtly in the Bidston bowl and it was feared that if protection was not given,
other developments might follow.

6.57 Bidston Village, although largely built-up, did contair some undeveloped land
and many listed buildings. If its character was to survive and the setting of the
buildings be preserved, it too, in many objectors opinion, should enjoy Green Belt
statu=z.

6.58 The Viner Estate, owners of land in the locality, supported the County and
Horough Councils in deferring a decision about the Green HDelt boundaries here until
detailed studies had been completed.

6,59 Both the County and Borough Councils agree that this area is important as anopen
gap and lung between the built-up areas and both Councils are committed to giving
priority treatment to improvement of the landscape, but it was believed that the
precise boundaries of the Green Belt could not be defined until the likely restoration
works and extent of any development for "rounding—off™ purposes had been agreed. The
Borough Council confirmed that work on a local plan for the Upton and Greasby areas was
proceeding and this would include a landscape assessment.

6,60 As to Bidston Village, this was protected as a designated Conservation Area in
addition to the listing of major buildings. To include a predominantly builf-up area
in the Green Belt was thoughi unnecessary in view of the safeguards already being
applied. A furthef report seeking the enhancement and upreservation of the character of
the village had been prepared, and this would be reviewed as necessary.

INSFECTOR' 3 CONCLUSIONS

6.61 I really do not think that there is a great difference of opinions between the
parties regarding the Bidston Moss and the M53 Corridor as all agree that the land

75



4

4
i
!

it etk B

iy

FE

T,

iy

P o, MR R
L R
f

TG
L2 Y

S

needs special treatment and eventual firm protection, in accordance with the Structare
Plan policies. Having traversed the area and examined it on saveral occasions, I
agree with many of the sentiments expressed by the objectors as $o its importance as
a rural lung and separation between the urban areas and I do not foresee any great
difficulty in the eventual adoption of appropriate Green Belt boundaries. However, T
am certain that these could only follow a proper study and appreciation of the area :
a whole which would make provision for all the needs of the local population. ;

6.62 As to Bidston Village, I believe that it would be inappropriate to include it :
this stage in the Green Helt, in view of the largely buili-up character and the prow
tection already afforded by Conservation Area status and the local study. The
authorities are clearly very aware of the special character and importance of the
village.

RECOMMENDAT TCH
6.63 I recommend that Bidston Village, Bidston Mossz and the M53 Corrideor (Site EE]

remain outside the Green Belt in the Subject Plan, pending further studies, as
intended,

SITE 188 - LAND AT BIDSTON HILL

Objection to exclusion from the Green Balt, by reference
s
Mr 3 R Davies, resident of Bidston Village W2

6.64 Bidston Hill is a ridge of high ground capped by Bidston Observatory, prominen
in the landscape and well clothed in woedland. Ta the north is Bidston Hall and
village with residemtial develompment to the west .and south beyond Taylor's Wood and a
cametery to the east.

6.65 The cbjector takes the view that although Bidston Hill is publicly ocwned and
designated for open space purposes, it is such a valued asset to local people that i+
should be in the Green Belt. He draws attention to various residential developments
around the Hill which have taken place in recent years and infers that this importan.’
open space might thus be threatened. By including Bidston Village and Bidston Hall
within the Green Belt this land could be linked with intended Green Belt land at
Bidston Hﬂsa, following the study now promised.

ol e

f.66 The County Council agreed as to the high amenity walue of Bidston Hill and its-
importance in this part of the Wirral, but they beliewved that its allecation as open
gspace and arrangements for a management plan to be implemented by the Borough Rangers
should ensure itg preaarvatlun. The land did not perform a Green Belt functiom in
the Council's vikw. . ) !

INSFECTCR'S CONCLUSIONS !

6.87 I agree about the lmportance of Bidston Hill as a local feature and amenity and
if it were clearly adjacent to and could bhe seen a2s part of the main run of the Grea“]
Belt, I would not hesitate to recommend that it be included. However, because of it .
detachment at the narrow northern neck it must be seen as a major urban open apace; .
am confident that its value has been fully recognised and that the policies to ba
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applied will ensure its retention and protection. Following the completion of the
study on the Bidston area and M53 Corridor, when the Creen Belt boundary is again
being considered, there may be an opportunity to re-assess tha siftuation at
Bidston Hill. '

RECOMMENDATION

§.68 T recommend thet Bidston Hill (Site 188) remain outside the Green Belt in the
Subject Flan.

SITE 148 = LANWD AT PHAYMERE'™, MILL LANE, (HEASEY
Objection to inclusion within the Green Ball, by rofarencea
Mr W Stothart, of West Kirby ¢ W15

6.69 This relates to the curtilages of 2 small bungalows at the extreme south end of
Greasby, on the west side of Mill Lane. DBeyond this site there is an open gap
succeeded by a length of ribbon development which has been included within the Green
Balt.

6.70 The objector fears that the inclusion of the property in the Green Belt might
well prevent additiona or rebuilding of the small bungalow or at least raise diffi-
culties which could have an effect.on its valus. He argues that its exclusion would
not materially affect the objectives of the Subject Flan nor necessarily lead to
inappropriate development.

§.71 TFor the County Council it was confirmed that the purpose of the Green Belt hers
wag to pravent any further outward extension of Creasby towards Irby and the boundary
had been drawn tightly around the existing built-up area. The land had been included
in the Green Belt on the Hoylake Town Map.

INSPECTOR' S CONCLUSICNS

6.72 I noted that on the west of Mill Lane the boundary follows the rear of housea in
an estate while on the east it skirts the school grounds. To redraw it arcund the site
of the objection, would not, in my opinion, put at risk any other land on the edge of
Greasby and it would have the merit of being a logical following of the exristing buili-
up area. Lt would be unnecessary and inappropriate, of course, %0 exclude the scatier
of development to the south which is separated by a distinct gap from the present

urban area and is thus washed over by the Green Belt, '

HECOMMENDATTON /

§.73 I recommend that the land at "Haymere®, Mill Lane, Greasby (site 14B) be
axcluded from the Green Belt in the Subj ect Plan.

1T



SITE 17E = LAND AT WEST XIRBY RCAD, SAUGHALL MASSIE

Ubjection fo inclusion in the Green Belt, by : referenca

Mr J R Broster W11

6.74 This iz a little over 2 ha of land to the south-west of Saughall Massie vill
and with frontage to West Kirby Road and Barnacre Lane. It is grazing land and was
occupied by a few caravans when inapected,

6.75 For the ohjector it was said that a bypass road which would have skirted this [
land had been included in earlier plans and thus the land had been suggested in the
Conservation Area Heport as suitable for low density development as it was intended -
be cut off from the rural area. Although the bypass was at present shelved it was
thought likely that such a road would be needed in the future and it was believed that
the land was being safeguarded. The Green Belt toek no account of the former zoning
the land and it fails to allow for the consolidation and development of Saughall HasLﬁ
in line with draft local plans.

6.76 Letters were received from 2 residents of Saughall Massie, supporting the incl{
gion of the land in the Green Belt, ‘

6.77 The Council said that the local plan had been prepared in 1973 when further L.
growth had been intended in west Wirral, but there was now no Justification for
further development or for the bypass road as circumstances had changed. The Green
Belt here prevented the outward spread of Moreton into the open landscape separating
from Hoylake/West Kirby and this site assisted in retaining the rural setting of
Saughall Massie village. The boundary was clear cut and provided an appropriate
approach to the village from this side. The Borough Council had refused to permit
housing on this land. / l

INSPECTOR®S CONCLUSIONS

6.78 T saw that the whole of the older part of Saughall Massie village together with
a tongue of land to the north have been included within the Green Belt; I agree with,
this as the village has a distinctive rural character which distinguishes it from thi:
more suburban developments to north and east. To exclude this site it would be logis’
cally necessary to exclude the whols of the village and the tongue of open land to the
north and I do not think that would be appropriate or desirable. In the absence G:n[
real and urgent need for development T consider that the boundary is satiafactory G
that this land makes a comtribution to the aims of the Green Belt.

RECOMMENDATION _ : E.

6.79 I recommend that the land at West Kirby Road, Saughall Massie (Site 17E) remm_E
in the Green Belt in the Subject Plan. :

/
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STTE 26E - FARM COTTAGE, DOWNHAM RCAD NWORTH, THINGWALL
Objection to inclusion in the Green Belt, by - reference
Mr C Jones, of Little Neston W30

6.80 This is a house and triangular garden on the east side of the road, the west
side being the edge of the developed area of Heswall, apart from acme houses
including & small crescent around which the Greenm Belt has been drawn, a little way to
the porth. The site is a little above the road which is falling to the south towards
the junction with Whitefield Lane where there is a achool.

6.81 For the objector it was claimed that the property was a long established resi-=
dence within an area of substantially mixed residential and even light industrial use
and the Green Belt would be an unnecessary restriction, devaluing the property and
removing any potential 1t might anjoy.

'6.82 The County Council said that the boundary had been drawn along the backs of the

ribbon of development to the north becauss that area had been allocated for resi-
dential purposes in the Town Map whereas the subject land was within a while area.
The purpose of the Green Belt was to prevent the outward spread of Haswall towards
Barnston. Tf this land was removed from the CGreen Balt a precedent would be estab-—
lished for the remaindsr of the frontage to be developed.

INSPFECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS

6.83 I noted that there had been no propesals fo develop the garden land or extend
Farm Cottage, and I am confident that should applications arise in the future they
could adequataly be dealt with by the approved development control policies being
operated. Thus [ consider that the fears expressed about precedent need not arise. As
a conscious decision has been taken to exclude the houses to the north from the Green
Belt and allow the boundary to follow the back fences, I am sure that it would be
logical to redraw the boundary in similar fashion around this property, as the width of
the Green Belt is by no means critical here.

RECOMMENDATION

6,84 I recommend that Farm Cottage, Downham Road North, Heswall (Site 26E) be
excluded from the Green Belt in the Subject Plan.

STTE 17E - LAND TQ THE EAST OF PUMP LANE, GREASBY

Ubjection to incl\;'aion within the Greun Belt, by raferance
“ §ir Robert Lloyd and Company Limited ' W17
Kethcombe Properties Limited _ Wi49

Support for inclusion in the Green Belt, by
The National Farmers' Union (written representation) -

6.85 This is an irregular area of about 27 ha of farmland to the immediate north-
wast of the developed area of Greasby and east of Pump Lane. The land ig in
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2 ownerships, both held with the prospects of future development. The original
objections included an area to the west of Pump Lane and south of Greasby Brook, and p-
that land is alsoc being considered and will be dealt with in this report, although the
objectors agreed to rely on the arguments advanced respecting the land on the east sioe

of Pump Lane. -

6.86 The objectors argue that there is no clear and distinet physical boundary to thi.
regidential development to the south, the most distinctive feature within the cbjection
site being the northern boundary formed by the Arrow and Greasby Brooks which are nowl:
advocated as the logical Green Belt boundary. While of intermediate agricultural [
quality, the land occupation waa fragmented and it could not be used intensively.
6,87 The site enjoys major services such as foul and surface water drainage, 1s
underused not being part of a farm of good structure, has good access to transport and
does not rank for preservation of landscape, woodland or any conservation interest; it
thus meets the criteria for release for future development. However, once in the -
Green Belt it was thought that the boundary would become rigid for many years beyond b
the present end date of the Structure Plan, namely 1986, The brooks would be a natural
barrier to further development but a landscaped belt could he established, up 1o 150 f}
wide within the site to provide an attraciive walkway linking to the present footpath]
syatem.

£.88 The quality of the land was said by the National Farmers' Union to be good, anﬁ%
they ware concernad about its possible future loss. o

6.89 The County Council said that an appeal had been heard in 1975 into residﬂniiaJ,E
development here and while permission had followed for developments now taking place .
the east and south, the subject land had been refused. The aim of the Green Belt here
was to prevent any further major expansion into this central part of Wirral and the §
present boundary, which had been allowed by the Secretary of State, was considered th
most logical. Other sites elsewhere in Wirral provided an adequate choice of houming
types, in line with the strategy. : F

Fa

INSFECTCR' S CONCLUSIONS

6.90 While in a westerly direction the Green Belt is quite wide hers, the more [
northern and easterm parts of the objection site, if developed in the future, would
substantially reduce the gap betwsen the main part of Greasby and Saughall Massie
village to the north. I therefore think that the present boundary which follows th.aE
limit of present development at the south of the objection sites is the mest appro= .
priate in the absence of overriding need to release this land. In respect of the land
to the west of Pump Lane, I have recommended that the Green Balt boundary should fol
the well-established footpath, and I remain of that opiniocn; to exclude that part of
the objection land from the Green Belt would create a needless tongue siretching out
into the rural aresa. ' E

6.91 I am conscicus that at some date in the future, depending largely on the
success of the Structure Plan strategy and economic recovery, it may be necessary to
look beyond the yi:ient Green Belt boundariss and decide on the release of other majir
areas for development. The choice of land will depend on many factors which I am no
now able to specify, but should this land be chosen I would regard the broocks to the
north as a reasonable alternative boundary. E'

HECOMMENDATI 0N

6,92 I recommend that the land at Pump Lane, Greasby (Site 12E) remain within the
Green Belt in the Subject Plan.
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SITE 20E - LAND AT PRENTON IELL, BIRKENHEAD
Objection to inclusion in the Green Belt, by referenca
The Prenton Brick and Tile Company Limited Wod

£.93 This is about 5.8 ha of land to the south of the CEGB substation at Prenton,
adjacent to a railway line which is on embankment and with a residential area to the
north-sast. There is a rugby football ground to the east and a golf course to the
south and some tipping of refuse is taking place.

6.94 For the objectors it was said that the area was actively being worked for the
axtraction of clay and enjoyed planning permission for that purpose. An average
anmual tonnage of about 30,000 tonmes of clay was being taken from the site and it was
inaccurate to describe the land as being ready for reclamation. The objection site
haz heen and still is ones of the main production areas for puddling clay for work in
the dockland areas of Merseyside, although formerly the clay was usad at Prenton
Brickworks in the manufacture of bricks, pipes and tiles. The brickworks site was now
to be developed for housing and it was clear that the remainder of the objection site
could ba adequately served, if required in the future. The CEGB had taken land for
the substation and the whole of the remainder of the ohbjection site was under option ta
them, although not likely to be taken up because of technolegical improvements in dis—
tribution. The natural Green Belt beundary was thought to be the Prenton Dell, the
rughy ground and the golf course,

6.95 The County Council said the boundary here had been drawn along the rear of
properties in Prenton Dell Road and the southern boundary of the substation, to
prevent the further expansion of the built-up area. Industrial development on the
objection site was considered imappropriate and even residential development would be
difficult to link to the existing residential area.

INSFECTCR'S CONCLUSIQNS

6.96 I noted that to the west of the railway the Green Belt boundary follows the

M53 motorway around the Prenton industrial estate, so that this objection site pushes
a tongus of OGreen Belt into the urban area, Having regard to the authorised use of the
land and some uncertainty about its future, I am persuaded that the boundary sugsested
by the objectors is the most logical and easily recognisable., In my opinion the
existing character of the area adds nothing to the concept of the Green Belt, and while
its future is in doubt, if it were to be eventually reclaimed and tidied up considera
tion could then be given to an extension of the Green Belt boundary.

BEECOMMENDATION

6.97 I recommend that the land at Prenton Dell (Site 2(E) be excluded from the Green
Belt in the Subject Plan.

a
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SITE 298 -~ LAND AT GAYTCN HALL, HESWALL

Objection to inclusion in the Green Belt, by reference [
B Howard-Baker Esg, of Llansilin ' W07
Support for inclusion in the Green Belt, by ’-

Mr A J Wilson, on behalf of local residents

The Heswall Society (written representation) W99

6.98 This is about 8 ha of land at Gayton.Hall at the extreme southern end of the |
urban area of Heswall, of which the objector owns about 5 ha. It is parkland with
tree belts and a lake, very close to the old village of Cayton with woodlands and agrie
cultural land to the south. [ :

6.99 The ohjector claims that there iz a shortage of houmes in the area with suffi-
eient land to satiafy present day needs to accommodate families who wish to keep a
pony. This site could provide small paddocks with new houses at a very low dengity
which could meet the unsatiafied demand, without harm to the local emvirorment. If the
land remains in the Green Balt it was likely that it would become derelict as it zerved.
no useful purpose at presenmt. A plan was submitted showing 6 housing plots within the
objection site, with an area of retained woodland and the lake remaining. L

6.100 The County Council said that in 1979 Gayton Hall and Village were accorded conq
servation area status, many of the buildings dating back to the 17th century and the |
guidelines prepaved recommended that no further development be permitted as the
cobbled street known as Gayton Farm Road would be damaged by additional traffic. -
Applications for development had earlier been refused. The Green Balt boundary here i
followed the rear of properties in Well Lane and Dee Park Road and this was considerad
a well defined, clear boundary leaving the parkland and woodland at Gayton Hall with
the protection of the Green Belt.

6.101 Local residents felt that the Green Belt boundary would secure the area from
further residential development. The natural woodland, although not maintained, acteg-
as a buffer zone between the housing areas and the open agricultural land. Righty |
gignatures had been given in suppert of the Council's proposal. :

INSFECTCR'S CONCLUSIONS

6.102 Gayton and the Hall grounds are scmething of an oasis at the edge of the DT
dominantly urban area, although much of the hinterland also has a park like quality.
While I can fully understand and support the views against further indiscriminate

development here, which could easily spoil the setting and affect Gayton Village, I am-.
not fully persuaded that this land needs the protection of the Green Belt over and

above the protection already afforded by the Conservation Area and the other develop—
ment control policies in operation. From the open land within the Green Belt to the :
gouth this site a wooded appearance and thus makes only a marginal contribution as
the woodland would be retained in the Green Belt even if the objectors suggested

boundary were adopted.

RECOMMENTATICH

6.103 I recommend that the land at Gayton Hall, Heswall (Site 25E) be excluded from
the Creen Belt in the Subject Plan.



9ITE 1E - THE NEW BRIGHTCN COASTAL AHEA
Objection to exclusion from the Green Belt, by reference

¥r S J M Stark, on behalf of the Save New Brighton Action Group
Mrs J Hockey, Wellington Road Conservatlon Area WEEW13

Apd written objections from

Mr H C Reynolds, Mra G M Culshaw, Mr G G Jones, Mr H A loQueen W8, Wil, W3T

Mrg § A White, Mrs R Batterbury, Miss J P Reynolds, Mr W H Windsor W45, W46, W60

Miss M L Grainger, Mr H W Jones, Mr (Geoffray Jones _ W88, W89, W93
S W119, W37

6.104 This ia the coastal strip stretching westwards from the Perch Rock ag far as
Wallasey Golf Links and including the Warren and Harrison Parks. It is a fine,
generally open recreational area from which there are excellent viewa of the Mersey
Channel towards Crosby and Formby. The whole area amounts to in the region of 100 ha
and includes grassed areas and extends up to the sea wall and beach.

6£.105 The burden of the objections is that this is a valuable and well-used area.
giving easential facilities to many local regidents, sports associations and visitors
alike, and it bas been threatensd by a dscision io invite a lease from the Council to
a business syndicate. The objectora foresee the erection in the future of exhibition
pavilions, hotels, casinos, arcades and fairgrounds and if that happened. Wallasey
would have loast a unigque and considerable amenity. The exclusion of the open land to
the west from the Green Belt exposes it to the risk that the land would he developed
on a commercial lewvel and its value for informel recreaticn would be lost.

6.106 The objectors say that much of the  land is covered by or has been covered by
covenants in favour of the owners of adjoining properties and the covenants regtrict
the uses to which the land could be put. To include the objection land in the Green
Balt would ensure that earlier policies to extend the Coastal Park wers adhersd to.

6.107 The Borough Council confirmed that it was believed that the assets New Brighton
possessed could be exploited to meet the demands of present day society and it was
important to create johs through tourism and recreation to reduce unemployment rates.
The Council had been approached by a developer, but a feaaibility study was awaited.
Any scheme would be subject to normal planning procedures and relevant consents and
licences would need to be obtained; the Council had not given any undertaldng 1o
accept the proposals. It was thought that if flexibility was to be retained it would
be inappropriate to include the land within the Green Belt, contrary to Structure Plan
Policy 14.17 which requires the enhancememt of tourist and lelsure facilities.

6.108 The County Council agreed that this was a valuable amenity area for New Brighton
which is still well placed to retain and develop its atiraction to wisitora. If had
besn earmarked in the Structure Plan for special atiention and the County Council felt
that any proposals for resort activities should be confined to the sast of Wallasey
Golf Links, hence this land had been excluded from the Green Belt, pending further
gtudias. ;f :

INSPECTOR' 3 CONCLUSIQNS

6.109 ‘I agree that this land is of great value in its open state and I can fully
mderstand the high local feeling that decisions should not be taken which migh+t
geriously erode the character of the locality or lead %o a loss of amenity. T under—
stand that such decisions have not yet been made and any proposals in fthe fubure will
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clearly hawve teo bes the subject of careful examination and diseussion. In the mea,nal-
while, I cannot agree that this land would be appropriately described as true Green o
Belt. It is clearly within the urban area, in the nature of an urban open space, a:n‘l
is already protected to an extent by its allocation in the Town Map for open spacs,

golf course, railway and residential purposes. Any local plan or new policy document
would have to be the subject of full public debate, so safeguards do exist. I

RECOMMENDATTION | [

E
[

6.110 I reccumend that the land in the New Brighton Coastal Area (Site 1E) remain
cutside the Green Belt in the Subject Flan.

HRITTEH HEFEESENTATIONS ON SITES IN THE BCROUGH OF WIRRAL

L]
#

i

SITE J8 - THE ROYAL LIVERPCOOL GOLEF COURSE, HOYLAKE - WEST KIRBY

Cbjections to exclusion from the Green Belt, by raferunce&
Mr J A Noble, of West Kirby W6
Cheshire Conmervation Truet W25, ‘rL
Mrs J Speirs, Hoylake Clvic Society Wdd
Mr 3 E Pembarton, of Wallasey Wo3 _
The Nature Conservancy Council y We2 [

6.111 The Golf Course is situated at the extreme west of the Wirral and is divided
from the main part of the Green Belt by a ribbon of low density housing and a schoo
fronting Meols Drive, the road linking Hoylake with West Kirby. To the north a nari
gtrip of residential development links Hoylake to Hilbre Point where the Hed Hocks, an
8551, is situated. .[-?..

6,112 The objectors claim that the site provides a valuable Green Belt functionm in :
separating Hoylake from West Kirby, it is of recreatiomal importance and it is an
intrinsic safegoard for the Red Hocks SSSL.

6.113 The County Council point out that the land is entirely enclosed, apart from the
geaward side, by residential allocationsz and thus is detached from the Green Belt.
They agree it is of importance as a recreational amenity and in conmservation terms @ .
consider that if the Golf Course were to close, a plamming study would he needad. to

decide future uses.

6.114 I noted 11{13.1: the properties on the east side of Meols Drive, opposite the f‘rg— -
tage area of the site to the road, were houses in particularly large grounds, givingar
arcadian effect. I agree that this land is a very important separation between thaE—

INSFECTCRYS CONCLUSIGNS AND HRECCUMMENDATION

2 towns and to that extent I am convinced that it performs a real CGreen Belt functid
and could be linked to the- Green Belt proper across the few houses I have mentioned.
With its present status as a Golf Course and esducation and residential uses it clearly
has not figured in any calculations about the urban regeneration strategy, so that
inclusion in the Green Belt seems to be appropriate and desirable, I therefore



recommend that the Royal Liverpool Golf Course (Site 4E) be included within the
Green Belt in the Subject Plan,

SITE 5B — GRANGE HILL AND CALDY HILL, WEST KIRBY

Objections o exclusion from the Green Belt, by referencs
The Cheshire Conservation Trust (Wirral Group) W25, Woé
Mrs J Speirs, Hoylake Civic Society Wd3
Keith Davidson and Partners, The Wirral Society W55

6.115 These are 2 areas of about 17 and 31 ha of scrub woodland and heath within
West Kirby, generally surrounded by residential development, Caldy Hill being just to
the north-west of Caldy village.

6.116 The cbjectors say that both these areas are valuable for recreation and as
wildlife habitats and they sevarate parts of the urban area, in particular Caldy Hill
and Stapledon Wood divide Caldy from the rest of West Kirby. Stapledon Wood is within
the Green Belt and almost adjoins Caldy Hill.

6.117 The Coumty Council agree that these are important elements of open space pro-
viding valuable breaks within the built-up area, but they believe that the land does
not perform a Green Belt function because of its urban location. Both areas ares 10—
tected by public open space notation in the development plan so that further develop-—
ment would be strongly resisted.

THSFECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS AND HECOMMENDATION

6.118 I agree about the amenity value of these 2 areas which give this part of the
District a great deal of character and attraction. However, they must be seen as pri-
marily urban open spaces which can be adequately protected by the existing approved
policies, and I thersfore see no reason for a duplication of restrictive powers here,
I recommend that Grange Hill and Caldy Hill (Sites SE) remain outside the Green Belt in
the Subject Plan, '

SITE TE — AREA NEAR CALDY MANOR HOSPITAL

Objection to exclusion from the Green Belt, by -~ reference
Tha Wirral Green Eélt GCouneil Wa3y
6.119 This is the area just north of Caldy village adjoining Site 5B (dealt with
above). It is predominantly already developed by dwellings in large grounds and has a
well wooded aspect.

6.120 The cbjectors consider that the high amenity of the area is at risk by the
possibility in the future of higher density development taking place within the
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extensive grounds of the existing houses and hospital. Some planning permiszsions bave
recently been granted. They see this area being added as a natural extension of the —

open Green Belt land on the east.

6.121 The County Council agree that Caldy Hill and this general area is attractive and
should be protected from inappropriate building. In choosing the Green Belt bou.ndazr;{j.'
the residential allocation on the Town Map was followed and the Council wers confider.
that the locality could be adequately safeguarded by present policies, including
Policy 11.10 of the Structure Plan dealing with developments on the edge of the Graag
Belt. o :

the

ol

INSFECTCR'S CONCLUSIONS AND RECCHMMENDATION i

6.122 There is no doubt as to the visual attraction of this area but it is largely
occupied by domestic development — large properties in extensive grounds - and .«n:rulli|
thus, in my opinion, be inappropriately included in the Green Belt. To consider it &
& separation between Caldy and West Kirby would be merely fanciful. 1 thereiore
recommend that the land near Caldy Manor Hospital (Site TE) remain outside the Green|
Balt in the Subject Plan. ‘

SITE 9B - LAND AT CSHORE ROAD, CALDY
Ubjection to inclusion within the Green Belt, by referencarn
M and Mrs J B Hillman, of Shore E.ua.d Caldy W1

6.123 This is a strip of land on the coast of the Dee Estuary with oven space to -hhl
north and south and the Wirral Way foctpath, oo the line of a former railway, to thet
east.

5

6.124 The objectors agree that the inclusion of the golf course to the south and |3
Cubbins Green to the north within the Green Belt are appropriate, but they say that
the 9 houses fronting onto Shore Head are long established and should be excluded; 'l:[“a
houseg are not generally visible whereas other land to the sast which was a.ttmtive?
and open is now being developed with new dwellings. The Shors Road houses were :
already part of the built-up area and can not possibly be described as separating the
urban area from the Dee Estuary. i

5.
%

WA L

6.125 The County Cocuncil say that Cubbins Green to the north had been incorporated
inteo the Wirral Country Park and as this ceoastal strip was part of a heritage la.n:l.-
scape, an application for infilling at Shore Road had been refused. The Oreen Belt |
here was intended to prevent further extension of the built=up area towards the
Bstuary and the boundary had been drawn to follgw the landward side of the Wirral W
footpath. Bg

INSPFECTCRYS CONCLUSICNS AND RECOMMENDATION ' . " Fl
6,126 The logic of including the Shore Road properties is that a strip of reasonably
wide Green Belt is retained along the shore line as far back as the footpath, and =
the "washing over" of residential properties is not uncommen and some owners do nu:EL
complain, it can add value to their property. In this case the occupiers of one of




nine properties have objected and while this may not be significant, it does guggaat
to me that in general the Council's proposals here are acceptable.

6.127 Wnile it would be possible to retain the 1inlk between Cubbins Green and the
golf course simply by the narrow strip of the Wirral Way, such a boundary in my view
would be much less satisfactory and not s0 credible. 1 therefore recommend that the
1and at Shore Road (Site 95) remain within the Green Belt in the Subject Plan.

SITE 11E - LAND AT GARDEN HEY ROAD, SAUCHALL MASSTE
Objections to jnelusion: within the Green Belt, by refersnce

Mr Clegg, Mrs Bovall, Mr Gardner, Mr Baxter, Mr H W Underwood, Wag
¥r ¢ B Underwood, Mr Ennyon

£.128 This is about 14 ha of grazing and horticultural land tao the west of
Garden Hey Road and south of Hoylake Hoad with the village to the south and agrim-
cultural land to the west.

6.129 The ocbjectors maintain that the land had been zoned ™white" as a buffer between
the urban area and the original West Cheshire Green Belt, on to which future reai-
dential expansion could take place. They suggest that the land should be retaired for
that purpose and that the boundary of the Green Belt should follow the old urban
District boundary to the wast.

6.130 The County Council say that applications for development here had been refused
apd the purpose of the Green Belt was to prevent the coalescence of Hecla and
Saughall Massie, & conservation village. It was believed that the former Creen Belt
merely stopped at the County boundary of Cheshire, a much less well-defined boundary
than that now chosen along Garden Hey Hoad.

TSPECTOR' S CONCLUSICNS AND RECOMMENDATTON

6,131 In the abuence of proven need for land for early development, and bearing in
mind the character of Saughall Massie village, this land does seem to me to qualify as
real Green Belt. Ibs release would considerably reduce the gap between the Moretone
Saughall Massie development areas and Meols %o the north-west, as well as affecting
the village itself. L therefore recommend that the land at Carden Hey Road,

Saughall Masaie (Site 11E) remain within the Green Balt in the Subject Flan.

F)

STTE 156 — LAND SEPARATING UPTON AND GERBASHY
Ubjection to exclusion from the Green Balt, by referenca
The Wirral Society WeT

6.132 This is about 44 ha of mainly open land betwesn Greasby and Upton, bounded on
+he south by a factory estate and on other sides by predominantly developed areas. The
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majority of the objection site is identified in the Structure Plan as an out-of=centre
office, research and development site (Policy 7.52). [‘;

6.133 The objectors appreciate that although this =ite has a valid planning per-
mission for development as a science park, they believe that it is needed as a separaeyr,
tion between Greasby and Upton. The avowed policy is to develop the inmer city a.rea,s‘!_
and there are ideal sites for the development contemplated existing along the water— '
fromt of Wirral. This land should be Green Belt. =

F i
6.134 The County Council explained that planning permission had been obtained in 1981
for a science park on this site which was now actively being marketed in Britain,
Burope and the USA. Phase 1 of the Uoton Bypass Road, which crosses the land, was dug¢
to start at the end of 1982. While agreeing that this land formed an attractive gap )
between Upton and Greasby, it was thought to be uniquely located to accommodate )
special economic developments considersd essential to implement the regeneration
strategy. It would not compete with other initiatives in the immer areas,

B

"

INSFECTCUR' S CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATTON b

6+135 While I agree that this is an attractive separation betweew the 2 urban areas
at the present time, it is quite divorced from the Green Belt proper by the factory
sites at Arrow Brook Road. To be successful in the role of science park, it will be [
essential that some amenity in the way of open green area and tree screens is attained
in the laying ocut and development of the land, so that although I could not recommend
that Green Belt status should be involved, because of the separation, I am confident }
that the area can be retained as something approachi a4 major urban open space, S
recomend that the land separating Upton and Greasby (Site 198) remain outside tha
Green 3ol o
2

IR

£

EE

Green Belt{ in the Subject Plan.

STTE 198 ~ THE WIHRAL LADIES GOLF COURSE, BIRKENHEAD G
Ubjection to exclusion from the Green Balt, by refereance )
The Wirral Society We5 L:".

G.136 This Golf Course of about 30 ha is near Noctorum within an area of low density o
housing development and it occupies relatively high ground. It has an aspect of pa.rk-“
land with good tree belts at the perimeter. 4

6.137 The objectors say that this land is important as a "lung" within the urban areal]
and it must be preserved. It is suggested that the Green Beld need not be continuocuns |4
and that the few, large remaining open areas within the town should be designated to
prevent future development. i

6.138 The County Gmﬁmi_l point out that the land is shown for open space purposes in
the approved Town Map and agree that the Colf Course fills a valuable role as an open =
space. They consider, however, that as the land lies entirely within the built-up [:1
area it would be inmappropriate to include it in the Green Belt., The irees largely =
have the benefit of preservation orders,

[‘.
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INSPECTOR' S CONCLUSICNS AND RECOMMENDATION

6.139 I agree that this is an important open space but I noted that it is somewhat
digtant from the nearest land which may be considered as Green Belt, namely the

M53 Corrider. While the official advice is against including such areas in the Creen
Belt because it does not perform a true Green Belt function, I am confident that the
development plan zoning and control policies will provide sufficient safeguard for the
future. I therefore recommend that the Wirral Ladies Golf Course (Site 198) remain
outside the Green Belt in the Subject Flan.

STTE 21E - LAND AT ROCK FERRY AND NEW FERRY
Objection to exclusion from the Green Belt, by reference
The New Ferry and Hock Ferry Conservation Society W56

6.140 This is a riverside area between the Trammers 0il Terminal and Bromborough Doclk,
consisting of open space and some housing, many trees at the northern end ziving the
locality a parkland aspect. It is to an extent cut aff from the main urban arsas by
the A41 Bypass Read.

6.141 The objectors believe that this area needs protection from future development,
it has value for comservation, wildlife and recreation and should be treated as awhols
as a heritage landscape. A major riverside walk could be egtablished easily accessible
to persons living and working not far away. Without protection the area was under
threat whereas it seemed to meet many, of the criteria for declaration as Green Belt.

£.142 The County Council say that the Town Map allocates ragidential, civic, cultural
and open space uses here and that the northern part had been designated as a
Conservation Area. It is agreed that a riverside footpath with public access to the
Mersey is desirable but this is a matter for detailed local plamning. The location of
this land within the urban area does not justify its inclusion within the Green Zelt.

TNSFECTOR! S CONCLUSICONS AND RECCHMMENDATION

6.143 When visiting this area I was impressed with the tranquility and attractiveness
of the place and I can fully understand the enthusiasm for its praservation. However,
it is quite divorced from the Green Belt proper and does nof, in my gpinion, fulfil a

$rue Green Belt role. I recommend that this land at Rock and New Ferries (Site 21E)
remain outside the Green Belt in the Subject Plan.

/

SITE 24E = LAND EAST OF LOWER THINGHALL LANE, THINGWALL
Cbjection to inclusion within the Green Belt, by rafararce

gir Robert Lloyd and Company Limited W18
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Support for inclusion within the Green Belt, by :

Mrs M L Pollard, of Barnston, (with petition signed by local W138 tJ .
residents) :
Mr J M Hogg, Mr A J Lewis, Mr J B Clegg, Mr A E Swinnerton, w132, w125, W127,
Mr R A Fordham, Mrs A Lyons, Mr P Frazer = all loecal W135, W13§, ’.TT"[]S'

residents and tenants : W142 X

6.144 This is about 12.5 ha of mainly grassland with an irregular boundary to the e g
of Thingwall and north of-Barnston. There is land. used for the. storage of caravans 1;};,
the north-east while the attractive Prenton Brook Valley passes to the south-east. '

6,145 The objectors say that this land had been acquired in the early 1960's with fa
intention of development for residential purposes, although at that time such develo,=-
ment had been considered premature. The inclusion of the land in the (reen Belt would |

=

now prevent development in the future and for that reason it should bhe excluded. [
(15
6,146 Many residents had signed a petition and others had written in supporting the |
Council's decision to inelude the land which was regarded as an important amenity in .
the District. Nearby foolpaths and the country lanes were used for recreation and -3
hedgerows and vegetation supported a certain amount of wildlife. These things would be
lost if development eventually extended onto this land. i

6.147 The County Council say that the site is within the swathe of land separating ™
Thingwall from Prenton and Birkenhead, and its loss from the Green Belt would mean a ,
major exclusion if a reasonable alternative boundary were to be drawn., More land wegild -
have to be released as only a small part of the site is adjacent to existing housingm
Barnston Road. |

i

6.148 This is part of the main Green Belt area passing up the middle of the Wirral [
peninsulur and in the vicinity of this site the width of the separation is critical,:id
in my opinion. . It would be reduced to a considerable extent by the exclusion of this
gite. In the light of the present strategy and changed circumstances since the Llandgy
was acquired, the need for further development here has not been proved and as the -
land makes an important contribution to the objectives of the Green Belt, I camnot ~ .
recommend that it be excluded. I therefore reccmmend that the land east of L
Lower Thingwall Lane (Site 24E) remain within the Green Belt in the Subject Plan., .

INSFECTOR'S CONCLUSICONS AND RECOMMENDATION

el

SITE 278 — LAND AT PIFERS LANE, HESWALL ' } !

Objectien to inclusion within the Green Belt, by reference |
{ 5 T

Mrs E Matthias, of Heswall Wa9

estate development to the east and south. It iz uncultivated heathland with bracke

6.149 This is a small hillside site facing towards the Dee Estuary with existing 5 I
43
and gorse.

6.150 The objector says that this land is quite unsuitable for agriculiure and is "11
used as a private open space without permission. In summer it is a fire hazard and ks
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been tipped on in the past. The exclusion of this land with a new Oreen Belt boundary
following the agricultural land to the north-west is soggesied, releasing the site for
aventual development for low density houses. -

6.151 The County Council pointed out that the land had been included as Green Belt in
the earlier Cheshire proposals and it was now important here to prevent the encroach-—
ment of the built-up arsa into the fine heritage landscape sloping down to the

Dee Estuary. The houndary chosen follows the rear of the housing properties in this
A'8f e

TNSPECTORYS CONCLUSICNS AND RECOMMENDAT ION

6,152 This site is at the periphery of the built-up area and its development would he
contrary to the present atrategy where provision has been made on sites elsewhere for
assential new building. It is a particularly attractive part of the Wirral and the
retention of this site within the Green Belt would assist in maintaining this attrac-—
tion, in my opinion. I recommend that the land at Pipers Lane, Heswall (Site 27E)
remain within the Green Belt in the Subject Plan.

4ITE 288 — THE DAIES, HESWALL

Objection to exclusion from the Green Belt, by refarence
The Cheshire Conservation Trust (including Wirral Branch) W25, W26
Mr G L Broster, of Heswall » W75

6.153 The cbjectors say that the Dales physically separate Heswall from ita
lower village and logically chould be in the Green Belt. It has special wvalue 283 an
S5SI and is one of the few remaining areas of lowland heath within Wirral.

6.154 The County Council say this land is within the built-up area and thus had not
been considered suitable for inclusion in the Green Belt. It was enclosed on } sides
by housing and by the Cleaver Hospital to the north, the latter separating the Dales
from the Green Belt proper. A4s the land was now being protected as a heritage lande
scape by a drafi management plan and had 354T status, Green Beli designation was not

necessarys

INSPECTOR' § CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATTON

6.155 In isolation I accept the Council's view that this does not qualify as an
enclosed site. However, I also inspected the curtilage of the Cleaver Hospital to
the north and found that it had a distinct parkland appearance, not out of keeping
with the concept of the Green Belt. TPogether with the open land of Dale Farm, the
bospital grounds link the Dales directly with the Green Belt, and would in my opinion
provide a welcome pd%mﬂnﬂnt separation between these parts of the built—up area.

§.156 Because of access difficuliies T am not able to suggest firm boundaries to an
extension of the Green Belt here, but I recomm that the suggestion for linking
the Dales by adding alsc the grounds of the Cleaver Hospital and Dale Farm be given
further consideration.




SITE 33E - LAND AT EASTHAM RAKE

Objection Yo inclusion within the Green Belt, by reference

Wimpey Homes Holdings Limited WA

6,157 This is approximately 3 ba of low—lying woodland and rough grassland between LJJ
the M5} Motorway, the railway and an existing housing estate at the southern edge of
Eastham, near the boundary with Cheshire. The motorway passes through the Green EaltL
hers where it separates Eastham from Willaston {o the south-west. |

6.158 The cbjectors say that the regemsration strategy has led to the Gresn Belt =

boundary being drawn too tightly around the settlements leaving insufficient choice iy
housebuyers and no future choice of growth locations. They consider a better line for '
the Green Belt boundary would be found along the motorway, excluding the suh;ec'h site
which they hold for fulure building. r,
6.159 The County Council point out that to follow the motorway would take no account
of landscape quality, this land providing a natural separation and scream to the B2
exizting development. Additional tree planting had been carried out at the marging an -
the area has amenity value. Permisnion had been withheld as there was no need for
further housing tes here at present. .

INSFECTCR'S CONCLUSIONS AND RECCMMENDATION

6.160 I believe that this land does perform an impoartant Green Belt function in [
separating the existing built—up area from the motorway and Willaston. The Green Relt
is not especially wide here and the loss of the subject land would reduce its effec |
tiveness, in my opinion. In the absence of proven demand for its early release, I s.-,
recommend that the land at Eastham Rake, (Site 33B) remain within the Creen Balt inthe
Subject Plan.

i
SITE 34E - LAND AT HOOTON PARK i
Objections to inclusion within the Green Belt, by (o B
The Trustees of the R C Naylor Settlement ' H9 Fj
The Manchester Ship Canal Company W&1 Rl

5.161 This is land formerly part of Hooton Airfield, about 16 ha, which is generallyf
open but contains a large hanger, hardstandings and taxiways. It is close to storage !
installations at Eastham and factories at Ellesmers toc the south.

6.162 The cbjectors gay that this land is not used for agriculture and has been E:i
partly used for st in the past, with plamning permission. It is really part of

the old airfield, the majority of which is now used in connmection with the car

factory, is served by a good road with easy access to the motorway network and doesn
have any amenity value which wonld qualify it as Green Belt. Agricultural land to '[:hcu
north, in the ownership of the Trustees, provides ample separation between the indus—
trial complex and the village of Eastham, Ej
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6.163 The Couniy Council refer to refusals of planming permissicn to use the land for

open storage on Green Belt grounds. The boundary chosen was selected to allow for the

expansion of nearby industry without encroachment inte the rural area between Hooton
apnd Eastham village. To relsase the land for anmy kind of industrial or commercial
purposes would be contrary to the urban regeneration atrategy.

INSPECTCR'S CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION

6.164 I noted that thia land had been included in the original West Cheshire Green
Belt and it does seem important to me that this belt of fairly rural land between
Hooton and Eastham, through which the motorway passes, should be kept as free from
further encroachment as possible. I recognise; however, that this land has attrac-
tiong for industrial or commercial development, being adjacent to existing industry,
having some infrastructure and enjoying excellent access. 1L is clearly land which
would have to be examined should the need arise in the future for additional sites.
For the present I am satisfied that the need has not been proved and that the Green
Belt boundary is satisfactory. I recommend that the land at Hooton Park (Site 34F)
remain within the Green Belt in the Subject Plan.
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ATDENDUM

LATE, REPRESENTATION — BOROUGH OF ST HELENS §
LAND AT ELTON HEAD HALL FARM, ST HEIENS

Objection to inclusion in the Green Belt, by . ‘I
The Trustees of the Marquis of Salisbury (Jersey Settlement) r

7o1 This written cbjection of 28 January 1983 (submitted by Messrs Dunlop Heywood and
Company) relates to about 46 ba of farmland in a block to the south of Rainhill -
Hospital and lying between Elton Head Road aud the main line railway. The objectors [
say that it is at the end of a tongue of Green Belt severed from the main part by the
railway and that due to the shortage of good building land in S5t Helens this land is

likely to be required in the foreseeable future, k4
1

INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATTCN 8

7.2 T examined this land when considering Site 16D (Rainhill Hospital) and Site 17D
(Elton Head Road). It iz part of the main tongue of land separating Rainhill and
Rainhill Stoops from the Sutton Heath-Sutton Manor locality, and as such, in my 5
opinion makes a substantial contribution to the objectives of the Green Belt. An aresd
intended for open cast mining and eventual environmental improvement adjoins the
subject land Yo the east. While I agree with the objectors that it may be necessary [
to review the situation regarding the awvailability of development land in the future, [~]
believe that this must ba a giraitegic decision, taken only after careful consideration
of all reasonable altermatives. I am not able to say whether this land would neces. 1
sarily be chosen and therefore I am satisfied that at present it should remain m'th:.;uf 1
the Green Belt in the Subject Plan and’ reccommend accordingly.
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APPRARANCES AND SUBMISSICNS

Site Hef
- Mr H Wolton, ~ of Queen's Counsel, instructed by
Messrs Aldersbaw Sons and Latham,
Solicitors.
23D - For Total Group PLC

104

He ecalled:

Mr R F Kilsby FRTPI - of W R Davidge and Partners.

Dr A S Hearne - - Agricultural Economist, of Hural
Plaiming Services.

They submitted Appendices to evidence, including maps and plans,
statistical tables and soil survey data.

- Mr R Bruce-dartin - of Queen's Counsel, assisted by
Miss J Tracey-forster, of Counsel,

instructed by Bullivant and Company,

Solicitors.
- For Tanglen Limited
They called:
Mr C C Huobbard - of Pain and Charlea Hlease.
B8c FRICS
Mr C P Dewhurst - of Cooke Leathes and Bickerton.
BA FRICS

Profasggor J A Proudlove
CEng FIMunE FCIT

They submitted Appendices to evidence, inoluding sits, location and
layout plans, photographs, copies of Committae and Planning Reporis,
statistical tables and copy letters.

- Mr Ian Trigger = of Counsel, instructed by
Gothe and Cempany, Seolicitors.,

— For Messrs Albert Brothers Limited

Ha called:

Mr D K Dixon = af Owen Dixon Asscciates.
}-’!.IGS bEE{T_PI '

He submitted ownership and sketch layout plans, an open space map, and.
Appendices relating to housing land and open space provision in Formby.

- Mr David Holgate - of Counsel, instructed by
Bremner Sons Correli.

o
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APFEARANCES AND SUBMISSIONS (Contirmed)
Site Hef i
5D for: — The Earl of Derby.
7
0B ~ Broseley Emstates Limited. %]
Hha = Mount Rule Land Company Limited. 7
15D —~ F B Cooper (Woodhead) Limited. il
23m = Mossras F' Whitmore and Company Limited. ' |
o] = Trustees of Mabel de Henzy Jones Settlement.
1 "T
214 ~Mr R G Swift. L
164, 2B, 1C, 134 - Trustees of Estate of the Countess of Sefton. -
~.  9hy 234, 154
He called: )
Mr B Trepess — of Bdmund Kirby and Sons. i3
TD FRICS FRVA
: 1
He submitted aite and lecation plans and statistical schedules, Lj
168D - Mr J A Stannard - of Counsel, instructed by the sy
Secretary to the Marseyside “
Regiocnal Health Authority. i
. 4
He called: ??
Mr G Sharrock CEng — Building Officer.
I3
Mr H D Oakes - District Administrator. =
-~ ; . Mr P J Hitchcock - of HHé&J Robinson.
B MA FRICS i
; L
They submitted site and estate plans, copies of reports and letters,
and phn‘tug_rapha of the Rainford Hospital sites. [j
Had = Mr R H Dawson LLB - Solicitor, of Moorcrofts and Cwen =
Dawson, for Larkhill Resgidents!
Association,
114 - Mr J A Carter ’ - Solicitor, of Morgan Norman and

Company, for 5 Rostron Limited. Q

1TA - Mr f‘.i H Tournaford — Selicitor, of Davis Campbell and
Company, for The Walton Commercial
Group Limited. ;

Ly

1Ll

20D = Mr C B Johnson = Solicitor to the Central
Electricity Generating Board, for
the Central Electiricity Generating
Board,

w0
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APPTARANCES AND SUBMISSIONS (Comtinued)
He called:

Mr ¥ A Whittaker - Planming Consultant.
CEBng FIMunE MRETFI

He submitted site plans and panoramic photographa.

17D ~ Mr S Halph ' -~ Solicitor, of Black Davidson and
Company, for Zherdley Estates
Limited.
5D = Mr M Bennett - Solicitor, for Eccleston Residents’
Group.
He called:
Mr D P Lemmen - Resident.
Mr W R Crosby = Parish Councilloer.
258 -~ Mr P Hosker — Solicitor, for Barnston Residenta.
Ha called:
M E Conmolly - Reaident.
296 - Mr D I Hewitt ~ Solicitor, of Coff Roberts North and
¥irk, for Mr B Howard-Baker.
Ha called:
Mr W B ¥Xitchen - Chartered Surveyor.
FRICS FSVA
- - Mr G A B Coleman - North=-West Region Land and Planning
BA DipTP MRTPI 0fficer, the House-=Builders'

Federation, for the Houme—duilders!
Federation, Liverpool and Neorth-
West Regiona.

He submitted schedules of land availability and copies of reports.

256, 13E = Mr K 4 Whitaker = Planning Consultant, for
CEng FRTPI Romac (Housebuilders) Limited.
Epio ~ for Mr C E Fewtrill, of Irby.
i - for The Viner Estate.
He submitted Appendices to evidence, including site plans and copies of
reporta.
5A ~ Mr C J Nelstrop FRIBA -~ of Hulme Upright and Partners,

Chartered Arcnitects, for
Trusteas of Scarisbrick Settlemant.

He submitted photographs, a site plan and sketch housing layouts.
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APFEARANCES AND SUBMLSSICNS (Continued)

Site Hef

fad - ¥r B R Jackson FHRICS FRVA

TA = Mr P J Hitchcock MA FRICS

120 = Mr Anthony Winters BA MSc MRTFL

TD = Mr J B Welshy FRICS

1E - Mr A M Macdonald RIBA ARTAS

3 - Mr D G Bigmore

1TE = Mr J N Williamsg FRICS

He submitted a site plan showing road diversion. ’;

26R = Mr P W Somerfisld

18R = Mr A S Green FRICS

Ha submitted site apnd ownership plans,

20F = Mr GR W Emith FRICS

= Ir R Graham

25 - Mrs M L Follard

She E‘lﬂ’.‘lmi‘ﬂtﬂ:{ a petition.

14 = Mr D A Alexander MA MSc

1A = Mr I Brodie-Brown

1A = Councillor S G Shaw

L S e T T o e e T T TR T et

= of BEllis and Sons, Chartered

i
Surveyors, for New Ideal Homes |

Limited.

- of H H & J Robinson, Chartered
Surveyors, for Mr J C McDougall.

- Plamning Consultant, for Mr A Wain -

= of Joshua Bury Earle and Comapny,
Chartered Surveyors, for the
Expcutora of Sidney Littler,
deceased.

- Chartered Architect, for Eycrofl a

Birch Hoad HResidents' Association,,
HEO].H-

— Chartared Architect, for Bidaten lL

Conservation Area Advisory
Committee.

e

=
B

= of Jones and Chapman Harland and [

Company, for Mr J R Brostar.

- of Somerfield and Parkhouse, for

Mr C Jones. 13

- of Airey Entwistle and Company,
Surveycrs and Valuers, for
S3ir Robert Lloyd and Company
limited and Xethcombe FProperties
Limited.

= of Geoffrey Smith and Partners,

f
Surveyors, for Prenton Brick amd |-

Tile Company Limited.
= for Merseyside Cycling Campaign.

= gf Barnston,

{

of Hural England.

-~ for Friends of Crossens Marsh,
Southport.

Merseyside County Council.

s

— for the Council for the Prntectin#q
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APFEARANCES AND SUBMISSIONS (Continmed)

Site Ref
14 - Mr 5 D Eades ~ for Save COur 3horeline Campain. s
He called:
Mr J Ashorth
Mr S Riley o

A « Mr M P Braham.

BA - Mr I G Masheder - for Lynton Road Residents!'
Association,
104 = ¥y M J Jenner - for Sixteen Acre Lane Hesidents,
1TA - Mr G Hubbard = Vice Chairman, Merseyside Civic
Society, for the Society. ;
He called:
Mr P H Morgan BA = Honorary Secretary to the Society. ',;;
224 - Mr W H Storey - of Formby.
He submitted a site plan.
oc — Mr Tan Tuscn = for Tan Tuson Limited, of Widnes.
He submitted site and ownership plans.
14D = Mra Sylvia Ches = Resident of Haydock. r
She submitied a photograph of cbjection site. ;
14D = Mr X Pimblett - Resident.
14D = Mr J Callion ~ Tenant Farmer.
14D -l E G Sheldon — Resident.
168D - Mr N Case - for the Executors of Fred Prescott,
deceased. :
24D - Dr R Critchley - on behalf of Sutiton Hesidents. &

He submitted a petitiom and site plan.

i\ - Councillor J;“ Cockear = gf Birkenhead,

1E, 188=-Mr S R Davies - of Bidston Village.

188 — He submitted a petition and copies of press cuttlings.

fR, 1B= Mr G G Jones - of Wallasey.
148 - Mr W Stothart ~ of West Kirby.
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APFEARANCES AND SUEMISSICONS (Continued)

Site Ref
298 - Mr AT Wilson
15 - Mr § J M Stark
15 = Mrs J Hockey BArch AHIBA
She submitted copies of reporta.
1= = Mina J Reynolds

FOR THE LOCAL AUTHORITIES
- Mr N 3 MeGim

He called:
Mr J P Wesencraft

Mr P N Trewin

~Mr G F Smith

He called:
25D, 18D Mr T G Welch BA MRTPI
20D, 14D Mr ¢ Hardy
24D, 17D, 16D Mr B E Henaghan FRICS

- Planning Officer, Knowsley Borough |:

of Gayton, for local residents.

for Save New Brighton Action Group!l-

sacretary of Wellington HRoad
Conservation Area Group.

of Wallaasy,

Senior Assistant 3olicitor,
Merseyside County Council,

Principal Planning Officer.,

Council.

Solicitor, 5t Helens Borough Guunc

Plamming Officer,
Plamming Officer.

Estates Surveyor, St Helena.

They submitted Appendices to evidence, including maps, plans, schedules,
reports and the Sutton Distriet Plan.

—=Mr M Scott
He called:

174, 94, 234
He suhm??tei schedules and plans.

14, 104, 224 Mr T M Cox

Deputy Solicitor, Sefton Boroush
Council,

Principal Assistant Planner,

Asgsistant Planning Officer.

He submitted copies of Committee Reports and housing land schedules.

iE, 29E, 1E = Mr P Coffey BSec MRTPI

1A = MrJ 8 0 Lawson

TR e PO e e AT e r L S e ik e T e T e

Prineipal Planner, Wirral Borough
Council.

Planning Officer, West Lancashire
District Couneil.
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APPEARANCES AND SUBMISSIONS (Continued)

Site Ref

250 - Mr M Conrcier BA MRTPTL

Wigan Borough Council.

DOCUMENTS AND PLANS SUBMITTED AND REFERRED TO:2
Merseyside Green Belt Subject Plan - Written Statement, October 1981
- Report on Publicity and Consultation.
- Summary of Responses from Public Bodies and Others consulted.
— Schedule of Respondents (by District).
- Schedule of Sites to wh:i_.c:h. reprasentations refer.
- Copies of Representations with Site Plans.
Merseyside Structure Plan - Written Statement with Key Diagram, 1980.
- Examination in Public, Report of the Panel.
- Housing Review, 1981.
Land for Private Housebuilding in Harsa{yﬂidﬂ, 1981, Report of Joint Review.
The Merseyside Economy, Performance a.nd. Prospects to 1986, December 1981.
Circular No 42/55 (MHLG).

Circular No 50/57 (MHLG).

- Senior Assistant Planming Officer,
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MERSEYSIDE GREEN BELT LOCAL PLAN
REPORT OF THE INSPECTOR ON OBIECTIONS AND
REFREESENTATIONS TO TIE PLAN [JUNKE 1983)

MERSEYSIDE COUNTY COUNCIL .
MERSEYSIDE COUNTY COUNCIL 19383
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