Core Strategy Consultation 2011: Summary of Representations and Responses

cspo-1
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Mrs Shirley O'Hara
- Preface Object

Objection to broad areas of plans, including housing and provision of facilities.(S)

3,000 new homes are targeted for Skelmersdale for several reasons, including the need to generate investment in the
town to support regeneration proposals for the town and the fact that as the Borough's largest town it has most key
services and these will be improved the proposals for the town centre (Policy CS2). In addition, there is land available in
Skelmersdale for new development, whereas much of the rest of the Borough has limited land available within towns and
villages and so even more development would need to be provided in the Green Belt than is currently proposed in the
Core Strategy if development was diverted from Skelmersdale to areas such as Ormskirk and Burscough. Based on
discussions with the PCT, they have no plans to change current hospital service provision in the Borough in light of the
Core Strategy's proposals. The Core Strategy supports the provision of a range of new facilities and infrastructure in
Skelmersdale and the town centre proposals (Policy CS2) set out these improvements, including a new bus station, new
retail and leisure facilities and improvements to the Tawd Valley for recreation. The Core Strategy also supports a new rail
link for Skelmersdale (Policy CS12) but this is not something the Council can deliver and there may be difficulties gaining
funding for such a proposal. Policy CS8 on affordable housing sets out that 20% of housing in developments of 15 or
more dwellings in Skelmersdale will be affordable (including social housing), with this figure reduced to 10% within the
town centre area. The affordable housing which is to be social housing will be managed by Registered Social Landlords.
The Core Strategy is a key document in helping to deliver the Vision for West Lancashire as set out in the Sustainable
Community Strategy, and is setting a coherent spatial strategy for development across the Borough. It will replace the
Local Plan adopted in 2006 under the old planning system. In relation to Skelmersdale specifically, the proposals within
the Core Strategy builds upon the plans already put forward in the masterplan for the town centre. While the delivery of
this masterplan has been delayed due to the current economic climate, the Council is confident it can still be delivered,
with the proposed slight modifications in Policy CS2, within the Core Strategy period.

No Action Required

cspo-12
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Mr R E Twiss
- Preface Object

Opposed to the release of green belt and concerned about the impact on traffic in Ormskirk and Burscough. (S)

Green Belt and impact on countryside and agricultural land - there is insufficient land within existing towns and villages
that is suitable for new development, therefore a small portion of Green Belt will be needed to meet development needs.
Any development on Green Belt will need to be designed in such a way as to minimise any impact on the countryside
beyond it. While the loss of agricultural land is never ideal, the preferred options have been selected because much of the
land involved in these options is not the highest quality agricultural land. Traffic Impacts - the Council are aware of the
potential impacts of proposals on the highway network and traffic levels and are undertaking ongoing work to better
understand this. Any new development will be required to do all it can to mitigate for traffic impacts that it creates and
measures will be needed to prevent rat-running. The Council will also support strategic improvements to the highway
network (e.g. Ormskirk Bypass) if funding can be found and will support improvements to public transport to encourage
people to use this rather than the car. Edge Hill University - Policy CS6 provides a policy to manage any expansion of the
University if expansion is required during the Core Strategy period. Any expansion will also need to address issues of
traffic, car parking and student accommodation associated with the University. Employment land - comments noted

No Action Required

cspo-13
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Ms June Iddon
- Preface Object

Green belt and agricultural land should not be used for development, but rather to encourage agriculture. Future homes
should only be allowed in built up areas and should be in accordance with need. (S)

Agricultural land - The Council acknowledges the importance of agriculutre in West Lancs and indeed promotes it through
Policy CS5. However, in order to meet development needs, a very small percentage will have to be developed. The quality
of the agricultural land will be one aspect that informs the decision on which option is brought forward in the next stage of
the plan. Built-up area vs Green Belt - all suitable land for development within the built-up areas of existing settlements
will be developed over the Core Strategy period, still leaving a deficit which would need delivering on Green Belt in order
to meet development needs. Affordable and under-occupied housing - there is a serious shortage of affordable housing in
West Lancs and so the Core Strategy (Policy CS8) seeks to deliver more affordable housing and in all parts of the
Borough. Changing household trends have influenced the need for new housing and the Council are aware of the issue of
under-occupation. By providing more high quality accommodation for the elderly, it is hoped that this will release more
existing family housing onto the market for purchase or rent by families who will fully occupy the property.

Amend residential and affordable housing development policies to include a requirement that 20% of units in
developments of 15 units or more be designed specifically for the elderly.




cspo-163 Mrs Elizabeth-Anne Broad

Plan Ref - Preface Observations

Summary  There should be no Green Belt release in Parbold and more general development should also be limited. (S)

Response  Comments noted. There are no plans to release Green Belt in the Parbold area for housing. The residential development
policy allows for infill and garden development, as this source of housing land supply helps minimise the need for Green
Belt release. However, such development would only be permitted if it satisfies a number of criteria, and close attention is
paid to the amenity of neighbours.

Recommen- No further action.

dation

cspo-194 Mr Brian Sheasby Principal Planning Review and Planning Contributions Officer Lancashire County

Plan Ref - Preface Observations

Summary  That Smithy Farm, Broad Lane, Downholland be designated for residential development as part of the Borough Council's
strategy to provide housing and residential development sites to meet the Borough's needs for the period of the plan. (S)

Response = Comments noted regarding the site, which was also submitted by LCC in the West Lancashire SHLAA. However, it is not
the function of the Core Strategy to designate individual small sites. The comments on this site are more suited to the Site
Allocations DPD.

Recommen- No further action.

dation

cspo-198 Mrs Stephanie Hopkin

Plan Ref - Preface Object

Summary Is the consultation process correct (and legal)? Do people need more time / information? Can we sustain a development
of this size? (S) Let's be smarter with our proposals and minimise greenbelt decimation.

Response It is considered that the consultation material has made clear that views are being sought on the Ormskirk option, and that
this is the Council's non-preferred option. Comments regarding Ormskirk have been noted.

Recommen- No further action.

dation

cspo-199 Mrs Anne-Sophie Bonton planning officer Lancashire County Council

Plan Ref - Preface Observations

Summary It is felt that much more importance should be made to broadband, both its significance and more importantly how
improved telecoms can be realised across the whole borough. There are several references to pre-2010 General Election
policy and no references to new policy of the Coalition Government. This should be updated and Local Enterprise
Partnerships referred to. (S)

Response  The National Planning Policy Framework emphasises that advanced, high quality communications infrastructure is
essential for economic growth and that the development of high speed broadband technology and other communications
networks also plays a vital role in enhancing the provision of local community facilities and services. An overview of the
provision of digital infrastructure is set ot within the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. Comments regarding the wider National
Framework are noted and when the next stage of the Core Strategy is prepared it will be updated to reflect the current and
most up to date Government policy. At this stage a preferred option was not known to the Council and it was important
whilst we continue to work on the evidence base to inform the final document, to engage the public and Elected Members
in this selection process.

Recommen- Included as a requirement in the local infrastructure policy, all development to make provision for communications / digital

dation infrastructure. Update the document to include the most up-to-date government policy. At the next stage of consultation
indicate a

cspo-20 Mr John Doug

Plan Ref - Preface Object

Summary | consider all the proposals made by West Lancs for the LDF to be totally unnecessary and out of character for Ormskirk.
)

Response  Views Noted

Recommen- No Action Required

dation

cspo-234 Paul Cotterill

Plan Ref - Preface Observations

Summary  Comments on various aspects of the LDF, including the view that the document should be re-written and consulted upon
again, given its serious flaws. (S)

Response  The representation has been split and is dealt with in the appropriate sections of the document.

Recommen- No action required.

dation
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cspo-266 Anne-Sophie Bonton Planning Officer Lancashire County Council - Strategic Planning Group

Plan Ref - Preface Object

Summary  Summary of comments made individually elsewhere only.

Response  All comments have been addressed individually at the relevant consultation point witin the document.

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-322 Ms Diana Jolly

Plan Ref - Preface Object

Summary | request the Borough Council Cabinet extend the Consultation Plans with all three options available on an on an equal
footing. Thus allowing all residents to have their say. (F)

Response  The Ormskirk option, albeit Non-Preferred by the council is included in all promotional material for the consultation and
the Core Strategy itself. Thus encouraging the public to make representations and have their say regarding the Ormskirk
Option.

Recommen- No action required.

dation

cspo-490 Mr B Howard Clerk of the Council Newburgh Parish Council

Plan Ref - Preface Observations

Summary  There is little mention of the implications of schools in the document. There are concerns about the impact of large
residential developments and potential for change in the availability of customary choices, based on established
relationships with particular schools.

Response  The LDF team has been working with a wide variety of stakeholders when drafting the Core Strategy. This has included
discussions with education providers and an assessment of where school provision is weaker. On this basis, site specific
aspirations set out within the Core Strategy, such as those areas for Green Belt release, have had regard for capacity
within schools and identified where further provision is needed. As the remainder of the Core Strategy is more general, it
sets broad aims of the plan only. Policy CS13 deals with ensuring that local social and community services (including
education) are in place to meet development proposals. Further details will be provided in other LDF documents.

Recommen- No action.

dation

cspo-542 Mrs Margaret Wiltshire Planning Volunteer, Treasurer CPRE (West Lancs Group)

Plan Ref - Preface Observations

Summary  The Core Strategy Document should be updated to include changes at the regional level and also adapt to LTP3- the
County's Strategy for Lancashire, which is currently replacing LTP2. (s)

Response  Comments Noted with reference to updating document to include LTP3 and LEP's. However at the time publication LTP3
had not been published and the Lancashire LEP had not been finalised

Recommen- Update the document to including reference to LTP3 and LEP's within Appendix C.

dation

cspo-6 Neil Ainsworth

Plan Ref - Preface Support with conditions

Summary  Agree with broad principles of development, with particular support for Ormskirk non-preferred option. However, strongly
opposes Green Belt development (S).

Response  Support for non-preferred option noted. While the Council are reluctant to consider development on Green Belt
themselves, there is not enough land for new development within existing towns and villages in the Borough to
accommodate the need for new housing and employment to 2027. Therefore, the Council are having to consider
development on a small portion of Green Belt to meet these needs. In addition, in order to deliver improvements such as
a Sports Village (in the case of the non-preferred option), other development, particularly housing, is required to fund
those improvements. Without contributions from new development, improvements to facilities such as Sports Clubs are
unlikely to be delivered.

Recommen- No Action Required

dation

cspo-640 Skelmersdale Limited Partnership

Plan Ref - Preface Observations

Summary  The representations we are submitting to the Core Strategy take account of national planning policy guidance within
PPS1, PPS4 and PPS12 and the Regional Spatial Strategy for the North West (RSS) which, among other things include
an underlying requirement to protect existing centres and ensure their vitality and viability.

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No action required

dation

Page 3



cspo-677 Jason and Marcus Bleasdale

Plan Ref - Preface Observations

Summary  Jason and Marcus Bleasdale own Little Moor Hall Farm, a 25.38 hectare (62.72 acre) parcel of land situated south of
Parrs Lane in Aughton, which they wish to bring forward for a high-quality residential-led mixed-use development as part
of an urban extension to the established settlemtn of Aughton. Any development proposal for Little Moor Hall Farm could
also potentially incorporate some additional land located adjacent to the site, north of Parrs Lane

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No action required

dation

Ccspo-86 Mr lan Yates

Plan Ref - Preface Observations

Summary | am opposed to Option 3 (the "non-prefered option") as put forward in the leaflet distributed by the Borough Council.
Green Belt release should only take place in exceptional circumstances, and where there is a direct social benefit to the
adjacent community. RSS housing figures should be reviewed and revised.

Response  Comments regarding the options and Green Belt are noted. It is agreed that development densities should be "sensible".
There is likely to be a policy on density in a forthcoming Development Management Policies document. With regard to
housing figures, following a Court of Appeal ruling in May 2011, the intention to abolish RSS cannot be taken into account
when Councils are considering the adoption of new Development Plan Documents such as Core Strategies, until such
time as a Strategic Environmental Assessment of RSS abolition has been concluded. Thus the Council is obliged to use
the 300 dwellings per annum housing requirement at present in the Core Strategy.

Recommen- No action required.

dation

cspo-94 Mrs Carolyn Cross Clerk to the Council Wrightington Parish Council

Plan Ref - Preface Observations

Summary  The Core Strategy should contain policies to improve bridleway and multi-purpose rights of way for use by horse riders,
cyclists and disabled users. The Green Belt should be preserved except in extreme circumstances. (S)

Response = Comments noted. Bridleways will be specifically mentioned in an appropriate part of the Plan Transport and Green
Infrastructure

Recommen- Additional reference to bridleways will be added to CS 12 Enabling Sustainable Transport and CS16 Preserving and

dation Enhancing Green Infrastructure & Biodiversity to creating mulit use pathways.

cspo-31 Mr Tony McAteer McAteer Associates Ltd

Plan Ref Chapter 1 Introduction Observations

Summary Disappointing that after setting the evidence and background to the need for elderly accomodation (Chapters 1-3), the
only reference to housing for the elderly thereafter is a small section in Policy CS7. (S)

Response  The Core Strategy makes clear, as stated by the Objector, that providing for the accommodation needs of an ageing
population is an important issue. The Core Strategy generally avoids detailed policies, but provides the 'hook' for the basis
of detailed policies in other LDF documents. The evidence base at present does not indicate what proportion of housing
developments should be elderly persons' accommodation, and the appropriate amount is likely to vary on a case-by-case
basis. 2008-based Household Projections have been investigated, and a requirement that 20% of units in developments
of 5 units or more be designed specifically for the elderly is now proposed for the new emerging residential development
policy.

Recommen- Policy CS7 Residential Development to be amended to include a requirment that 20% of homes in the development of 15

dation units or more be designed soecifically for the elderly.

cspo-72 The Coal Authority

Plan Ref Chapter 1 Introduction Observations

Summary  The Coal Authority is keen to ensure that coal resources are not unduly sterilised by new development. In instances
where this may be the case, The Coal Authority would be seeking prior extraction of the coal. The West Lancashire area
has been subjected to coal mining which will have left a legacy. Whilst most past mining is generally benign in nature
potential public safety and stability problems can be triggered and uncovered by development activities. it is important
that new development delivered through the Local Development Framework, recognises the problems and how they can

be positively addressed. (S)

Response  Comments noted. The Council is aware that there are issues in certain areas relating to past mining and the possible
existence of coal deposits, and that these need to be taken into account when considering the amount of development
that can be assigned to each area, and to the allocation of specific sites. The Council will consult /is consulting with the
Coal Authority at all stages, including this Preferred Options stage, and importantly, when considering the allocation of
specific sites, as well as when assessing planning applications. (Consultation with The Coal Authority has already taken
place with regard to specific sites proposed for allocation in the next stage of the Plan's preparation.)

Recommen- No change to Plan itself, but maintain ongoing consultation as the Plan is progressed.

dation

Page 4



cspo-73 The Coal Authority

Plan Ref Chapter 1 Introduction Support with conditions

Summary  The Core Strategy needs to set out how the Lancashire Minerals and Waste DPD needs to be taken into account in West
Lancashire. New wording for inclusion in the introduction proposed. (S)

Response  Comments noted. It is agreed that the Core Strategy needs to specify how it takes account of the Lancashire Minerals
and Waste DPD, and thus consideration will be given to inserting the suggested wording (or very similar) into the Core
Strategy.

Recommen- Add wording suggested by Coal Authority to the Core Strategy's introduction:"Lancashire County Council has

dation responsibility for identifying sites and policies for Minerals and Waste Development in the County. Therefore Minerals and
Waste Issues are not cove

cspo-102 Mr Steven Hopkin

Plan Ref 1.1 The West Lancashire Local Development Framework Object

Summary  NO to 4,500 homes NO to building on green belt NO to 600 Houses in Ormskirk as this would be disasterous for
Character of town, green belt, traffic congestion, pollution to name but a few NO more expansion to Edge Hill university,
especially on green belt. The monster that is Edge Hill needs taming. WLDC to be strong against the likes of greedy
businessmen like Ormskirk2027 and Edge Hill University Finally, as Councillor Martin Forshaw says,"West Lancashire
has a wonderful mix of vibrant towns and picturesque villages, and boasts some of the most beautiful countryside in the
UK." Quite right. Thank you Councillor Forshaw. LET'S KEEP IT THIS WAY!

Response  Comments noted. With regard to specific points raised: 1. Housing needs figures take account not only of birth rates, but
a range of factors including changes in family profiles (e.g. more divorces), single person households, migration, etc. The
Council considers 300 dwellings per annum is appropriate for West Lancashire. In any case, the Council is currently
legally obliged to use the Regional Spatial Strategy figure of 300 dwellings per annum. 2. It is agreed that wherever
possible, the rural character of West Lancashire should be maintained. However, not being able to accommodate the
whole of the Borough's housing need in suitable non-Green Belt sites means that Green Belt has to be considered. 3.
Problems associated with Burscough option noted. 4. Comments on Dispersal option noted. 5. Comments regarding non-
preferred option noted. 6. Skelmersdale is considered the appropriate place for the majority of the Borough's new housing
given its range of services and the capacity of its infrastructure to accommodate new development. 7. Comments
regarding Edge Hill University noted. Unfortunately, it is not possible to meet all the University's building requirements
within the current campus area, hence the need for more land. The Council is aware of the impacts associated with the
University. 8. Comments on affordable housing noted, although it is considered that the Objector misunderstands what
constitutes affordable housing. 9. Comments regarding the consultation events and voting forums noted.

Recommen- No further action.

dation

cspo-189 Mrs EA Broad Parish Clerk Lathom South Parish Council

Plan Ref 1.1 The West Lancashire Local Development Framework Observations

Summary  Consultation period is too short (S)

Response  Comments noted. It is considered that six weeks is an adequate amount of time to read and comment on documents.
This consultation is beyond the requirements of government plan-making Regulations. Whilst Sefton and Knowsley had
longer consultation periods, unlike West Lancashire they did not carry out "Options" consultation (2009 in West Lancs).
The Sefton and Knowsley periods also span the holiday season (July /August).

Recommen- No further action

dation

Ccspo-348 Mr Robert W. Pickavance

Plan Ref 1.1 The West Lancashire Local Development Framework Observations

Summary  1.1.5: I would like our site (adjacent to New Road, Rufford) to be included in the DPD and the DMP and | am willing to
discuss the site to ensure it is in-keeping with the developments in the surrounding area.(F)

Response = Comments noted

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-710 Mr Greg Mitten West Lancs Council for Voluntary Services

Plan Ref 1.2 Preparing the Core Strategy Observations

Summary  The consultation has been well carried out but could be improved by posting leaflets by royal mail rather than in free
papers. Also by having more one to one meeting with community groups. When developing the selected preferred option,
issues to be addressed include ensuring the development of access to services including transport links, the targeting of
employment and skills opportunities, particularly in deprived areas and encouraging entrepreneurial activity including
business start-up (S)

Response = Comments noted with reference to the consultation process. With regards to access to services including transport links
the Core Strategy seeks to encourage economic growth across the Borough and in particular to support the regeneration
of Skelmersdale.

Recommen- No Further Action

dation

Page 5



cspo-99 Mr David W Cheetham

Plan Ref 1.3 Technical Assessments of the Core Strategy Observations

Summary  Report does not consider health impacts of some areas of the Core Strategy. (S)

Response = Comments noted. The Core Strategy does not address site allocations and instead provides broad areas of search.
Consequently, the HIA cannot specifically address issues raised in this comment. However, comments will be
acknowledged and investigated in later stages of the LDF.

Recommen- Additional investigation will be done withregard to the HIA in future stages of the Core Strategy.

dation

cspo-200 Mrs Anne-Sophie Bonton Planning Officer

Plan Ref Chapter 2  Spatial Portrait and Key Issues for West Lancashire Observations

Summary  Support for recognising a different approach to Skelmersdale compared to the rest of the Borough. More emphasis could
be made on the need for better transport links to and from Skelmersdale. (S)

Response = Comments noted relating to the lack of accessible public transport in Skelmersdale. Reference in the document to the By-
pass is caveated with a statement to confirm that probability of this being delivered is low.

Recommen- Additional wording to make refernece to the internal transport network within Skelmersdale and also transport links with

dation Liverpool will be added.

cspo-324 Mr Roger Clayton

Plan Ref Chapter 2  Spatial Portrait and Key Issues for West Lancashire Observations

Summary  Boundary of Lathom Parish needs amending on Fig 2.2 (S)

Response  The Council acknowledges that the Blaguegate Lane and Firswood Road area are identified as falling within the parish of
Lathom South. However, the Core Strategy must identify functional spatial areas, for the purpose of the document the
area identfiied as Skelmersdale includes these areas and must be identified as one spatial entity.

Recommen- No action.

dation

cspo-371 Ms Kathleen M Prince

Plan Ref Chapter 2  Spatial Portrait and Key Issues for West Lancashire Observations

Summary  The only conclusion which can be drawn is that development must be confined to non flood-risk areas. (s)

Response  If any new development is to go ahead in Banks, it will be directed to areas outside of flood risk areas as a priority and in
accordance with the PPS25 sequential test.

Recommen- No action.

dation

cspo-374 Ms Kathleen M Prince

Plan Ref Chapter 2 Spatial Portrait and Key Issues for West Lancashire Observations

Summary Concerns over the number and type of housing proposed in the Core Strategy - would like to see more low occupation
density housing suitable for an ageing population.

Response  The dispersal and nature of new housing development is something that has been given and will continue to be given a
great deal of attention in order that supply meets demand within the Borough.

Recommen- No action.

dation

cspo-395 Wirral to Wyre Team Natural England

Plan Ref Chapter2  Spatial Portrait and Key Issues for West Lancashire Observations

Summary  Natural England would like more detail on the key issues .

Response  Comments noted.

Recommen- Minor changes to be made within the document to reflect these comments.

dation

cspo-422 Ms Judith Nelson English Heritage

Plan Ref Chapter 2 Spatial Portrait and Key Issues for West Lancashire Observations

Summary  The spatial portrait for West Lancashire highlights the importance of the historic environment and the Vision identifies the

need to retain local character and conserve heritage assets. | suggest, however, that the Vision could be extended to
cover investment in and enhancement of historic places, including the public realm. The Borough has a number of
heritage assets at risk and | am surprised that this and the need for investment in the historic environment is not included
as a Key Issue. (s)

Response  Comments noted.

Recommen- No change. The Vision provides an overview. The policies provide more details on how this can be achieved.

dation
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Ccspo-432 Mr Andrew Thorley Strategic Land Manager Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd

Plan Ref Chapter 2 Spatial Portrait and Key Issues for West Lancashire Observations

Summary  Spatial portrait should refer to the role that housing can play in boosting employment and supporting the local economy.
(S)

Response  Comments noted.

Recommen- No change.

dation

cspo-450 Mr Roger Bell

Plan Ref Chapter 2  Spatial Portrait and Key Issues for West Lancashire Observations

Summary  data inaccuracies in relation to West Lancashire residents travel to work patterns in spatial portrait. (s)

Response  Comments noted.

Recommen- Data inaccuracies checked and corrected.

dation

cspo-51 Church Commissioners For England

Plan Ref Chapter 2  Spatial Portrait and Key Issues for West Lancashire Observations

Summary  The importance of small scale development should be acknowledged and supported in rural settlements and in locations
with good access to services and facilities. (S)

Response = Comments noted. It is agreed that an appropriate amount of development should be permitted in rural areas with a
reasonable number of facilities and services. The Core Strategy allows for residential development in the Western
Parishes area.

Recommen- No action.

dation

cspo-517 Mr Alan Hubbard Land Use Planning Adviser The National Trust

Plan Ref Chapter 2  Spatial Portrait and Key Issues for West Lancashire Observations

Summary Key features section for Rufford should make specific reference to Rufford Old Hall. (S)

Response = Comments noted.

Recommen- Change made.

dation

cspo-532 Hesketh Estate

Plan Ref Chapter2  Spatial Portrait and Key Issues for West Lancashire Support

Summary  Aughton forms a vital part of the second largest population in the Borough and we consider it to be an important key
service centre.

Response = Comments noted.

Recommen- No action.

dation

cspo-737 Crompton property developments

Plan Ref David Crompgpatial Portrait and Key Issues for West Lancashire Observations

Summary  Various observations on the Spatial Portrait. (s)

Response  Comments Noted

Recommen- Minor amendments addressed.

dation

cspo-139 Mr Philip Carter Planning Liaison Officer Environment Agency

Plan Ref 2.1 A Spatial Portrait of West Lancashire Object

Summary  If Option B is selected a Level 2 SFRA would be required (S)

Response = Comments Noted

Recommen- Comment acknowledged. A Stage 2 SFRA report is currently being prepared.

dation
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cspo-165 Mr Martyn Coy Planner British Waterways

Plan Ref 2.1 A Spatial Portrait of West Lancashire Object

Summary  The Millenium Ribble Link should be recognised within the Spatial Portrait. This connects the Lancaster Canal to the
Leeds and Liverpool Canal and the wider inland waterway network. (S)

Response  Comments noted. The diagram at Fig. 2.2 shows the Rufford Branch of the Canal joining the River Douglas at Tarleton,
which is a correct representation of reality (Tarleton Lock). This is not considered to need amendment. In terms of
recognising the Ribble Link, the following phrase can be added to the end of the sentence at Line 5: "... and branches off
northwards towards the Lancaster Canal via the Ribble Link."

Recommen- The following has been added to the end of the third sentence (line 5) of paragraph 2.1.6 "... and branches off northwards

dation towards the Lancaster Canal via the Ribble Link".

cspo-190 Mrs EA Broad Parish Clerk Lathom South Parish Council

Plan Ref 2.1 A Spatial Portrait of West Lancashire Object

Summary  Under the description of a spatial portrait of West Lancashire, Blaguegate Lane and Firswood Road been grouped into
Skelmersdale without acknowledging the area of Lathom at all.This area must be recorded in this document as Lathom.
)

Response  The Council recognises the results of the 2005 Local Plan Inquiry, and the boundaries of Lathom South Parish. However,
the land was safeguarded in the Local Plan with the intention of meeting Skelmersdale's development needs, if
necessary, in the longer-term. If this land were to be developed, the development would count towards Skelmersdale's
totals, and the resulting urban land would for all intents and purposes form part of the Skelmersdale Urban Area,
notwithstanding the Parish boundary.

Recommen- No change.

dation

cspo-217 Mr Shaun Taylor Planning Associate Director G L Hearn Property Consultants

Plan Ref 2.1 A Spatial Portrait of West Lancashire Object

Summary  The Spatial Portrait should mention market housing and links between supply, green belt release and delivery of
affordable housing.

Response  The Spatial Portrait contains a section on housing (paragraphs 2.1.11 - 2.1.12) which, whilst it does not include the word
'market’, does refer to owner-occupied housing. It is recognised that the housing requirement (the majority of which will be
market housing) results in the need for Green Belt release, and links to delivery of affordable housing and economic
growth, but it is not considered necessary to list this as a Key Issue in the Spatial Portrait.

Recommen- No change.

dation

cspo-219 Mr D Rimmer

Plan Ref 2.1 A Spatial Portrait of West Lancashire Observations

Summary Development in Bank should not be discarded on flood risk alone. There may be suitable sites. Transport (HGV)
movements are likely to increase in settlements. The agricultural sector should be supported throughout the document.
Questions the strength of Skelmersdales housing market to support 3000 new homes.

Response  The Core Strategy does not discount Banks for development based on flood risk and even identifies some land to the
south of the settlement as a possible area of search within Option 2 which was presented to the public during this
consultation exercise. Comments noted regarding trasnport and HGV'S. Farm diversification is encouraged within Policy
CS5. Focusing economic development around Skelmersdale is the neccesary approach in order for the Council to begin
to tackle some of the deprivation issues associated with Skelmersdale.

Recommen- No action required.

dation

cspo-284 Mrs Jo Robison Associate Smiths Gore

Plan Ref 2.1 A Spatial Portrait of West Lancashire Support

Summary  Support the reference to Aughton as a single town, amalgamated with Ormskirk (s)

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-349 Mr Robert W. Pickavance

Plan Ref 2.1 A Spatial Portrait of West Lancashire Support

Summary | fully support this point, Rufford has excellent transport links, North, South, East and West and also has an excellent rail
service. (F)

Response  Acknowledged

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-468 Mr Marcus Bleasdale Bleasdale Investments Ltd

Plan Ref 2.1 A Spatial Portrait of West Lancashire Object

Summary  Aughton should be recognised as a potential self-sustaining settlement in its own right, and not a single settlement with
Ormskirk. (S)

Response  Given the scale and nature of Aughton, it clearly forms part of the Ormskirk urban area. To state otherwise may open the
area up to more development and we need to ensure that development of a suitable scale is directed to such locations.

Recommen- No action.

dation

cspo-509 Mr Alan Hubbard Land Use Planning Adviser The National Trust

Plan Ref 2.1 A Spatial Portrait of West Lancashire Support with conditions

Summary  Support for identification of Rufford Old Hall as a major tourism attraction, however it should be recognised as a key
heritage asset in West Lancashire within para 2.1.8. (S)

Response  Comments noted.

Recommen- Amendment made as suggested.

dation

cspo-549 Mrs Margaret Wiltshire Planning Volunteer, Treasurer CPRE (West Lancs Group)

Plan Ref 2.1 A Spatial Portrait of West Lancashire Observations

Summary  2.1.31 Are not the bus-routes worth some mention here?

Response  Although Bus routes are not specifically mentioned in relation to Ormskirk and Aughton under 2.1.31 they are mentioned
under section 2.1.19 which looks at public transport on a borough level.

Recommen- No Further Action

dation

cspo-650 Mr Simon Artiss Planning Manager Bellway Homes Ltd

Plan Ref 2.1 A Spatial Portrait of West Lancashire Observations

Summary Para 2.1.31 - usefully acknowledges that Ormskirk has the second largest population in the Borough and provides a full
range of facilities whilst also confirming that the present probability of a bypass being provided remains low. The
Paragraph also records how important the Town is in terms of employment, including the Council, hospital and Edge Hill
University. Ormskirk is therefore clearly a sustainable location for new development, along with Skelmersdale (even
without a train station) and Burscough, being the other 2 major settlements

Response  Comments Noted

Recommen- No Further Action Required

dation

Ccspo-678 Jason and Marcus Bleasdale

Plan Ref 2.1 A Spatial Portrait of West Lancashire Observations

Summary Consider that Aughton has the potential to flourish as a self-sustaining settlement in its own right. The Little Moor Hall
Farm site provides a significant opportunity to imrove the current offer of facilities within Aughton and help achieve this
vision for example by adding to the local retail and service offer and through the provision of new community services, as
part of a wider residential-led redevelopment of the site. (s)

Response  Comments Noted

Recommen- No Further Action

dation

cspo-433 Mr Andrew Thorley Strategic Land Manager Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd

Plan Ref 2.2 Key Issues in West Lancashire Observations

Summary  Taylor Wimpey UK Limited considers that the &€ Affordable Housinga€™ Key Issues in West Lancashire Table (p.23)
fails to mention the need to ensure that the provision of affordable housing is also viable and based on an up-to-date
SHMA and Viability Study and this should be reflected in the revised document. (F)

Response  Comments noted.

Recommen- No change. Accepted that SHMA and Viability Study are necesssary evidence base for affordble housing and does not

dation need to be explicitly stated.

cspo-470 Mr Marcus Bleasdale Bleasdale Investments Ltd

Plan Ref 2.2 Key Issues in West Lancashire Observations

Summary  Concern regarding the expansion of Edge Hill University and impact on the town. Welcome acknowledgement that tightly
defined Green Belt limits options for future development. (S)

Response  Comments noted.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-523 Mr Alan Hubbard Land Use Planning Adviser The National Trust

Plan Ref 2.2 Key Issues in West Lancashire Observations

Summary  Itis surprising that environmental issues do not figure more prominently in the Key Issues section. (S)

Response = Comments noted - agricultural land and Green Belt are identified as key issues within the Borough within the key issues
section. There are also many other non-environmental issues which need to be addressed and it is considered that the
level of detail is this list is appropriate. However, it may be useful to add heritage to this list.

Recommen- Reference to heritage assets added.

dation

cspo-679 Jason and Marcus Bleasdale

Plan Ref 2.2 Key Issues in West Lancashire Observations

Summary  Edge Hill University's desire to expand is identified as one of the key issues in West Lancashire. jason and Marcus
Bleasdale wish to register their concern about the potential adverse effects that any expansion of the university might
have on the character of the historic market town of Ormskirk. The Green Belt is identified as one of the other key issues
in West Lancashire. Jason and Marcus Bleasdale welcome the Council's acknowledgement that the tightly defined Green
Belt boundaries that currently exist within the Borough limit the options available for future development.

Response = Comments Noted

Recommen- No Further Action

dation

cspo-81 Mrs MARIA RIDING

Plan Ref 2.2 Key Issues in West Lancashire Object

Summary  Object to Burscough option and development in Banks. Development should be located close to the motorway at
Ormskirk or Bickerstaffe. (S)

Response  Comments noted. One reason why Burscough was chosen and not Scarisbrick or Haskayne is the good level of facilities
and services in Burscough, plus its good public transport links. The same reasoning would preclude land in Bickerstaffe.

Recommen- No action.

dation

cspo-83 Mr lan Yates

Plan Ref 2.2 Key Issues in West Lancashire Observations

Summary  The impact Edge Hill has on the local community of Ormskirk needs to be better accounted for. (S)

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No change.

dation

cspo-141 Mr Philip Carter Planning Liaison Officer Environment Agency

Plan Ref Chapter 3 A Vision for West Lancashire 2027 and the Spatial & Strategic Objectives Object

Summary  Wording in the vision regading flood rsik and mitigation is inappropriate and should be changed to reflect National Policy
Guidance

Response  Comments noted. Wording will be amended for next drafting of the document.

Recommen- Wording amended as per EA objections.

dation

cspo-325 Mr Roger Clayton

Plan Ref Chapter 3 A Vision for West Lancashire 2027 and the Spatial & Strategic Objectives Object

Summary  Reference to RSS is probably out of date and unnecessary. Target for BfL inconsistent with earlier sections of document.
(S)

Response  Acknowledged. RSS still to be considered at this stage.

Recommen- No action required.

dation

cspo-423 Ms Judith Nelson English Heritage

Plan Ref Chapter 3 A Vision for West Lancashire 2027 and the Spatial & Strategic Objectives Observations

Summary  Objective 7 This objective covers the protection of heritage assets. PPS5 sets out the Governmenta€™s aim for the
a€ceconservationa€l of the historic environment and heritage assets where well-managed change which sustains
significance and heritage interest is acceptable. You may wish to consider substituting conservation for protection in the
document.

Response  Comments noted.

Recommen- Replaced 'protect' with ‘conserve' in relation to Heritage Assets within Objective 7.

dation
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cspo-435 Mr Andrew Thorley Strategic Land Manager Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd

Plan Ref Chapter 3 A Vision for West Lancashire 2027 and the Spatial & Strategic Objectives Object

Summary  The importance of Ormskirk/Aughton should be given greater emphasis in the Vision. Reference to the need for use of
Green Belt should be identified in Objective 5. Object to aspirations for carbon neutral development under Objective 8. (S)

Response = Comments noted. Omskirk /Aughton is given adequate importance in the Vision and there are many areas of the Borough
which must be considered. It is not considered necessary to add reference to the Green Belt within Objective 5 as the
emphasis is on developing brownfield land first. The need for Green Belt land is addressed later in the document and is
not a major objective of the Core Strategy. In relation to Objective 8, we proposed changing the wording to 'low carbon
technology'.

Recommen- Objective 8 amended to read 'low carbon technology' instead of 'carbon neutral technology'.

dation

cspo-473 Mr Marcus Bleasdale Bleasdale Investments Ltd

Plan Ref Chapter 3 A Vision for West Lancashire 2027 and the Spatial & Strategic Objectives Support with conditions

Summary Support intention to secure the long-term stability of Ormskirk/Aughton, but suggest that Aughton is treated as a single
settlement in planning terms. Concern about traffic problems associated with Edge Hill. (S)

Response = Comments noted. It is considered inappropriate to treat Aughton as a single settlement given its links and dependence
upon the wider Ormskirk urban area. It is important to maintain this rather than allowing Aughton to expand into a larger
settlement in its own right, which may have significant impact on the surrounding Green Belt. Comments on traffic issues
also noted.

Recommen- No action.

dation

cspo-704 Ms Rose Freeman Planning Assistant The Theatres Trust

Plan Ref Chapter 3 A Vision for West Lancashire 2027 and the Spatial & Strategic Objectives Object

Summary A Vision This is still too long with too much detail 4€* it should prA©cis the Objectives with the detail being in the
policiesa€™ text.

Response  Comments Noted

Recommen- No Further Action. The Vision has been reduced to only include information considered neccesary.

dation

cspo-738 Crompton property developments

Plan Ref David Cromp a vision for West Lancashire 2027 and the Spatial & Strategic Objectives Observations

Summary  Various observations on the Vision and Objectives. (s)

Response  Comments Noted

Recommen- No change.

dation

cspo-107 Mrs Jackie Liptrott

Plan Ref 3.1 A Vision for West Lancashire 2027 Observations

Summary  Core Strategy needs to be revisted as it is unsound due to timescales (S)

Response It is agreed that the Core Strategy must be shown to be deliverable. Work is ongoing with those bodies who would deliver
the Plan to ensure that its content is achievable (e.g. United Ultilities, other infrastructure providers, developers, etc.). For
a plan looking 15 years into the future, and being prepared in uncertain economic times, it is not possible to set out every
timetable in detail. Instead, a pragmatic view needs to be taken. The Council considers the draft Core Strategy, along with
its evidence base (including such documents as an Infrastructure Delivery Plan, currently under preparation) will provide
the required information to demonstrate it is deliverable and meet the tests of soundness. Comments received from
"delivery bodies" during this consultation are being given careful consideration, and where necessary, the draft Plan will
be amended. There is a "Plan B" in the Core Strategy, which provides an alternative course of action should the Plan not
be delivered in the anticiapted way. This is being refined in the light of consultation comments and other evidence being
received.

Recommen- No specific action in response to this objection, but obviously it is necessary to show the Core Strategy is deliverable,

dation setting out what will be done by whom and be when.

cspo-140 Mr Philip Carter Planning Liaison Officer Environment Agency

Plan Ref 3.1 A Vision for West Lancashire 2027 Support

Summary  Support for the Council's approach to utilities provision (S).

Response  Noted

Recommen- No action required

dation
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cspo-168 Mr Martyn Coy Planner British Waterways

Plan Ref 3.1 A Vision for West Lancashire 2027 Support with conditions

Summary  Vision should make specific reference to the Leeds-Liverpool Canal. (S)

Response It is considered that the word "waterways" includes the Leeds-Liverpool Canal, and that to add the Canal specifically to
paragraph 5 of the Vision is not necessary. As stated by the Objector, the Canal is mentioned specifically in paragaph 18
of the Vision.

Recommen- No change.

dation

cspo-218 Mr Shaun Taylor Planning Associate Director G L Hearn Property Consultants

Plan Ref 3.1 A Vision for West Lancashire 2027 Observations

Summary  Further consideration needs to be given to decisions surrounding growth including when and where this takes place. (s)

Response = Comments noted however further work on developing the Core Strategy, in terms of delivery is still underway in order to
ensure the Submission Core Strategy is a "sound" document.

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-220 Mr D Rimmer

Plan Ref 3.1 A Vision for West Lancashire 2027 Support with conditions

Summary  Vision needs to be realistic and achieveable. (s)

Response  We are aware of the risks associated with deliverability of development in Skelmersdale based on consultation feedback
and historic development completion rates. In response to this a review has been carried out to ensure the appropriate
balance of development is spread across the Borough to ensure housing delivery is not jeopardised but that the focus
remains on Skelmersdale to support regeneration.

Recommen- A review of housing targets and spread to ensure growth needs are met has been undertaken.

dation

cspo-396 Wirral to Wyre Team Natural England

Plan Ref 3.1 A Vision for West Lancashire 2027 Observations

Summary  Natural England wants to see aspirational Visions that strongly promote the importance of the natural environment and its
conservation and enhancement.

Response  Comments noted.

Recommen- The word 'important' has been replaced before 'biodiversity' in the third paragraph on page 27.

dation

cspo-510 Mr Keith Keeley

Plan Ref 3.1 A Vision for West Lancashire 2027 Object

Summary  Without reference to an IDP the deliverability of the proposals cannot be guaranteed (s)

Response  The Vision is a statement of where the Council wish to see the Borough being in 2027, as it relates to spatial planning.
Therefore, the quote referenced is stating an aim that the Council will seek to achieve through the Core Strategy. The
Council are aware an IDP is necessary to inform this and the wider document, and this will be provided alongside the
Publication Draft Version of the Core Strategy, as per PPS12. A draft IDP is not required during Regulation 25 public
consultation, which the CSPO consultation is a part of. The Council acknowledges that it will not always be easy to find
solutions for infrastructure constraints in many parts of the Borough, and this will ultimately inform any decision on where
development will be targeted in the Borough.

Recommen- No Action Required

dation

cspo-530 Mr Alan Hubbard Land Use Planning Adviser The National Trust

Plan Ref 3.1 A Vision for West Lancashire 2027 Support

Summary  The National Trust supports the proposed Vision and welcomes the new paragraph addressing climate change. (F)

Response = Comment noted.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-653 Mr Simon Artiss Planning Manager Bellway Homes Ltd

Plan Ref 3.1 A Vision for West Lancashire 2027 Observations

Summary A vision for West Lancashire (Para 3.1) - given the options for growth set out later in the Core Strategy (CS), including the
urban expansion of Ormskirk and Burscough, we question the appropriateness of the term 'long term stability’ in reference
to these settlements, whereas for Skelemrsdale the appropriate reference is for sustainable growth. To avoid potential
misunderstanding, we consider the phrase 'sustainable growth' to apply to all 3 of these towns. The subsequent
supporting text needs to reflect this.

Response = Comments Noted.

Recommen- Wording amended as suggested.

dation

cspo-680 Jason and Marcus Bleasdale

Plan Ref 3.1 A Vision for West Lancashire 2027 Support

Summary  Jason and Marcus Bleasdale also support the Council's intention to take major steps to secure the long-term stability of
Ormskirk/Aughton as part of the Vision for West Lancashire of 2027 but as mentioned previously, consider that Aughton
should be treated as a single settlement in planning terms.

Response  Comments Noted

Recommen- No Further Action

dation

cspo-142 Mr Philip Carter Planning Liaison Officer Environment Agency

Plan Ref 3.2 Spatial & Strategic Objectives Support

Summary  Support for Strategic Objectives (S)

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-221 Mr Shaun Taylor Planning Associate Director G L Hearn Property Consultants

Plan Ref 3.2 Spatial & Strategic Objectives Object

Summary  Objective 5 needs to be re-written, to be SMART, by taking account of delivery issues with PDL sites. (S)

Response It is accepted that some brownfield sites will be difficult to deliver, especially in the short term /current economic climate.
Wording has been amended in recognition of this fact.

Recommen- Wording of Objective 5 amended. (See also Rep 534.)

dation

Ccspo-229 Mr D Rimmer

Plan Ref 3.2 Spatial & Strategic Objectives Support with conditions

Summary Sites should be allowed to be developed providing it can be proved safe from flooding. (s)

Response  PPS25 sets out the correct approach to planning for development at the strategic level and this must be reflected locally.
However, where there are cases when flood mitigation measures can be used to help deliver a site for wider benefits then
this may be evidenced through a planning application setting out specific parameters of the development.

Recommen- No action required.

dation

Ccspo-248 Mr Francis Williams member Ormskirk Friends of the Earth

Plan Ref 3.2 Spatial & Strategic Objectives Object

Summary  The figure that is proposed of 300 new homes per annum we believe it is excessive. (S)

Response At the time of considering this objection, the Council is legally obliged to use the RSS figure, 300 dwellings per annum.
Even if this were not the case, it is considered that 300 dwellings per annum is the most appropriate figure for West
Lancashire, based on the evidence underpinning the RSS, and also taking into account the latest household projections,
plus the 'RSS deficit', (the number of housing completions in West Lancashire from 2003-11 compared with the RSS
requirement).

Recommen- No change.

dation

cspo-387 North West Skelmersdale Owners

Plan Ref 3.2 Spatial & Strategic Objectives Support

Summary Many of the specific objectives are laudable, specifically objective 9 relating to Skelmersdale is supported.

Response  Comments noted.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-398 Wirral to Wyre Team Natural England

Plan Ref 3.2 Spatial & Strategic Objectives Observations

Summary  The strategic objectives form the link between the high level vision and the detailed strategy. They should expand the
vision into the key specific issues for the area which need to be addressed, and how that will be achieved within the
timescale of the core strategy. We are satisfied with the list of Objectives cited.

Response = Comments noted.

Recommen- No action.

dation

cspo-475 Mr Marcus Bleasdale Bleasdale Investments Ltd

Plan Ref 3.2 Spatial & Strategic Objectives Support with conditions

Summary  Objective 5 should be revised to acknowledge it will be necessary to release some Green Belt land within the Borough in
order to meet the specified development targets. (S)

Response  Releasing Green Belt is not a major objective of the Core Strategy and therefore it is unnecessary to include this within
objective 5. Implications for the Green Belt are dealt with elsewhere in the document.

Recommen- No action.

dation

cspo-534 Hesketh Estate

Plan Ref 3.2 Spatial & Strategic Objectives Support with conditions

Summary  Too much emphasis on delivering housing on brownfield sites. This should be caveated with the need for it to be
deliverable and viable. Other sites shoudl then be considered in order to deliver housing targets. (S)

Response  Preference for brownfield development is in line with national policy. It is agreed that viability is an important
consideration, and this will be taken into account, e.g. when considering affordable housing contributions. Whilst the
suggested wording is correct in principle, and is borne out elsewhere in the Core Strategy, it is not considered necessary
to add to this objective. The objectives set out what is intended to be achieved, rather than what would be done if the first
choice plan of action is not possible.

Recommen- Objective 5 amended in line with the Objector's wording: &€ceThe priority will be to deliver these on brownfield sites where

dation the sites are available, deliverable and viable." (Noted that the response to the Objector states that it is not considered
necessa

cspo-544 Mr Alan Hubbard Land Use Planning Adviser The National Trust

Plan Ref 3.2 Spatial & Strategic Objectives Support with conditions

Summary  Objective 7 would benefit from a specific reference to the wider settings within which heritage assets site. Suggested
wording included. (S)

Response  Comments Noted. Alternative wording added.

Recommen- Wording changed.

dation

cspo-642 Skelmersdale Limited Partnership

Plan Ref 3.2 Spatial & Strategic Objectives Support

Summary  SLP supports the recognition given, in Objective 6 of the Core Strategy, of the importance of ensuring the vitality and
viability of the Borough&€™s town centres. The explanatory text for this objective, and that for Objective 9, also
underlines the importance of regenerating Skelmersdale town centre both for the benefit of the town itself and for the
Borough as a whole. These statements are supported but SLP is concerned that the policy approach set out in the Core
Strategy will not achieve these fundamental objectives. (s)

Response  Comments Noted.

Recommen- No Further Action

dation

cspo-649 Ms Judith Nelson English Heritage

Plan Ref 3.2 Spatial & Strategic Objectives Support with conditions

Summary  Recommendations for some change in wording (S)

Response  Comments Noted and slight changes made to wording.

Recommen- Wording amended in light of this, and other comments received.

dation
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cspo-655 Mr Simon Artiss Planning Manager Bellway Homes Ltd

Plan Ref 3.2 Spatial & Strategic Objectives Observations

Summary  The 300 dwellings per year target must be the very minimum and a higher figure would greatly assist in the delivery of
more affordable homes, identified as a considerable need and political priority. We would therefore support a higher
minimum, especially in light of the emerging national planning agenda (S).

Response = Comments noted. The backlog against RSS requirements from 2003 onwards is being taken into account in housing land
supply calculations.

Recommen- Consideration given to comments regarding housing delivery backlog

dation

Ccspo-681 Jason and Marcus Bleasdale

Plan Ref 3.2 Spatial & Strategic Objectives Observations

Summary It explains that these new homes will be concentrated on brownfield sites, where available, in the major urban areas
where services and transport facilities are greatest. Jason and Marcus Bleasdale consider that this objective should be
revised to acknowledge it will be necessary to release some Green Belt land within the Borough in order to meet the
specified development targets.

Response = Comments Noted

Recommen- Consideration given to acknowledge that it may be neccesary to release some Green Belt within the Borough in order to

dation meet the specified development targets. This is covered through the planning policies. No change to the objectives.

cspo-705 Ms Rose Freeman Planning Assistant The Theatres Trust

Plan Ref 3.2 Spatial & Strategic Objectives Support

Summary  We support Objective 3 which includes the provision of social and cultural facilities but suggest that the Glossary (should
you decide to have one) or accompanying text for Policy CS13 could include a description of such facilities for clarity

Response  Comments Noted

Recommen- No Further action. Policy CS13 does make reference to local social and community services and facilities.

dation

cspo-277 Mr Alexis De Pol

Plan Ref Chapter 4 An Overview of the Core Strategy Preferred Options Object

Summary  Too much housing directed to the main settlements when some of the more rural settlements have many sustainable
features and should take more development. (S)

Response = Comments regarding the comparison of DS4 land with Green Belt land noted. In terms of infrastructure in the northern
parishes, other than Rufford, all other villages are accessible only by bus so there is no opportunity for supporting the
local rail network in order to secure enhanced services. Furthermore, the highway network into Tarleton and Hesketh
Bank is largely dependant upon a one road in one road out arrangement which is already very busy at peak times.
Improvement of this arrangement would not be easily achievable and therefore further significant development would be
difficult to support from a highways point of view. Finally, in terms of utility infrastructure, due to the flat topography of the
northern parishes, both waste and clean water must be pumped. The capacity of this pumping system is now limited and
there are no plans for upgrading the system within United Utilities' spending plans. United Utilities have confirmed that
they could not guarantee to provide a good standard of service to this area if significant development was to continue.
Issues which may arise as a result of system failure include surface water flooding and low water pressure. The Council
acknowledges that significant waste water issues also impact on Ormskirk, Burscough and some of the surrounding areas
and is committed to working with United Ultilities to support a bid for funds to create a solution to this issue. The reality of
the situation is that funding for both issues is unlikely and therefore a solution to support the 2 main service centres within
the Borough outside of Skelmersdale must be paramount.

Recommen- No Action Required

dation

cspo-368 Alan Syder

Plan Ref Chapter4  An Overview of the Core Strategy Preferred Options Observations

Summary  The level of development require is questionable and green belt land should only be released once all brownfield sites
have been used. Further expansion of Edge Hill Univeristy should be carefully considered.

Response 1) Housing targets are developed using population projections, past un-met need as a result of market conditions and
household projections which takes account of the number of occupants in dwellings. 2) The Council agrees that the Green
Belt should be used as a last resort after all land within the urban settlement areas has been used. 3) The Core Strategy
sets out that the overwhelming need to meet housing and employment targets in order to support economic growth and
meet housing needs is an exceptional circumstance. Furthermore, the requirement for Green Belt land equates to 0.26%
of the significant amount of Green Belt land (over 91% of the Borough) that is designated within the Borough. 4)
Sustainable development is central to the Core Strategy and Policy CS1. 5) The Core Strategy and in particular Policy
CS?7 prioritises Brownfield land over Green Belt. 6) Comments noted. 7) The purpose of managed expansion at Edge Hill
is to assist in tackling many of the issues associated with the university including the delivery of on-site student
accommodation in order to reduce the pressure on the housing stock of Ormskirk.

Recommen- No action required.

dation
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cspo-41 Redrow Homes

Plan Ref Chapter 4 An Overview of the Core Strategy Preferred Options Object

Summary  Green Belt land should not be released unless all non-Green Belt options have been considered first. 4.3.3: It is an
oversimplification to say DS4 release is equivalent to Green Belt release. Some DS4 land may be suitable for
development, and would not have insurmountable infrastructure constraints. The benefits of the Dispersal Option should
be more clearly stated, given this involves 100 fewer dwellings on Green Belt land. More than 100 dwellings could be
accommodated on non-Green Belt sites in Banks. (S)

Response  Paragraph 4.2.4 makes clear that Green Belt has been considered only because of a lack of available and deliverable
land within settlements. Green Belt development is only proposed for release as a "last resort", given the lack of suitable
available and viable non-Green Belt sites ("suitable" encompassing such considerations as infrastructure, drainage,
sustainability, deliverability, etc). It is considered that the sentence in paragraph 4.3.3 is justified as a generalisation,
although it is accepted that there may be individual sites that are exceptions to this generalisation. The paragraph states
that "large amounts of development" could not be considered there - not that "no development" could be considered. With
regard to infrastructure: the general constraints in the Northern Parishes (drainage, traffic congestion, flood risk) apply to
all sites, and whilst a particular site may be deliverable, its development would exacerbate overall infrastructure difficulties
for the area. It is agreed that the Core Strategy could have listed a benefit of the Dispersal Option as being 100 fewer
dwellings in the Green Belt. Should the Dispersal option ultimately be selected as the preferred one, this point can be
clarified.

Recommen- No Action Required

dation

cspo-424 Ms Judith Nelson English Heritage

Plan Ref Chapter 4 An Overview of the Core Strategy Preferred Options Observations

Summary Figure 4.2 4€“ Area of Search Ormskirk The grade II* Bath Lodge, Dark Lane lies adjacent to the area of search, it is
essential that the setting of this building is assessed and safeguarded if proposals are developed for this site. (f)

Response  comments noted

Recommen- No Action Required

dation

cspo-447 Mr Roger Bell

Plan Ref Chapter 4 An Overview of the Core Strategy Preferred Options Observations

Summary  The major development in Skelmersdale is essential to the success of that town. But the need for much improved rail
service must be met. Of the additional options, the &€ Burscough Optiona€™ is clearly the preferred option. Although
there are major issues that must be addressed, it is the only one that provides the opportunity to make a major
improvement. Objects to dispersal and non-preferred options (s)

Response  comments noted

Recommen- no action required

dation

cspo-476 Mr RA Barnish Ormskirk & Dist Community Council

Plan Ref Chapter 4 An Overview of the Core Strategy Preferred Options Support with conditions

Summary  Supports Burscough and Dispersal option, objects to non-preferred (Ormskirk) option and extension at Edge Hill University

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No Action required

dation

cspo-48

Plan Ref Chapter 4 An Overview of the Core Strategy Preferred Options Object

Summary  The option of releasing large tracts of Green Belt land is questioned, when smaller less controversial areas could be
released in appropriate locations across the Borough. It is considered that the Council should review their options and
include an option that would allow the review of the Green Belt boundaries around the Key Service Centres. (S)

Response  Agreed in principle, but the Council has already considered such an approach, and most sites / areas (primarily in the
Northern Parishes) are subject to significant constraints, in particular in terms of infrastructure. If any suitable sites exist,
they can indeed be allocated in a Site Allocations DPD, but SHLAA, etc. data indicates that Green Belt release will be
necessary on top of such non-Green Belt allocations. Any Green Belt release would need to be identified either through a
strategic site changing the Green Belt boundary or through the identification of broad areas of search within which the Site
Allocations DPD would select sites and amend the Green Belt boundary.

Recommen- No Action Required

dation

cspo-498 Mrs D Payne

Plan Ref Chapter 4 An Overview of the Core Strategy Preferred Options Support

Summary  Preferred option is option 2 dispersal: Lessen the impact of too much development in one place and allow more residents
to stay local, and less Green Belt intrusion. (f)

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No Action

dation
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cspo-508 Mrs Pauline Whelan

Plan Ref Chapter 4 An Overview of the Core Strategy Preferred Options Object

Summary  Concerned with the loss of green belt and agricultural land, ruining the approach into Ormskirk and allowing Edge Hill
University to expand.

Response  comments noted

Recommen- no action

dation

cspo-513 Mr Frank Whelan

Plan Ref Chapter 4 An Overview of the Core Strategy Preferred Options Object

Summary  Concerned with traffic problems in Ormskirk as a result of any proposed development.

Response  comments noted

Recommen- no action

dation

cspo-551 Mrs Margaret Wiltshire Planning Volunteer, Treasurer CPRE (West Lancs Group)

Plan Ref Chapter 4 An Overview of the Core Strategy Preferred Options Observations

Summary  Concerned over the scale of development- will all the houses become occupied? Preferred option is Burscough bu
draining issues must be resolved. Edge Hill University must expand on the area it already has and then can expand into
green belt providing it is kept as small as possible.

Response  The target of 3000 homes is a target the Council felt was deliverable. However, having considered the response on this
matter during public consultation, the figures will be reviewed. Comments regarding the Burscough Strategic site noted.
Any development in Burscough would go hand in hand with the infrastructure delivery plan which would seek to address
the waste water situation. Comments regarding Edge Hill noted

Recommen- Reduce housing target for Skelmersdale due to concerns over deliverability given the current and fore-seeable economic

dation climate.

Ccspo-566 Mr Alan Hubbard Land Use Planning Adviser The National Trust

Plan Ref Chapter 4 An Overview of the Core Strategy Preferred Options Observations

Summary  New development should bring with it new or enhanced provision of nature conservation resources. (S)

Response  Protecting the natural environment is a theme running through the entire Core Strategy although it may not be specifically
mentioned in every policy. In addition, the Core Strategy has a specific Policy (CS16) on Preserving and Enhancing Green
Infrastructure and Biodiversity which does seek to protect biodiversity and habitat and ensure that, where new
development does have an environmental impact, this is mitigated as far as is possible.

Recommen- No further action required

dation

Ccspo-629 Robert J. & K. ADA Travis

Plan Ref Chapter 4 An Overview of the Core Strategy Preferred Options Support

Summary  Ormskirk has a bigger capacity to cope with increased development, compared to Burscough and Banks.

Response Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are
identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation measures and/or transport improvements, including
through developer contributions. It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-690 Michael J Horsfall

Plan Ref Chapter4  An Overview of the Core Strategy Preferred Options Object

Summary Development would have severe negative impact upon already over-burdened volume of traffic generated by Edge Hill
University. The land supports purpose of green belt to prevent urban sprawl between Aughton and Ormskirk. Additionally,
| object to the inclusion of the 3 acre field on Ruff Lane [in this proposal] and any development upon it. It has been
already ruled against at appeal and | agree with the Inspector's decision.

Response = Comments noted

Recommen- No further action required

dation
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cspo-691 Barbara Horsfall

Plan Ref Chapter 4 An Overview of the Core Strategy Preferred Options Object

Summary  Development would have severe negative impact upon already over-burdened volume of traffic generated by Edge Hill
University. The land supports purpose of green belt to prevent urban sprawl between Aughton and Ormskirk. Additionally,
| object to the inclusion of the 3 acre field on Ruff Lane [in this proposal] and any development upon it. It has been
already ruled against at appeal and | agree with the Inspector's decision.

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No further action required

dation

Ccspo-692 Phil Southern

Plan Ref Chapter 4 An Overview of the Core Strategy Preferred Options Object

Summary | have lived in the Aughton and Ormskirk area all of my life and to keep encroaching into the countryside erodes both the
agricultural land and destroys what makes the area a great place to live. | continue to live in the area because it offers a
good balance of houses versus countryside. One only has to walk or cycle from aughton to ormskirk down scarth hill lane
to recognise that the area would be adversely impacted by further development both in housing and further expansion of
Edge Hill University.

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No further action required

dation

cspo-736 Crompton property developments

Plan Ref David Cromp oy Overview of the Core Strategy Preferred Options Support

Summary  Supports the need to review and release land from the Green Belt and the inclusion of the Burscough Strategic
Development Site. (s)

Response  Comments Noted

Recommen- No Action Required

dation

cspo-754 Paul Cotterill

Plan Ref Chapter 4 An Overview of the Core Strategy Preferred Options Object

Summary  Concern regarding the way the Options have been produced and presented to the public.

Response  All strategic options for Green Belt release were considered equally prior to consultation and reasons were given by
Council's Cabinet for the decision to not select the Ormskirk Strategic Development Site option as a preferred option,
namely impact on traffic, impact on Green Belt serving an important Green Belt purpose and impact on views and high
quality agricultural land. Ultimately, it was decided that this option should still be consulted upon, albeit with the clear
status that it is not preferred by the Council, and so views both in support and objecting to the option were sought. Any
representation by the landowners of the site involved in this option will be taken into account in deliberations on the Core
Strategy as it is progressed, and all background work currently being undertaken on potential traffic impacts of different
development sites has included all the options consulted upon. To this end, the Council believes it has followed a
legitimate process.

Recommen- No Action Required

dation

cspo-526 Mr Keith Keeley

Plan Ref 4.1 Structure of the Core Strategy Preferred Options Observations

Summary  This table is potentially misleading and should be linked to the sustainability appraisal. The objectives should also be
linked to a delivery plan (s)

Response Table 4.1 is intended to illustrate "which objectives each policy is seeking to fulfil" (para 4.4.1) and so is not intended to
show positive or negative effects, but simply to show that, taking all the policies together, each objective is addressed by
at least one policy in the Core Strategy. The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) is a key supporting document that influences
how the Core Strategy is shaped and is referred to in section 1.3 on p.10 of the CSPO document. The SA Report does
not assess each policy individually, as this is not best practice in relation to SA. It is meant to be an assessment of the
plan as a whole and it would be misleading to assess each policy individually without considering the wider context of the
whole plan off-setting any potential negative impact an individual policy may have. A separate delivery plan is not required
for the strategic objectives - the policies themselves in the Core Strategy are the mechanism for delivering the objectives,
hence Table 4.1 is showing which objective(s) a policy helps to fulfil.

Recommen- No Action Required

dation
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cspo-193 C/O Agent WHITBREAD GROUP PLC

Plan Ref 4.2 The Core Strategy Preferred Options - Key Messages Support

Summary  Support the release of small parcels of land within the Green Belt for sustainable development eg Land adjacent (south)
to the Morris Dancers, Scarisbrick

Response  Comments noted with regard to the merits of releasing this piece of Green Belt land, although not every point is agreed. It
is not the role of the Core Strategy to allocate small sites, nor to release small sites (such as the one suggested) from the
Green Belt; if this were to be done, it would be through the DM Policies DPD (settlement boundaries) or the Site
Allocations DPD.

Recommen- No further action.

dation

cspo-222 Mr Shaun Taylor Planning Associate Director G L Hearn Property Consultants

Plan Ref 4.2 The Core Strategy Preferred Options - Key Messages Object

Summary  Too much focus on housing within Skelmersdale. Growth should consider more than local needs to deliver much needed
infrastructure and affordable housing. (s)

Response  We are aware of the risks associated with deliverability of development in Skelmersdale based on consultation feedback
and historic development completion rates. In response to this a review is being carried out to ensure the appropriate
distribution of development across the Borough so that housing delivery is not jeopardised and that the focus remains on
Skelmersdale to support regeneration. The level of growth that would be required to fund Skelmersdale regeneration and
the identified infrastructure would be so significant it would requires extremely large The level of development required to
support a growth strategy that would fund the Skelmersdale regeneration and major infrastructure delivery would be so
significant that the amount of Green Belt land required would seriously compromise the environmental limits of the
Boroughs settlements.

Recommen- Review of housing targets and distribution to ensure growth needs are met.

dation

cspo-231 Mr D Rimmer

Plan Ref 4.2 The Core Strategy Preferred Options - Key Messages Object

Summary DS4 land should be considered for development prior to Green Belt such as BA.24 which is capable of providing 40 +
dwellings whilst overcoming flooding and drainage issues. (s)

Response  The Core Strategy, through policies CS1 and CS7 prioritises brownfield land over greenfield and Green Belt land.
Furthermore, paragraph 4.3.3 sets out what Safegaurded land is but does not afford it the same degree of protection as
Green Belt land.

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-326 Mr Roger Clayton

Plan Ref 4.2 The Core Strategy Preferred Options - Key Messages Object

Summary It is undesirable and unrealistic to concentrate two-thirds of development into Skelmersdale. Affordable housing
requirements in Skelmersdale belie the findings of the Fordham Research documents. No recognition has been given to
existing empty housing. (S)

Response  Skelmersdale is the highest settlement in the West Lancashire settlement hierarchy and thus it is appropriate to locate the
largest proportion of development there. There is land and infrastructure to accommodate the proposed amount of
development. Housing locations are influenced not just by need, but by availability of sites, infrastructure and services. It
is agreed that house prices in Skelmersdale tend to be the most affordable in the Borough, but the Fordham Research
document still recommends that a proportion of new housing in Skelmersdale should be affordable, and the Core Strategy
has closely followed the findings of this research. The Core Strategy recognises the need for different types of
accommodation to meet the changing demographic profile of West Lancashire (for example through Lifetime Homes and
older persons accommodation requirements). The proportion of empty homes in West Lancashire is exceptionally low,
and the scope for contribution towards housing land supply from this source is limited.

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-327 Mr Roger Clayton

Plan Ref 4.2 The Core Strategy Preferred Options - Key Messages Object

Summary By releasing small sites in sufficient numbers to meet the local demand in the Parishes the council could avoid
undesirable levels of development elsewhere 4€" notably Skelmersdale. Such developments need not require major
infrastructure provision (e.g. foul drainage) if modern alternatives were stipulated instead. (S)

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No action required

dation
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cspo-351 Mr Robert W. Pickavance

Plan Ref 4.2 The Core Strategy Preferred Options - Key Messages Object

Summary  4.2.2 & 4.2.4: Release of green belt land must be carefully considered, however, the release of the New Road site would
be within the village boundaries and within a natural boundary (sluice).

Response  Acknowledged

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-481 Mr Marcus Bleasdale Bleasdale Investments Ltd

Plan Ref 4.2 The Core Strategy Preferred Options - Key Messages Support

Summary  Support for recognition that Green Belt release is inavoidable to meet the Borough's demands in future. (S)

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No Action Required

dation

cspo-546 Mr Alan Hubbard Land Use Planning Adviser The National Trust

Plan Ref 4.2 The Core Strategy Preferred Options - Key Messages Support

Summary  The National Trust supports the preferred options approach based on focussing development on larger settlements. This
is consistent with its previously expressed views and several of the identified key issues around addressing matters such
as affordable housing, education, employment and poor image in the main settlements. (f)

Response = Comments noted

Recommen- No further action required

dation

cspo-682 Jason and Marcus Bleasdale

Plan Ref 4.2 The Core Strategy Preferred Options - Key Messages Support

Summary  Support for recognition that Green Belt release is inavoidable to meet the Borough's demands in future. (S)

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No further action required

dation

cspo-106 Mr Kenneth Lamden

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Building on Green Belt should not be an option. In particular, the rural setting of Ormskirk should be maintained. (S)

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No change

dation

cspo-122 Mr & Mrs B Hughes

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Protest the redrafting of the Green Belt policy in connection with the land bounded by Ruff Lane, St Helens Road and
Scarth Hill. Concern that Ormskirk being defined by the University, not by the rich heritage of peoples and farms. (S)

Response = Comments noted. Any removal of land from the Green Belt must be justified by a€cevery exceptional circumstancesa€r
and the Core Strategy Preferred Options Paper proposes that the need to begin to resolve any student accommodation,
highways and car parking impacts caused by Edge Hill University constitutes those very exceptional circumstances.

Recommen- No further action

dation

cspo-123 Mr David P Gibson

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Observations

Summary  Concern about the potential loss for Green Belt adjacent to Ruff Woods. University expansion having a major impact on
local residents. Concern about the restricted parking at Ruff Woods and argues that issue of parking around the
University needs to be addressed. (S)

Response = Comments noted. Any removal of land from the Green Belt must be justified by a€cevery exceptional circumstancesa€r
and the Core Strategy Preferred Options Paper proposes that the need to begin to resolve any student accommodation,
highways and car parking impacts caused by Edge Hill University constitutes those very exceptional circumstances.

Recommen- No further action.

dation
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cspo-125 Mr Steven Hopkin

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Green Belt should not be used at all, only sites within existing urban area. Increased traffic, pollution and demand on
infrastructure is unacceptable. (S)

Response = Comments noted. Ideally, Green Belt should not be developed, but given the housing requirements the Borough faces,
the limited number of developable sites in urban areas, and taking into account infrastructure constraints, there exist
exceptional circumstances that necessitate the release of a small amount of Green Belt land.

Recommen- No further action.

dation

cspo-126 Mr P Rothwell

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary A single large development site (option 1) is unlikely to be successful in view of the major infrastructure issues associated
with such a large site. Whilst option 2 is regarded as more acceptable, a clearer definition of the areas where
development will take place is necessary. The land to the north west of Parrs Lane should be identified as a single main
area for residential development due to the way in which it satisfies all of the requirements for Green Belt land release. (S)

Response  Comments noted. Site-specific comments in relation to Parrs Lane are noted here and being taken into account in the
Green Belt Study. It is not agreed that having one large development site would lead to insurmountable infrastructure
constraints. Conversely, having one site could make developer contributions simpler and enable infrastructure issues to
be addressed in a more straightforward manner. Allocating specific sites is not appropriate for the Core Strategy, except
for large Strategic Sites central to the delivery of the Core Strategy. Parrs Lane, even if supported, would not qualify as
such a site. 'Areas of search' are appropriate for non-strategic sites, in line with guidance on preparing Core Strategies.
These will not lead to uncertainty over the lifetime of the Plan - the precise sites would be chosen as part of the Site
Allocations DPD work a couple of years into the Core Strategy period. Although Parrs Lane is not served by the New Lane
treatment works, it still suffers sewerage infrastructure constraints. This site can be taken into account, along with others,
when considering a Preferred Strategy, and / or a 'Plan B' portfolio of sites.

Recommen- Consider Parrs Lane site as part of the 'Plan B' portfolio of sites.

dation

cspo-127 Mr Clifford Holbert

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  The site east of Vale Lane would help address the shortfall in employment land as identified in the Core Strategy and
would assist in reducing the amount of undefined Green Belt land which is to be taken to the south of the M58. (S)

Response  Site-specific comments noted, and are also being taken into account in the Green Belt study. More evidence would be
required regarding ground conditions before this site could be considered as a deliverable development site. Information
the Council obtained from English Partnerships in 2005 showed that the site has been subject to shallow mine workings
which could seriously constrain its development and make it unfeasible. If this is proved not to be the case, the site could
be considered further in the future.

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-130 Estate of Mr J Travis Estate of

Plan Ref John Travis  options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Orrell Lane site scores better when assessed against the 5 purposes of including land in the Green Belt set out in PPG2
than the identified strategic development site at Higgins Lane. Issues associated with Higgins Lane site in terms of

infrastructure constraints means that it is unlikely to be developed as envisaged. A smaller site, such as that identified off
Orrell Lane, would not generate the same infrastructure issues and would be more likely to be developed over the plan
period. The site could be used as housing/community facilities with employment identified on the edge or located
elsewhere in the Borough. (S)

Response  Detailed site-specific comments are noted, and are also being taken into account in the Green Belt Study. It is not agreed
that having one large development site would lead to insurmountable infrastructure constraints. Conversely, having one
site could make developer contributions simpler and enable infrastructure issues to be addressed in a more
straightforward manner. This site can be taken into account, along with others, when considering a Preferred Strategy,
and / or a 'Plan B' portfolio of sites.

Recommen- Consider this site as part of the 'Plan B' portfolio of sites.

dation

cspo-131 Mr & Mrs E Ramsbottom

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Support with conditions

Summary  Wording of document should be amended to confirm rounding off of settlement boundaries will take place allowing
release of small areas of Green Belt. (S)

Response  Comments noted. However, it is also noted that the Green Belt boundary around the end of Chapel Lane was considered
at the 2005 Local Plan Inquiry, and the Inspector ruled that it should not be altered. It is not the role of the Core Strategy
to set detailed Green Belt boundaries, except for Strategic Sites. The Development Management Policies DPD will
address settlement boundaries, possibly in conjunction with the Site Allocations DPD, and there should be opportunities
for representations to be made when consulting on these documents.

Recommen- No further action.

dation
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cspo-132 Mr lan Ramsbottom

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  The area of land bounded by Wellfield Lane and Vicrage Lane, including Ruff Woods, should be incorporated into the
settlement area of Ormskirk and be subject to Green Belt release in order to regularise the situation in this area. The
removal of Ruff Woods from its Green Belt designation will not lead to any development as it should be subject to a
supplementary planning document identifying the restriction on development in this area and explaining its biological
heritage and nature conservation significance. (S)

Response  Comments noted. Given the Vicarage Lane /Wellfield Lane area's physical separation from the built-up area of Ormskirk,
it was considered more appropriate when setting Green Belt boundaries to 'wash over' this area as Green Belt, rather than
include it as a 'finger' extension of the Ormskirk settlement boundary. It is not the role of the Core Strategy to set detailed
Green Belt boundaries, except for Strategic Sites. The Development Management Policies DPD will address settlement
boundaries, possibly in conjunction with the Site Allocations DPD, and there will be opportunities for representations to be
made when consulting on these documents.

Recommen- No further action

dation

cspo-143 Mr Philip Carter Planning Liaison Officer Environment Agency

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary If Option B is progressed a Level 2 SFRA will be required.

Response  Comments Noted

Recommen- If Option B is selected a Level 2 SFRA will be carried out.

dation

cspo-145 Mr Philip Carter Planning Liaison Officer Environment Agency

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Observations

Summary  Functional floodplain located within the Ormskirk Strategic site is also a constraint.

Response  Noted

Recommen- Include this issue in appraisal of the Ormskirk Site and do further assessment through Level 2 SFRA if option is selected.

dation

cspo-159 Mr M Abrams

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Objection to the expansion of Edge Hill into the Green Belt. Concern that increasing University size is having
consequential affects on the market town, these affects include traffic congestion and more strain between the University
and locals. (S)

Response = Comments noted. The Council seeks to support any attempts to reduce any detrimental impact on local people caused by
Edge Hill University. Even if student numbers stay broadly the same, land is required to improve student accommodation,
access and car parking on campus to off-set negative impacts on the wider town. It is considered that the area of land
identified within the draft Core Strategy will allow for managed and minimal levels of expansion into the Green Belt. The
other alternative is that we do not provide such a policy in the Core Strategy and then expose ourselves to future
applications from the University which we then cannot refuse, which could potentially have wider negative impacts on the
surrounding Green Belt.

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-160 Ms Janet Chaddick

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Objection to non preferred option: Ormskirk reasons include: &€¢Highly negative impact on traffic and congestion in
Ormskirk &€¢Loss of Green Belt land a€¢Loss of Grade 1 agricultural land and loss of open approach to the town. (S)

Response  Comments noted.

Recommen- No action required.

dation

cspo-166 Mrs J Caunce

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Option 2 would be more acceptable. More development near the A59 would bring more chaos to the main area of
Burscough. (S)

Response = Comments noted

Recommen- No action required.

dation
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cspo-179 Roger Tym & Partners

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  We believe that our clienta€™s site to the south of New Cut Lane (the northern portion of the site identified as SEFB13 in
the draft Green Belt study) should be included in the Councila€™s Preferred Options for the release of Green Belt land.
)

Response  Comments noted. Most of the detail relates to the Green Belt Study, and these comments have been noted and
addressed in that Study.

Recommen- Consider site within potential portfolio of "Plan B" sites

dation

cspo-196 C/O Agent WHITBREAD GROUP PLC

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Observations

Summary  The Council should consider provide a third option which involves the release of small pockets of land elsewhere across
the borough. For example, Land adjacent to the Morris Dancers, Scarisbrick (S)

Response  Paragraph 4.2.4 does not support the release of "small parcels of Green Belt land for development", but is pointing out
that the amount of Green Belt land proposed for release is relatively small in proportion to the overall amount of Green
Belt land in the Borough as a whole. A piecemeal release of many small (<1ha) sites is not considered a viable option,
because although their individual impact on the Green Belt might be modest, their combined impact would be likely to be
significant. Also, the potential for "planning gain" in the form of affordable housing, infrastructure improvements, etc. from
a series of small sites would be much less than from a small number of larger sites. Comments regarding the land
adjacent to the Morris Dancers have been noted, but are more relevant for the DM Policies DPD (which would set
settlement boundaries), or the Site Allocations DPD.

Recommen- No further action.

dation

cspo-213 Lt Coln RAR de Larrinaga

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Support with conditions

Summary  The rectangular site to the north of Edge Hill University should be regarded as appropriate for residential development in
its own right rather than be associated with employment or educational facilities associated with Edge Hill University. (S)

Response  Comments noted. This parcel has been submitted individually through other LDF evidence base documents (the Strategic
Housing Land Availability Assessment) and will be considered on its own merits through the LDF process.

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-223 Mr Shaun Taylor Planning Associate Director G L Hearn Property Consultants

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  The Core Strategy must therefore reconsider the need for a greater level of Green Belt release and potential broad
locations of such release. (S)

Response  We are aware of the risks associated with deliverability of development in Skelmersdale based on consultation feedback
and historic development completion rates. In response to this a review is being carried out to ensure the appropriate
distribution of development across the Borough to ensure housing delivery is not jeopardised but that the focus remains
on Skelmersdale to support regeneration. In terms of concerns regarding "lag time", plan B is currently being developed to
ensure that in the the infrastructure upgrades do not take place or Skelmersdale fails to deliver revised growth targets,
Plan B will come in to play.

Recommen- Review of housing targets and distribution to ensure growth needs are met.

dation

cspo-239 Mr D Rimmer

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary DS4 Land should be considered for development before Green Belt land. (s)

Response 30 dwellings per hectare is a "ball park” figure, based on the former national minimum density requirement in PPS3. In
some instances, open space (and roads, SUDS, etc.) can be incorporated within a development whilst achieving an
overall [gross] density of 30dph, which if applied across the Borough would result in the need for 20ha of land release for
housing. In other instances the inclusion of open space, etc. would result in an overall density of less than 30dph and a
need for more than 20ha land release. Conversely, it may be possible to achieve an overall density in excess of 30dph,
which would result in the need for less than 20ha land release. The approximation in paragaph 4.3.2 is for indicative
purposes only. Individual site characteristics will be taken into account when preparing development briefs /planning
applications and / or the Site Allocations DPD. DS4 land is not afforded the same level of protection as Green Belt land,
paragraph 4.3.3 points out the similarities in characteristics and impacts of development on such land. Infrastructure
providers have commented that significant development within the Tarleton and Hesketh Bank settlement area would not
be appropriate given the road layout and lack of sustainable public transport links, Burscough has 2 rail stations and the
main trunk road through the Borough passes through it. Furthermore, United Utilities have advised that hydraulic issues
associated with the sewer system within the northern parishes are a limiting factor. Given both this issue and the issues
surrounding Burscough and Ormskirk waste water treatment, do not have guaranteed funding, it would be more
appropriate for funding to improve the drainage system in order to support the 2 of the 3 most sustainable settlements
within the Borough rather than the key sustainable villages which, by their nature and size, have tighter environmental
constraints. Comments regarding Banks are noted. However, site allocations are beyond the remit of the Core Strategy
and would come at a later stage once we have an adopted Core Strategy.

Recommen- No action required.

dation
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cspo-251 Mr Francis Williams member Ormskirk Friends of the Earth

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Observations

Summary  We would advocate retention for agricultural purposes of the Green Belt land which is of the most value to food
production. (S)

Response  Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource.
However, given housing requirements and supply, some agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from
DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality than the land at Ormskirk.

Recommen- No action required.

dation

CSpo-268 Mr & Mrs A Southern

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Edge Hill should not be allowed to swamp Ormskirk, character of the market town should be preserved. Student
accommodation should be restricted. (S)

Response 1) Comments noted. Policy CS6 seeks to manage development at Edge Hill and limit the impacts on Ormskirk. 2) Policy
CS17 sets out how development must be of good quality design and Policy CS9 seeks to manage and limit where
necessary, student accommodation. 3) Comments noted.

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-270 Mr David Berry Ormskirk Green Belt Conservation Group

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to Ormskirk Option (3)

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-273 Mr & Mrs J & Geoff Kearsley

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  The council must consider very carefully the consequences before allowing either of the first two proposals for Green Belt
release to go ahead. If all issues are considered logically then there can only be one set of decisions. (s)

Response  Comments noted, it is for many of the reasons stated including impact on Green Belt, wildlife, traffic congestion and
agricultural land, that the Council identified this option as "non-preferred. Managing development at Edge Hill university is
central to Policy CS6. Without some controlled development, the Council would struggle to manage the existing impacts
on Ormskirk such as Student accomodation and traffic. Comments relating to the Green Belt study are responded to
within the Green Belt Study Consultation Response Report. Comments regarding student housing policy are noted.

Recommen- No further action required

dation

cspo-274 Samantha Disley

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to green belt development in Ormskirk. (S)

Response  The Ormskirk option presented itself as the settlement is the second largest settlement in the Borough with many
sustainable features including an excellent rail system, town centre with many local facilities and a need for housing, in
particular affordable housing to meet local need. Whilst some housing will still need to be located within Ormskirk on land
within the settlement boundary, the Council reviewed and considered the impacts of the Ormskirk option for Green Belt
release to meet the remainder of housing need and considered that overall the Burscough option for Green Belt release is
a better option with less negatives. Housing targets are established through a combination of population projections
figures, meeting unmet need that has not been delivered as a result of the slow in the housing market and household
projections which set out the likely make up of housing in the future according to trends. All other comments noted but are
largely in relation to a proposal which is not set out within this document and is being driven by an independent land
owner.

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-278 Parish Clerk Keith Williams Clerk Burscough Parish Council

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary Do not support Option 1 (Burscough). Do not support Option 2 (Dispersal). Recommends the non-preferred option for
review and adoption. (S)

Response  Comments noted.

Recommen- No action required

dation
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cspo-280 Mrs Jo Robison Associate Smiths Gore

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Disagrees with the sites chosen as Green Belt study has not been consulted on.

Response  The Council accepts that sites located around Ormskirk and Burscough are constrained by waste water treatment issues
but considers that overcoming this issue is vital to the future of the Borough and the sustainability of its 2 main
settlements outside of Skelmersdale. Although AUG.04 does not have the same waste water issue, its location means
that access to the key A roads would be via existing B and unclassified roads which suffer pinch points and would be
more problematic in terms of impact on the local highway network. All other Green Belt sites proposed have primary
access onto the A59 which is one of the main arterial routes through the Borough.

Recommen- A Background Technical Paper will be produced setting out the detailed assessments undertaken in arriving at the

dation preferred options for Green Belt release.

cspo-283 Mr Alun Delaney

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to proposed development of green belt in Ormskirk (S)

Response  The Ormskirk option is the Council's non-preferred option for many of the reasons set out in this objection. The Council
appreciates the value of the Green Belt in this location and considers that other Green Belt sites would be more suitable
to come forward for development. Whilst we take note of previous comments from Inspectors, the Core Strategy will set
out development requirements for the next 15 years, up to 2027. Over this time period we are facing an unprecedented
situation whereby the population will continue to grow and the needs of the Borough will place great demand on the
existing urban areas creating a need to expand into the Green Belt. Green Belt development is therefore inevitable if we
are to meet the needs of a growing Borough, the issue we face is which part or parts of the Green Belt are most suitable
for release for future development needs. As stated above, the Ormskirk Strategic Site is the Council's non-preferred
option for this purpose.

Recommen- No action.

dation

cspo-285 Dave Usher

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Observations

Summary  Concerns on how the options have been developed. (S)

Response  Although the Ormskirk Option has been identified as non-preferred, it has still been included within this consultation. It is
clearly set out within all promotional material and the document itself in order to enable the public to express their views
regarding the option and to allow them to comment.

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-288 Mrs Marilyn Bolton

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to expansion of Edge Hill Uni using Green belt release (S)

Response  The Ormskirk Strategic Site is the Council's non-preferred option for Green Belt release, which means that whilst it has
been identified as a possibility, the Council considers that there are more suitable and sustainable sites which could be
released for development first. The Green Belt was protected in 1987 for a period of 15 to 20 years to restrict urban
sprawl. This designation was always intended to be reviewed depending on the implications of future population growth.
24 years after its designation, we are now having to review existing Green Belt boundaries in order to meet the needs of
the Borough's growing population over the next 15 years. The Council is seeking to identify those areas which offer the
lowest Green Belt value to the Borough rather than those which are more valuable and to prioritise those areas first. As
stated above, the Ormskirk Strategic Site is considered least sustainable of all the options and therefore is the non-
preferred option.

Recommen- No action.

dation

cspo-293 Mr Callum Hosie

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary | totally oppose any re-designation of (ORM.07) and release of green belt for development without strong justification and
evidence (S)

Response  The comments above relate mainly to the analysis of ORM.07 which has been addressed in the Green Belt Study
Consultation Response Report (Representation GB 17)

Recommen- No action required within the Core Strategy. See officer recommendations to the Green Belt Study Consultation Report.

dation
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cspo-296 L Wallbank

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary | am against the develpoment on green belt 100%. (F)

Response  The Borough does not have enough non Green Belt land to deliver the required growth targets needed to meet the
housing and emplyment need of the existing and future population of the Borough. Therefore, release of less than 1% of
the existing Green Belt land will be neccessary.

Recommen- no action required

dation

cspo-299 S Bold

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to 600 houses under Burscough option (S)

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- no action required

dation

cspo-303 Mr James Kitchen

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  We at 296 Liverpool road South object to the above planned develpoment in relation to the 600 homes on green belt land
(F)

Response  Comment noted

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-305 Mr Stuart Colothan

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary | am writing to express my sincere concerns about the possibility of building 600 more homes in Ormskirk and losing the
green belt by Altys Lane. | hope to hear from you soon regarding this matter as | am thoroughly opposed to it. (F)

Response  Concern noted. This is the Councils "Non-Preferred" Option for development.

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-306 Renee Bligh

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Should not be allocating agricultural land for development. The pressure of development on infrastructure is a problem,
particularly traffic and sewers which cause flooding. Also the additional anti social behaviour associated with new large
estates cannot be managed as police are moving out of the area. Brownfield sites should be developed first. (S)

Response  Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource.
However, given housing requirements and supply, some agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from
DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality than the land at Ormskirk. Initial traffic modelling is being
conducted by the Council to assess the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek
to provide appropriate mitigation measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. The
Core Strategy Preferred Options Document is informed by evidence which reviews all available land within the Borough
and assesses its suitability for development. The Council is aware that most of our development requirements will fit
within the existing urban settlements and will prioritise brown field in order to use up this land. However, there is a shortfall
of land towards the end of the plan and the Green Belt will need to be considered to meet the remaining housing and
employment needs.

Recommen- No action required.

dation

cspo-318 Mr Ron Rowles

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary | write to state that | am totally opposed to any development of the land situated between St Helens Road and Altys Lane.
| am also totally opposed to any further development of the land bounded by Ruff Lane, St Helens Road and Scarth Hill
Lane. | am totally in favour of restricting the student occupancy of housing in the town to a maximum of 15%. (F)

Response  The Council wishes to continue to support the Green Belt designation as much as possible due to the benefits associated
with protecting the countryside and character of West Lancashire. However, the Core Strategy must manage development
and development pressures up to 2027 and in this time it is expected that the University will need some additional land.
All of the options presented in the Core Stratgy allow for 10ha of expansion land at Edge Hill. It is considered that this will
allow for managed and minimal levels of expansion into the Green Belt. The other alternative is that we do not provide
such a policy in the Core Strategy and then expose ourselves to future applications from the University which we then
cannot refuse, which could potentially have wider negative impacts on the surrounding Green Belt. Lastly, the University is
a major contributor to the Borough's economy and the Council seeks to support its future plans, whilst attempting to
reduce any detrimental impact on local people.

Recommen- No action required.

dation
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cspo-320 Valerie Denniss

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary In relation to the Ruff Lane, St. Helen's Rd, and Scarth Hill areas, in 2005 it was stated that "This area performs and
important Green Belt Function" why now, are proposals being made to do just the opposite? (s)

Response  The Council wishes to continue to support the Green Belt designation as much as possible due to the benefits associated
with protecting the countryside and character of West Lancashire. However, the Core Strategy must manage development
and development pressures up to 2027 and in this time it is expected that the University will need some additional land.

All of the options presented in the Core Stratgy allow for 10ha of expansion land at Edge Hill. It is considered that this will
allow for managed and minimal levels of expansion into the Green Belt. The other alternative is that we do not provide
such a policy in the Core Strategy and then expose ourselves to future applications from the University which we then
cannot refuse, which could potentially have wider negative impacts on the surrounding Green Belt. Lastly, the University is
a major contributor to the Borough's economy and the Council seeks to support its future plans, whilst attempting to
reduce any detrimental impact on local people.

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-328 Mr Roger Clayton

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary A major weakness of the plan is the acceptance that infrastructure development would not take place until the latter half
of the Core Strategy period. This creates an even greater reliance on development in Skelmersdale to meet targets over
the first half of the period. Instead of bemoaning the restrictions on growth, the council should be playing to the strengths
of our mainly rural borough. (S)

Response  Comments noted. However, the Governments agenda for growth requires that all areas play there part and it is important
to ensure homes are delivered and employment opportunities are provided. If this is not achieved then the population will
continue to age within the Borough as young people are forced to leave the Borough to find suitable housing and the
urban areas risk becoming dormitory settlements.

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-346 Miss Joan E Foster

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to Ormskirk non-preferred option due to traffic volumes and loss of Green Belt. (S)

Response  The Ormskirk Strategic site has been selected as the Council's non-preferred option in terms of Green Belt release. It has
been identified as such due to the reasons stated in this objection. It is generally considered to be the least sustainable of
the Green Belt options given the value of the Green Belt in this location and the already problematic traffic levels.

Recommen- No action.

dation

cspo-360 Susan Brookfield

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to any development in Banks, mainly due to loss of village feel and flood risk. New homes are not for existing
residents but for people moving into Banks. (S)

Response 1) Comment noted. 2) The Council is aware of the flood risk associated with much of the land around Banks. However,
area of search suggested in Option 2 identifies some land which is free from current flood risk. 3 - 5) comments noted

Recommen- no action required.

dation

cspo-364 Mr David Grimshaw

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Observations

Summary Proposed release of Green Belt at Red Cat Lane, Burscough. My view with regard to the &€ Preferred Options Paper is
that the original submission from Brian Mawdsley is still not only relevant but consistent with both Option 1 and Option 2.

In my view the re-alignment of the Green Belt boundary as proposed is totally consistent with the stated vision for West
Lancashire (S)

Response = Comments noted, However this land has not been identified as an area of search for Green Belt release at this time.

Recommen- Consider site within potential portfolio of sites for "Plan B"

dation

cspo-365 Mr A Taylor

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Itis clear that Lord Derbys Estate sees this as an opportunity to turn greenbelt land into highly valuable development land
to be sold to a developer. | doubt whether Lord Derbys Estates have any other consideration in this matter but to gain that
valuable planning permission irrespective of any concerns local residents may have. (F)

Response  The Ormskirk Strategic Site has been identified as the Council's non-preferred option for Green Belt release as it is
considered to be the least sustainable site for development. We appreciate concerns regarding the confusion with the
plans put forward by Lord Derby's Estate, however, these are not endorsed by the Council and do not feature in the
proposed Core Strategy document.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-376
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Mr Martin Williams
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option. (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-377
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Alan Murray
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-378
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

A Swift
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-379
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Mr & Mrs McNiece
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-380
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Mr David Hope
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation

Page 32



cspo-381
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Bev Hope
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-383
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Mr L Abram
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

No action.

cspo-384
Plan Ref
Summary
Response

Recommen-
dation

J Berry
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Support

My preferred option would be the Burscough one. (S)
Comments noted.

No action.

cspo-385
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-

dation

Mr Johnn Butterworth
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to release of green belt in ormskirk particularly.

Comments noted. The LDF Team held a range of events to consult with the public during May and June 2011. This
included workshops, exhibitions and consultation with schools. The survey was intended as a simpler method of
respondnig for those not used to the formal representations often associated with planning. However, more general
comment forms were also available, along with general representations submitted by email or by letter. It is unfortunate
that the Lord Derby Estate scheme was promoted at the same time as the Council's consultation as the two are
completely unrelated. The Council has identified the Ormskirk site as the 'non-preferred’ option which means it is
considered to be most unsustainable when compared with the other options.

No action.
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cspo-397 Mr Geoff Dermott

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to the Ormskirk Strategic Site due to traffic congestion and the purpose of the Green Belt in this location. (S)

Response = Comments noted. And for the reasons highlighted in the response above the Ormskirk Strategic Site has been identified
as the non-preferred Option. This means that other identified options are considered more sustainable by the Council.

Recommen- No action.

dation

cspo-402 Mrs Julie Broadbent

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to the Ormskirk Strategic Site as there is no change since the Public Enquiry in 2005. (S)

Response  Comments noted. This is the Council's non-preferred option as it is considered to be the least sustainable of all of the
options for Green Belt release.

Recommen- No action.

dation

cspo-410 Mrs P A McLaughlin

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Support Option 1 - Burscough. Object to Ormskirk.

Response = Comments noted. It is the Council's view that the Ormskirk option is the least sustainable of all of the Green Belt Options.
Support for Burscough noted.

Recommen- No action.

dation

cspo-411 Mr PF McLoughlin

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to Ormskirk. Support Burscough.

Response = Comments noted. The Ormskirk Option is the Council's non-preferred option for many of the reasons highlighted above.
The Council is aware of the confusion caused by the Ormskirk 2027 exhibition, unfortunately this was out of the Council's
hands. Support for the Burscough option noted.

Recommen- No action.

dation

cspo-417 A Leaves

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to Burscough option (S)

Response  Comments on Burscough Option noted. All of the options pose potential problems in terms of infrastructure and traffic
congestion. This will need to be managed working closely with developers to improve the existing situation as
development goes ahead. The issue for West Lancs BC is that some land for new housing needs to be found and as
assessment must be made as to which area would have the smallest negative impact if developed.

Recommen- No action.

dation

cspo-418 GE Jackson

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to Ormskirk option and loss of green belt (S)

Response = Comments noted. The Ormskirk Strategic site is the Council's non-preferred option as it is considered the least
sustainable option in terms of future use of Green Belt land. This option has, however, still been consulted upon in order
to gain the views of the public. In any case, we have allowed for 10ha of expansion land at Edge Hill University. The
university campus is now reaching capacity and by allowing for managed expasion of 10ha within the plan, this will help
us to avoid future over-development in the Green Belt. Extending the campus will also allow for functions such as a
greater proportion of student accommodation on site, reducing pressure on existing housing in Ormskirk for students.

Recommen- No action.

dation

cspo-419 Margaret Whitfield

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to Burscough (S)

Response = Comments noted. The Council is aware that where ever development in the Green Belt goes ahead there will be some
negative impacts such as loss of the function of the Green Belt, increased traffic congestion and pressure on existing
infrastructure. We have to aim to manage these negative impacts by working with developers to lessen the impact. We
also have to weigh the negative implications with much wider concerns that the future population of West Lancashire will
not have access to housing.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-421 Mr and Mrs R W Gilmour
Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to release of green belt land in Ormskirk

Response  The Draft Green Belt Study which identifies land bounded by Ruff Lane and St Helens Road and adjacent to Edge Hill as
ORM.07 is an evidence base document and not a policy document. What this means is that the study was carried out in
order to inform planning policy which will be developed through the Local Development Framework process. The
important difference is that what is identified within the evidence base may not in all circumstances be carried through as
policy and ultimately, the Green Belt Study itself cannot remove land from the Green Belt. It is the Core Strategy which
identifies areas of land to be removed from Green Belt and within the latest version, the Core Strategy Preferred Options
Paper, the proposals do not propose to remove the whole of the parcel of land known as ORM.07 from the Green Belt.
The proposal is for a much smaller area of land (10ha) within the parcel that is directly adjacent to the existing Green Belt
boundary. Furthermore, any removal of land from the Green Belt must still be justified by &€cevery exceptional
circumstancesa€’ and the Core Strategy Preferred Options Paper proposes that the need to begin to resolve any student
accommodation, highways and car parking impacts caused by Edge Hill University constitutes those very exceptional
circumstances.

Recommen- No action.

dation
cspo-434 Mr Andrew Thorley Strategic Land Manager Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd
Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Observations

Summary  Specific policy is required addressing Green Belt release. (S)

Response It is the Council's view that, in the absence of a strategic review of the Merseyside Green Belt, it is primarily appropriate to
release sufficient Green Belt as to meet development requirements over this Core Strategy period and enable sufficient
flexibility through a "Plan B". In line with the requirements of a Core Strategy, the Council considers that the identification
of 'strategic sites' and areas of search are sufficient at this stage. This will allow for precise sites to be identified at the site
allocations stage.

Recommen- No action.

dation
cspo-439 Mr David Berry Ormskirk Green Belt Conservation Group
Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary It quite obviously performs the purpose of the Green Belt which is a fact historically strongly supported by the council and
ratified by independent government inspectors on at least two occasions.

Response = Comments noted and responded too in detail within the Draft Green Belt Study Consultation Report. In terms of Green
Belt release, Policy CS6 proposes that only a 10ha portion of the parcel adjacent to the existing university campus is to be
released from the Green Belt. the remainder of the parcel would continue to be deisgnated as Green Belt.

Recommen- No action required.
dation

cspo-440 Mr Roger Bell

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Support
Summary  Support Burscough, Object to other options

Response = Comments noted.

Recommen- No action.
dation

Ccspo-442 Mr Roger Bell

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Observations
Summary  Support Burscough option (S)

Response = Comments noted.

Recommen- No action.

dation
Ccspo-449 Mr Andrew Thorley Strategic Land Manager Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd
Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Support with conditions

Summary Support for distribution of dwellings in Ormskirk. High Lane should be identified as a Green Belt site for development, or
failing that as safeguarded land for future residential development. (S)

Response = Comments noted. The Council is re-considering all Green Belt options in light of such comments in order to ensure the
most sustainable options are put forward within the final draft document. The potential for land at High Lane to deliver
some of the housing targets is noted.

Recommen- Given the need for additional housing due to the revised housing target, it is recommended that a combination of Yew

dation Tree Farm in Burscough and High Lane / Grove Farm in Ormskirk should be considered for release from the Green Belt
for new housing.
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cspo-454 Mr Raymond McDonald

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Burscough

Response = Comments noted. The Council recognises that wherever new development is directed to within the Green Belt there will
be some negative implications such as loss of open land, traffic impacts and infrastructure issues. Nevertheless, there are
development targets which need to be met over the next 15 years and the Council must consider what is best for the
entire Borough and that means selecting those sites which are considered to have fewest negative impacts when
compared to others. All of the submitted comments on the options will be considered in some detail when writing up the
amended draft document.

Recommen- No action.

dation

cspo-456 Mr Donald C Hudson

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to green belt release and note problems caused by university (S)

Response = Comments noted.

Recommen- No action.

dation

cspo-459 Mr Brian Marsh

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to release of green belt in Ormskirk (S)

Response = Comments noted. Population projections and the requirements of the Core Strategy (up to 2027) mean that the position
has changed since 2005 and the Council must identify some Green Belt land if it is to meet projected housing needs to
the end of the plan period.

Recommen- No action.

dation

Ccspo-465 Mr Marcus Bleasdale Bleasdale Investments Ltd

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Observations

Summary  Little Moor Hall Farm should be considered for Green Belt release in order to deliver residential-led mixed use
development. (S)

Response  Site will be considered in terms of alternative Green Belt options.

Recommen- Site considered within assessment of potential "Plan B" sites, but found to not be most suitable for either preferred Green

dation Belt release or for inclusion within the portfolio of "Plan B" sites.

CSpo-466 Mr RA Barnish Ormskirk & Dist Community Council

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to Ormskirk. Support Burscough. (S)

Response = Comments noted. We understand the concerns raised in relation to the Ormskirk Strategic Site and the expansion of
Edge Hill University. The position the Borough finds itself in has ultimately changed since 2005 and we must find land for
additional houses in order to avoid a housing shortage over the next 15 year period. Unfortunately this means identifying
some Green Belt land for develepment and in doing so the Council wishes to identify an area which will have the fewest
negative impacts. It is for this reason that Ormskirk is the non-preferred option as it is considered that negative impacts
associated with this site will be greater than the Burscough option and the dispersal option. A small area of expansion
land at Edge Hill is identified within all the options and this includes a 10ha site on the edge of the existing campus. If the
Council does not allow for this managed expansion, which is intended to provide some student accommodation to relieve
pressure on the town, then it could be open to challenge and a much greater level of development in the Green Belt.

Recommen- No action.

dation

cspo-467 Mr Allan D Cunningham

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to Ormskirk option

Response  Comments noted. The Council considers that the non-preferred option is the least sustainable option at the current time.

Recommen- No action.

dation

Page 37



cspo-471
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Mr Wiliam Davis
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough (S)

Comments noted. The Council is aware that there are infrastructure and congestion problems associated with each of the
options within the Core Strategy. It is intended that improvements will be made using developer contributions. Without
development, such improvements cannot be facilitated.

No action.

cspo-477
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Helen Griffin
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Objects to Burscough option

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the &€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

No action.

Ccspo-478
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Mr Marcus Bleasdale Bleasdale Investments Ltd

4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Observations
A reduction of 0.26% of Green Belt land within the Borough represents a negligible change and on this basis, Jason and
Marcus Bleasdale consider that the Council should give consideration to releasing additional Green Belt land for

development, in particular the site at Little Moor Hall Farm given its 'suitability’, 'achievability’ amd availability' for
accommodating new housing, which has been established by the March 2010 West Lancashire SHLAA. (s)

Suggested site will be considered as an alternative Green Belt option.

Site considered within assessment of potential "Plan B" sites, but found to not be most suitable for either preferred Green
Belt release or for inclusion within the portfolio of "Plan B" sites.
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cspo-479
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Mrs M Mellor
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-480
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Mrs M Mellor
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-482
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

F A Collins
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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Ccspo-483
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

S J McCloskey
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-485
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Miss Karen Mellor
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-487
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Mr Derek Mellor
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-489
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Mrs J Molyneux
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-491
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Mrs PM Woods
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

No action.

Ccspo-493
Plan Ref
Summary
Response

Recommen-
dation

Craig and Cathy Walsh
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Support

Object to Burscough Option, support dispersal option as some housing (especially affordable) is needed in Burscough. (S)
Comments noted.

No action.
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Plan Ref

Summary

Response

EM Lucas
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-496
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Mr D J Matthews
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation

Page 48



cspo-497
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Mrs L Jones
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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Ccspo-499
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Mr & Mrs T Hayes-Sinclair
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

No action.

cspo-502
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-

dation

Jawahar Jain
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

I would like to register strong objection to WLDC Draft Green Belt Policy 2011. | live in Ruff lane area and the land
opposite Ruff Woods is designated as Green Belt and it safeguards the countryside from Urban encroachment. The
green belt area enhances the rural life of locality (F)

The Draft Green Belt Study which identifies land bounded by Ruff Lane and St Helens Road and adjacent to Edge Hill as
ORM.07 is an evidence base document and not a policy document. What this means is that the study was carried out in
order to inform planning policy which will be developed through the Local Development Framework process. The
important difference is that what is identified within the evidence base may not in all circumstances be carried through as
policy and ultimately, the Green Belt Study itself cannot remove land from the Green Belt. It is the Core Strategy which
identifies areas of land to be removed from Green Belt and within the latest version, the Core Strategy Preferred Options
Paper, the proposals do not propose to remove the whole of the parcel of land known as ORM.07 from the Green Belt.
The proposal is for a much smaller area of land (10ha) within the parcel that is directly adjacent to the existing Green Belt
boundary. Furthermore, any removal of land from the Green Belt must still be justified by &€cevery exceptional
circumstancesa€ ! and the Core Strategy Preferred Options Paper proposes that the need to begin to resolve any student
accommodation, highways and car parking impacts caused by Edge Hill University constitutes those very exceptional
circumstances.

No action.
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cspo-503
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Mr & Mrs JC Burge
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-504
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

KM Bryant
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-505
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Mrs N Davies
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Mr K Connell
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Anthony Marland
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-512
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Alex Rattray
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-514
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

William Rattray
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

No action.

cspo-515
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-

dation

Mr Keith Keeley
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

The Core strategy and this statement does not make it clear for members of the public what the evidence is for release of
the greenbelt (s)

The full range of evidence base documents that have influenced the preparation of the Core Strategy thus far are
available on the Council's website, and have been before and throughout the CSPO consultation. The Core Strategy
cannot, and should not, repeat all the evidence that has guided a particular policy or aspect of the plan, but the broad
reasoning inferred from the evidence should be discussed and, where appropriate, an evidence base document be
referenced. All relevant reasoning has been discussed in the justification for each policy as well as in other parts of the
CSPO document, but all referencing of evidence base documents in the Publication Draft Core Strategy document will be
reviewed before this document is made public.

Check referencing of Evidence Base documents throughout the Core Strategy document
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cspo-516
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Mrs Judith Hornby
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-518
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Mr John Crawford
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-519
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Mr & Mrs E Moore
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

No action.

cspo-52
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Church Commissioners For England
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Support with conditions

The review of Green Belt boundaries is welcomed. The Core Strategy provides an opportunity to revise the over-
restrictive Local Plan Green Belt policy to give some flexibility with regard to small scale conversions of underutilised farm
buildings allowing for development of a range of residential and economic development including live/work units. (S)
Views noted. Current policy does allow for barn conversions, but only if the building is inherently unsuitable for any other
use. However, in the light of the emerging NPPF, it may be appropriate to relax the West Lancashire Green Belt policy to
allow for barn conversions to residential /employment use, including live/work units. The most appropriate policy to set out
this change in policy is the rural employment policy.

No change required to residential development policy, but amend rural employment policy to allow for conversion of
underused / derelict rural buildings.
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cspo-520
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Mr Keith Keeley
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Observations

It is not clear from the text how the Strategic Development Site or &€cearea of searcha€( ] at Burscough have been
identified (s)

A Cabinet Report was put before Council's Cabinet in January 2010 setting out all the options across the Borough for
Green Belt release considered by Council Officers and how the 3 options consulted upon in the CSPO document were
arrived at. In preparing the Publication Draft Core Strategy document, a background paper will be prepared to accompany
the Core Strategy setting out how the various options for Green Belt release were considered in preparation. In relation to
Burscough specifically, the Yew Tree Farm site was identified in the draft Green Belt Study as the only site on the edge of
Burscough (of a large enough size to accommodate a Strategic Development Site) that did not fulfil any of the 5 purposes
of the Green Belt (cf PPG2). While the quality of the Green Belt is not the only consideration in deciding which areas of
Green Belt should be considered for development, it is a key consideration and was supported by other considerations in
comparison to other land on the edge of Burscough and Ormskirk / Aughton, such as agricultural land quality, potential
accessibility to the major highway routes (the A59 and A5209 in Burscough), accessibility to public transport, proximity to
schools and other services, especially the town centre, and accessibility to employment opportunities. While some other
potential sites performed better than Yew Tree Farm against some of these criteria, none performed as well overall in
relation to all the criteria as Yew Tree Farm. The draft Green Belt Study is only one aspect of the evidence base and it is
primarily focused on whether land within the Green Belt fulfils the purposes of the Green Belt, not sustainability. Any land
on the edge of Burscough would be faced with similar severe constraints in relation to infrastructure, the most crucial
being around the provision of improved waste water treatment capacity for Burscough, surface water flooding in some
parts of the town, and the impact of new development on the highway network through the town and beyond. Therefore,
these constraints do not solely apply to the Yew Tree Farm Site but any other site in Burscough that may be put forward.
The alternative infrastructure-led option is one which has been considered, in initial thinking on options for Green Belt
release, but was considered inappropriate due to the scale of housing development that would be required to fund such
costly improvements as the Ormskirk bypass and improved rail and road infrastructure in Burscough, with there still being
more minor infrastructure needs to address and fund as well. Such a large scale of housing development in the Ormskirk
and Burscough areas would not only completely alter the character of these towns, but could also prevent development
coming forward in Skelmersdale, therefore stifling the regeneration of the Borough's largest and most deprived town, a
key priority for not only the Core Strategy, but the Council as a whole.

Recommen- No Action Required

dation
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cspo-522
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Karen Morris
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-524
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Lee Wallbank
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-525
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Mrs June Hilton
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

No action.

cspo-527
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Hesketh Estate
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

More consideration should be given to land in Aughton known within the Green Belt Study as AUG.04. the Green Belt
options should not have been produced using the draft evidence in the Green Belt Report which has not yet been tested.

Consider the alternative Green Belt site put forward at Parr's Lane, Aughton.
Site to be included in recommended portfolio of potential "Plan B" sites

cspo-535
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Hesketh Estate
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Aug.04 (Green Belt Study) is more deliverable than the sites identified for development within the proposed options A and
B. Therefore at present, the Core Strategy would be wholly unsound in this respect.

Alternative Green Belt site suggested and will be investigated further.
Site to be included in recommended portfolio of potential "Plan B" sites
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cspo-537
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Sheila Oldfield
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-538
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Mr F Barker
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-539
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

BW Bailey
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-540
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Mr & Mrs Hesketh
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-541
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Mrs L Grombleholme
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No further action required

dation
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cspo-543
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Mr L Jackson
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No further action required

dation
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cspo-545
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Mr & Mrs Difonzo
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No further action required

dation
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cspo-547
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Janine Fleming
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No further action required

dation
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cspo-548
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Dr Anne-marie Mullin
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No further action required

dation
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cspo-550
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Carol Taylor
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough options (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

No further action required

cspo-552
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-

dation

Mr Alan Hubbard Land Use Planning Adviser The National Trust
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Support

Support for resisting release of Green Belt land on the edge of villages, especially in the Northern Parishes. No
preference in terms of Green Belt option. (S)

Comments noted

No further action required
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cspo-553
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Mr & Mrs DJ Murray
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No further action required

dation
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cspo-554
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

M Richardson
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No further action required

dation
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cspo-556
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Mr Andrew Smith
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No further action required

dation
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cspo-557
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Marjorie Smith
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No further action required

dation
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cspo-559
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Moira Jones
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

Recommen- No furhter action required

dation
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cspo-560
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Mr & Mrs J Basterra
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

With regard to the general concerns highlighted: 1,2: Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess
the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation
measures and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions. 3,5: Unfortunately, people living near
to any building site will suffer upheaval temporarily during construction. This could only be avoided if new housing were
built remotely from other development, which is clearly not a sustainable option. Impact of construction can be minimised
through planning conditions, e.g. on working hours, and through schemes such as &€ceConsiderate Constructorsa€r. 4:
The Council can confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. 6: Any social
housing constructed in Burscough will be to provide for local needs, and will be offered firstly only to those on the waiting
list living in Burscough, then to those with a recognised connection to Burscough (e.g. they grew up in Burscough before
moving away). Any remaining units would be offered to people from elsewhere, but only once the above two groups have
been accommodated. 7,8, 9,10: It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk
and Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green
Belt, prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development. 8: The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its
development would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for
development, buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office
uses, rather than manufacturing and heavy industry). 9: Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime
agricultural land, which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some
agricultural land will need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality
than the land at Ormskirk. 11: The Core Strategy is required to meet the needs of the Borough as a whole. It is accepted
that certain development sites will unfortunately have negative impacts, and it is the role of the Plan, whilst constrained by
a significant range of factors, to choose a development strategy that provides the maximum possible benefits and
minimum disbenefits. The concerns listed relating to the 4€ceHave Your Saya€(] leaflet are noted, but it is not true that
the Council have little real interest in the views of the public. The Council will pay close attention to all representations
received during the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation. With regard to the specific points listed: 1. Comments
noted. 2. Comments noted. Whilst &€cenew jobsa€( is not specifically stated for the non-preferred Ormskirk option,
a€cenew, high quality business spacea€l] (which implies new jobs) is listed as a benefit. 3. &€celmproved transporta€r
refers to highways and public transport improvements that would be paid for if the Burscough site were to be chosen. It is
recognised that significant additional expenditure would be required to solve Burscougha€™s traffic problems; however, it
is considered reasonable to list &€ceimproved transporta€( | as a benefit from the Burscough Option. 4. The phrase
a€ceimproved drainagea€(] refers to improvements to the sewerage infrastructure for Burscough as a whole, not just
mitigation for the development site. 5. It is considered that, given traffic congestion is currently worse in Ormskirk than in
Burscough, the wording of the leaflet is justified. However, it is accepted that the same phrase could reasonably have
been used for both settlements. 6. Comments noted. Whilst not explicitly stated on the leaflet, one of the factors taken
into account when deciding which options would be preferred or non-preferred was the benefits associated with University
expansion.

No further action required

cspo-561
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

RS Newland
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Green belt needs protecting for agricultural needs (S)

The Council acknowledges that Green Belt needs protecting and is important for agriculture, however West Lancashire
does not have sufficient brownfield or greenfield sites to meet our required housing targets and therefore a small amount
of Green Belt land is required. The Council has conducted a Green Belt Study to ensure that the quality of Green Belt
sites is taken into consideration.

No further action required

cspo-562
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-

dation

Unknown
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough and Dispersal option, supports non-preferred (Ormskirk) option (S)

It is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk and Burscough sites. Similarly,
development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green Belt, prime agricultural land, and
wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other respects, but, weighing up all
relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for development. The Council can
confirm that the choice of development site has not been driven by financial incentives. As part of any large scale
application envorinmental assessment will be conducted.

No further action required
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cspo-568 Susan Dunn Secretary West Lancashire Civic Trust

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Support

Summary  Support Burscough option (S)

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No further action required

dation

cspo-571 Mr & Mrs B Wallington

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to release of green belt land in ormskirk.(S)

Response = Comments noted Although the expansion of Edge Hill has caused issues for residents in Ormskirk this proposed
expansion is seen as a realistic opportunity to resolve some of the issuse causing nuisence for Ormskirk residents eg car
parking. Edge Hill also contributes significanlty to the economy of West Lancashire. This is considered a small expansion
into the Green Belt which can be controlled through policy.

Recommen- No further action required.

dation

cspo-572 Mr | Makin

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to the Burscough option due to traffic congestion which would be made worse, there is no need for an additional
school as places in the exisiting schools, the pressure on health services in Burscough and Skelmersdale would be
unacceptable, the sewer system cannot cope and the loss of green Belt and agricultural land is equally as important in
Burscough as in Ormskirk. (S)

Response Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are
identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation measures and/or transport improvements, including
through developer contributions. The Council has been informed by the local education authority that primary schools in
Burscough are near capacity and that with any high level of housing growth these schools will be over capacity. Any large
scale development would therefore require a new school. As part of the Council's infrastructure delivery plan we have
liased in detail with the local health proividers to ensure that any developments planned can be accommodated. It is
recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk and Burscough sites. Similarly,
development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green Belt, prime agricultural land, and
wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other respects, but, weighing up all
relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for development. As part of the
Council's work on the infrastructure delivery plan sewerage issues are being investigated. Untill waste water issues can be
addressed developmetn will not take place

Recommen- No further action required

dation

cspo-574 Ms Michelle Blair

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  In summary i object to all three options, and in particular to options 1 and 2. (s)

Response  comments noted

Recommen- no action required

dation

cspo-575 Mr Peter Vernon Director Vernon & Co

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Observations

Summary  The overarching approach to deliver development on brownfield sites and reduce the need for Green Belt release is
supported. The second preferred option would release less Green Belt and the land at Banks could deliver a greater
amount of the identified need.(S)

Response = Comments noted

Recommen- No further action required

dation

cspo-584 Carol Judge

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Objection to an additional 600 homes in Ormskirk due to the congestion this would create and the additional
studentpopulation which would like fill the new homes.

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No further action required

dation
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cspo-600 Hollins Strategic Land LLP

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Observations

Summary  Option 2 is the clear preference for West Lancashireé€™s Core Strategy. However, more sites need to be included to
avoid over reliance on individual land owners. An over reliance on Skelmersdale to deliver housing is a risk as the market
is very poor and unlikely to deliver the Council's housing targets. Enough Green Belt should be released for beyond the
plan period in order to conform with PPG2. Bath Farm and Grove Farm north of Ormskirk are both sustainable in terms of
location and appropriate in terms of Green Belt release. (s)

Response  Comments Noted.

Recommen- Housing target for Skelmersdale to be reduced following consultation feedback and review of evidence on deliverability.

dation

cspo-609 Gavin Rattray

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  In summary i strongly oppose Options 1 and 2.

Response = Comments noted. It is accepted that all options will create positives and negatives and that some increase in traffic will be
observed. However, the Council is conducting initial traffic modelling to assess the impact of the Preferred Options.

Where issues are identified the Council will seek to, if possible provide appropriate mitigation.

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-620 Centre Model Developments

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Support with conditions

Summary  Option 2 is the clear preference for West Lancashired€™s core strategy. However, more sites need to be included to
avoid over reliance on indivudual land owners. There is an over reliance on Skelmersdale to deliver housing, which is a
risk as the market is very poor and unlikely to deliver the Councils housing targets. Enough Green Belt should be
released for beyond the plan period in order to conform with PPG2. Banks is appropriate for development as it makes use
of land other than Green Belt land. Land running west from Hoole Lane, including the former school site and adjoining
land in the area between development fronting Station Road and Church Road, is one such site (s).

Response  comments noted Site proposed on Hoole Lane involves land currently protected from development and in an area at high
risk of flooding and with concerns over the capacity of water infrastructure. Therefore, it is not an ideal location for
development, especially given that PPS25 guides Local Authorities to locate development away from areas at risk of
flooding if at all possible and the fact that there are alternative sites outside of areas at risk of flooding.

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-622 LLoyd and Slack

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Objections to the nonpreferred option at Ormskirk. It would result in a loss of views across stunning countryside and
impact on the character of Ormskirk, loss of agricultural land, increase traffic congestion. Edge Hill should consider a
second campus to meet its needs, it should not be allowed to exapnd into Green Belt for student accomodation.

Response = Comments noted regarding the non preferred option. Regarding Edge Hill, the Council believe that the proposed
expansion represents an opportunity to mitigate against many of the existing issues associated with Edge Hill. Edge Hill
also has major economic benefits for West Lancashire.

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-624 Mrs Joanna Eley

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Support

Summary Support the Burscough Option. Object to dispersal option and any development in Banks generally. (S)

Response = Comments noted regarding Ormskirk and dispersal option. As part of the Council's work on the infrastructure delivery plan
the electricity and sewage network will be assessed.

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-627 Mr Ralph Rawsthorne

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to Burscough Option. Preference stated for non-preferred Ormskirk Option. (S)

Response  Comments noted. However it is recognised that there are negative traffic impacts associated with both the Ormskirk and
Burscough sites. Similarly, development on either site would have impacts upon views, the openness of the Green Belt,
prime agricultural land, and wildlife. The Burscough site scores better in some respects, the Ormskirk site in other
respects, but, weighing up all relevant factors, the Council considers the Burscough site is the better one to propose for
development.

Recommen- No action

dation
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cspo-630 Mr Peter Link

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to Burscough Option. Other areas, for example Bickerstaffe, should be considered. (S)

Response = Comments noted Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess the impact of the Preferred Options.
Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation measures and/or transport
improvements, including through developer contributions. Unfortunately, wherever development is proposed there will be
an increase in traffic and subsequent effect on residents, however, infrastructure improvements will be required to reduce
this impact. All areas of the Borough were considered before settling on two preferred options. Other areas were ruled out
for a variety of reasons including size of settlements, infrastructure provision, rural character and quality of Green Belt

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-631 Mrs JM Graham

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to Burscough option. Support Ormskirk.

Response Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess the impact of the Preferred Options. Where issues are
identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation measures and/or transport improvements, including
through developer contributions. From speaking to the education authority we are aware that schools in Burscough are
near capacity and that with new developments this capacity is likely to be exceeded. Therefore, if Burscough is chosen as
the strategic site preferred option, a new school will be required. The Council have liased with the local hospital trusts and
NHS representatives to ensure that development is planned and that local hospitals/GPs have sufficient capacity. This
work is part of the Council's Infrastrucutre Delivery Plan. The Council is aware of the current problems of the waste water
network and are working with United Utilities to ensure that solutions are found. No major development will take place
untill these infrastructure issues have been resolved. The Council did not prefer the Ormskirk option because it was
considered that the Ormskirk option had more negative impacts than the Burscough option, mainly the traffic impacts,
impact on the landscape and the Burscough site being lesser quality Green Belt and agricultural land than the site for the
Ormskirk option.

Recommen- No action required

dation

Ccspo-632 Mr Daniel Robinson

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to Burscough Option. Preference for Ormskirk (non-preferred) Option). (S)

Response = Comments noted regarding opposition to Yew Tree Farm, Burscough in particular and the second preferred option. As
part of the Council's Infrastructure Delivery Plan we have liaised with health care providers and the local education
authority to ensure that facilities are in place to accomodate dvelopment. In particular a new school is planned as part of
the Burscoguh Strategic Site development. Initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess the impact
of the Preferred Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation measures
and/or transport improvements, including through developer contributions

Recommen- No further action

dation

cspo-633 Mr Andrew Taylor

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to Ormskirk Non-Preferred Option. (S)

Response  comments noted

Recommen- no action required

dation
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cspo-637
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Mrs N Makin
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

Regarding traffic impacts, initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess the impact of the Preferred
Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation measures and/or transport
improvements, including through developer contributions. Reagrding education provision, from speaking to the Local
Education Authority the Council have been informed that school capacity in Burscough is limited and that new
develoments may go above the existing capacity. For this reason the Burscogh strategic site development includes a new
school In relation to health, through the Council's Infrastructure Delivery Plan the Council have been liaising with the
health authority to ensure that sufficient facilities are in place/ or will be in place to cope with any new development. The
Council are aware that there are issues with the the waste water treatment capacity and that any new development in
areas such as Burscough will require upgrading the faciities. The Council has been investigating this issue as part of its
Infrastructure Delivery Plan and significant development will not take place untill the issue has been resolved. In relation
to Green Belt, the Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its development
would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for development,
buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office uses, rather
than manufacturing and heavy industry). Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime agricultural land,
which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some agricultural land will
need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality than the land at
Ormskirk.

No action required

Ccspo-638
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-

dation

Mrs Cynthia Dereli
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to both the dispersal option and the Burscough option. (S)

Comments relate to each point set out within the representation; 1. The Draft Green Belt Study forms only part of the
evidence base for the LDF and is not a strategy. The study was carried out by Council Officers, not consultants, and was
prepared in conjunction with Sefton and Knowsley Councils and validated by Lancashire County Council. Given its
influence on the options for Green Belt release, it was considered appropriate to consult on the draft Green Belt Study
alongside the Core Strategy Preferred Options. In terms of the inaccuracies pointed out, it would appear that the data
sheet for BUR.04 has been misinterpreted. The assessment of the boundary strength is of the existing Green Belt
boundary in comparison to the new boundary should the parcel be developed. Whilst the new boundary to the south of the
parcel would be a strong road boundary (Pippin Street), the boundary to the west of the parcel and the direction in which
development would be extending, is weaker than the existing boundary as it is a narrow track rather the a strong build
line. This also applies to the comment relating to BUR14. The Draft Green Belt Study and the methodology does not
include land owner discussions regarding future aspirations for the parcels. This information may well be required when
considering the deliverability of land through the LDF process. Parcelling up was done using logical existing boundaries
and the methodology tests the purposes of including land within the Green Belt as set out in PPG2. Therefore, the use of
land as a buffer zone between residential and industrial uses cannot be considered within this study but may form part of
the wider LDF process in allocating land for development. 2 The CSPO sets out broadly and strategically where it is
realistic to deliver development in the Borough over the next plan period. According to the Council's evidence base, there
is enough available land within the settlement area of Burscough to deliver around 200 dwellings. However, it is apparent
that there is a shortfall of land within the existing settlement boundaries of the Borough's towns and villages and that
without considering other land such as Green Belt, development targets will not be achieved. The document sets out 2
options for meeting targets and delivering the additional housing required. Both options include Burscough, one seeks to
deliver a large strategic site and around 600 dwellings the other looks to disperse Green Belt development a little more
across the Borough and proposes to deliver 300 dwellings on Green Belt land in Burscough. Both options would still
require the initial delivery of 200 dwellings in the existing settlement area and development would be prioritised here over
Green Belt release. 3. The Core Strategy is a strategic document and must be flexible over the 15 year plan period.
Therefore, the document identifies broad areas of search for development rather than pinpointing exactly where
development would go. Site identification may be carried out at a later stage and as an additional Site Allocations
document to the Core Strategy. The only exception to this is where development in one area is so significant it could be
viewed as strategic to the delivery of the entire document. Examples of this are Skelmersdale Town Centre and in the
event Preferred option 1 is selected. 4. Comments noted. However, more than two-thirds of development will be located in
Skelmersdale.

No action required
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cspo-639
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Mr Michael J Parker
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

Regarding traffic impacts, initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess the impact of the Preferred
Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation measures and/or transport
improvements, including through developer contributions. Reagrding education provision, from speaking to the Local
Education Authority the Council have been informed that school capacity in Burscough is limited and that new
develoments may go above the existing capacity. For this reason the Burscogh strategic site development includes a new
school In relation to health, through the Council's Infrastructure Delivery Plan the Council have been liaising with the
health authority to ensure that sufficient facilities are in place/ or will be in place to cope with any new development. The
Council are aware that there are issues with the the waste water treatment capacity and that any new development in
areas such as Burscough will require upgrading the faciities. The Council has been investigating this issue as part of its
Infrastructure Delivery Plan and significant development will not take place untill the issue has been resolved. In relation
to Green Belt, the Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its development
would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for development,
buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office uses, rather
than manufacturing and heavy industry). Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime agricultural land,
which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some agricultural land will
need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality than the land at
Ormskirk. Consultation commments noted.

No action required

Ccspo-641
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Mr Brian Sillett
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough Option. State preference for the non-preferred Ormskirk Option. (S)

Regarding traffic impacts, initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess the impact of the Preferred
Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation measures and/or transport
improvements, including through developer contributions. Reagrding education provision, from speaking to the Local
Education Authority the Council have been informed that school capacity in Burscough is limited and that new
develoments may go above the existing capacity. For this reason the Burscogh strategic site development includes a new
school In relation to health, through the Council's Infrastructure Delivery Plan the Council have been liaising with the
health authority to ensure that sufficient facilities are in place/ or will be in place to cope with any new development. The
Council are aware that there are issues with the the waste water treatment capacity and that any new development in
areas such as Burscough will require upgrading the faciities. The Council has been investigating this issue as part of its
Infrastructure Delivery Plan and significant development will not take place untill the issue has been resolved. In relation
to Green Belt, the Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its development
would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for development,
buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office uses, rather
than manufacturing and heavy industry). Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime agricultural land,
which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some agricultural land will
need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality than the land at
Ormskirk.

No action required

cspo-644
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Mrs Pauline Parker
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

Regarding traffic impacts, initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess the impact of the Preferred
Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation measures and/or transport
improvements, including through developer contributions. Reagrding education provision, from speaking to the Local
Education Authority the Council have been informed that school capacity in Burscough is limited and that new
develoments may go above the existing capacity. For this reason the Burscogh strategic site development includes a new
school In relation to health, through the Council's Infrastructure Delivery Plan the Council have been liaising with the
health authority to ensure that sufficient facilities are in place/ or will be in place to cope with any new development. The
Council are aware that there are issues with the the waste water treatment capacity and that any new development in
areas such as Burscough will require upgrading the faciities. The Council has been investigating this issue as part of its
Infrastructure Delivery Plan and significant development will not take place untill the issue has been resolved. In relation
to Green Belt, the Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its development
would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for development,
buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office uses, rather
than manufacturing and heavy industry). Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime agricultural land,
which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some agricultural land will
need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality than the land at
Ormskirk.

No action required
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Ccspo-645
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Jess E Parker
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

Regarding traffic impacts, initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess the impact of the Preferred
Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation measures and/or transport
improvements, including through developer contributions. Reagrding education provision, from speaking to the Local
Education Authority the Council have been informed that school capacity in Burscough is limited and that new
develoments may go above the existing capacity. For this reason the Burscogh strategic site development includes a new
school In relation to health, through the Council's Infrastructure Delivery Plan the Council have been liaising with the
health authority to ensure that sufficient facilities are in place/ or will be in place to cope with any new development. The
Council are aware that there are issues with the the waste water treatment capacity and that any new development in
areas such as Burscough will require upgrading the faciities. The Council has been investigating this issue as part of its
Infrastructure Delivery Plan and significant development will not take place untill the issue has been resolved. In relation
to Green Belt, the Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its development
would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for development,
buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office uses, rather
than manufacturing and heavy industry). Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime agricultural land,
which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some agricultural land will
need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality than the land at
Ormskirk.

No action required

cspo-647
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Mr John McCloskey
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

Regarding traffic impacts, initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess the impact of the Preferred
Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation measures and/or transport
improvements, including through developer contributions. Reagrding education provision, from speaking to the Local
Education Authority the Council have been informed that school capacity in Burscough is limited and that new
develoments may go above the existing capacity. For this reason the Burscogh strategic site development includes a new
school In relation to health, through the Council's Infrastructure Delivery Plan the Council have been liaising with the
health authority to ensure that sufficient facilities are in place/ or will be in place to cope with any new development. The
Council are aware that there are issues with the the waste water treatment capacity and that any new development in
areas such as Burscough will require upgrading the faciities. The Council has been investigating this issue as part of its
Infrastructure Delivery Plan and significant development will not take place untill the issue has been resolved. In relation
to Green Belt, the Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its development
would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for development,
buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office uses, rather
than manufacturing and heavy industry). Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime agricultural land,
which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some agricultural land will
need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality than the land at
Ormskirk.

No action required

Ccspo-648
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Mrs Joyce McCloskey
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Object to Burscough option (S)

Regarding traffic impacts, initial traffic modelling is being conducted by the Council to assess the impact of the Preferred
Options. Where issues are identified, the Council will seek to provide appropriate mitigation measures and/or transport
improvements, including through developer contributions. Reagrding education provision, from speaking to the Local
Education Authority the Council have been informed that school capacity in Burscough is limited and that new
develoments may go above the existing capacity. For this reason the Burscogh strategic site development includes a new
school In relation to health, through the Council's Infrastructure Delivery Plan the Council have been liaising with the
health authority to ensure that sufficient facilities are in place/ or will be in place to cope with any new development. The
Council are aware that there are issues with the the waste water treatment capacity and that any new development in
areas such as Burscough will require upgrading the faciities. The Council has been investigating this issue as part of its
Infrastructure Delivery Plan and significant development will not take place untill the issue has been resolved. In relation
to Green Belt, the Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its development
would have the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for development,
buffers would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office uses, rather
than manufacturing and heavy industry). Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime agricultural land,
which is a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some agricultural land will
need to be developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality than the land at
Ormskirk.

no action required
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cspo-651 Ms Judith Nelson English Heritage

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Observations

Summary  The grade Il Bath Lodge, Dark Lane lies adjacent to the area of search, it is essential that the setting of this building is
assessed and safeguarded if proposals are developed for this site (F)

Response  Comments Noted. If this site is taken forward the setting of the listed building will be assessed.

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-657 Mr Simon Artiss Planning Manager Bellway Homes Ltd

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Observations

Summary  Welcome that if the green belt boundaries were restricted, it would act as a constraint to deliever the CS objectives.

Response  The Burscough site is effectively surrounded by development. As such, it is considered that its development would have
the least impact upon the West Lancashire Green Belt out of all sites considered. If chosen for development, buffers
would be provided between residential and employment uses (which are likely to be business /office uses, rather than
manufacturing and heavy industry). Ideally, the Council would prefer not to lose any of its prime agricultural land, which is
a recognised valuable resource. However, given housing requirements and supply, some agricultural land will need to be
developed. Information from DEFRA states that the land at Burscough is of lesser quality than the land at Ormskirk.

Recommen- No action required

dation

Ccspo-676 Jason and Marcus Bleasdale

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Support

Summary  The land at Little Moor Hall Farm does not achieve any of the purposes for including land in the Green Belt. With this in
mind, the site should be taken into the next phase of the assessment of the Green Belt Study (Stage 3- site constraints
and opportunities) as part of the future updates that are made to the Study. (s)

Response  Comments referring to the Green Belt Study have been addressed within the Green Belt Study Consultation. The Core
Strategy identifies Green Belt land for potential development based on evidence outlining sustainability, infrastructure and
the Green Belt Study which reviews how well parcels of Green Belt land meet the purposes of the Green Belt as set out in
PPG2. Through this process, the parcel that is subject to this representation was not considered to fulfil much of this
criteria and has therefore, not been identified for further consideration

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-683 Jason and Marcus Bleasdale

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Observations

Summary A reduction of 0.26% of Green Belt land within the Borough represents a negligible change and on this basis, Jason and
Marcus Bleasdale consider that the Council should give consideration to releasing additional Green Belt land for
development, in particular the site at Little Moor Hall Farm given its 'suitability’, 'achievability’ amd availability’ for
accommodating new housing, which has been established by the March 2010 West Lancashire SHLAA. (s)

Response  Suggested site will be considered as an alternative Green Belt option.

Recommen- Site considered within assessment of potential "Plan B" sites, but found to not be most suitable for either preferred Green

dation Belt release or for inclusion within the portfolio of "Plan B" sites.

Ccspo-689 John Evans

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  In my view, this land performs an important function in providing a block to building development to the east of Ormskirk.

It seems to me to be good agricultural land as well. | feel strongly that Green Belt land should be held as long as possible
because, once gone, history has shown that is invariably gone forever. There will be many short term, financially driven
forces brought to bear to alter the land's status, now and in the future. | look to the Council to take a balanced and long
term view and to arrive at a decision which protects this land for future generations.

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-694 Helen Snellgrove

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Whilst | do not want option 3 to be the area to be developed, | do request the Council cabinet to extend the consultation
with all three options on an equal footing, enabling the public to have a chance to comment.

Response = Comments noted. The Council has included the non preferred option as part of this consultation so that members of the
public have the opportunity to comment on all schemes.

Recommen- No action required

dation

Page 87



cspo-696 Mr L McFarlane

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Agricultural Green Belt land should be protected. Issues raised over over Edge Hill expansion (S)

Response = Comments noted regarding Green Belt and Edge Hill university.

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-698 Mr John Leadbetter

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary | strongly oppose the non-preferred option that is being considered.| support Option C with dispersed development
representing the greatest gain to the borough with the least disruption

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-70 Mr P Waite

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  We are concerned about Option 2 and exactly where the houses will be sited in relation to the railway line. There are
potential traffic safety issues; current volume and speed of traffic are already too high for this road. (S)

Response = Comments noted. The Core Strategy does not allocate specific sites (except for very large developments), so an "area of
search" was included for Option 2, which included land to the west and the east of the railway. The Council is aware that
there are traffic and access problems associated with land to the east of the railway, and this will be taken into account
when choosing a development site, should Option 2 be chosen.

Recommen- No action required.

dation

cspo-700 Mr D Atkinson

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  ltis clear as day that the South Ormskirk option, is absolutely NOT an option.

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No further action required

dation

cspo-702 Ms Gillian Bjork

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Improve the infrastructure first, preserve our greenbelt land and utilise brown field sites, and then the people of Burscough
may be more open to discussion about development

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No further action required

dation

cspo-703 Mrs JA Leadbetter

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to Ormskirk non-preferred option. Greenbelt land should only be considered for development after all other options
have been considered ie: the regeneration of derelict or brown belt land.

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No further action required

dation

cspo-713 Ms Margaret Gregory

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Object to Ormskirk option. Objects to loss of Green Belt and prime agricultural land. Would like to see more consideration
of implications of an ageing population and off-campus student accommodation. Do not think existing traffic problems in
Ormskirk can be addressed.

Response  comments noted. Implications of an ageing population have been considered in preparing the Core Strategy. Off-campus
student accommodation has also been considered.

Recommen- no action required

dation
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cspo-730
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Hesketh Estate

4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Observations
The parcel at Parrs Lane (AUG.04 in Green Belt Study) is actually classified as mainly Grade 2 with some graded 3a and
3b. However there is no agricultural land classed as grade 1 as is stated in the Green Belt study. There is no real
difference between this parcel and some of those put forward for inclusion within the Core Strategy Preferred Options and

this additional information makes it more favourable than some of the sites which are Grade 1 classification. Therefore
the site should be carried forward and considered as part of the DPD (s)

Alternative location for Green Belt release noted.

Parr's Lane site to be considered within the portfolio of potential "Plan B" sites.

cspo-735
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Bickerstaffe Trust
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Supports a variation upon the non-preferred option for an Ormskirk Strategic Development Site and objects to Option 1
for a Burscough Strategic Development Site. (s)

The Core Strategy is in line with the Government's Growth Agenda, although it is recognised that the deliverability of
3,000 homes in Skelmersdale will need to be revisited, and is not overly prescriptive or inflexible. In addition, the Core
Strategy is also consistent with the "presumption in favour of sustainable development" that is expected to be included
within the National Planning Policy Framework. The Council has no concerns about the deliverability, suitability or
sustainability of the Yew Tree Farm site in Burscough (which the Bickerstaffe Trust refer to in para 4.10 of their
representation), other than the need to improve the waste water treatment infrastructure serving the site (which is a
constraint that applies equally to all greenfield sites in Ormskirk, Burscough, Rufford and Scarisbrick), and the
Bickerstaffe Trust has provided no convincing evidence to say that development of this site is not deliverable, suitable or
sustainable. It should also be pointed out that the Sustainability Appraisal carried out on the 3 shortlisted options for
Green Belt release identified that all could be said to be sustainable. It should also be noted that the Bickerstaffe Trust
representation incorrectly states that the Councila€™s Sustainable Settlement Study (2010) confirms that Burscough has
limited facilities and services and is not as accessible as other larger settlements in the Borough (para 4.7). The study
actually makes similar comments about the services and facilities in Burscough as it does about those in Ormskirk. It is
fair to point out that the disaggregation of development targets within the CSPO paper does not entirely conform to the
Borougha€™s settlement hierarchy, although only in that Burscough receives more development than the Ormskirk /
Aughton urban area. However, ultimately, even with this new development, the Ormskirk / Aughton urban area (indeed
Ormskirk alone) will still be larger than Burscough and so the settlement hierarchy will be retained. While it would be usual
for settlements to be targeted for new development in line with their place in the settlement hierarchy, it is not always
possible to do so, nor is it necessary to do so, as long as the infrastructure is in place to allow more development in a
settlement lower down the hierarchy. Therefore, it is the Councila€™s view that sufficient evidence to justify the spatial
options preferred in the CSPO paper has been demonstrated. The Council has considered the evidence that the
Bickerstaffe Trust have presented in their representation in support of their new proposals at Altya€™s Lane and, overall,
remain to be convinced that it offers a better or more reasonable proposal than either of the preferred options consulted
upon in the Core Strategy, or the non-preferred option. This is predominantly due to the fact that the new proposals offer
less benefits compared to the non-preferred option (because of the removal of employment development and student
accommodation) while still having the same impact on Green Belt and views and, potentially, still having a negative effect
on traffic congestion on St Helens Road, local country roads and Ormskirk town centre.

No Action Required

cspo-755
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-

dation

Paul Cotterill
4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Obiject to the areas of search for housing and emmployment land.

Opportunities for locating development adjacent to authority boundaries which contain built up areas are limited,
particularly in the South West. Any development in this part of the Borough would be adjacent to equally open and rural
areas in Sefton. However, there are one or two opportunities to the west and perhaps to the east, where largely open land
within West Lancashire adjoins built-up areas in Sefton and possibly Wigan. These are currently being explored but it is
unlikely that they will deliver the significant amounts of development we are currently directing to the existing largest
towns and key service settlements within the Borough.

Continue to review all possible land which may meet development needs.
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cspo-8 Mr Howard Courtley Courtley Consultants Ltd

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  The Council has failed to consider land at Fine Janes Farm, Moss Road, Birkdale as an appropriate site for Green Belt
release. (S)

Response  The Core Strategy is not able to consider specific sites unless they are of "strategic" importance, for example
Skelmersdale Town Centre (Policy CS2) or the Burscough Strategic Development Site (Policy CS3). Therefore, it cannot
make specific reference to the Fine Jane's Farm site. However, in arriving at the two preferred options for development on
Green Belt, the Council did consider a wide range of locations for Green Belt release, including areas on the Southport /
Birkdale boundary. However, in considering this general area, it was considered that the openness of the area would be
unduly harmed by locating significant development within it and that the presence of areas of flood risk, deep peat and
grade 1 agricultural land made this location less appropriate for development. The Council has assessed considered the
Green Belt on the Borough's rural boundaries in the draft Green Belt Study available for consultation alongside the Core
Strategy Preferred Options and it has found only one site (not Fine Jane's Farm) that does not meet any of the purposes
of the Green Belt (as established within PPG2) of those assessed on the Sefton boundary. Given that Fine Jane's Farm is
not large enough to be considered a "strategic" site, even if it were considered to be a "major" development site in the
Green Belt (based on PPG2's definition in Annex C), it could not be specifically addressed in the Core Strategy. Any
policy guidance that is needed for such a "major" site would be provided in a subsequent Development Plan Document
under the Local Development Framework. However, as the Core Strategy is reviewed prior to preparing the next version
of the document or as the remainder of the LDF is prepared, Fine Jane's Farm should be considered as any site-specific
matters are dealt with.

Recommen- Consider Fine Jane's Famr for inclusion within the "Plan B", as this aspect of the Core Strategy is refined.

dation

cspo-80 Mr Robert Kewley

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Observations

Summary Suggestion of a new location for development - site immediately adjacent to 'The Pads'. (S)

Response  Comments noted. The Core Strategy does not allocate specific sites for development unless they are strategic in nature.
The Site Allocations DPD will allocate specific sites in due course. However, "The Pads" are currently designated as a
Local Nature Conservation Site.

Recommen- No Action Required

dation

cspo-93 Mr Brian Culshaw

Plan Ref 4.3 Options for Green Belt Release Object

Summary  Objects to non-preferred (Ormskirk) option. (S)

Response = Comments noted. It is agreed that there are negative impacts associated with the non-preferred option. These were taken
into account by Members when considering whether or not to support this option.

Recommen- No change required.

dation

cspo-224 Mr Shaun Taylor Planning Associate Director G L Hearn Property Consultants

Plan Ref 4.4 Meeting the Objectives Object

Summary Itis clear (for the reasons set out elsewhere in these representations), that the objectives will not be met by this Core
Strategy as currently written. (f)

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No action required.

dation

cspo-103 Mr Martin Backhouse

Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Object

Strategic Sites

Summary I am strongly against the idea to release Green Belt land for development by Edge Hill University. (S)

Response  Comments noted. At the time of the 2005 Local Plan Inquiry, the Council considered Edge Hill had not made a robust
case for the need for expansion onto Green Belt land. Since then, the Council has accepted that the University does have
a robust case for needing to expand, hence the change. The University has undergone a period of redeveloping its
existing campus to ensure best use of space and is now reaching a point where it will shortly need further land to
accommodate not only its increasing number of faculties but also to accommodate student accommodation, taking the
pressure off existing houses in Ormskirk. The Core Strategy allocates 10ha of land for managed expansion over a 15 year
period up until 2027. Without this allocation, the Council could expose itself to challenge and more significant
development in the Green Belt over the plan period.

Recommen- No further action.

dation
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cspo-104 Mrs D Backhouse
Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Object
Strategic Sites

Summary I am strongly against the idea to release Green Belt land for development by Edge Hill University. (S)

Response = Comments noted. The University has undergone a period of redeveloping its existing campus to ensure best use of space
and is now reaching a point where it will shortly need further land to accommodate not only its increasing number of
faculties but also to accommodate student accommodation, taking the pressure of existing houses in Ormskirk. The Core
Strategy allocates 10ha of land for managed expansion over a 15 year period up until 2027. Without this allocation, the
Council could expose itself to challenge and more significant development in the Green Belt over the plan period.

Recommen- No action required.

dation

cspo-105 Carol O'Brien

Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Object

Strategic Sites

Summary Re land bounded by Ruff Lane, St Helens Road and Scarth Hill Lane:- | am very concerned that the Council appears to
have done a U turn regarding this Green Belt area and are now proposing re-designation of the land. The countryside
should be protected from encroachment. (s)

Response At the time of the 2005 Local Plan Inquiry, the Council considered Edge Hill had not made a robust case for the need for
expansion onto Green Belt land. Since then, the Council has accepted that the University does have a robust case for
needing to expand, hence the change in approach towards the University. The University has undergone a period of
redeveloping its existing campus to ensure best use of space and is now reaching a point where it will shortly need further
land to accommodate not only its increasing number of faculties but also to accommodate student accommodation, taking
the pressure off existing houses in Ormskirk. The Core Strategy allocates 10ha of land for managed expansion over a 15
year period up until 2027. Without this allocation, the Council could expose itself to challenge and more significant
development in the Green Belt over the plan period.

Recommen- No further action

dation

cspo-124 Dr Carol Stott

Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Support

Strategic Sites

Summary | object to both options open to discussion and feel that the non preferred option should not have been removed from the
list of options for the very weak reasons given in Cabinet.

Response = Comments regarding Green Belt options noted. In assessing the Burscough option, the Council has consulted the Primary
Care Trust and education provider (Lancashire County Council). Advice recieved is that a new primary school would be
necessary for the Burscough site, and that extra money for the existing health centre would be sufficient to cope with the
increase in population. Appropriate buffers will be in place between housing and employment uses, which will be
business, rather than manufacturing /heavy industry, and therefore health risks should be minimal. The ageing population
of West Lancashire is recognised at several points in the Core Strategy, and is addressed in terms of housing in policies
CS7 and CS8. See also response to Rep. 129

Recommen- No change required.

dation

cspo-14 Mr JA Lewis

Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Object

Strategic Sites

Summary  Object to Option 2 (Ormskirk) due to increase in traffic problems. Edge Hill should not be allowed to expand. (S)

Response  Area of Search to the north of Ormskirk - potential traffic impacts of development on the eastern half of this area of search
will be a key factor in considering which part of the area of search is allocated for development if the dispersal option is
taken forward in the Core Strategy. Any impact of development within the town will also be factored into any traffic
assessments. Edge Hill University and Student Accommodation - comments noted - any expansion of the University will
need to provide student accommodation to cope with the growth in the University.

Recommen- No Action Required

dation

cspo-16 Susan O'Halloran

Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Object

Strategic Sites

Summary  The non-preferred option could not be supported by roads and would be a poor use of agricultural land. (S)

Response  Noted

Recommen- No Action Required

dation
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cspo-18 Mr David Rothwell
Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Object
Strategic Sites

Summary  We are against the dispersal option due to issues with traffic and vehicular access. We support for the non-preferred
option, to allow Edge Hill Uni to provide more student accommodation out of town. (S)

Response = Comments and Views Noted

Recommen- No Action Required

dation

cspo-19 Dr Paul Morris

Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Support

Strategic Sites

Summary If there is no other option then i think the non-preferred option should be reconsidered. This would have positive benefits
in freeing up affordable accommodation for people in the town. Parking is also likely to improve (S)

Response = Comments and Views Noted

Recommen- No Action Required

dation

cspo-21 Carol Smith

Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Object

Strategic Sites

Summary | would like to express my concerns regarding the non-preferred option. The site is home to wildlife, and possibly orchids.
An Environmental Impact Assessment should be carried out. EIm Place is narrow and it would be dangerous to use this
road as an access point to such development. Major traffic congestion would also be an issue. (S)

Response = Comments noted - should the non-preferred option be taken forward in the future, detailed proposals to address access,
highways impacts and environmental impacts will be considered.

Recommen- No Action Required

dation

cspo-25 Charlotte Riley

Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Support

Strategic Sites

Summary | support the Ormskirk option (S)

Response  Comments Noted

Recommen- No Action Required

dation

Ccspo-26 Mrs Mary Blackhall

Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Object

Strategic Sites

Summary | vote no to both plans (S)

Response  Comments Noted. The Council is aware of the need to protect our countryside and agricultural industry as far as is
possible and is only considering development on Green Belt because all suitable land within the built-up areas has
already been taken into account. Therefore, the Council is attempting to strike the delicate balance between providing
much needed new housing and preserving our local environment.

Recommen- No Action Required

dation

cspo-28 Mr Ed Dickinson

Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Support with conditions

Strategic Sites

Summary | would submit that a revised Option A (ORMSKIRK) could also help limit or relieve the problem of both short term
construction traffic and town traffic until such time as long awaited A580 Bypass can be built, with planned improvements
to suit the added requirements of Edge Hill access etc. Ormskirk cannot afford to lose this opportunity of enlargement and
development to allow it to sustain a large University (S)

Response  In arriving at the Core Strategy Preferred Options Paper, the Council has taken into account the potential traffic impacts of
all development options, including those of the Yew Tree Farm option, but is currently undertaking further traffic modelling
work to better understand these impacts. While the Council are aware of Sefton Council's initial strategic options for their
Core Strategy, it is not yet at a stage where a true assessment of increased traffic along the A570 from Southport can be
carried out, especially in light of the approved Thornton to Switch Island link road in Sefton which it is anticipated will
alleviate some pressure on the A570. The Ormskirk bypass has not been vetoed by the Council, but is in fact supported
by the Core Strategy (cf CS12). However, the Council recognises that it may be difficult to deliver the bypass in the Core
Strategy period due to funding constraints. The Council welcomes Mr Dickinson's revised proposal for the non-preferred
option, and any consideration of phasing of development will be considered within detailed proposals for the site, should
that option be taken forward in the future.

Recommen- Council officers are continuing to monitor Sefton Council's proposals for development and how they might affect highways

dation in West Lancashire, especially cumulatively with West Lancashire development proposals.
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cspo-29 Mr Paul Moy
Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Object
Strategic Sites

Summary | object to Option 2 of 200 houses in Ormskirk on Green Belt land (S).

Response  Comments Noted

Recommen- No Action Required

dation

cspo-331 Mr Roger Clayton

Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Object

Strategic Sites

Summary  We object to the description of Skelmersdale as a 4€ceRegional Towna€( 1. (S)

Response  Acknowledged.

Recommen- No change.

dation

cspo-332 Mr Roger Clayton

Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Object

Strategic Sites

Summary  We believe that many more dwellings could (and should) be delivered on small sites of mainly affordable or retirement
housing, according to local needs, within the Eastern and Western parishes. The Skelmersdale target should be reduced
to a level which is a) deliverable, b) meets only the needs of the Skelmersdale population without trying to attract
migration from other areas or other countries. (F)

Response  The deliverability of Skelmersdale housing targets is currently under review as a result of consultation feedback and
historic completions evidence.

Recommen- Review housing targets and distribution

dation

cspo-35 Dr Anthony Evans

Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Object

Strategic Sites

Summary  Object to option 2. And 3000 new homes in Skelmersdale. (S)

Response = Comments noted. The Council has a housing target it is currently legally required to meet. This housing needs to be
directed to the most sustainable locations. The proposed locations have been chosen taking account of a range of issues
including infrastructure provision, impact on the environment, land availability, etc.

Recommen- No change.

dation

cspo-37 Mrs Julie Broadbent

Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Object

Strategic Sites

Summary  We object to the non-preferred option (S)

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No change required.

dation

cspo-40 Mr Robin Agnew

Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Object

Strategic Sites

Summary  With regard to the 200 houses at Ormskirk (Dispersal Option), they should go to the west of the railway, not the east. (S)

Response  Comments noted. It is agreed that access to the site to the west of the railway is less problematic than to the site to the
east of the railway.

Recommen- No action required

dation

Ccspo-484 Mr B Howard Clerk of the Council Newburgh Parish Council

Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Observations

Strategic Sites

Summary  We would be concerned about any future major increase in traffic, from employment or residential areas, without the
development of new and appropriate infrastructure to avoid further impact on rural villages.

Response = Comments noted. Adequate infrastructure provision and the impact of traffic are both important factors when considering
suitable locations for new development and these are topic areas that continue to be considered in some detail as the
LDF progresses. The impact on rural villages is a further important consideration and therefore development directed to
these areas is to be minimal in the interests of sustainability.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-49 Mr Retwiss
Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Object
Strategic Sites

Summary  The Council should resist development on the Green Belt. The proposed housing is not needed. (S)

Response = Comments noted. The Council's evidence base shows housing is required, even taking into account the downturn in the
housing market. Green Belt development is proposed because there is insufficient land within settlement areas to
accommodate all the required housing. This is a different approach from Development Control, in which unplanned
development on non-allocated Green Belt is usually resisted.

Recommen- No action required.

dation

cspo-59 Mr Norman Smith

Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Object

Strategic Sites

Summary  Option 2 (Dispersal) is the most balanced and sustainable of the three presented, although I'd prefer none. Edge Hill
University should not be allowed to keep expanding to the detriment of the town. Concern expressed about the effect of
the University expansion on residential accommodation within Ormskirk, and the conversion of town centre shops to bars.
(S).

Response  Views on the Dispersal Option, traffic issues, and Edge Hill University expansion noted. With regard to the final two
points: 1. Policy CS9 seeks to minimise the impact of the University on residential accommodation within Ormskirk by
constraining the percentage of HMOs in individual streets, although the Council's powers are limited in this respect.

Please also see the Council's response to Representation 60 for more comments about Edge Hill University. 2. Policy
CS11 seeks to maintain town centre viability by requiring a certain percentage of units within town centres to be Class A1
retail (as opposed to uses such as A4 drinking establishments). The Council would support initiatives to improve Ormskirk
Town Centre.

Recommen- No action required.

dation

cspo-62 Mrs J Jupp

Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Object

Strategic Sites

Summary | object to the non-preferred option on the grounds of Green Belt, the impact of Edge Hill University and no proven need
for a sports village. (S)

Response  Comments noted.

Recommen- No change.

dation

Ccspo-63 Mrs J White

Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Object

Strategic Sites

Summary | object to the non-preferred option on the grounds of Green Belt, impact of Edge Hill University and no need for a sports
village (S)

Response  Comments noted.

Recommen- No change.

dation

Ccspo-636 Mr Chris Seddon

Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Observations

Strategic Sites

Summary  Support development in Appley Bridge

Response = Comments noted

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-64 Dennis Sutton

Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Support

Strategic Sites

Summary My preferred option is Ormskirk, followed by dispersal. (S)

Response = Comments noted

Recommen- No change

dation
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cspo-66 Mrs Ros Wess
Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Support
Strategic Sites

Summary | vote for Preferred Option 2: Dispersal. | object most strongly to any further building in Parbold because of the
sewer/drainage problems we have (especially surface water) | object most strongly to Green Belt land being used for
building. | think WLBC were wrong to throw out the Ormskirk option. (F) (F)

Response  Comments noted. It is considered that there is scope for a small amount of infill development in Parbold (but no major
development or Green Belt release).

Recommen- No action required.

dation

Ccspo-672 Mainsprint Limited

Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Observations

Strategic Sites

Summary  This site is classed as a Development opportunity in the adopted Local Plan and it is respectively suggested that the site
is given 'broad location for mixed-use development' status in the core staretgy for the sake of continity. It is appreciated
that it is not the role of the core strategy to allocate specific development sites but it is considered that the site does need
to be afforded some form of development status in the adopted document so that the regeneration of the site is not
jeopardised by Appley Bridges' relatively poor status in the settlement hierarchy. (S)

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No further action required

dation

Ccspo-675 Mr Harry Tonge

Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Observations

Strategic Sites

Summary  On behalf of my client, i wish to object to the strategic development options identified in the core strategy paper on the
basis that the identified options unnecessarily constrain the possible larger scale employment development of the south
Skelmersdale area of search. Furthermore, it has not been adequately demonstrated that the strategy of dispersing the
additional areas of employment land throughout the identified areas in the borough is correct (S)

Response = Comments noted. The majority of all new employment development 87ha is being located in Skelmersdale with 8ha
proposed for land to the South (mentioned) and also 52ha from exisiting allocation and the remodelling of existing
emplopyment estates. Although Skelmersdale does have the best connections to the motorway network it is felt that 60ha
is a realistic and deliverable figure. It is also important to allow economic growth in other parts of the Borough.

Recommen- No action required

dation

cspo-84 Mr lan Yates

Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Support

Strategic Sites

Summary | support Option 2 (in principle). However, | do not support the aspect allowing the expansion of Edge Hill into the Green
Belt, (eastwards) nor indeed the erosion of any of the green belt, nor the housing target of 4,500 new homes. The housing
requirement of 300 dwellings a year needs to be scrutinised. (S)

Response  Comments noted regarding the options and Edge Hill University expansion. Edge Hill University has undergone a period
of rapid growth and has been working to make space utilisation on site more efficient. It has now reached a point whereby
all space on the existing campus will soon be fully utilised. The Core Strategy must provide for development over the next
15 year period and by allowing small-scale expansion (of 10ha) the Council considers that this will avoid larger scale
development which may occur if we do not allow for this managed growth over the plan period. Re. housing requirements:
Following a Court of Appeal ruling in May 2011, the intention to abolish the Regional Spatial Strategy ("RSS", which set
our housing requirement of 300 dwellings per annum) cannot be taken into account when Councils are considering the
adoption of new Development Plan Documents such as Core Strategies, until such time as a Strategic Environmental
Assessment of RSS abolition has been concluded. Thus the Council is obliged to use the 300 dwellings per annum
housing requirement in the Core Strategy. Housing requirements for West Lancashire will be looked at once RSS abolition
is beyond doubt, although it is the Council's view at present that the 300pa requirement is the most appropriate for West
Lancashire.

Recommen- Check the Core Strategy is sufficiently flexible to allow for a change in housing requirements in future (e.g. Policies CS1,

dation CS7, Chapter 10).

cspo-89 Mrs Sybil Sheperd

Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Support

Strategic Sites

Summary  The further development of Skelmersdale has a key growth area is to be welcomed. Preferred Option 2: Dispersal would
be the most advantageous as it would strengthen communities and minimise impact on Green Belt. The non-preferred
option is not supported. The provision of land for commercial and indsutrial development is crucial. (S)

Response = Comments noted

Recommen- No action required.

dation
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cspo-90 G Davies
Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Object
Strategic Sites
Summary  We support the rejection of the Ormskirk option (S)
Response  Comments noted.
Recommen- No action required.
dation
cspo-95 Mr Steve Mawdsley
Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Object
Strategic Sites
Summary  We wish to object to all 3 options proposed by WLBC to develop 800+ new houses in Burscough and Ormskirk.
Burscough in particular suffers from transport and infrastructure problems. (S)
Response  Comments noted.
Recommen- No change required.
dation
Cspo-96 Mr D Birchall
Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Object
Strategic Sites
Summary  We object to Option 2, in particular development north of Ormskirk due to impact on agricultural land, highways,
landscape and nature conservation. (S) We support Option 1. (S)
Response  Comments noted. (If the Nursery Avenue site ended up being chosen for development, housing would not be likely to
extend as far as Bath Farm and its access avenue.)
Recommen- No further action.
dation
cspo-97 F Johnson
Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Object
Strategic Sites
Summary  Object to Option 1; Ormskirk site is ideal as close to the motorway. (S)
Response  Comments noted.
Recommen- No further action
dation
Ccspo-98 Mr & Mrs Holcroft
Plan Ref Chapter 5  Core Strategy Preferred Options: Over-arching Spatial Strategy and the Object
Strategic Sites
Summary  Object to non-preffered option. Support to dispersal option 2. (S)
Response = Comments noted
Recommen- No further action
dation
cspo-112 Mrs Jackie Liptrott
Plan Ref Policy CS1 A Sustainable Spatial Development Framework for West Lancashire Observations
Summary  Object to the methodology of categorising green belt boundaries.
Response  This comment relates to the Green Belt Study. However, the methodology used an established boundary hierarchy which
assessed the features of the boundary and how prominent they were. The approach has been validated by Lancashire
County Council and the measure of features as strong or weak was shared by the neighbouring authorities and other
authorities nationwide. Therefore, it is considered appropriate to consider a ditch, track or line of trees weak in
comparison to say a river, main road or woodland.
Recommen- No change required to either Core Strategy or Green Belt Methodology.
dation
cspo-146 Mr Philip Carter Planning Liaison Officer Environment Agency
Plan Ref Policy CS1 A Sustainable Spatial Development Framework for West Lancashire Object
Summary Inclusion of protection of water quality is required. (S)
Response  Comments Noted
Recommen- Changes will be made to the policy to reflect any recommendations set out within the SA.
dation
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cspo-147 Mr Philip Carter Planning Liaison Officer Environment Agency

Plan Ref Policy CS1 A Sustainable Spatial Development Framework for West Lancashire Support

Summary  Support for Policy CS1 subject to the inclusion of protection of water quality (S).

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No further action

dation

cspo-205 Escalibur Ltd

Plan Ref Policy CS1 A Sustainable Spatial Development Framework for West Lancashire Object

Summary  Appley Bridge should be identfied as a Key Sustainable Village. The current distribution of housing is unrealistic and
should take into account the sustainable development benefits of expanding settlements such as Appley Bridge which
has a railway station and other facilities. (S)

Response  The Councils current evidence base work suggests that whilst Appley Bridge benefits from reasonable proximity to Wigan,
service infrastructure in general is not the most sustainable. Furthermore, the draft Green Belt study did not identify any
parcels of land which do not fulfil at least one purpose of the Green Belt as set out in PPG2.

Recommen- Comments noted and further infrastructure work will be carried out along with refining work to the Green Belt Study in

dation order to inform the next stage of the Core Strategy.

cspo-254 Mr Francis Williams member Ormskirk Friends of the Earth

Plan Ref Policy CS1 A Sustainable Spatial Development Framework for West Lancashire Observations

Summary  We would not wish Skelmersdale to lose its "green" image through development. The River Tawd is a neglected asset.
Unused land should be returned to agriculture. (S)

Response  The Core Strategy Preferred Options document prioritises brownfield land over green field land. However, where there is a
shortfall in bornwfield land and a surplus of underused poor quality green field land, the Council would wish to see that
land be put to better use and any financial contributions generated from doing so used to improve the remaining open
spaces that require improvements. Evidence in the Open Space Study 2009 relating to Skelmersdale supports this
approach. The inclusion of a large part of the River Tawd valley within the Skelmersdale Town Centre Strategic Site in
Policy CS2 is in part, to assist with the much needed management, public access and environmental improvements.

Recommen- No action required.

dation

cspo-302 Mrs Jo Robison Associate Smiths Gore

Plan Ref Policy CS1 A Sustainable Spatial Development Framework for West Lancashire Object

Summary  Strongly objects ot Green Belt areas of search and that development should be prioritised to brownfield land (s)

Response  The parcels of Green Belt land identified have been informed by evidence identifying infrastructure, environmental limits
and sustainability along with a review of Green Belt land. The Council prioritises brownfield land for development and
Policy CS7 allows for non brownfield sites to be brought forward where there are no suitable available brownfield sites and
this can be evidenced.

Recommen- No action required.

dation

cspo-558 Mr Keith Keeley

Plan Ref Policy CS1 A Sustainable Spatial Development Framework for West Lancashire Observations

Summary  How are utility constraints to be overcome. Issues with the highway network should also be noted. (s)

Response  The Core Strategy is not the place to set out the detail of how infrastructure constraints should be overcome - it is
sufficient for this strategic policy to only reference the fact that they should be overcome before new development is
completed. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan will set out the details of how such constraints will be overcome. Other
policies in the Core Strategy address highway constraints (e.g. Policy CS12 - promotes other forms of travel than the
private car). However, if background highway modelling work currently being undertaken for the Council identifies any
major highways constraints to new development, consideration should be given to including reference to highways
constraints in Policy CS1.

Recommen- No action.

dation
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cspo-563
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Mr Keith Keeley
Policy CS1 A Sustainable Spatial Development Framework for West Lancashire Object

The justification offers no proper detailed rationale for the proposed distribution of housing and employment land in
particular between Ormskirk and Burscough. Nor does it present any data on the implications on settlement growth for
each settlement as compared to 2010 baseline. (s)

The Settlement Hierarchy in Policy CS1 does recognise a distinction between Ormskirk/Aughton (Borough Town) and
Burscough (Market Town) although it does classify both as Key Service Centres. As the paragraph previous to the
settlement hierarchy in Policy CS1 (discussed in CSPO-531) states, new development should be promoted in accordance
with this hierarchy. The Council acknowledges that Ormskirk is a more sustainable settlement than Burscough but
consideration must be given to other factors as well, especially when weighing up the loss of Green Belt and agricultural
land. In addition, Burscough has sufficient level of service provision to be considered sustainable enough to
accommodate a significant level of new development and any infrastructure issues that new development would create
would be expected to be resolved prior to completion of the new development, as best as possible. It should also be noted
that Ormskirk and Burscough suffer from very similar infrastructure constraints and that many observers would actually
say that Ormskirk suffers more greatly than Burscough in relation to highways congestion in particular (although the
Council awaits the completion of modelling work on our highways capacity to confirm or contradict this perception) and
that this constraint is perhaps the most difficult to resolve in this particular case (due to the funding and delivery of new
highways and public transport infrastructure and the difficulty of changing peoplea€™s travel habits). Therefore, in making
a final decision on where Green Belt land should be released for development in the Core Strategy, the Council will weigh
all these factors, including the existing scale of the towns, into consideration. While Skelmersdale and Burscough will take
the vast majority of new employment development (Use Class B) under the existing proposals in the CSPO document,
some employment development will take place in other rural locations and at Simonswood. Burscough was selected as a
secondary focus due to the benefits of having a critical mass together with the existing provision of employment land and
due to the need to expand the existing provision to meet existing and anticipated demand in Burscough. Ormskirk was not
highlighted as a location for new employment development in the CSPO document due to the lack of suitable land for Use
Class B development within the urban area and in the locations considered for Green Belt release on the edge of the
urban area, although a small amount of high quality employment is included in the non-preferred option. While Ormskirk is
a more accessible town than Burscough, it does not have an existing significant market for providing Use Class B
accommodation, unlike Burscough. It should be noted than in discussing employment land, this does not incorporate
other Use Classes whose users employ people, for example Edge Hill University and retail provision, and these particular
types of development are covered by Policies CS6 and CS11 respectively.

No Action Required

Ccspo-565
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Mr Keith Keeley
Policy CS1 A Sustainable Spatial Development Framework for West Lancashire Observations

In view of the abolition of the RSS and its Housing targets what previous consultation has been held locally on these
locally agreed targets (ie following abolition of RSS)? (f)

No previous consultation on these targets has taken place until this public consultation. Indeed none was possible given
the recent changes surrounding the RSS and the Localism Bill. It should also be noted that the RSS has not yet been
abolished. The CSPO consultation provided the first, and most appropriate, opportunity to consult on these proposed
targets, which must be based on robust and reasonable evidence of housing need.

No Action Required

cspo-567
Plan Ref

Summary

Response

Recommen-
dation

Mr Keith Keeley
Policy CS1 A Sustainable Spatial Development Framework for West Lancashire Observations

Without reference to a robust Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) it cannot be justified and explained that the proposals to
develop a strategic site at Burscough under Option 1 will not lead to a deterioration in local infrastructure and the general
sustainability of the local community. (f)

The CSPO consultation falls under Regulation 25 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England)
(Amendment) Regulations 2008, which reflects the fact that the Council are still consulting on options for the Core
Strategy, including the location(s) for Green Belt release. Therefore, once a final location(s) is selected for Green Belt
release, the decision will be informed by a sound analysis of all types of infrastructure, which will be evidenced in the IDP.
The IDP will also directly inform other policies in the Core Strategy and the Council's approach to developer contributions.

No Action Required
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cspo-570 Mr Keith Keeley

Plan Ref Policy CS1 A Sustainable Spatial Development Framework for West Lancashire Observations

Summary  There are no locally supported documents listed. The Strategic Development Site at Burscough is not shown on this Key
Diagram. There is no discussion about the important relationship between existing and proposed infrastructure and
development. (S)

Response  The Core Strategy will effectively be setting the new local planning policy for the Borough and so will replace any existing
local planning policy that addresses the over-arching spatial strategy for the Borough. The Area of Search under the
Dispersal option covers the same area as the Burscough Strategic Site - it would just involve less housing, and therefore
less land within the area of search. A Proposals Map will be produced alongside a Publication / Submission version of the
Core Strategy - one cannot be prepared until the Council have made their final decision on options. Draft Policies
CSPO11 to CSPO14 cover all infrastructrue and services and highlights the need to link new development in with
infrastructure.

Recommen- No Action Required

dation

cspo-711 Crompton property developments

Plan Ref David Cromp o gystainable Spatial Development Framework for West Lancashire Support

Summary  Full Submission of Crompton Property Developments - see also CSPO712, 719-728 and 736-738. (s)

Response  See individual comments on response CSPO712, 719-728 and 736-738.

Recommen- See Recommendations for CSPO712, 719-728 and 736-738.

dation

cspo-715 Ms Deborah McLaughlin Executive Director North West Homes and Communities Agency

Plan Ref Policy CS1 A Sustainable Spatial Development Framework for West Lancashire Support

Summary  The HCA welcomes the categorisation of Skelmersdale as a Key Service Centre and a priority location for new
development.

Response  Comments noted

Recommen- No action required.

dation

Ccspo-728 Crompton property developments

Plan Ref ~ David Crompp gstainable Spatial Development Framework for West Lancashire Support with conditions

Summary Policy CS1 is supported, but the approach to Green Belt and the release of land could be more clearly set out. The
distribution of development with the strategic employment site at Burscough is supported. It is likely to be essential for a
strategic site to be released in advance of all brownfield sites so that it can be properly planned for. It is considered that
Burscough has better sustainable transport connections given its rail links (S).

Response  The Core Strategy Publication Version will clearly identify where revisions to the Green Belt boundary will take place as
part of any strategic site or will identify areas of search within which Green Belt boundaries will be revised through a Site
Allocations DPD. Any sites or locations included in the final "Plan B" for the Core Strategy will be consulted upon through
the Publication version of the Core Strategy, but it is recognised that, where Green Belt boundaries will be affected by
these locations, formal revision of the boundaries will need to take place in either the Core Strategy or another DPD
should "Plan B" be enacted. Development on any greenfield site in Ormskirk, Burscough, Rufford and Scarisbrick will be
constrained by the waste water treatment infrastructure, and so any development of Green Belt in these areas will not be
able to take place until this issue is resolved. Therefore, while it may be appropriate in certain cirumstances that
development of a strategic site on Green Belt could come forward before all land in the urban area has been developed, it
will still be constrained and limited by the waste water treatment infrastructure issue. It is recognised that both Ormskirk
and Burscough have good access to sustainable public transport connections, and this is a key contributing factor to both
settlements being considered Key Service Centres. This is reflected in paragraph 5.1.17 of the CSPO paper. It is
considered that Ormskirk's sustainable public transport connections are a little better than Burscough's simply due to the
frequency of services and the variety of locations across the Borough in particular that there are direct connections to
from Ormskirk.

Recommen- No action required.

dation

cspo-9 Mr Howard Courtley Courtley Consultants Ltd

Plan Ref Policy CS1 A Sustainable Spatial Development Framework for West Lancashire Object

Summary  Policy CS1 fails to consider sustainable patterns of development available ajioning other settlements outside its District (S)

Response  The Council has considered the option of providing for development on its boundaries adjoining other settlements outside
the Borough but in the case of the Borough's boundaries with Sefton, have found that the impact of urban sprawl from
Sefton into West Lancashire would be unacceptable. The Core Strategy Preferred Options has set a relatively low target
for housing in the Western Parishes to ensure that the rural character of this area is not diminished. Specific sites, other
than those that are considered "strategic", cannot be considered specifically within the Core Strategy - that is for a later
Development Plan Document such as a Site Allocations DPD.

Recommen- No Action Required

dation
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cspo-148 Mr Philip Carter Planning Liaison Officer Environment Agency
Plan Ref 5.1 Policy Area CS1: A Sustainable Spatial Development Framework for West Observations
Lancashire

Summary Level 2 SFRA required to justify areas of search in flood zones (S).

Response  Comments noted. Level 2 SFRA will be carried out if development is allocated in areas at risk of flooding.

Recommen- Carry out Level 2 SFRA if development is allocated in areas at risk of flooding (see also reps 139. 143)

dation

cspo-227 Mr Shaun Taylor Planning Associate Director G L Hearn Property Consultants

Plan Ref 5.1 Policy Area CS1: A Sustainable Spatial Development Framework for West Object

Lancashire

Summary  Too much emphasis placed on housing delivery within Skelmersdale at the early phase of the Core Strategy. Smaller
scale Green Belt releases should be considered around Ormskirk and Burscough. (S)

Response  As previously noted, we are aware of the risks associated with deliverability of development in Skelmersdale and in
response to this will review housing targets and location to ensure an appropriate balance is struck which will ensure
housing delivery is not jeopardised but that the focus remains on Skelmersdale to support regeneration. The SHLAA has
evidenced that there is a supply of land within the urban areas of the Borough which will meet a large proportion of the
required housing and employment land targets. Therefore, it would be innappropriate to support Green Belt release ahead
of Brownfield land.

Recommen- Review housing targets and spread to ensure growth needs are met.

dation

cspo