Kim Webber B.Sc. M.Sc.
Chief Executive

52 Derby Street
Ormskirk

West Lancashire
L39 2DF

Wednesday, 19 September 2018
TO: COUNCILLORS J BULLOCK, L SAVAGE, | ASHCROFT, CUMMINS, T DEVINE,

EVANS, F MCKENNA, E POPE, D WESTLEY, D WHITTINGTON,
C WYNN, M MILLS AND MRS D STEPHENSON

Dear Councillor,

A meeting of the EXECUTIVE OVERVIEW & SCRUTINY COMMITTEE will be held in the
COUNCIL CHAMBER, 52 DERBY STREET, ORMSKIRK L39 2DF on THURSDAY, 27
SEPTEMBER 2018 at 7.00 PM at which your attendance is requested.

Yours faithfully

Kim Webber
Chief Executive

AGENDA
(Open to the Public)

1. APOLOGIES
2, MEMBERSHIP OF THE COMMITTEE

To be apprised of any changes to the membership of the Committee in
accordance with Council Procedure Rule 4.

3. URGENT BUSINESS, IF ANY, INTRODUCED BY THE CHAIRMAN

Note: No other business is permitted unless, by reason of special



10.

circumstances, which shall be specified at the meeting, the Chairman
is of the opinion that the item(s) should be considered as a matter of
urgency.

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 1-2

If a member requires advice on Declarations of Interest, he/she is
advised to contact the Borough Solicitor in advance of the meeting.
(For the assistance of members a checklist for use in considering their
position on any particular item is included at the end of this agenda
sheet.)

DECLARATIONS OF PARTY WHIP

In accordance with Overview and Scrutiny Committee Procedure Rule
16, Members must declare the existence of any Party Whip, and the
nature of it, when considering any matter in the following categories:

- The review of any decision of the Cabinet or
- The performance of any Member of the Cabinet

N.B. The Secretary of State believes whipping is incompatible with
Overview and Scrutiny.

MINUTES 3-4

To receive as a correct record the Minutes of the meeting held on 28"
June 2018.

PUBLIC SPEAKING 5-8

Residents of West Lancashire on giving notice, may address the
meeting to make representations on any item on the agenda except
where the public and press are to be excluded during consideration of
the item. The deadline for submissions is 10.00am on Friday 21
September. A copy of the public speaking protocol and form to be
completed is attached.

RELEVANT MINUTES OF CABINET (EXTRAORDINARY)- 18 JULY 9-14
2018

To scrutinise the Minutes of Extraordinary Cabinet held on 18 July
2018.

RELEVANT MINUTES OF CABINET - 11 SEPTEMBER 2018 15-20
To scrutinise the Minutes of Cabinet held on 11 September 2018.

LOCAL PLAN REVIEW - PROPOSED LOCAL PLAN PREFERRED 21 -616
OPTIONS CONSULTATION

That the proposed Local Plan Preferred Options be considered and



that agreed comments be referred to the Director of Development and
Regeneration, in consultation with the Portfolio Holder for Planning.

11. CALL IN
There are no items under this heading.

We can provide this document, upon request, on audiotape, in large print, in Braille
and in other languages.

FIRE EVACUATION PROCEDURE: Please see attached sheet.
MOBILE PHONES: These should be switched off or to ‘silent’ at all meetings.

For further information, please contact:-
John Addison on 01695 585016
Or email John.Addison@westlancs.gov.uk



FIRE EVACUATION PROCEDURE FOR:
COUNCIL MEETINGS WHERE OFFICERS ARE PRESENT
(52 DERBY STREET, ORMSKIRK)

PERSON IN CHARGE: Most Senior Officer Present
ZONE WARDEN: Member Services Officer / Lawyer
DOOR WARDEN(S) Usher / Caretaker

IF YOU DISCOVER A FIRE
Operate the nearest FIRE CALL POINT by breaking the glass.

Attack the fire with the extinguishers provided only if you have been trained and it is
safe to do so. Do not take risks.

N =

ON HEARING THE FIRE ALARM

1. Leave the building via the NEAREST SAFE EXIT. Do not stop to collect personal
belongings.

2. Proceed to the ASSEMBLY POINT on the car park and report your presence to the
PERSON IN CHARGE.

3. Do NOT return to the premises until authorised to do so by the PERSON IN
CHARGE.

NOTES:

Officers are required to direct all visitors regarding these procedures i.e. exit routes and
place of assembly.

The only persons not required to report to the Assembly Point are the Door Wardens.

CHECKLIST FOR PERSON IN CHARGE

1. Advise other interested parties present that you are the person in charge in the event
of an evacuation.

2. Make yourself familiar with the location of the fire escape routes and informed any
interested parties of the escape routes.

3. Make yourself familiar with the location of the assembly point and informed any
interested parties of that location.

4. Make yourself familiar with the location of the fire alarm and detection control panel.

5. Ensure that the zone warden and door wardens are aware of their roles and
responsibilities.

6. Arrange for a register of attendance to be completed (if considered appropriate /
practicable).

IN THE EVENT OF A FIRE, OR THE FIRE ALARM BEING SOUNDED

1. Ensure that the room in which the meeting is being held is cleared of all persons.

2. Evacuate via the nearest safe Fire Exit and proceed to the ASSEMBLY POINT in the
car park.

3. Delegate a person at the ASSEMBLY POINT who will proceed to HOME CARE LINK
in order to ensure that a back-up call is made to the FIRE BRIGADE.

4. Delegate another person to ensure that DOOR WARDENS have been posted outside
the relevant Fire Exit Doors.



N

Ensure that the ZONE WARDEN has reported to you on the results of his checks, i.e.
that the rooms in use have been cleared of all persons.

If an Attendance Register has been taken, take a ROLL CALL.

Report the results of these checks to the Fire and Rescue Service on arrival and
inform them of the location of the FIRE ALARM CONTROL PANEL.

Authorise return to the building only when it is cleared to do so by the FIRE AND
RESCUE SERVICE OFFICER IN CHARGE. Inform the DOOR WARDENS to allow
re-entry to the building.

NOTE:

The Fire Alarm system will automatically call the Fire Brigade. The purpose of the 999
back-up call is to meet a requirement of the Fire Precautions Act to supplement the
automatic call.

4.

5.

CHECKLIST FOR ZONE WARDEN

Carry out a physical check of the rooms being used for the meeting, including
adjacent toilets, kitchen.

Ensure that ALL PERSONS, both officers and members of the public are made
aware of the FIRE ALERT.

Ensure that ALL PERSONS evacuate IMMEDIATELY, in accordance with the FIRE
EVACUATION PROCEDURE.

Proceed to the ASSEMBLY POINT and report to the PERSON IN CHARGE that the
rooms within your control have been cleared.

Assist the PERSON IN CHARGE to discharge their duties.

It is desirable that the ZONE WARDEN should be an OFFICER who is normally based in
this building and is familiar with the layout of the rooms to be checked.

whN e

INSTRUCTIONS FOR DOOR WARDENS

Stand outside the FIRE EXIT DOOR(S)

Keep the FIRE EXIT DOOR SHUT.

Ensure that NO PERSON, whether staff or public enters the building until YOU are
told by the PERSON IN CHARGE that it is safe to do so.

If anyone attempts to enter the premises, report this to the PERSON IN CHARGE.

Do not leave the door UNATTENDED.






Agenda ltem 4
MEMBERS INTERESTS 2012

A Member with a disclosable pecuniary interest in any matter considered at a meeting must disclose the interest to
the meeting at which they are present, except where it has been entered on the Register.

A Member with a non pecuniary or pecuniary interest in any business of the Council must disclose the existence and
nature of that interest at commencement of consideration or when the interest becomes apparent.

Where sensitive information relating to an interest is not registered in the register, you must indicate that you have an
interest, but need not disclose the sensitive information.

Please tick relevant boxes Notes
General
1. | have a disclosable pecuniary interest. [] | Youcannot speak or vote and must

withdraw unless you have also
ticked 5 below

2. | have a non-pecuniary interest. [ | Youmay speak and vote

3. | have a pecuniary interest because

it affects my financial position or the financial position of a
connected person or, a body described in 10.1(1)(i) and (ii)
and the interest is one which a member of the public with -/ | You cannot speak or vote and must
knowledge of the relevant facts, would reasonably regard as l’;’c'ﬂ]:driwor Lé”k';“;sjw you have also
so significant that it is likely to prejudice my judgement of the

public interest

or

it relates to the determining of any approval consent,

licence, permission or registration in relation to me or a

connected person or, a body described in 10.1(1)(i) and (ii) You cannot speak or vote and must

and the interest is one which a member of the public with O | withdraw unless you have also
ticked 5 or 6 below

knowledge of the relevant facts, would reasonably regard as

so significant that it is likely to prejudice my judgement of the

public interest

4. | have a disclosable pecuniary interest (Dispensation
20/09/16) or a pecuniary interest but it relates to the
functions of my Council in respect of:

() Housing where | am a tenant of the Council, and those [ | You may speak and vote
functions do not relate particularly to my tenancy or lease.

(ii) school meals, or school transport and travelling expenses
where | am a parent or guardian of a child in full time

education, or are a parent governor of a school, and it does -/ | Youmay speak and vote
not relate particularly to the school which the child attends.

(iii) Statutory sick pay where | am in receipt or entitled to receipt [1 | Youmay speak and vote

of such pay.

(iv) An allowance, payment or indemnity given to Members [J | You may speak and vote

(V) Any ceremonial honour given to Members [0 | You may speak and vote

(vi) Setting Council tax or a precept under the LGFA 1992 0 | You may speak and vote

5. A Standards Committee dispensation applies (relevant lines [1 | See the terms of the dispensation
in the budget — Dispensation 20/09/16 — 19/09/20)

6. | have a pecuniary interest in the business but | can attend [J | You may speak but must leave the
to make representations, answer questions or give evidence room once you have finished and
as the public are also allowed to attend the meeting for the cannot vote

same purpose

‘disclosable pecuniary interest’ (DPI) means an interest of a description specified below which is your
interest, your spouse’s or civil partner’s or the interest of somebody who you are living with as a husband
or wife, or as if you were civil partners and you are aware that that other person has the interest.

Interest Prescribed description

Employment, office, = Any employment, office, trade, profession or vocation carried on for profit or gain.
trade, profession or
vocation

Sponsorship Any payment or provision of any other financial benefit (other than from the relevant
authority) made or provided within the relevant period in respect of any expenses
incurred by M in carrying out duties as a member, or towards the election expenses of

M. Page 1



This includes any payment or financial benefit from a trade union within the meaning
of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992.

Contracts Any contract which is made between the relevant person (or a body in which the
relevant person has a beneficial interest) and the relevant authority—
(a) under which goods or services are to be provided or works are to be executed; and
(b) which has not been fully discharged.

Land Any beneficial interest in land which is within the area of the relevant authority.

Licences Any licence (alone or jointly with others) to occupy land in the area of the relevant

Corporate tenancies

Securities

authority for a month or longer.

Any tenancy where (to M's knowledge)—

(a) the landlord is the relevant authority; and

(b) the tenant is a body in which the relevant person has a beneficial interest.

Any beneficial interest in securities of a body where—

(a) that body (to M's knowledge) has a place of business or land in the area of the
relevant authority; and

(b) either—

(i) the total nominal value of the securities exceeds £25,000 or one hundredth of the
total issued share capital of that body; or

(ii) if the share capital of that body is of more than one class, the total nominal value of
the shares of any one class in which the relevant person has a beneficial interest

exceeds one hundredth of the total issued share capital of that class.

“body in which the relevant person has a beneficial interest” means a firm in which the relevant person is a partner or a body
corporate of which the relevant person is a director, or in the securities of which the relevant person has a beneficial interest;
“director” includes a member of the committee of management of an industrial and provident society;

“land” excludes an easement, servitude, interest or right in or over land which does not carry with it a right for the relevant
person (alone or jointly with another) to occupy the land or to receive income; “M” means a member of a relevant authority;

“‘member” includes a co-opted member; “relevant authority” means the authority of which M is a member;

“relevant period” means the period of 12 months ending with the day on which M gives notice to the Monitoring Officer of a DPI;
“relevant person” means M or M’s spouse or civil partner, a person with whom M is living as husband or wife or a person with
whom M is living as if they were civil partners;

“securities” means shares, debentures, debenture stock, loan stock, bonds, units of a collective investment scheme within the
meaning of the Financial Services and Markets Act 2000 and other securities of any description, other than money deposited
with a building society.

‘non pecuniary interest’ means interests falling within the following descriptions:

10.1(1)()) Any body of which you are a member or in a position of general control or management and

to which you are appointed or nominated by your authority;

(i)  Any body (a) exercising functions of a public nature; (b) directed to charitable purposes; or (c)
one of whose principal purposes includes the influence of public opinion or policy
(including any political party or trade union), of which you are a member or in a position of
general control or management;

(i)  Any easement, servitude, interest or right in or over land which does not carry with it a right
for you (alone or jointly with another) to occupy the land or to receive income.

10.2(2) A decision in relation to that business might reasonably be regarded as affecting your well-
being or financial position or the well-being or financial position of a connected person to a
greater extent than the majority of other council tax payers, ratepayers or inhabitants of the
ward, as the case may be, affected by the decision.

‘a connected person’ means

(@) amember of your family or any person with whom you have a close association, or

(b) any person or body who employs or has appointed such persons, any firm in which they are a

partner, or any company of which they are directors;

(c) any person or body in whom such persons have a beneficial interest in a class of securities

exceeding the nominal value of £25,000; or

(d) any body of a type described in sub-paragraph 10.1(1)(i) or (ii).

‘body exercising functions of a public nature’ means

Regional and local development agencies, other government agencies, other Councils, public health

bodies, council-owned companies exercising public functions, arms length management organisations

carrying out housing functions on behalf of your authority, school governing bodies.

A Member with a personal interest who has made an executive decision in relation to that matter must

ensure any written statement of that decision records the existence and nature of that interest.

NB Section 21(13) of the LGA 2000 overrides any Code provisions to oblige an executive member to

attend an overview and scrutiny meeting to answer questions.
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Agenda Item 6
EXECUTIVE OVERVIEW & SCRUTINY HELD: Thursday, 28 June 2018
COMMITTEE
Start: 7.00 pm
Finish:  7.16 pm

PRESENT:
Councillor: J Bullock (Chairman)
Councillors: | Ashcroft R Pendleton
E Pope L Savage
D Westley D Whittington
C Wynn Cummins
Evans Mrs D Stephenson
In attendance:
Officers: Jacqui Sinnott-Lacey, Director of Housing and Inclusion

Tina Sparrow, Principal Solicitor
John Addison, Principal Overview and Scrutiny Officer
1 APOLOGIES
Apologies for absence were received on behalf of Councillor M Mills.
2 MEMBERSHIP OF THE COMMITTEE
In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 2, Members noted the termination of
membership of the Committee of Councillor M Mills and the appointment of
Councillor D Evans, for this meeting only, thereby giving effect to the wishes of the
Political Groups.
3 URGENT BUSINESS, IF ANY, INTRODUCED BY THE CHAIRMAN
There were no items of urgent business.
4 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
There were no declarations of interest.
5 DECLARATIONS OF PARTY WHIP
There were no declarations of a Party Whip.

6 PUBLIC SPEAKING

There were no items under this heading.
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EXECUTIVE OVERVIEW & SCRUTINY HELD: Thursday, 28 June 2018
COMMITTEE

7

10

MINUTES

That the minutes of the meeting held on 29 March 2018 be received as a correct record.
RELEVANT MINUTES OF CABINET

Consideration was given to the Minutes of the meeting of Cabinet held on 12 June 2018.
RESOLVED:

That the Minutes of the Cabinet meetings held on 12 June 2018 be noted.

CALL-IN

There were no items under this heading.

HOUSING ALLOCATIONS AND PET POLICIES - CONSULTATION FEEDBACK
The Director of Housing and Inclusion provided Members with feedback received
during public consultation on proposed amendments to the Housing Allocations
Policy and the proposed introduction of a Pet Policy.

It was reported that the Draft Housing Allocations Policy and Pet Policy had been
considered at Cabinet, Landlord Services Committee & Executive Overview and
Scrutiny Committee in January 2018. Following which a 7 week public consultation
exercise was undertaken from 1 February 2018.

Members were provided with an update on the feedback the Council had received,
with the Committee noting that some minor amendments to the policy had been
made to comply with requirements of the Homelessness Reduction Act 2017.
RESOLVED:

That the Committee noted the feedback received during public consultation on

proposed amendments to the Housing Allocations Policy and the proposed
introduction of a Pet Policy.

Chairman
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Agenda Iltem 7

Appendix 1

PUBLIC SPEAKING - PROTOCOL

(For

meetings of Cabinet, Overview & Scrutiny Committees, Audit &

Governance Committee and Standards Committee)

1.0
11

1.2

2.0

2.1

2.2

2.3

3.0
3.1

3.2

Public Speaking

Residents of West Lancashire may, on giving notice, address any of the
above meetings to make representations on any item on the agenda for those
meetings, except where the public and press are to be excluded from the
meeting during consideration of the item.

The form attached as an Appendix to this Protocol should be used for
submitting requests.

Deadline for submission

The prescribed form should be received by Member Services by 10.00 am on
the Friday of the week preceding the meeting. This can be submitted by e-
mail to member.services@westlancs.gov.uk or by sending to:

Member Services

West Lancashire Borough Council
52 Derby Street

Ormskirk

West Lancashire

L39 2DF

Completed forms will be collated by Member Services and circulated via e-
mail to relevant Members and officers and published on the Council website
via Modgov. Only the name of the resident and details of the issue to be
raised will be published.

Groups of persons with similar views should elect a spokesperson to speak
on their behalf to avoid undue repetition of similar points. Spokespersons
should identify in writing on whose behalf they are speaking.

Scope

Any matters raised must be relevant to an item on the agenda for the meeting.

The Borough Solicitor may reject a submission if it:

0] is defamatory, frivolous or offensive;

(i) is substantially the same as representations which have already been
submitted at a previous meeting; or

(i)  discloses or requires the disclosure of confidential or exempt
information.
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4.0

4.1

4.2

4.3

5.0

5.1

5.2

5.4

5.5

Appendix 1

Number of items

A maximum of one form per resident will be accepted for each Agenda Item.

There will be a maximum of 10 speakers per meeting. Where there are more
than 10 forms submitted by residents, the Borough Solicitor will prioritise the
list of those allowed to speak. This will be considered having regard to all
relevant matters including:

a. The order in which forms were received.

b. If one resident has asked to speak on a number of items, priority will be
given to other residents who also wish to speak

c. Whether a request has been submitted in relation to the same issue.

All submissions will be circulated to Members of the relevant body and officers
for information, although no amendments will be made to the list of speakers
once it has been compiled (regardless of withdrawal of a request to speak).

At the Meeting

Speakers will be shown to their seats. At the commencement of
consideration of each agenda item the Leader/Chairman will invite members
of the public to make their representations. Residents will have up to 3
minutes to address the meeting. The address must reflect the issue included
on the prescribed form submitted in advance.

Members may discuss what the speaker has said along with all other
information, when all public speakers on that item have finished and will then
make a decision. Speakers should not circulate any supporting
documentation at the meeting and should not enter into a debate with
Councillors.

If residents feel nervous or uncomfortable speaking in public, then they can
ask someone else to do it for them. They can also bring an interpreter if
they need one. They should be aware there may be others speaking as
well.

Speakers may leave the meeting at any time, taking care not to disturb the
meeting.

(Please see attached form.)
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REQUEST FOR PUBLIC SPEAKING AT MEETINGS

MEETING & DATE ... e i

N A E

A D D RE S S o
Post Code ..o,

PHONE

Email

o L YES/NO*
Please indicate if you will be in attendance at the
meeting *delete as applicable
Note: This page will not be published.
(P.T.O.)
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PLEASE PROVIDE DETAILS OF THE MATTER YOU WISH TO RAISE

Agenda Item Number ......................

Tl e
DetaIlS
NamMe ..o Dated .....ccoovvvviiii

Completed forms to be submitted by 10.00am on the Friday of the week
preceding the meeting to:-

Member Services, West Lancashire Borough Council, 52 Derby Street,
Ormskirk, Lancashire, L39 2DF or
Email: member.services@westlancs.gov.uk

If you require any assistance regarding your attendance at a meeting
(including access) or if you have any queries regarding your submission
please contact Member Services on 01695 585065

Note: This page will be published.

Page 8


mailto:member.services@westlancs.gov.uk

Agenda Item 8

CABINET (EXTRAORDINARY) HELD: Wednesday, 18 July 2018

Start: 6.30 pm
Finish: 6.50 pm

PRESENT:
Councillors: Portfolio
Councillor lan Moran Leader of the Council and Portfolio
Holder for Economic Regeneration
Councillor Yvonne Gagen Deputy Leader of the Council and
Portfolio Holder for Leisure &
Human Resources
Councillor Claire Cooper Portfolio Holder for Communities
and Older People
Councillor Jenny Forshaw Portfolio Holder for Housing and
Landlord Services
Councillor John Hodson Portfolio Holder for Planning
Councillor Kevin Wilkie Portfolio Holder for Street Scene
Councillor Kevin Wright Portfolio Holder for Health and
Community Safety
Councillor Adam Yates Portfolio Holder for Resources &
Transformation
Officers: Kim Webber, Chief Executive
John Harrison, Director of Development and Regeneration
Jacqui Sinnott-Lacey, Director of Housing and Inclusion
Heidi McDougall, Director of Leisure & Environment
Terry Broderick, Borough Solicitor
Marc Taylor, Borough Treasurer
Simon Burnett, Deputy Director of Leisure and Wellbeing
lan Gill, Deputy Director of Development & Regeneration
Jacky Denning, Assistant Member Services Manager
13 APOLOGIES

14

15

16

There were no apologies for absence.

SPECIAL URGENCY (RULE 16 ACCESS TO INFORMATION PROCEDURE
RULES)/URGENT BUSINESS

There were no items of special urgency.
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

Councillor Gagen declared a non-pecuniary interest in agenda item 7(b) (Moor
Street Gateway Redevelopment) as an employee of Lancashire County Council.

PUBLIC SPEAKING

There were no items under this heading.
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CABINET (EXTRAORDINARY)

17

18

HELD: Wednesday, 18 July 2018

MATTER REQUIRING DECISION

Consideration was given to the report relating to the following matter requiring a
decision as circulated and contained on pages 221 — 236 of the Book of Reports.

RECYCLING UPDATE

Councillor Wilkie introduced the report of the Director of Leisure and Environment
which provided an update on the changes to the recycling and garden waste service
in order to improve the future efficiency of the service.

In reaching the decision below, Cabinet considered the details as set out in the
report before it and accepted the reasons contained therein.

RESOLVED A.

That it be noted that the provision of free brown bins to those
residents that were re-subscribing to the garden waste service,
as outlined in paragraph 5.8 of the report, ceased on 16 July
2018 and that any brown bins ordered from this date incurred a
charge of £25.

That it be noted that the payment scheme outlined in the policy
options report, approved by Council in December 2017, applied
to all bins and all households, except in exceptional
circumstances and for those properties that require an additional
grey bin for medical waste, as outlined in paragraph 5.17 of the
report.

That subject to approval of budget by Council the deadline of 16
July, referred to in A. above, be extended until 31 October 2018
to enable those residents who are using blue boxes (or other
containers) for paper and cardboard to order a green bin free of
charge, as outlined in paragraphs 5.12 and 5.15 of the report.

That the use of blue boxes (or other containers) for glass, cans
and plastic bottles be withdrawn by 31 October 2018, except for
those properties outlined in paragraph 5.22 of the report, and
that the option outlined in paragraph 5.28 of the report, to
provide blue bins free of charge to those residents using blue
boxes or other containers or previously had a box be approved.

That an exemption to Contract Procedure Rule 7 be authorised,
as the contract is expected to exceed £50,000, which would
normally require a competitive tender process, as this will
enable the current supplier of bins to be used to supply the
green and blue bins, as outlined at paragraph 5.28 of the report.
That Council be recommended to approve:

(1) The funding of £200,000 from capital receipts to fund
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CABINET (EXTRAORDINARY) HELD: Wednesday, 18 July 2018

19

20

21

blue and green bins to those properties that are using
boxes, other containers or previously had a box, until 31
October 2018, as outlined in paragraphs 5.15, 5.26 and
5.28 of the report; and

(i) That residents who have purchased a blue bin since 12
March 2018 to replace the use of a blue box or other
containers, as outlined in paragraph 5.22 of the report, be
refunded.

G. That subject to F. above, delegated authority be given to the
Director of Leisure and Environment, in consultation with the
relevant portfolio holder, to take all necessary steps to
implement C. and D. above.

H. That this report is not appropriate for call in due to this matter
being one where urgent action is required in order to provide a
clear notification to residents of service changes resolving
concerns.

EXCLUSION OF PRESS AND PUBLIC

RESOLVED That under Section 100A(4) of the Local Government Act 1972, the
public be excluded from the meeting during consideration of the
following items of business on the grounds that they involve the likely
disclosure of exempt information as defined in paragraph 3
(financial/business affairs) of Part 1 of Schedule 12A of that Act and
as, in all the circumstances of the case, the public interest in
maintaining the exemption under Schedule 12A outweighs the public
interest in disclosing the information.

(Note: No representations had been received in relation to the following items being
considered in private.)

MATTERS REQUIRING DECISIONS

Consideration was given to the reports relating to the following matters requiring a
decision as circulated and contained on pages 237 — 388 of the Book of Reports.

LEISURE FACILITY AND CONTRACT PROCUREMENT

Councillor Gagen introduced the report of the Director of Leisure and Environment
which provided an update on the implementation of the key actions within the 2015-
2025 West Lancashire Leisure Strategy and sought authority to continue with its
implementation.

In reaching the decision below, Cabinet considered the details as set out in the
report before it and accepted the reasons contained therein.

RESOLVED A. That the progress made on the key actions contained within the
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CABINET (EXTRAORDINARY) HELD: Wednesday, 18 July 2018

22

Leisure Strategy be noted.

That the Director of Leisure and Environment be given delegated
authority in consultation with the Portfolio Holder for Leisure and
Human Resources to enter into a Memorandum of Understanding
with the West Lancashire Clinical Commissioning Group
(WLCCG) concerning the development of new health and leisure
centres.

That a Design Build Operate and Maintain (DBOM) approach be
taken in the procurement exercise for the replacement of Nye
Bevan and Park Pool and for a new leisure management contract
and that the Director of Leisure and Environment, subject to
Council approval of the relevant funds, be given delegated
authority in consultation with Portfolio Holder for Leisure and
Human Resources to procure the necessary technical support.

That the Director of Development and Regeneration be given
delegated authority in consultation with the Portfolio Holder for
Economic Regeneration to enter into Supplemental Agreements
with St Modwen and Homes England in relation to the proposed
site for the Skelmersdale leisure facility.

That Churchfields be approved as the preferred site for a
replacement for Park Pool in Ormskirk and that, subject to
Council approval of the relevant funds, the Director of Leisure and
Environment be given delegated authority, in consultation with the
Portfolio Holder for Leisure and Human Resources, to produce a
site masterplan and to undertake a community consultation
exercise.

That, subject to Council approval of the relevant funds, the
Director of Leisure and Environment be given delegated authority,
in consultation with the Portfolio Holder for Leisure and Human
Resources, to commission site surveys on the proposed sites in
Skelmersdale and Ormskirk and to seek pre application advice.

That call-in is not appropriate in this instance, as this matter is
one where urgent action is required as delays could significantly
impair progress of the procurement process and potentially
increase the build costs of schemes

MOOR STREET GATEWAY REDEVELOPMENT

The Leader introduced the report of the Director of Development and Regeneration
which provided an update on progress of the Moor Street Gateway Project
incorporating the Ormskirk Bus Station site.

In reaching the decision below, Cabinet considered the details as set out in the
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report before it and accepted the reasons contained therein.

RESOLVED A. That Scheme A, with the highest score achieved in the
competitive tender process, be acknowledged as an appropriate
redevelopment scheme for the site (subject to planning
permission).

B. That delegated authority be given to the Director of Development
& Regeneration, in consultation with the Portfolio Holder for
Regeneration & Estates, to:

1) Negotiate terms and enter into an agreement with Lancashire
County Council in respect of its financial contribution to the
Project.

2) Negotiate terms and enter into all necessary agreements with
the preferred developer and appropriate parties.

3) Take all necessary steps to implement and complete the Project
including, where necessary entering into legal agreements.

4) Secure appropriate tenants for the ground floor space that will
belong to the Council.

C. That the Director of Development & Regeneration be authorised
to pursue and accept any external grant funding that would
benefit the Project.

D. That call-in is not appropriate for this item as this matter is one
where urgent action is required as any delays could significantly
impair securing the contract with the preferred developer and the
funding arrangements and appropriate agreements with other
parties.

DELIVERING THE SKELMERSDALE TOWN CENTRE SCHEME

The Leader introduced the joint report of the Director of Regeneration and the
Borough Treasurer, which sought agreement for an appropriate way of funding and
delivering the development scheme in Skelmersdale Town Centre.

In reaching the decision below, Cabinet considered the details as set out in the
report before it and accepted the reasons contained therein.

RESOLVED A. That, subject to the approval of budgetary provisions by Council,
delegated authority be given to the Director of Development and
Regeneration, in consultation with the Portfolio Holder for
Economic Regeneration, to take all necessary steps to enable a
Phase 1 scheme to proceed, as set out in Paragraphs 6 and 8 of
the report, and negotiate and determine the terms of and enter
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into all relevant agreements, to include;

1)

2)

3)

supplemental agreements to the Development Agreement
and Collaboration Agreement;

an agreement for JLL to be employed to undertake further
work in securing the final financial appraisal and funding
arrangements and financial agreement between the Council
and its partners (to be financed through the scheme
appraisal), with an exemption from the Contracts Procedure
Rules being given for the reasons set out at paragraph 6.11
of the report; and

a funding agreement, on the basis set out in the report in
Paragraphs 6 and 8.

B. That call-in is not appropriate for this item as the matter is one
where urgent action is required because, if the opportunity is not
taken at this time, there is a greater risk of factors outside the
Council's control preventing the scheme from proceeding.

Leader
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CABINET

PRESENT:

Councillor:

Councillors:

In attendance:

Councillors

Officers:

24 APOLOGIES

Agenda Item 9

HELD: Tuesday, 11 September 2018

Start: 7.00 pm
Finish:  8.00 pm

Councillor lan Moran
(Leader, in the Chair)

Portfolio

Councillor Yvonne Gagen Deputy Leader of the Council and
Portfolio Holder for Leisure &
Human Resources

Councillor Claire Cooper Portfolio Holder for Communities
and Older People

Councillor Jenny Forshaw Portfolio Holder for Housing and
Landlord Services

Councillor John Hodson Portfolio Holder for Planning

Councillor Kevin Wilkie Portfolio Holder for Street Scene

Councillor Kevin Wright Portfolio Holder for Health and
Community Safety

Councillor Adam Yates Portfolio Holder for Resources &
Transformation

Councillors Davis, Owens & D Westley

Kim Webber, Chief Executive

John Harrison, Director of Development and Regeneration
Jacqui Sinnott-Lacey, Director of Housing and Inclusion

Heidi McDougall, Director of Leisure & Environment

Terry Broderick, Borough Solicitor

Marc Taylor, Borough Treasurer

Peter Richards, Strategic Planning & Implementation Manager
Sue Griffiths, Principal Member Services Officer

There were no apologies for absence.

25 SPECIAL URGENCY (RULE 16 ACCESS TO INFORMATION PROCEDURE
RULES)/URGENT BUSINESS

There were no items of special urgency.

26 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

There were no declarations of interest.
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28

29

30

PUBLIC SPEAKING
Representations were received from two residents in relation to the following item:-

Agenda item 6(e) — Local Plan Review — Proposed Local Plan Preferred Options
Consultation.

MINUTES

RESOLVED That the minutes of the Cabinet meetings held on 12 June and
18 July 2018 be received as a correct record and signed by the
Leader.

MATTERS REQUIRING DECISIONS

Consideration was given to the reports relating to the following matters requiring
decisions as circulated and contained on pages 233 — 981 and 989 - 996 of the
Book of Reports.

At this point the Leader changed the order to business to enable agenda item 6e
(Proposed Local Plan Preferred Options Consultation) to be considered before item
6a.

WATER ENVIRONMENT GRANT

Councillor Gagen introduced the report of the Director of Leisure and Environment
which sought delegated authority to accept an offer of external funding from the
Water Environment Grant Scheme for the development of Sustainable Urban
Drainage Systems (SUDS) in Tawd Valley Park, Skelmersdale.

In reaching the decision below, Cabinet considered the details as set out in the
report before it and accepted the reasons contained therein.

RESOLVED (A) That the Director of Leisure and Environment be given
delegated authority to formally accept the offer of a Water
Environment Grant of up to £982,000, to be used in the Tawd
Valley Park Project, and to take all necessary steps to comply
with the terms of the Grant.

(B) That call-in is not appropriate for this report as the matter is one
requiring urgent action.

After consideration of this item business was suspended due to disturbance by the
public.
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31

32

33

QUARTERLY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS Q1 2018-19

The Leader introduced the report of the Director of Housing and Inclusion which
presented performance monitoring data for the quarter ended 30 June 2018.

In reaching the decision below, Cabinet considered the details as set out in the
report before it and accepted the reasons contained therein.

RESOLVED (A) That the Council’'s performance against the indicator set for the
guarter ended 30 June 2018 be noted.

(B) That the call-in procedure is not appropriate for this item as the
report will be submitted to the meeting of the Corporate &
Environmental Overview & Scrutiny Committee on 11 October
2018.

DRAFT CIL FUNDING PROGRAMME 2019/20

Councillor J Hodson introduced the report of the Director of Development and
Regeneration which sought authority to consult the public on the draft CIL Funding
Programme for 2019/20, which included options for prioritising potential
infrastructure projects for receipt of CIL Funding in this year.

In reaching the decision below, Cabinet considered the details as set out in the
report before it and accepted the reasons contained therein.

RESOLVED (A) That the public consultation on a Draft CIL funding Programme for
2019/20 be approved, and that the shortlist of infrastructure
projects identified at paragraph 4.1 of the report be included in
that consultation.

(B) That the public consultation on the spending of "neighbourhood"
CIL monies in Ormskirk be approved, and that the shortlist
identified at paragraph 4.2 of the report be included in that
consultation.

LOCAL DEVELOPMENT SCHEME UPDATE
Councillor J Hodson introduced the report of the Director of Development and
Regeneration which sought approval for an updated Local Development Scheme,

which slightly amended the timetable for the Local Plan Review.

In reaching the decision below, Cabinet considered the details as set out in the
report before it and accepted the reasons contained therein.

RESOLVED That the Local Development Scheme attached at Appendix A to
the report be approved for publication and to take effect from 1
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October 2018.

34 LOCAL PLAN REVIEW - PROPOSED LOCAL PLAN PREFERRED OPTIONS
CONSULTATION

Councillor J Hodson introduced the report of the Director of Development and
Regeneration which sought authorisation to consult the public on the Council’s
Preferred Options for a new Local Plan.

Minute No. 49 of the Planning Committee meeting held on 6 September 2018 was
circulated at the meeting and in relation to minute 49 (B), the Portfolio Holder
confirmed that an additional event would be held in the South Eastern Parishes.

A motion from Councillor J Hodson was circulated at the meeting.

At the invitation of Councillor J Hodson, the Director of Development and
Regeneration and the Strategic Planning & Implementation Manager addressed the
meeting to provide an outline of the local plan process.

In reaching the decision below, Cabinet considered the minute of the Planning
Committee, the motion from Councillor J Hodson, the representations of Minute 27
above, the comments of the officers (Director of Development and Regeneration &
Strategic Planning & Implementation Manager) and the details as set out in the
report before it and accepted the reasons contained therein.

RESOLVED (A) That the agreed comments of the Planning Committee be noted.

(B) That the Local Plan Preferred Options document provided at
Appendix C be approved for a six week public consultation
exercise, subject to the revision of paragraph 3.12 in order to
provide further clarification of the calculation for the housing
requirement for the local plan.

(C) That the Director of Development and Regeneration, in
consultation with the Portfolio Holder for Planning, be authorised
to finalise and make amendments, prior to public consultation, to
the Local Plan Preferred Options following consideration of any
agreed comments from the Executive Overview & Scrutiny
Committee.

(D) That call-in is not appropriate for this item as the report is being
considered at the next meeting of the Executive Overview and
Scrutiny Committee on 27 September 2018.
35 RISK MANAGEMENT

Councillor Yates introduced the report of the Borough Treasurer which set out
details on the key risks facing the Council and how they are being managed.
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37

38

In reaching the decision below, Cabinet considered the details as set out in the
report before it and accepted the reasons contained therein.

RESOLVED That the progress made in relation to the management of the
risks shown in the Key Risks Register (Appendix A to the report)
be noted and endorsed.

DEVELOPING AND SELLING PRODUCTS TO PROMOTE PLACES WITHIN
WEST LANCASHIRE

The Leader introduced the report of the Director of Development and Regeneration
which sought approval to develop and sell Ormskirk branded products in order to
promote the Town.

In reaching the decision below, Cabinet considered the details as set out in the
report before it and accepted the reasons contained therein.

RESOLVED (A) That the sale of Council created branded items through a range of
mediums including utilising local retailers, attractions and online
be approved.

(B) That authority be given to the Director of Development and
Regeneration to take all steps necessary to design, produce and
sell products through local retailers, attractions, the Chapel
Gallery and/or online, subject to suitable financial probity
measures being put in place.

SUSTAINABLE ORGANISATION REVIEW - APPOINTMENT OF CONTRACTOR

Councillor Yates introduced the report of the Borough Solicitor which sought
agreement of the appointment of the contractor for the Sustainable Organisation
Review Project (SORP).

In reaching the decision below, Cabinet considered the details as set out in the
report before it and accepted the reasons contained therein.

RESOLVED (A) That the report be noted.

(B) That subject to the approval of Council, Red Quadrant be
appointed as the contractor for the Sustainable Organisation
Review Project.

EXCLUSION OF PRESS AND PUBLIC
RESOLVED That under Section 100A(4) of the Local Government Act 1972,

the public be excluded from the meeting during consideration of
the following item of business on the grounds that it involves the
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39

40

likely disclosure of exempt information as defined in paragraph 3
(financial/business affairs) of Part 1 of Schedule 12A of that Act
and as, in all the circumstances of the case, the public interest in
maintaining the exemption under Schedule 12A outweighs the
public interest in disclosing the information.

(Note: No representations had been received in relation to the following item being
considered in private.)

MATTER REQUIRING DECISION

Consideration was given to the report relating to the following matter requiring a
decision as contained on pages 981 — 986 and 997 — 1003 of the Book of Reports.

DISPOSAL - LAND ADJACENT TO THE WATER TOWER, TOWER HILL,
ORMSKIRK

The Leader introduced the report of the Director of Development and Regeneration
which sought approval to dispose of an area of land adjacent to the Water Tower,
Tower Hill, Ormskirk.

The revised report of the Director of Development and Regeneration was circulated
at the meeting.

A motion from the Leader was circulated at the meeting.

In reaching the decision below, Cabinet considered the revised report, the motion
from the Leader and the details as set out in the report before it and accepted the
reasons contained therein.

RESOLVED (A) That the Director of Development and Regeneration be
authorised to take all necessary steps to facilitate a sale of the
subject land for the sum of £35,000 plus costs as set out Iin
Section 5 of the report.

(B) That the capital receipt from the sale of the land be used to fund

the provision of new allotments or to enhance existing allotments
in Ormskirk.

Leader
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Agenda Item 10

PLANNING COMMITTEE:
6 September 2018

CABINET: 11 September 2018
EXECUTIVE OVERVIEW &

SCRUTINY COMMITTEE:
27 September 2018

Report of:  Director of Development and Regeneration
Relevant Portfolio Holder: Councillor J Hodson

Contact for further information: Mr Peter Richards (Extn. 5046)
(E-mail: peter.richards@westlancs.gov.uk)

SUBJECT: LOCAL PLAN REVIEW - PROPOSED LOCAL PLAN PREFERRED
OPTIONS CONSULTATION

Wards affected: Borough wide

1.0 PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

1.1 To seek authorisation to publicly consult on the Council's Preferred Options for a
new Local Plan.

2.0 RECOMMENDATIONS TO PLANNING COMMITTEE

2.1 That the proposed Local Plan Preferred Options be considered and that agreed
comments be referred to Cabinet.

3.0 RECOMMENDATIONS TO CABINET

3.1 That the agreed comments of the Planning Committee (provided at Appendix E)
be considered.

3.2 That the Local Plan Preferred Options document provided at Appendix C be
approved for a six week public consultation exercise.

3.3 That the Director of Development and Regeneration, in consultation with the
Portfolio Holder for Planning, be authorised to finalise and make amendments,
prior to public consultation, to the Local Plan Preferred Options following
consideration of any agreed comments from the Executive Overview & Scrutiny
Committee.
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3.4

4.0

4.1

That call-in is not appropriate for this item as the report is being considered at the
next meeting of the Executive Overview and Scrutiny Committee on 27
September 2018.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO EXECUTIVE OVERVIEW & SCRUTINY
COMMITTEE

That the proposed Local Plan Preferred Options be considered and that agreed
comments be referred to the Director of Development and Regeneration, in
consultation with the Portfolio Holder for Planning.

5.0

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

BACKGROUND

Since September 2016 the Council has been undertaking a Local Plan Review in
order to update its current, adopted Local Plan (West Lancashire Local Plan
2012-2027) to better reflect revised national planning policy and guidance and
the evolving sub-regional context surrounding West Lancashire. This Local Plan
Review has involved undertaking or commissioning a wide range of evidence
base studies to inform the preparation of strategic and topic-specific policies in a
new Local Plan and ongoing co-operation with key stakeholders (in particular
neighbouring authorities and other bodies covered by the Duty to Co-operate,
and infrastructure providers) alongside preparing the relevant key documents for
consultation at each stage of Local Plan preparation.

In Spring 2017, the Council consulted on the scope and the issues and options of
a new Local Plan, which was a key first step in the preparation of a new Local
Plan. The summary report of the feedback from that consultation is provided in
the Consultation Feedback Report provided at Appendix A, together with the full
set of comments submitted with a Council response to each. This feedback has
been taken into consideration, alongside all other evidence, as officers have
prepared a first draft of a new Local Plan, known as the Local Plan Preferred
Options.

Ongoing discussions with neighbouring authorities have played a key role in the
Local Plan Review thus far, as they must due to the Duty to Co-operate, which is
a key test against which any new Local Plan will be assessed when it comes to
Examination by a Planning Inspector. A Duty to Co-operate Statement will be
published alongside the Preferred Options document as part of the evidence
base. This will document and summarise the engagement had with neighbouring
authorities and other bodies covered by the Duty to Co-operate in preparing the
Local Plan, and will, in future, be complemented by a forthcoming Statement of
Common Ground with the Liverpool City Region Authorities and Combined
Authority, which will set out the co-operation and agreements reached between
the authorities on strategic, cross-boundary planning issues.

The Statement of Common Ground is a new requirement under the recently

published revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Various other
changes to the NPPF in this recent revision have also informed the draft policies
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5.5

6.0

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

in the Local Plan Preferred Options. The revised NPPF (which was published on
24 July 2018) can be viewed at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--
2.

In relation to the wide range of evidence base studies that have thus far been
prepared to inform the Local Plan Review, some of these have already been
published on the Council's website while others will be published alongside the
Local Plan Preferred Options should Cabinet approve the Preferred Options for
public consultation. They are / will be available to view on the Council's website
at:
http://www.westlancs.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/the-local-plan/local-plan-
review/evidence-base.aspx

PROPOSED LOCAL PLAN PREFERRED OPTIONS

The proposed Local Plan Preferred Options document that Cabinet are being
asked to approve for public consultation is provided at Appendix C. It proposes a
draft Vision for the Local Plan (which reflects the Council's corporate vision to be
a council which is ambitious for West Lancashire - our Economy, Environment
and for Health and Wellbeing) and 10 Obijectives for measuring the performance
of the Local Plan in achieving this Vision.

The Preferred Options include 38 policies, including site allocations for specific
uses, spread over six broad topic areas:

Strategic Policies (chapter 3, prefix SP-)

Economic Policies (chapter 4, prefix EC-)

Residential Policies (chapter 5, prefix H-)

Infrastructure and Services Policies (chapter 6, prefix IF-)

Green Infrastructure Policies (chapter 7, prefix Gl-)

Sustainable Development and Design Policies (chapter 8, prefix SD-)

If taken forward in the new Local Plan, these policies would collectively replace
all the policies in the existing adopted Local Plan once the new Local Plan is
adopted.

Probably the most significant change in the Preferred Options compared to Local
Plans that have gone before it is that, in order to deliver economic growth,
enhance the quality of the physical environment of West Lancashire and to
improve the health and wellbeing of its residents, the Preferred Options propose
a longer-term Local Plan covering the period to 2050 (compared to the typical
Local Plan period which usually covers 15-20 years). There are several reasons
for recommending this approach.

Firstly, given the scale of development anticipated to be needed in West
Lancashire over the next 30 years, it is inevitable that significant release of land
for development, including land currently designated as Green Belt, will be
required. By seeking to release sufficient land for those needs for the full 30
years in one go, the Council will be able to have a more comprehensive and
forward-looking Local Plan that plans sustainably for that long-term development
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6.5

6.6

6.7

6.8

6.9

6.10

growth. In doing so, it also provides certainty to residents, infrastructure
providers, landowners and developers by setting a new Green Belt boundary
that, barring a significant increase to the anticipated need for new development,
should remain unchanged for at least 20 years.

Were the Council to prepare a Local Plan for a standard Plan period, it would
have to manage this need for new development to 2050 over three separate
Local Plans, thereby reducing the ability to plan comprehensively for that growth
and resulting in more piecemeal and less sustainable growth while still releasing
the same amount of land by 2050.

Secondly, by releasing sufficient land for development needs to 2050 now, it
introduces competition and flexibility into the market, which will ultimately create
more viable developments which can meet the infrastructure, affordable housing
and other policy requirements in the Local Plan.

Looking over this longer-term period (or even over a shorter period), the main
issue affecting development needs in West Lancashire is not simply the needs of
West Lancashire itself, but those of its neighbours. Under the Duty to Co-operate
and the recently revised NPPF, local authorities must consider whether
neighbouring authorities are able to meet their own development needs or
whether they face significant constraints to development which would prevent
them from doing so, and if they do face such constraints, local authorities must
consider whether they can meet their neighbours' unmet development needs.

At the current time, under adopted and proposed Local Plans, West Lancashire
and its neighbouring authorities are each able to meet their own development
needs, but beyond 2030, some neighbouring authorities will start to struggle to
meet their development needs (in particular Sefton). West Lancashire is the
most logical and unconstrained location to meet those future unmet development
needs from those neighbours. In particular, the Local Plan Preferred Options
proposes that West Lancashire accommodate 91 ha of large-scale logistics uses
that is needed due to the growth in the Port of Liverpool and the logistics sector
generally and 6,256 dwellings of unmet housing need that will not be able to be
met within the Liverpool City Region from 2027.

Taking such needs into account in addition to West Lancashire's own needs, the
Local Plan Preferred Options proposes to deliver 15,992 dwellings and 190 ha
of employment land between 2012 (the base date of the current Local Plan)
and 2050. Clearly some of this need will have already been meet through
developments since 2012 or will be met by developments already allocated and
under development through the current Local Plan, but a significant proportion of
the proposed new development requirements to 2050 will require the allocation
of more land for development.

In relation to meeting the employment land requirements, Skelmersdale and the
M58 Corridor is the most suitable and sustainable location to plan for the majority
of the needed employment land, with a secondary focus in Burscough and
smaller new allocations in Ormskirk and Tarleton. With regard land for housing,
given the focus on Skelmersdale for employment, it is most sustainable to
allocate significant land for housing in and around Skelmersdale to provide
housing close to those new employment opportunities, but Ormskirk and
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6.11

6.12

6.13

Aughton, as the second largest town in the Borough and one well served by
infrastructure and services, should also accommodate a significant proportion of
this housing growth. With regard the other parts of the Borough, the Preferred
Options generally propose that they should simply continue to deliver the housing
already committed in the current Local Plan and then meet their own housing
needs beyond 2027, where possible. The following table, taken from proposed
Policy SP2 in the Preferred Options, shows how it is proposed the above
development requirements will be met across West Lancashire.

Housing Employment Land
Skelmersdale and South-Eastern 8,572 dwellings 150 ha
Parishes
Ormskirk and Aughton 3,003 dwellings 10 ha
Burscough and Central Parishes 1,495 dwellings 25 ha
Northern Parishes 1,435 dwellings 5 ha
Western Parishes 923 dwellings -
Eastern Parishes 564 dwellings -

In the Skelmersdale and South-Eastern Parishes spatial area around 2,600
dwellings and 50 ha of employment land can be met through existing
permissions, allocations from the current Local Plan (such as Skelmersdale Town
Centre strategic site (which is covered by Policy SP5 of the Preferred Options)
and the Whalleys sites to the north of Skelmersdale) and smaller new allocations
(up to 150 dwellings or 20 ha of employment land) on the edge of the built-up
area of Skelmersdale, Up Holland and Simonswood. The remaining 6,000
dwellings and 100 ha of employment land is proposed to be delivered through
the allocation of three new Garden Villages, a Logistics Park and extensions of
White Moss Business Park to the west and south-west of Skelmersdale (see
Policy SP7 of the Preferred Options).

In Ormskirk and Aughton, around 1,000 dwellings can be delivered through
existing permissions (such as Grove Farm) and smaller new allocations (up to
170 dwellings) on the edge of the built-up area of Ormskirk. The remaining 2,000
dwellings is proposed to be delivered through the creation of new Garden
Neighbourhoods to the south-east of Ormskirk and Aughton. Around 20 ha of
land will also be set aside to the south of St Helens Road to deliver a new
Knowledge Park to accommodate businesses and uses which would benefit from
being in close proximity to Edge Hill University, as well as up to 1,000 student
bedspaces in purpose-built student accommodation to help alleviate the demand
for HMOs within Ormskirk (see Policy SP8 of the Preferred Options).

In the remainder of the Borough, development needs will be met through existing
permissions, allocations or new allocations (up to 360 dwellings in size) on the
edge of the built-up area, and through the existing strategic site at Yew Tree
Farm in Burscough (which is covered by Policy SP6 of the Preferred Options).
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6.14

6.15

6.16

6.17

6.18

6.19

Full details of these land allocations for new development can be seen in the
Preferred Options document (notably Policies EC1 and H2) and the wide range
of policies related to topics as varied as Student Accommodation and Renewable
Energy can be read in their entirety in the Preferred Options document.

While the Preferred Options document represents the way forward for a new
Local Plan as proposed by senior officers of the Council in close consultation with
the Local Plan Cabinet Working Group, it should be noted that it is only a draft
document and it is a consultation document, and so feedback on this draft
document from the public and stakeholders will be key in improving it as we
move forward in the Local Plan Review. To this end, it is important that Members
are aware of three key aspects of the context to the proposed Preferred Options.

Firstly, after the justification to each policy in the Preferred Options is a section
headed "Alternatives Considered". These sections provide details of alternative
policy approaches that were considered by officers before arriving at the
preferred policy, and why those approaches were ultimately rejected. This is an
important part of preparing a Local Plan, and is included in the Preferred Options
document to help stimulate discussion of alternative approaches through the
public consultation. Ultimately, the Council will need to demonstrate to a
Planning Inspector at Examination that is has considered reasonable alternative
approaches to their preferred policies, and so it is helpful to document them in
the Preferred Options and seek views on the alternatives as well (including any
alternatives that the Council may not have thought of).

This also links to the second key aspect of the context to the proposed Preferred
Options — the Sustainability Appraisal (SA). The SA is a legislative requirement
when preparing a new Local Plan to assess the effects (both positive and
negative) the Local Plan will have on the different factors that affect sustainability
(economic, environmental and social) and to fulfil the requirements of EU
Directive 2001/42/EC which relates to Strategic Environmental Assessment
(SEA) of plans and programmes.

An SA Report on the Preferred Options has been prepared and has informed the
preparation of the Preferred Options, and will be made available for comment as
part of the Preferred Options public consultation. While the SA is ultimately
meant to be an appraisal of the Local Plan as a whole, a key step in the SA
process at this Preferred Options stage is to assess the relative sustainability
merits of all the Alternative policy options and site allocations considered, and so
this assessment is documented in an appendix to the SA Report.

Finally, a further legislative requirement on the preparation of Local Plans relates
to the EU's Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC), which relates to the protection of
designated international sites of habitat importance, such as Martin Mere and the
Ribble Estuary. This requirement is met through the preparation of a Habitats
Regulations Assessment (HRA), and a HRA has been prepared for the Preferred
Options and will also be made available for comment as part of the public
consultation. The HRA ensures that impact on international sites is avoided or
mitigated for.
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7.0

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

8.0

8.1

9.0

9.1

PUBLIC CONSULTATION

Should approval be granted to consult on the proposed Preferred Options
document, as per the recommendation at 3.2 above, public consultation on the
Preferred Options will run for the statutory six week period from Thursday 11™
October until Friday 23 November 2018.

As is usual with Local Plan consultations, officers propose to publicise the
consultation through a wrap-around feature on the Champion newspaper (and
leaflets to those properties which do not receive the Champion), the statutory
formal notification in the Champion Newspaper, press releases and mail-outs to
our Local Plan consultation database.

Those who wish to engage with the consultation will be able to sign-up to attend
drop-in appointments at accessible locations in each of the six spatial areas
identified in the Preferred Options (Skelmersdale and South-Eastern Parishes,
Ormskirk and Aughton, Burscough and Central Parishes, Northern Parishes,
Western Parishes and Eastern Parishes), so that they can ask questions of
officers in relation to the Preferred Options and engage in a discussion with
officers and other attendees about the Preferred Options, addressing key
guestions that the Council would like feedback on. Officers will also hold
sessions with Developers and other Stakeholders as necessary.

However, as ever with statutory Local Plan consultations, the key method of
individuals and stakeholders providing feedback will be in writing, and the
Council will provide an online facility to enable people to make their comments on
the Preferred Options at www.westlancs.gov.uk/LPR. Responses will be able to
be made in writing, for those who are unable to access online forms, and
information on the Preferred Options and paper response forms will be made
available at Council offices and libraries around the Borough, in line with the
Council's Statement of Community Involvement.

The feedback from this public consultation exercise will be considered as the
Council refines the Local Plan Preferred Options into a Publication version of the
Local Plan as it undertakes the next stage of preparation of the Local Plan.

SUSTAINABILITY IMPLICATIONS

A new Local Plan will clearly have effects on sustainability in West Lancashire
(both positive and negative), and the SA Report discussed above shows that
these issues have been considered carefully in preparing the Local Plan
Preferred Options. Ultimately, the SA identifies that, while there will be some
significant negative environmental impacts due to the development of specific
allocations, overall for the Borough as a whole, there will be sustainability
benefits through the proposed Local Plan.

FINANCIAL AND RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS

The costs and resources associated with the public consultation exercise
required for the Local Plan Preferred Options consultation are covered by the
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Development and Regeneration Service’s revenue budgets and no additional
costs are expected to be incurred.

10.0 RISK ASSESSMENT

10.1 Given that the decision being considered only relates to whether the Council
should publicly consult on the proposed Local Plan Preferred Options, there is
minimal risk to the Council related to this decision. However, the wider
preparation of a Local Plan does carry some risks, be that related to the costs of
abortive work if the Local Plan is ultimately found unsound or not legally
compliant at the Examination stage or related to the image of the Council should
any proposals within the Local Plan prove unpopular.

10.2 However, the undertaking of public consultation such as that on the Local Plan
Preferred Options minimises those risks due to the fact that carrying out such
consultation ensures legal requirements are being met and that a robust Local
Plan is being prepared and it ensures that all interested parties are being given
an opportunity to make known their views to the Council for the Council to
consider them in the preparation of the Local Plan. While the latter mitigation
may not ultimately prevent those upset with particular proposals from expressing
their dissatisfaction to the Council, the Council will be able to support the fact that
they have given all interested parties a fair hearing.

Background Documents

The following background documents (as defined in Section 100D(5) of the Local
Government Act 1972) have been relied upon in preparing this Report:

e Sustainability Appraisal (SA) of the Local Plan Preferred Options

e Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) Screening of the Local Plan Preferred
Options

Equality Impact Assessment

A Local Plan does have a direct impact on members of the public, employees, elected
members and / or stakeholders. In addition, the actual decision being made by Cabinet
is whether to undertake a public consultation and so, again, there is an impact on the
public and stakeholders. Therefore, an Equality Impact Assessment is required and is
appended at Appendix C.

Appendices

Appendix A — Scoping, Issues and Options Consultation Feedback Report and full set of
submitted comments and Council responses

Appendix B — Proposed Local Plan Preferred Options document
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Appendix C — Equality Impact Assessment

Appendix D — Minutes of Planning Committee (Cabinet and Executive Overview &
Scrutiny Committee only)

Appendix E — Minutes of Cabinet (Executive Overview & Scrutiny Committee only)
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1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

Introduction

This report summarises the responses West Lancashire Borough Council received to its
consultation on the West Lancashire Local Plan Review: Issues and Options from
Thursday 16 March to Friday 28 April 2017. The full set of representations can be
viewed on the Council’s website:

http://www.westlancs.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/the-local-plan/local-plan-review.aspx

The West Lancashire Local Plan Review

The West Lancashire Local Plan 2012-2027 was adopted in October 2013. Work
commenced on a review of the Local Plan in 2016, with the aim of adopting a new Plan
by 2020. The review was commenced, not because there was any problem with the
West Lancashire Local Plan per se, but in order to reflect changes in national policy, to
explore opportunities that may arise from projects in the wider area (for example, the
Liverpool2 Deep Water Terminal that is likely to lead to a significant increase in
container traffic, and that could stimulate jobs in logistics and distribution across the
Region), and in order that a new plan be in place roughly halfway through the current
Local Plan period, as is standard good practice.

Various topic-based and place-based evidence papers were prepared from summer
2016 onwards. From these, the principal planning-related issues affecting West
Lancashire were identified. Consultation with Statutory Consultees took place on the
scope of the Local Plan Review in autumn 2016. Five issues and options papers were
prepared late 2016 / early 2017, along with a set of supporting documents including a
Sustainability Appraisal, Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (Level 1), Habitats Regulations
Assessment, Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment,
Infrastructure Delivery Plan, and Housing and Economic Development Needs
Assessment.

The Local Plan Review Issues and Options papers comprised the following documents,
reflecting the three tenets of sustainability (economic, environmental, social):

® Strategic Development Options Paper — covering the vision and objectives of the
Plan, length of Plan period, and amount and distribution of development

e Economic Policy Options Paper — covering land for industrial / business /
commercial uses, the rural economy, and town centres

e Environmental Policy Options Paper — covering nature conservation, renewable
energy, climate change and design of development

e Social Policy Options Paper — covering accommodation for students, older
people, caravan and boat dwellers, travellers, and affordable housing

e Spatial Portrait — a description of West Lancashire, and the planning-related
issues
Each of the above papers contained a series of questions about the various planning-
related issues covered, and policy options for addressing them. These questions were
the basis for consultation on the Local Plan Review: Issues and Options. In addition,
people were invited to comment on the scope of the Local Plan Review, and on the
supporting documents referred to above.
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Compliance with the West Lancashire Statement of Community Involvement

1.6 The West Lancashire Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) was adopted in June
2016 (replacing the 2007 SCI). This specifies what level and means of consultation
should be undertaken when preparing a local plan. The following extracts from the
2016 SCI set out the consultation and feedback requirements for the Issues and Options

stage:

Table 2.1 Consultation during the preparation of a Development Plan Document (extract)

Stage | DPD Regulation | Purpose Consultation Publicity
Preparation number’ required? required?
Stage
As As
. To gather evidence in order to necessary necessary
Evidence . . . .
1 athering - identify the issues and opportunities | for each for each
9 for development in the Borough element of element of
evidence evidence
To notify persons/groups of the
subject of the DPD and invite them
) to make representations about what
2 Scoping Reg. 18 | the DPD should contain Y Y
Comments received will inform the
preparation of the next stage
To gather evidence on the issues
and options for suggested policy . .
directions and to undertake initial Ei)gt'zr;?l Ei)gt'zr;?l
work on the Sustainability e db e db
Appraisal. required by | required by
Issues and . 2012 . 2012 .
3 Obtions i To notify persons/groups of the Regulations, | Regulations,
P issues for the DPD and invite them | but the but the
to make representations on the Council may | Council may
issues and options choose to choose to
If consulted upon, comments ,ﬁ?lgsslig aé) t)huiglisc;:ee?t
received will inform the preparation 9 9
of the next stage
Table 2.2 Consultation on emerging DPDs (extract)
Stage of preparation of DPD
. : Draft Consultation
Method Pre-Draft Cczrl:]%seult?té())n (Scoping) (Options / Preferred Options)
g (Optional)
Website v (v)
Email out (database) v/ (V)
Mail out (database) v (V)
On deposit v/ (v)
Press release Optional Optional

' Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012
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Stage of preparation of DPD
Method DL C?Ei‘gt?g?n (Scoping) (Optioarsa;tFﬁg?:rl:ggtggtions)
) (Optional)
Press notice Optional Optional
Press advertisement Optional Optional
Leaflets Optional Optional
Neighbour letters N N
Staffed exhibitions Optional Optional
Unstaffed exhibitions Optional Optional
Forums Optional Optional
Drop-in sessions Optional Optional
Social media Optional Optional
Schools Optional Optional
Groups consulted / Statutory, general and public. Statutory, general and public.
notified Representors from previous stage.
Duration Minimum 4 weeks Minimum 6 weeks
Ereoedduki:aecéjk Report v v

2.1.4 How will we feed back the results?

Following each round of consultation, the Council will prepare a Feedback Report (or
Consultation Statement), which will summarise the issues raised through the representations,
how the Council has responded to them and what has been changed in the DPD as a result of
the comments. This will be shared with Members to inform their decisions on the next stage of
the DPD’s preparation, and will be published on the Council’s website. The Council is not
bound to respond to each individual submission / representation to the consultation.

1.7 The six week consultation undertaken on the scope of the Local Plan Review (i.e. the
‘Pre-Draft Consultation’ referred to in Tables 2.1 and 2.2 above) and on Issues and
Options (part of Regulation 18 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012) met all of the ‘essential’ and many of the ‘optional’
requirements of the SCI.

1.8 With reference to paragraph 2.1.4 of the SCI quoted above, it is important to point out
that this Consultation Feedback Report does not contain the Borough Council’s
responses to representations received (this will be done, where necessary, at a later
date), but simply summarises the comments made by respondents.
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1.9

1.10

1.11

1.12

Consultation Methods Used

Consultation methods used included a mailout to all people or organisations on the
Council’s planning policy consultation database, the website, placing material on
deposit in libraries and Council offices, a press release, press notice, a four page
‘newspaper wrap’, leaflets (posted to all those who do not receive the free weekly
newspaper), and on-street questionnaires (in Ormskirk town centre, Skelmersdale
Concourse, Edge Hill University, and Skelmersdale College).

Six public workshops were held across the Borough, at which people were invited to
give their views on a series of selected questions, and / or on any other relevant topics
of particular importance to them. The workshops were as follows:

27 March 2017 The Grove Community Centre, Burscough
29 March The Ecumenical Centre, Skelmersdale

3 April Parbold Women’s Institute

6 April Chapel Gallery, Ormskirk

10 April Halsall Memorial Hall

12 April Tarleton Academy

In addition, a forum was held with Council Members on 8 March 2017, with Parish
Councillors on 21 March, with (housing and commercial) developers and their agents on
20 March, and a meeting was held with neighbouring local authorities under the ‘Duty
to Co-operate” on 27 March.

Structure of this Report

This Consultation Feedback Report is structured as follows:
® Representations on Scope of the Local Plan (Chapter 2)

® Representations on Strategic Development Options (Chapter 3) — this summarises
the comments received from the online questionnaire, from Borough Council
Members (at the Members’ Forum), from Parish Councils, and at the public
workshops; similarly with Chapters 4-6 below

® Representations on Economic Policy Options (Chapter 4)

® Representations on Environmental Policy Options (Chapter 5)
® Representations on Social Policy Options (Chapter 6)

® Representations on the Spatial Portrait (Chapter 7)

e Comments made under the Duty to Co-operate (Chapter 8)

e Comments made at Developers’ Forum (Chapter 9)

® Responses to questionnaire work (Chapter 10)

e Representations on other matters, e.g. Sustainability Appraisal, Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment, Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment
(Chapter 11)

® Conclusions (Chapter 12)
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2.

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

Scope of the Local Plan

The Borough Council consulted with Statutory Consultees in autumn 2016 with regard
to the content to the new Local Plan Review. A copy of the feedback report for this
consultation is available to download at http://www.westlancs.gov.uk/localplan. As

part of the consultation on the Local Plan Review Issues and Options, the invitation to
comment on the scope of the Plan was extended to the wider public and other
stakeholders, in line with the 2016 Statement of Community Involvement.

The purpose of this consultation was to ascertain views on what subjects and policies
the Local Plan should contain. 15 stakeholders responded in total. There was some
cross-over between the comments submitted through the specific Scoping consultation
and those made through the Issues and Options consultation. Therefore much of the
summary below is repeated in later stages of this report.

Respondents to the Scope of the Local Plan consultation considered that economic,
environmental and social policies should be granted equal merit and importance.
Nevertheless, key issues appeared to relate to infrastructure, the delivery of affordable
housing, the availability of elderly housing, the sustainability of the environment, the
protection of Green Belt and agricultural land, and minimising flood risk.

Many respondents considered that infrastructure delivery should be of primary
importance, including transport services, community services, health care and
broadband provision. Respondents, particularly those in rural areas, were concerned
about the loss of rural services and employment opportunities as local businesses were
commonly lost to residential developments. Polices for the protection and/or provision
of small scale business units / development in local villages was supported.
Respondents considered that improvements to transport infrastructure would also
bring improvements to air quality and health.

Large amounts of support were received for the delivery of affordable housing,
particularly in rural areas, although some considered that the definitions of affordable
housing (set by national, rather than local, policy) should be redefined as they currently
cannot provide ‘truly affordable’ housing (i.e. housing at a cost marginally lower than
market still does not make it affordable to many people). Respondents also stressed
the need for elderly housing, and/or the provision of support for the elderly to enable
them to remain in their existing homes. The provision of support for the elderly links
closely back to infrastructure and accessibility to social care and transport facilities.

Sustainability and the environment were considered very important. Respondents want
new buildings to be designed with energy conservation and the environment in mind
and felt policies should require developers to provide renewable energy design features
and respond to climate change. In residential developments a mix of housing types and
tenures is supported to provide choice. Buildings should be of good design, location
and quality. Planners should continue to consider how developments impact on school
places and respond accordingly. On residential developments, respondents wanted
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2.7

2.8

2.9

2.10

2.11

adequate parking to be provided by developers, including adequate garage sizes so that
cars can be parked off-road. Traveller sites should be located away from flood risk
zones.

Respondents considered it important that the arable farmland in the Borough, as prime
grade agricultural land, should be protected from development in order to provide food
for the nation.

Some respondents saw a need to encourage a more youthful and diverse population to
live in the Borough, seizing on opportunities to engage with Edge Hill University and
local employers. Conversely, others thought greater control should be placed on Edge
Hill to prevent it expanding any further into the green belt and to reduce problems
relating to HMOs and the loss of market housing in Ormskirk.

There was support for policies which can serve to enhance cultural and community
facilities. Respondents suggested policies should be designed to address the erosion of
town centres, considered to be created by a loss of retail mix, too many low cost
retailers and high rents for shop units.

Some respondents wanted the issue of gridlocked traffic in Ormskirk to be addressed.
There was support for the provision of off-road pedestrian and cycle routes to provide
an alternative to car use, ensuring they link to new housing developments, which can
also serve to improve physical activity and exercise.

Some respondents identified the growth agenda of the wider Liverpool City Region, and
the role of West Lancashire within it, as an important issue. It was stressed that within
the City Region there are growth opportunities for the Borough which, in turn, could
help to tackle many of the issues that have been identified for the Borough. It was
considered important to have a balanced and sustainable development approach that
can integrate land use and transport, regeneration and economic development, social
inclusion and tackle climate change.
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3.

3.1

3.2

3.3

Representations on Strategic Development Policy Options

This chapter summarises the representations made on the questions relating to the
Strategic Development Policy Options. For this chapter, and for chapters 4-6 following,
comments received on the online questionnaire are summarised first, followed by
comments made by Members at the Members’ Forum (see 1.11 above), comments
made by Parish Councils, and comments made at the public workshops (see 1.10). For
clarity, any Parish Council comments submitted via the online survey are recorded in
the ‘Feedback from Parish Councils’ section, rather than the ‘Feedback from Online
Surveys / Written Representations’ section. Comments from neighbouring authorities
are summarised in Chapter 8: Duty to Co-Operate, rather than in Chapters 3-6.

The Strategic Development Policy Options questions2 covered the following matters:
e The draft Vision

* The draft Objectives

® Required annual amounts of development

® The plan period

® The sub-division of West Lancashire into ‘spatial areas’

e Distribution of development around the Borough

® Location of new development in relation to existing development

e [nfrastructure

Feedback from Online Surveys / Written Representations

7. A draft Vision for West Lancashire

The Vision® is what the Council would like to see achieved for West Lancashire, based on
the current evidence available. What do you think of the draft Vision for the Local Plan?
Does it cover all it needs to? Is it aiming for the right improvements?

31 out of a total 45 respondents® supported or broadly supported the Vision. One
described it as ‘idealistic’; another said it should be more aspirational. A number of
additions were recommended to the Vision, including (greater) reference to farming
and food production / the food processing sector, renewable energy, living within one’s
environmental means, sustainable travel, carbon-neutral development, the historic
environment (in addition to historic buildings), accommodation for the elderly, meeting
housing needs in full, helping meet neighbouring authorities’ needs, quality family
accommodation, retaining a skilled workforce, economic development and growth

’Three questions relating to the Spatial Portrait (questions 4-6) were included in the ‘Strategic Development
Options’ document; responses to these questions these have been summarised in Chapter 7 (Spatial Portrait) of
this Feedback Report.

’See Appendix 1 for the Vision.

*The 45 respondents exclude Parish Councils and neighbouring authorities: their representations are considered
elsewhere (Parish Councils in a separate section in this chapter, neighbouring authorities in Chapter 8).
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3.4

3.5

3.6

being a key priority, growing the smaller settlements, the Northern Parishes as a
location for growth, and Green Belt release.

One respondent recommended that the Vision contain specific ambitions for each of
the key spatial areas; another recommended that the word ‘fantastic’ be removed.

8. Objectives
Are the draft Objectives® seeking to achieve the right things? Are they specific enough,
or are they too detailed? Have we missed anything out?

19 of the 39 respondents who commented on this question expressed general support
for the Objectives as a whole. Others highlighted support for individual Objectives, in
particular Objective 6 (housing). One respondent described the objectives as ‘complex’,
whilst four others considered they were lacking in detail, too vague to inform how the
Vision would be delivered. One described them as ‘anodyne’, applicable to anywhere,
and recommended that they be made more West Lancashire-specific. One stated the
Plan could not solve many issues of health and inequality; another stated the Objectives
were admirable, but would fail. Two advised that the Objectives should be more
aspirational and pro-growth. Only one disagreed with the Objectives as a whole.

A number of changes were proposed to individual Objectives, as follows:
e Add ‘sustainable’ to Objectives 3,6,7 and 10;

e [Conversely...] refer to the Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development
rather than ‘sustainability’ (Objective 1);

e Refer specifically to flood risk, either in Objective 3 or 10;
e Add ‘family housing’ to Objective 6;

e Objective 7 should include the retention of existing businesses, and should be
worded more positively in terms of the Borough’s wider economic role;

e QObjective 10 should refer to ‘ecological networks’ (alternative wording suggested);
e Add an Objective 11 supporting the agricultural and food processing industry;
e A '‘stand-alone’ Objective should be provided on the historic environment.

> See Appendix 1 for the Objectives.
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3.7

3.8

3.9

9. Strategic Development Options

Which option for the amount of housing and employment land development required
per year do you think is the most appropriate for West Lancashire? Why?

A: Approximately 8 ha of land (for 200 dwellings) and 2 ha of employment land

B: Approximately 12 ha of land (for 300 dwellings) and 3 ha of employment land

C: Approximately 16 ha of land (for 400 dwellings) and 4 ha of employment land

D: Approximately 20 ha of land (for 500 dwellings) and 5 ha of employment land

E: Approximately 24 ha of land (for 600 dwellings) and 6 ha of employment land

The 48 responses to this question spanned the whole range of options. 13 individuals
expressed a preference for Options A and / or B, citing the need to protect Green Belt
and the Borough’s prime agricultural land, to meet only this Borough’s needs, and to
maximise use of brownfield land. Agents responding on behalf of landowner or
developer clients favoured the higher options — 11 expressed a preference for Option C
or above, 4 (plus 2 individuals) for Option D or above, and 7 for Option E. The reasons
given for the support for the higher figures were to follow national policy to ‘boost
significantly’ the supply of housing, to be ambitious and promote economic growth, to
aim to meet affordable housing needs, and to help meet the needs of constrained
neighbours in the Liverpool City Region. Many respondents referred to the SHELMA
and reserved the right to make further comments once this study, and with it a clearer
picture on the need for inter-Borough development distributions, becomes available.

10. The Local Plan Period

We are considering two time periods for the Local Plan:
e (Option|-2012 to 2037
e Option Il - 2012 to 2050

Should the Council go for a standard Plan Period or plan longer term? Why?

With regard to the plan period, 48 responses were received. 20 supported a ‘standard’
plan period going to 2037; 19 supported a longer plan period. The remainder advised a
‘hybrid approach’ whereby land was allocated to meet development needs to 2037, and
further land was safeguarded to meet needs to 2050, thereby removing the need to
alter Green Belt boundaries at the end of the Plan period (which would be the case for
both a 2037 and 2050 end date for the Plan). Advocates of this approach cited national
policy (NPPF paragraph 85) and the 2016 findings of the Local Plans Expert Group to
support their choice of option.

Reasons for favouring the standard, or shorter, plan period included the need to be
flexible, the fact that 2050 was well beyond the end of the available evidence base, and
that matters are very difficult to predict in the long term given things change quickly.
Reasons for advocating the longer plan period included the need for certainty and the
long timescales needed to achieve regeneration and to influence climate change.
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3.10 One response expressed concern at the 2012 base date, recommending 2017 instead.

11. Distributing the development requirements across West Lancashire

(A map was provided showing the proposed subdivision of the Borough into spatial
areas.) Are the proposed spatial areas appropriate®? If not, how should the Borough be
divided up to help identify where development should go?

3.11 Of the 26 stakeholders who commented on Question 11, 18 supported the proposed
key spatial areas. The requested changes to, or additional comments on, the
subdivision of the Borough were:

e Up Holland should be considered separately from Skelmersdale;

® Aughton should be considered separately from Ormskirk (although another
respondent expressed the opposite view);

* Appley Bridge should be considered with Wigan rather than the Eastern Parishes;

* Newburgh and Parbold should be considered as part of Skelmersdale and the South
Eastern Parishes;

e |tisimportant to recognise the ‘synergy’ between the different spatial areas, and
that they do not operate independently.

12. Distribution of new development

We have identified four realistic potential scenarios that we might wish to take forward:

® Scenario 1: Spread new development around West Lancashire according to
the proportionate size of existing towns and villages.

® Scenario 2: Focus new development in and around the key service centres of
Skelmersdale, Ormskirk and Burscough

e Scenario 3: Allocate less development to the key service centres and more to
the rural areas such as the Northern Parishes.

® Scenario 4: Focus development on Skelmersdale; grow Skelmersdale
significantly more than the other key service centres.

Which scenario for the distribution of housing and employment land requirements
around the Borough is most appropriate? Why? Would you prefer a completely different
option or distribute development differently in any way?

3.12 Interms of the general distribution of development around the Borough, opinions
varied widely amongst the 51 stakeholders who commented. 4 supported Option 1
(reflect the current distribution), one representation referring specifically to Ormskirk’s
size; 15 chose Option 2 (Key Service Centres) citing the existence of infrastructure in
those locations as a reason to direct development there; 3 chose Option 3 (rural focus)
— although (see below) others supported more development in rural communities; 13
preferred Option 4 (Skelmersdale focus), citing the existence of infrastructure there,

®See Appendix 1 for the map of proposed spatial areas.
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3.13

3.14

3.15

and the need for regeneration. In addition, 9 respondents advocated a ‘hybrid’
approach, most notably a combination of Options 2 and 3.

Other points made in response to Question 12 included:

e There should be flexibility in allowing development to come forward in different
areas, once the spatial distribution is finalised;

e Delivering high levels of growth in Skelmersdale will be challenging;
® Priority should be given to brownfield sites and minimising Green Belt release;

® In terms of minimising settlements merging, any Green Belt release should be
between Ormskirk and Southport, reflecting links between these two settlements.

13. The location of new development
Where should new development be located in principle?

e Option 1: Maximise the capacity of existing settlements by prioritising infill
developments within built-up areas or by building higher

e QOption 2: Locate new development adjacent to existing settlements to reduce
the need to travel and reduce emission.

e QOption 3: Create brand new settlements with the necessary associated
infrastructure

e Option 4: Entirely restrict new development in areas at risk of flooding

Are there any key constraints (such as flood risk) which would mean development should
be severely limited in the areas affected by those constraints?

Question 13 received 51 responses. 14 expressed a preference for Option 1 (restricting
new development to existing settlements), 19 for Option 2 (building on the edge of
existing settlements), and 4 for Option 3 (new settlement). 16 agreed with Option 4
(avoid development on land at risk of flooding), bearing in mind this option was not
mutually exclusive with any of Options 1-3. In addition, 10 respondents advocated a
hybrid of Options 1 and 2, i.e. developing suitable sites within existing settlements as
the starting point, then meeting the remainder of the development requirements on
land adjacent to settlements.

Other pertinent points made in relation to Question 13 were as follows:
e Option 1is predicated on the need to ensure suitable sites exist within settlements;
e Amend Option 1 to include prioritising infill / high rise on underutilised land;

e Whatever approach is chosen, this should not preclude the development of other
suitable sites where these are available;

e Option 2 should consider non-Green Belt land (Protected Land) before Green Belt
land;

® One respondent referred to a study that concluded that for new settlements, it
typically takes 5.5 years for development to commence;
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3.16

3.17

3.18

3.19

3.20

® In terms of flood risk, the Environment Agency advised inter alia that development
on land free from flood risk could adversely affect other land at risk of flooding.
Two respondents expressed the view that a blanket approach (Option 4) could be
unsuitable in that it may preclude consideration of certain suitable sites where the
flood risk could readily be mitigated satisfactorily.

14. Providing infrastructure and services

In your experience, what are the infrastructure and transport constraints in the areas of
West Lancashire that you live, work and spend leisure time in? Where is infrastructure
and transport well-provided for in West Lancashire and in what way?

Infrastructure provision was raised as a crucial issue by several respondents. The main
areas of deficiency mentioned were transport-related: public transport, in particular
bus and rail services, with the lack of a rail station at Skelmersdale cited several times.
The road network was mentioned, both in general terms, as well as more specific areas,
including Hesketh Lane (Tarleton), and Burscough. It was recommended that road
safety be taken into consideration in the Plan. Other areas of deficiency included
secondary education in Skelmersdale, water supply (Tarleton), drainage and sewerage
(Burscough in particular), and the lack of a strategic approach to Green Infrastructure.

In terms of good infrastructure provision, examples given were the road network in and
adjacent to Skelmersdale, and the Borough's links to the motorway network. Other
points made in relation to infrastructure included:

e New development can help provide infrastructure (developer contributions);

® One can take into account infrastructure provision in neighbouring authority areas,
for example Sefton;

e Spreading development on small sites should lessen the need for infrastructure
provision;
® Land use planning and transport should be integrated.

Feedback from West Lancashire Borough Council Members

As stated in Chapter 1, a Members’ Forum was held on 8 March, asking West Lancashire
Borough Councillors a number of the Issues and Options consultation questions in
discussion groups. Under the Strategic Development Options, Members were asked
Questions 9, 10, 12, 13, and 14.

In terms of annual development targets (Question 9), some Members favoured the
highest option (Option E: 600 houses, 6ha of employment land) per year, aiming for
ambitious growth in the Borough. Others chose Option B, citing constraints such as
land at risk of flooding, and infrastructure capacity.

Some Members expressed a preference for the longer plan period (2012-2050), seeking
to plan ahead to encourage investment, regeneration and infrastructure provision.
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Others preferred the standard plan period (to 2037), one reason being to reduce the
amount of Green Belt land that could potentially be released.

For Question 12 (distribution of development across the Borough), the vast majority of
Members preferred Option 4: Skelmersdale focus, in order to deliver regeneration and
a rail station for Skelmersdale. Some Members also favoured a strategic site at
Ormskirk, and others favoured rural employment.

In terms of the location of new development in relation to existing development, most
Members chose Option 2: Building on the edge of existing settlements. The view was
expressed that a small amount of Green Belt could be sacrificed to protect green space
and parks within settlements, with the proviso that the sites released should be small,
and the locations of Green Belt release determined in accordance with local
infrastructure capacity. ‘Garden City’ principles were supported by a number of
Members.

As far as infrastructure deficiencies were concerned, Members highlighted public
transport issues including the need for improved rail facilities (Skelmersdale, and the
Burscough Curves), the road system —in particular in Ormskirk and Burscough Centres
and on the A5209 (Burscough - M6), Skelmersdale Town Centre shops and its evening
economy, the physical environment of estates in Skelmersdale, and wastewater
treatment capacity.

Feedback from Parish Councils

As stated in paragraph 1.11 above, Parish Councils were invited to a consultation forum
/ workshop on 21 March 2017, at which a number of issues and options were discussed.
Representatives from 8 Parish Councils attended (Aughton, Bickerstaffe, Burscough,
Downholland, Halsall, Lathom, Newburgh and Up Holland). Online representations
were made by 7 Parish Councils (Aughton, Burscough, Dalton, Halsall, Lathom,
Scarisbrick, Up Holland), meaning that a total of 10 Parish Councils engaged with the
Issues and Options consultation.

For the Vision (consultation question 7), only two comments were made. Halsall Parish
Council (HPC) advised that the Vision should emphasise rural employment, affordable
accommodation for the elderly, and 1-2 bed ‘first time’ homes. Up Holland Parish
Council (UPC) considered there was too much emphasis on housing, and not enough on
rural land uses and the environment.

In terms of the Objectives (question 8), two comments were made: HPC considered
the Objectives needed more detail as to how they would be achieved and address
specific issues. UPC stated the titles were reasonable, but definitions were open to
interpretation, in particular ‘sustainable development’, in which the economic aspect
often appeared to outweigh the social and environmental aspects in decision-making.
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For question 9 (amounts of development), four Parish Councils (PCs) responded. UPC
and Burscough PC chose Option A: 200 houses / 2ha employment land. BPC’s view was
that the Borough should take the minimum amount of development it is allowed to,
referring to 2015 Government Select Committee material on the interpretation of the
term ‘sustainable development’ (see also 3.26 above). Lathom PC’s choice was similar
to Option B: 300 houses / 3-4ha employment land. HPC chose Option C: 400 houses /
4ha employment land, in order to respond to housing and employment land needs.

For the plan period (question 10), five PCs responded, four choosing 2037 and one
choosing 2050. The reasons for a shorter plan period were that this would lessen the
threat of Green Belt release, would be more realistic and provide more flexibility in an
ever-changing environment, and that 2050 was too far in the future to plan for. The
reason for choosing the longer period was to give stability.

Two PCs commented on the subdivision of West Lancashire into spatial areas (question
11). HPC agreed with the proposed subdivision. UPC considered that it did not reflect
the current and historical pattern of Up Holland in relation to Skelmersdale, and that it
was not understood why the two settlements should be considered as one.

There were three comments on the scenarios for the distribution of development
(question 12). HPC and UPC preferred Scenario 1: Reflecting existing development
patterns. UPC added that there should be minimal new development in Up Holland.
Burscough PC’s choice was Scenario 4: Skelmersdale focus, along with development on
the south side of Ormskirk, with links to Merseyside and the motorway network.

For question 13 (location of new development in relation to existing), HPC and UPC
chose Option 1: accommodating new development within existing settlements. Dalton
PC did not choose an option, but advised that safeguarded land should remain
safeguarded in the next Local Plan. At the PC Forum, the general consensus was that
new places require entirely new infrastructure so it is better to keep existing
settlements vibrant and sustainable by allowing some new development. However,
development should be small scale and an incremental approach would be better.

In terms of infrastructure deficiencies and strengths, the comments from the PC Forum
meeting were as follows:

e Rural public transportation — bus services have been withdrawn, and the future is
looking bleak. There is a need for a sustainable rural transportation system that
works for different age groups. As the population ages, dependency upon public
transport increases;

* The road network is under stress; the condition of roads is very poor in places, not
being designed for the size of vehicles using them;

® Rail does not serve all areas; the Up Holland line is single track and hourly. A rail
link to Skelmersdale will improve matters;

e Bickerstaffe is one of the 3% of areas that does not have broadband access.

Individual Parish Council comments made online are summarised as follows:
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BPC: Concerns about surface water and sewer flooding;

HPC: Concerns about rural (moss) roads; bus services (e.g. Shirdley Hill now has
none); drainage provision, leading to localised sewage flooding;

UPC: rail services for Up Holland are poor; investment is needed in environmental
corridors, walkways and cycleways.

Feedback from Public Workshops

Infrastructure

The following infrastructure-related issues were raised consistently Borough-wide:

The condition, capacity, and use of the road network — people referred to pot-holes,
crumbling or sinking roads, traffic congestion at certain points or times of day, and
large vehicles on unsuitable rural lanes or passing through settlements;

Public transport - a lack of, or cuts to, bus services, especially in rural areas; lack of,
or limited availability of, evening bus services; limited availability of rail services,
some areas having no rail access, others having infrequent services;

Parking —in town or village centres, or at stations;

Retail provision — people needed to, or tended to, visit neighbouring authorities for
certain types of retail.

Area-specific infrastructure issues may be summarised as follows:

Burscough — drainage and sewerage capacity; traffic issues (A59 / A5209 through
Burscough, and on moss roads);

Eastern Parishes — traffic on rural roads, including A5209; limited parking at Parbold
and Appley Bridge stations;

Northern Parishes — traffic congestion through Tarleton and Hesketh Bank,
unsuitable vehicles (HGVs) on rural roads; water pressure;

Ormskirk — parking issues, relating to local and University traffic; traffic congestion
in and around the Town Centre;

Skelmersdale — lack of sports and leisure facilities; poor evening / night-time
economy; quality of education provision, e.g. no A-levels offered at college, quality
of secondary schools.

Location of new development

The matter of where, in general, new development should be located in relation to

what already exists, and the related matter of Green Belt release, were discussed at

each workshop. The following points were made:

On the whole, people were not supportive of significant amounts of new
development on large sites, but would accept small-scale sites on the edges of
settlements, provided it was meeting a local need, e.g. affordable / old persons /
‘downsizer’ / first-time buyer properties, and not a wider need;

Prime agricultural land should be protected from development;
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e Green Belt land should only be used as a last resort;

e Infrastructure must be provided in advance of new development.
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Representations on Economic Policy Options

This chapter summarises the representations made relating to the seven questions on
Economic Policy Options, which covered the following:

®  Providing new employment land

e Policy for existing employment areas

e The rural economy

® The network and hierarchy of town, village and local centres

® Ensuring healthy town, village and local centres

e Sites for town centre uses

® Any other economic policy issues

In addition, relevant responses were received in relation to the 'catch-all' question 37:
Do you have any general comments to make on the Issues and Options consultation?

Feedback from Online Surveys / Written Representations

A total of 56 responses were received to one or more of the Economic Policy Options
guestions (including 4 responses under the general question 37) from members of the
public and other stakeholders via the online surveys and paper representation forms.

15. Land for employment uses

Which policy option or options for how we should allocate land for employment sites do
you think is the most appropriate for West Lancashire?

Allocate sites specifically for strategic distribution and warehousing.
Allocate sites to encourage geographical clusters of specialist employment uses.
Allocate all new sites for the range of business class uses.

A LN R

Increase town centre office sites.

Why? Is there an alternative option?

34 responses were received in relation to question 15; these included 4 comments from
Parish Councils, dealt with separately under the Feedback from Parish Councils section
below’.

These options are not mutually exclusive and more than one approach could be taken
forward in combination in the emerging Local Plan. 11 respondents considered that a
combination of options would be required in the emerging Local Plan to enable the
allocation of an appropriate employment land portfolio. Option 1 (5 responses) was the
most popular of the responses to any single option, followed by Option 2 (4 responses)
with Options 3 and 4 registering just one favourable response each. One respondent

” This is the case for all guestions in this section, and also in Chapters 3 and 5 of this Feedback Report.
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expressed the view that none of the options were suitable and put forward an
individual site for employment uses instead.

Other comments made in relation to question 15 can be summarised as follows:
e |ocal businesses should be supported;

e Light industries should be retained in villages;

e More skilled employment is needed in the Borough;

® |n connection with Edge Hill University, Ormskirk would be a good location for
specialist employment uses;

e There are already a number of vacant warehouses in Skelmersdale and poor
transport for the local workforce;

e Strategic warehousing should be located more widely than the M58 corridor /
Skelmersdale;

e The view of traditional 'employment' jobs has changed and there is a growing job
market around sport that needs to be considered.

16. Existing Employment Areas

What kind of protection do you think the Local Plan should give existing Employment
Areas? Why? Is there an alternative option?

Continue with the existing Local Plan policy approach.
Protect all existing employment areas for business class uses.
Designate selected employment areas for non-business class uses.

A WNR

Do not protect employment areas for business class uses.

21 responses were received to this question. 15 responses could be directly related to
the 4 options, with other comments also being of relevance.

Option 1 (9 responses) was by far the most popular with a smaller amount of support in

relation to Options 2 (3 responses), 3 (2 responses) and 4 (1 response) respectively. The

support for Option 4 was under circumstances where there would be no demand for an

employment site. Other comments made in relation to question 16 are as follows:

e There should be a more vigorous consideration of viability than at present before
alternative, non-employment uses should be allowed on employment sites;

e Sjtes that no longer meet business needs should be considered for alternative
development;

® Jobs are being created in sports. Some protection of employment sites is required
but it should depend upon employment and training opportunities created;

e Other (non-business class) uses need to be accommodated in employment areas,
potentially in combination with extending those areas;

e Some employment uses are “bad neighbours” due to noise, pollution or traffic and
are not suitable to be in close proximity to housing.
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17. The Rural Economy

What do you think about the policy options for supporting the rural economy? Is there
an alternative option?

1. Continue with the existing Local Plan policy.
2. Increased development in rural areas.
3. A tourism and visitor economy policy.

27 responses were received in relation to question 17. Options 1 and 2 are mutually
exclusive, but Option 3 could be combined with either of those approaches. There was
a relatively even distribution of preferences: Option 3 was the most popular (7
responses) with Options 1 and 2 both receiving support from 5 respondents. A further
two responses advocated a combined approach of Options 1 and 3.

Other relevant comments in relation to question 17 are as follows:

e Thereis a need to support small work units and farm enterprises;

e Increased rural development would be more likely to result in people being able to
live where they were brought up;

e Rural areas require increased packing and distribution businesses; however, good
highway access would be required;

e An approach based upon tourism and the visitor economy would be more
sustainable over the medium to long term compared the currently unsustainable
practices of agricultural drainage and ploughing;

® |n connection with tourism, the Borough has unique potential in terms of wildlife
sites, waterways, the Tawd Valley and the Cloughs of Skelmersdale;

e Concern over the failure to deliver business development in rural areas as part of
mixed use schemes including housing.

18. Network and Hierarchy of Centres

Do you have any comments in relation to the Network and Hierarchy of Centres in the
Local Plan?

There being only one 'Option' under this question, only 10 responses were received.
There was most support for the review of the hierarchy. Specific comments in relation
to the network and hierarchy of centres were:

e The hierarchy should be flexible enough to take into account that some areas, e.g.
Skelmersdale, need significant increases of activities associated with town centres;

e Support for the continued growth of centres within the hierarchy;
e Review the hierarchy as small village centres are failing;

* Some respondents confused centre hierarchies with settlement hierarchies.
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19. Ensuring Healthy Town, Village and Local Centres

Do you support any of the options for Ensuring Healthy Town, Village and Local Centres:

1. Review town centre, village and local centre boundaries.
2. Review Primary Shopping Area boundaries.
3. Review the policy approach to determining appropriate uses in town centres.

If so, why? Is there an alternative option?

22 responses were received in relation to question 19. The three Options are not
mutually exclusive and could be combined. There was greatest support for Option 3 (6
positive responses) followed by Option 1 (5 responses). Whilst Option 2 received just
one response, 5 respondents advocated support for a mix of options which included
option 2. Therefore, it can be concluded that there was broad support for the review of
centre boundaries, Primary Shopping Area boundaries and the policy approach for uses
in town centres.

Other comments received can be summarised as follows:

e A Primary Shopping Area should be identified for Skelmersdale and the site recently
granted planning permission for town centre uses should be included within it.

e Conversely, the Concourse Shopping Centre is vulnerable and in need of protection
and the site granted planning permission for town centre uses outside the
Concourse should be excluded from being within the town centre boundary.

e Centres are changing due to changing shopping and leisure habits and therefore
policy needs to be flexible. There has been a loss of retail and growth of cafes, bars
and charity shops, particularly in Ormskirk town centre.

® The existing policy to retain a minimum percentage of Al (retail) uses is not
supported.

® There is support for mixed and diverse town centres beyond Primary Shopping
Areas; retail should be allowed to change to cafes, bars etc. Housing should be
allowed in large village centres.

e The policy option to consider appropriate uses in town centres could be used to
contribute towards healthy town centres and tackle health indicators associated
with obesity and alcohol consumption.
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20. Sites for Town Centre Uses

Do we need to allocate Sites for Town Centre Uses within West Lancashire in the Local
Plan? If so, which option do you think is most appropriate and why? Is there an
alternative option? The Options are:

Adopted Local Plan approach — Skelmersdale concentration.
Allocate sites for town centre uses at Ormskirk.
Allocate a non-town centre site for a retail warehouse park.

A WNR

Allocate a site to meet retail needs in the north of the Borough.

Of the 21 responses received on question 20, 18 (86%) could be directly related to the 4
Options. The Options are not mutually exclusive; however the degree of concentration
under Option 1 would affect emphasis upon Options 2 and 4. There was clear support
for Option 1 (11 positive responses), with the only other support for a single Option
being Option 4 (1 response). However, 6 responses advocated a mix of options
including the selection of Option 2 (Ormskirk) and Option 4 (north of the Borough).
There was virtually no support for option 3.

Other comments received can be summarised as follows:

® There has been substantial leakage of comparison goods expenditure from the
Borough. The case for retail development and other town centre uses in
Skelmersdale remains clear.

® Make Skelmersdale town centre the priority for investment.

® Develop Ormskirk as a market town with a distinctive mix of smaller shops and
offices.

® Qut of centre retail parks are not a sustainable solution and the Borough does not
need more of them.

21. Other Economic Policy Issues

Are there any other economic policy issues that should also be considered?
If so, what?

31 responses were received to this question, of which several were reallocated, being
more pertinent to questions 15-20. The remainder can be summarised as follows:
* The balance between jobs and new homes is critical;

¢ Invest in small and medium sized enterprises to prevent settlements becoming
dormitories;

e Existing light industrial zones such as Pimbo should be given priority in attracting
new and varied businesses including hi-tech;

e Site requirements to meet expansion needs of a particular business were outlined;
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e Thereis a need to attract and create a more highly skilled workforce and attract
better quality jobs. There should be partnership working with educational
establishments creating more work placements;

e Consider deprivation statistics when preparing Preferred Options. Economic growth
is a means of addressing persistent unemployment and income deprivation. Access
to employment, education and training should be a key consideration;

® A comprehensive masterplan is needed for Skelmersdale town centre. This should
include the Concourse shopping centre;

®* The economic value of the Borough’s natural capital needs to be addressed;

e \Waterways create a sense of place. A linear park along the River Tawd should
positively impact on the visitor economy;

e There was no mention of the potential impact of flooding on the area’s agricultural
and horticultural economy in the Economy Paper. This should tie with the
Environment Paper where it is considered;

® The threat of flooding to the rural economy has not been identified. It is important
to understand how agriculture integrates into the wider economies of the Borough
and Lancashire.

10 relevant responses were received in relation to the 'catch-all' question 37, of which
six were reallocated and considered under questions 15-20. Other comments were:

e Shale gas should be encouraged;
e Avital opportunity to reconfigure and improve out of date industrial estates was
missed by the Adopted Local Plan;

® Existing employment sites could be reconfigured to provide housing and boost the
local economy.

In addition, a small number of potential economic development sites were put forward.

Feedback from West Lancashire Borough Council Members

The Members’ workshop considered 5 questions from the Economy Policy Options
Paper (nos. 15, 16, 17, 19 and 20). In relation to question 15, the allocation of land for
employment purposes, views expressed can be summarised as follows:

e The M58 corridor and Skelmersdale was seen as a good development opportunity
given access to wider road networks. However, there were concerns that
warehousing would provide lower quality jobs at lower job densities.

e Estates at Burscough were also viewed as suitable employment locations but
accessibility needed to be improved.

e Links with Edge Hill University and other business and educational providers needed
to be improved to develop skills and employment opportunities. Students needed
to be retained through the creation of jobs locally.

e Business start-ups / incubator units would be desirable for Ormskirk and rural areas.
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e There were conflicting views about whether a logistics opportunity to transfer
agricultural produce from smaller to larger vehicle would be feasible.

In relation to question 16, existing employment areas, views expressed were that there
could be scope for the expansion of, or creation of, another Skelmersdale Investment
Centre type development but other services would be required to go alongside this
type of out of centre development. The need to address the poor design of some
estates in Skelmersdale e.g. Gillibrands East and West was also raised.

Under Question 17 (rural economy), discussions were that low cost offices could be
developed and some farm buildings had been successfully converted to business use.

Question 19, ensuring healthy town, village and local centres, discussions were that the
current policy restricting uses along town centre frontages should be relaxed but that in
so doing inactive frontages should be avoided.

In relation to question 20, sites for town centre uses, views were that the night time
economy needed to be developed, particularly at Skelmersdale. Additional discussions
were that Burscough and the Northern Parishes do not have the infrastructure to
accommodate additional retail development and that it would be desirable to get retail
back into Ormskirk centre.

Feedback from Parish Councils

The Parish Council Workshop considered 3 questions from the Economy Policy Options
Paper (questions 15, 16 and 19).

Feedback in relation to question 15 (the allocation of land for employment purposes),
indicated that Skelmersdale was a suitable location for logistics uses and that there was
no purpose in locating such uses in areas with poor links to the strategic road network.
In relation to other specialist uses, incubator units were considered to be desirable.

Views in relation to question 16 (existing employment areas), were that allowing
residential development on business sites (especially in villages) was not good practice
as it was important to retain local business and jobs. Skelmersdale Investment Centre
was viewed as a good facility with potential for expansion.

Question 19 feedback, particularly in relation to the uses allowed in town centres, was
that allowing change of ‘town centre’ uses to residential would result in a loss for the
wider community. However, changes of use from residential to commercial should be
supported in principle. It is questionable whether vacant units in Ormskirk town centre
will be able to attract new retail businesses. Given the growth in internet shopping
there may be less need of ‘bricks and mortar’ retail.

Written responses were also received from four Parish Councils in relation to the Local
Plan Issues and Options public consultation. Comments in relation to question 15, the
allocation of land for employment purposes, can be summarised as follows.
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e Preferences were expressed for Options 1 (strategic distribution and warehousing),
2 (geographical clusters of specialist uses) and 3 (allocate for the range of B class
uses). The distribution of sites by the adopted Local Plan was also considered
suitable, provided account could also be taken of rural and tourism opportunities;

e A flexible policy approach is needed given uncertainty in relation to future business
requirements but change of use from business to housing should not be allowed.

® Due to the design and size of town centres future expansion is an issue;

Written responses from Parish Councils in relation to question 16 (existing employment
areas) expressed a single preference for the continuation of the existing Local Plan
approach (Option 1). In addition, the need for out of town non-industry is recognised
provided adequate provision can be made for pedestrians.

Question 17 (the rural economy) generated support for continuing existing Local Plan
policy (Option 1). The need to also support the tourist and visitor economy was also
recognised. Additionally, one Parish advocated a mixed approach which would include
increasing development in rural areas.

Parish responses in relation to the hierarchy of centres (question 18) indicated that Up
Holland should remain a village centre and separate from Skelmersdale, and that
additional village centres should be considered for inclusion.

In relation to healthy centres (question 19) the view expressed was that the policy
approach to determining appropriate uses in town centres should be reviewed as
should the Primary Shopping Area in Burscough (Options 3 and 2 respectively).

Question 20 (sites for town centre uses) generated most support for a concentration
upon Skelmersdale and Ormskirk. A non-food retail warehouse park was viewed as
beneficial by one parish as this would increase non-food expenditure retention for the
Borough. Conversely, an opposing view was that no further sites were required.

Question 21 (general comments) generated a few responses from Parish Councils. It
was noted:
* The Local Plan does not mention fracking which needed to be robustly resisted;

® An acceptable funding regime was needed for the retention of threatened pumping
stations which have a direct impact on drainage of agricultural land;

e Negative impacts from surface water flooding upon the economy and transport
infrastructure need to be addressed.

Feedback from Public Workshops

At the six public workshops, several bespoke questions were used to generate
discussion in relation to the Economy Policy Options; these relate to questions 15, 16,
17, 19 and 20. The open nature of discussions at these workshops also meant that
additional general observations were made which are summarised below.

Page 58



West Lancashire Local Plan Review — Issues and Options — Consultation Feedback Report June 2017

4.36

4.37

4.38

4.39

4.40

The following comments were made in relation to question 15, the allocation of land
for employment development:

e Thereis a need to link housing to employment land so that people can work locally;

e Skelmersdale and the M58 corridor have good transport links and are appropriate
locations for large warehousing. More land needs to be allocated for these uses.
The proposed rail link and station at Skelmersdale should include a freight terminal;

e However, a converse view was that there was enough warehousing in the area, with
a number of empty premises that should be adapted / sub-divided and that new
warehouses in connection with Liverpool 2 were likely to be required further afield;

* Warehousing would not be suitable in the rural Western Parishes;

e Warehousing does not employ many people, and has little job progression;

* There was a need for more business start-up units and smaller commercial units;
® More interaction between Edge Hill University and businesses was needed;

e There needed to be a range of businesses and more high tech jobs, with higher
skills, particularly at Skelmersdale. There are few new premises;

® The Council should consider forming a Development Company and developing a site
for specialist business uses;

e Sites for employment uses in the Northern Parishes need to be well-located in
relation to the road network. There are current sites that are not well-located.

In terms of existing employment areas (question 16) the view was expressed that
industrial estates need upgrading and modernising.

Question 17, the rural economy, generated the following comments:
® There needs to be more units provided in rural areas and more for rent;

e There were concerns that mixed use residential / housing sites in rural areas had
not come forward for business development (due to perceptions of viability);

e Existing rural businesses, particularly SMEs, should be retained and encouraged.

In addition, other comments were made in relation to the Stimulating Economic Growth
section of the Economy Issues and Options Paper as follows:

® More training opportunities were required to develop skills and education that can
then retain local people;

® Training and apprenticeships were required for the older workforce.

Ensuring healthy town, village and local centres (question 19) generated the following
comments:

e The market should be allowed to dictate town centre uses;

® The existing policy approach for Burscough town centre is appropriate;
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The general view was that village centres provided a useful function and should
have commercial uses protected. Some had issues in terms of function and
appearance e.g. Town Green Lane and Moss Green Lane. Local Centres in the
Northern Parishes were considered to be losing services and Banks was in need of
improvement;

It was evident that each of the Borough’s town centres had different issues,

strengths and weaknesses e.g. it was suggested that Ormskirk needed a brand based
upon being a tourist town with visitor attractions.

The following views were expressed in relation to question 20 (sites for town centre

uses):

Leakage of expenditure from the Borough to other centres must be accepted. Town
centres have also been impacted by online shopping, parking restrictions, etc;

New development should be focussed on Skelmersdale and greater diversity of uses
are required, extending use into the evening;

Conversely, town centre development should be spread around the Borough;

However, it was noted that no redevelopment sites existed in Ormskirk and earlier
developments had not improved pedestrian linkages;

There was no need for more out of centre retail parks;
The elderly have issues in terms of access to shops and services e.g. supermarkets;

Main food shopping in the northern Parishes is undertaken outside the Borough but
there are no sites for further retail development in Tarleton.
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Representations on Environmental Policy Options

This chapter summarises the representations made on the questions relating to the
Environmental Policy Options. The Environment Policy Options questions covered the
following matters:

* The Local Nature Conservation Site designation

® Provision of renewable energy

e Sustainable design and construction in new development
e Creation of sustainable and healthy places for all

e Other environmental policy issues

Feedback from Online Surveys / Written Representations

22. Local Nature Conservation Sites

Should West Lancashire retain the Local Nature Conservation Site designation in the
future? Which policy option for the management of local nature sites do you think is the
most appropriate for West Lancashire? Why?

e Option 1: Continue the Local Nature Conservation Sites designation into the next
Local Plan

e Option 2: Remove the Local Nature Conservation Sites designation from the Local
Plan and incorporate these sites within the Lancashire Ecological Network

A total of 22 responses were received to this question from members of the public and
other stakeholders. 9 of those who commented supported Option 1, whilst 7 expressed
a preference for the alternative, Option 2.

Most of those who preferred Option 1 expressed concern that removal of this layer of
sites would result in less protection for areas of nature conservation value in West
Lancashire. One respondent expressed a wish for more Local Nature Conservation sites
to be designated across the Borough.

Those who preferred Option 2 made the following points:

e Option 2 is a more realistic and sustainable way of protecting sites of local nature
importance given the diminished resources of local authorities, natural environment
charities and Natural England.

® This Option would allow concentration of effort on the development and
maintenance of a robust and evidence-based Ecological Network based on regularly
updated knowledge.

® This approach would also be more future-focussed and may offer a more flexible
approach to the climatic, social and economic pressures and changes that will occur
in the future.
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e This Option offers an opportunity to promote a more holistic, joined-up way of
protecting the environment which treats such sites as ‘links’ and would provide
better connectivity for wildlife across the Borough.

® Any successive policy related to the Ecological Network should be framed so as to
give an effective and robust level of environmental protection across the Borough.

® Further development could increase the chances of negative impacts on the
Borough's Ecological Network and its functionality. In order to minimise such risks,
Development Management policies should be provided which provide adequate
protection for Ecological Networks, as well as for the whole hierarchy of designated
wildlife sites and habitats and species of principal importance.

One respondent highlighted that the public accessibility and enjoyment value of
Borough level sites could more appropriately be considered as part of West
Lancashire’s Green Infrastructure Strategy and potentially be addressed within the
Local Plan through a Green Infrastructure policy.

23. Provision of Renewable Energy

Should West Lancashire Borough Council designate sites for the provision of Renewable
Energy? Which policy option for provision of Renewable Energy do you think is the most
appropriate for West Lancashire? Why?

e Option 1: Designation of specific areas where the generation of wind energy, solar
farms and other renewable energy technologies may be appropriate.

e Option 2: Consideration of applications for renewable energy infrastructure on a
case-by-case basis.

Of the 33 respondents who commented on this section, 9 supported Option 1, 5
supported Option 2, and one supported a hybrid of the two whereby areas are
designated for renewable energy, but outside these areas renewable energy
installations are considered on a case by case basis.

Those who supported Option 1 made the following points:

® Four expressed a preference for designating sites for solar farms based on the
opinion that these have less of a visual and noise impact than wind turbines and
that the land can still be used for grazing and/or other purposes;

* Another supported shale gas extraction;

e Option 1 was seen as the only option which would be certain to deliver renewable
energy infrastructure through the planning process;

® Another suggested that Option 1 would have the added advantage of providing
clarity about the optimum siting for renewable energy sources.

* Two saw Option 1 as potentially the most appropriate way of assessing the impact
of providing renewable energy infrastructure upon wildlife and wildlife sites.
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® There was a desire to see local communities involved in some way in such schemes
and also to see an increased emphasis on increasing energy efficiency and
eliminating wastefulness overall.

Those supporting Option 2 did so for a variety of reasons:

e Considering applications on a case-by-case basis would be the most effective in
allowing local residents to have their say and assessing the individual impact of each
technology.

* New technologies may appear in the future which may not be appropriate for
previously designated sites.

e Two other respondents who felt strongly that much more should be done to
encourage solar panels and wind turbines in existing industrial areas — particularly
on large warehouses where large expanses of solar panels could be installed.

One respondent drew attention to a recent research report produced by Natural
England entitled ‘Evidence review of the impact of solar farms on birds, bats and
general ecology’ (NEER012). This early attempt to assess the impact of solar farms upon
sensitive habitats and species highlights the need for further research into the potential
interactions between wildlife and solar arrays.

More generally, two respondents raised the potential of harnessing tidal energy,
highlighting the reliability of such a source. Another recommended consideration of the
Lancashire Climate Change Strategy 2009-2027 which sets out the long-term vision for
the whole county in relation to climate change adaptation.

24. Sustainable Design and Construction in new development

Which policy option for Sustainable Design and Construction do you think is the most
appropriate for West Lancashire? Why? Would a combination of options help to assist
sustainable development? What kind of measures could we require of new
development?

e Option 1: Require specific sustainable design and construction features or measures
to be incorporated into new developments.

e Option 2: Do not require any specific sustainable design and construction features or
measures to be required through planning policy.

e Option 3: Require applicants wishing to develop to contribute financially to a
Community Energy Fund, managed by the Council which could be used to make
other, existing properties more sustainable or to deliver renewable energy
developments elsewhere.

In all, 24 comments were received in relation to this question.

5 respondents favoured a mixture of Options 1 and 3, as this offered the opportunity to
both influence new development and potentially improve existing stock through the
suggested Community Energy Fund. One individual considered that Option 3 alone
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would not be acceptable since a financial contribution “should not be the 'easy option'
for the developer to avoid energy saving being incorporated in the design”.

6 favoured Option 1, supporting the principle that developers should be encouraged to
build more sustainably and incorporate more renewable energy features and energy
saving measures as standard. One respondent advocated the use of district energy
schemes and renewable energy infrastructure (e.g. ground source heat pumps and air
source heat pumps) particularly on larger development sites. One comment highlights
the opportunities this option may present for significant restoration of biodiversity and
climate change mitigation. Several expressed preferences for different forms of
renewable energy, including solar roof tiles and solar panels.

5 supported Option 2, expressing concern that Option 1 could place unacceptable
burdens on developers which may ultimately make the development unviable. One
described such a policy as a “development tax”; another stated that such issues were
sufficiently covered under Buildings Regulations changes. Concerns were also raised
that it may not be appropriate to install sustainable design and construction features or
measures on every site.

Two comments expressed concern about Option 3. One questioned the equity of a
policy where those who contributed to such a fund did not benefit. The other suggested
that the fund should recognise the fundamental variances in terms of housing market
conditions and viability across the Borough. It was also felt that a financial obligation
such as this should only be progressed in tandem with a review of the CIL Charging
Schedule and that there should be a discretionary policy so that the planning benefits of
any such obligations could be balanced against other planning benefits, e.g. the
preservation or enhancement of heritage assets.

25. Creation of sustainable and healthy places

Which policy option for creating Sustainable and Healthy Places do you think is the most
appropriate for West Lancashire? Would it be appropriate to include more than one of
the options to create healthy and accessible environments for all? Which ones; why?

® Option 1: Require developments over a certain size to incorporate features that
would encourage an active lifestyle for local residents and visitors.

® Option 2: Require developments over a certain size to include provision for direct
connections from development into the wider cycling and walking infrastructure.

e QOption 3: Require residential developments over a certain size to incorporate public
open space and amenity green space.

16 responses were received to this question:
® One respondent favoured Option 1;

e 3 favoured Option 2, one stating the importance of creating connectivity between
settlements in order to encourage greater use of means of transport other than the
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car, which would produce multiple benefits for health and the environment. This
individual also felt that the concept of the creation of Linear Parks across the
Borough should be core to the Local Plan.

® One respondent supported Option 3, specifically mentioning the provision of safe
and secure children’s play areas.

® 9 supported all three options, with one highlighting the fact that West Lancashire
faces a number of challenges in relation to health and wellbeing and experiences
significant inequalities.

® One respondent preferred a combination of Options 1 and 2;

® One preferred a combination of Options 2 and 3.

* Oneindividual observed that each option has its pros and cons while another stated
the importance of considering options available in relation to sustainable and
‘healthy’ design and layout on a case-by-case basis, taking into account the capacity
of the site to accommodate features.

A number of issues surrounding the third option were raised, including the importance of
ensuring any open / green space is designed and maintained in a way that also protects,
maintains, enhances, expands and links the district's identified Ecological Networks. A call
was made for ecological assessments of all significant developments, requiring designers to
have regard to, and preferably retain, existing habitat features where practicable, and
demonstrate how the proposal would enhance biodiversity and ensure links to the
Ecological Network. Open space features should be an integral part of any development
scheme and not “tucked away in a forgotten corner to be underutilised or vandalised”. A
mix of careful planting would help to soften built environment and green space. One
respondent suggested that this option should make provision to consider off-site provision
in lieu of on-site provision.

5.18 Additional observations included:

e The flat nature of the West Lancashire landscape makes it ideal for cycling.

e Support of efforts to encourage increased activity levels due to the high levels of
obesity in the North West region.

® A suggestion that more could be done to facilitate walking in the Borough — raising
specifically the lack of pavements in some areas which discourages pedestrians.

e Support for housing near to employment sites which would provide people with the
opportunity to walk or cycle to work, as well as for more safe routes which will
encourage more children to walk to school. A further response recommended that
community and road safety be considered, as the perception and fear of crime can
discourage active travel and the use of green facilities for physical activity.
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26. Are there any other environmental policy issues that should also be considered? If
so, what are they?

This question requested further comments on any other environmental policy issues that
should also be considered. This prompted a range of responses which also typically
varied in scope and scale.

Most comments received under this question related to more macro-scale issues which
extend beyond the scope of a Local Plan, to sub-national or national level, but
nonetheless can be influenced by actions at local level:

e _Air quality and its impact upon human health which has recently risen up the
political agenda.

® Oneindividual suggested that all developments should be encouraged to minimise
emissions produced in their construction and use and also by associated transport
movements.

® Another expressed concern about the widespread use of pesticides and herbicides;
in particular neonicotioids which research suggests can have a particularly negative
impact upon pollinating insects, for example bees.
One respondent provided detailed comments and submitted evidence in relation to
flooding, specifically the impact of proposed closure of pumping stations in the Alt-
Crossens catchment areas. The written evidence highlighted the impact of flooding
upon infrastructure (such as road and rail) and also upon the wider environment
(including on the behaviour and survival of certain species). The conclusion of the
evidence submitted, in the view of the respondent, was that both flood resistance and
resilience measures should be promoted as part of the planning process.

Although it is beyond the scope of the Local Plan, one response raised concern about
the environmental impact of ‘fracking’ on local wildlife, water supply and general
amenity in the Borough.

As outlined above, some comments in this section related to more local level issues
which could be addressed through smaller scale actions. These included encouraging
residents to cultivate gardens in such a way as to create wildlife habitats and to use
rainwater for domestic purposes wherever possible, to create incentives for developers
to include landscaping that encourages pollinating insects, or for agricultural businesses
in the Northern Parishes to look into how green waste products may generate energy
through an anaerobic digester.
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Feedback from West Lancashire Borough Council Members

The value of biodiversity was discussed and recognised by Members. Beyond its
intrinsic value, it was highlighted how important biodiversity is to tourism, particularly
for popular sites such as Martin Mere.

However, some Members highlighted that some rural areas were like ‘barren
landscapes’ in terms of nature and biodiversity, as in a number of cases intensive
agriculture is harming wildlife.

Some Members specifically supported the Ecological Network approach to nature
conservation as the way forward in terms of future provision for wildlife. All Members
supported the suggestion that development could present an opportunity to increase
biodiversity across the Borough. Some Members suggested that Green Infrastructure
should be built around housing, improving connectivity between places; all Members
specifically agreed that new development should link into the proposed and developing
linear parks.

All Members recognised hedges and trees as important features and habitats within
West Lancashire, and it was suggested these should take the place of walls in terms of
boundary treatments where possible. Some Members supported the expansion of tree
planting, suggesting the designation of sites for tree planting in the future. The value of
tree planting for the absorption of surface water run-off and prevention of flooding in
general was highlighted by some Members, as was the avoidance of excessive
hardstanding within the garden areas and frontages of houses. In terms of sustainable
design and construction, the re-use of grey water was raised as an issue which should
be provided in new development.

Many Members articulated strongly that the Borough has a responsibility to deliver on
its commitment with regards to renewable energy, with one even suggesting that the
Borough should aim towards becoming self-sustaining. These same Members
supported the idea that new housing should be warm and cheap to heat and suggested
that renewable energy infrastructure should be located in the best / most appropriate
places and also smaller scale infrastructure (e.g. solar panels) should be provided as
part of new development. This aspect was also raised by other Members who
supported the installation of solar panels on the roofs of factories as an ideal way of
boosting renewable energy supply. Some Members indicated that they felt wind
turbines were inappropriate in West Lancashire due to their visual impact upon the
Green Belt.

All Members expressed the opinion that flood resilience is important within West
Lancashire and that homes in particular need to be safe. Some Members suggested that
it may be possible to build within Flood Zones, provided precautions were taken in
terms of construction methods — for example potentially the use of ‘raft’ foundations.
However, it was recognised that the engineering costs of designing out flooding could
be significant.
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Some Members stated that the Council should avoid homogenous development and
encourage variety. It was suggested that perhaps some ‘quirky’ features which
distinguish places and create a sense of distinct place could be embraced. This has been
the case across the Borough in the past.

Feedback from Parish Councils

Comments from the Parish Council Forum on environmental issues were based around
flood risk, including the conflict and tension that exists in relation to development in
Flood Zones. Concern was expressed that development should not take place in areas
subject to a higher risk of flooding, but it was also recognised that without any
development in Flood Zones 2 or 3, villages in the Borough may well suffer without any
new build. A lack of new families in the area could result in villages ‘dying’, schools
closing, etc.

Parish Councillors were keen to emphasise that flooding incidences cannot only be
attributed to coastal and fluvial flooding, but are also due to drainage issues, surface
water and problems with United Utilities’ (UU) infrastructure. Concern was expressed
at the lack of existing procedure to rectify this. There was particular concern about the
threat posed by pumps being turned off by the Environment Agency in the Alt-Crossens
river catchment area and the impact this may have on future business investment
decisions in the affected area.

Written comments on the Environmental Policy Options Paper were received from
three Parish Councils.

In relation to local nature sites, two supported the continuation of the Local Nature
Conservation Sites designation (Option 1) while the remaining one supported the
removal of this designation and the incorporation of these sites within the
Environmental Network (Option 2).

In relation to renewable energy generation, two Parish Councils supported the
designation of specific areas for renewable energy infrastructure (Option 1) while one
supported a combination of the two proposed options.

With regards to sustainable design and construction features or measures, two Parish
Council responses favoured a combination of Option 1 and 3 which would see both the
incorporation of sustainable design and construction features or measures on some
sites with an additional policy requiring a contribution towards a central fund for
sustainable construction and design. The other response favoured solely Option 3. An
additional comment came from one Parish Council who felt that smaller developments
should also be required to make some contribution towards features which would
encourage an active lifestyle.
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Feedback from Public Workshops

The value of local nature sites was made clear at most of the public consultation
workshops. The importance of large, designated sites of the Ribble Estuary and Martin
Mere to nature and tourism was recognised by many, however local people also keenly
highlighted a variety of smaller sites which they valued for a number of reasons. Some
examples were Mere Sands Wood in Burscough and Beacon Park near Skelmersdale.
These sites were valued for their own sake — for nature value — but also for their
associated recreational value. For this reason, a number of people supported improved
access to these and other sites. In the Northern Parishes the new path across Ribble
Marshes was praised for opening up this area to visitors and local people alike. People
in Skelmersdale in particular called for improved access for all to areas of the Tawd
Valley.

Associated with this desire for improved access to green areas was a wish to see better
use of underused or waste land for the benefit of local people —e.g. as allotments.

In relation to improving nature value in West Lancashire, concern was raised across a
number of workshops about the negative impact of farming on biodiversity. Specific
issues included the removal of hedgerows which provide valuable wildlife habitats.
Most agreed that hedgerows should be given more protection.

A number of people appreciated the importance of wildlife corridors to species
movement and survival. Some saw the potential of linking this concept to that of the
proposed and developing linear parks across the Borough. The concept was recognised
by many of those attending the workshops and viewed as having future potential. Some
saw the provision of linear parks and as a means by which the impact of future
development could be mitigated.

A clear message through many workshops was that consideration of the environment
when providing new development is vitally important. There was a call for
improvement of the environment when surrounding sites are developed, rather than it
being forgotten or pushed to the bottom of a list of priorities. There was a consensus
across most events that measures supporting biodiversity and improved habitats for
wildlife should be built into new developments. These could include features such as
bat bricks and bird nesting boxes or simply the retention of existing habitats or natural
features such as groups of trees, ponds and hedges.

There was a general consensus that renewable energy was a positive means of
supplying our energy needs. However there was a divide over which forms of
renewable energy generation would be most effective and acceptable and the scale of
the provision and concentration of such infrastructure. Some gave their support to any
form of renewable energy, believing more should be done to encourage this ‘clean’
form of energy generation. This belief was often based upon the attitude that
renewable energy infrastructure is at least reversible (even turbines), unlike other
forms of generation such as nuclear. There was wider support for the inclusion of
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turbines in more industrial areas. Several people who attended the Skelmersdale
workshop claimed that they had become accustomed to the ‘Walker’s’ turbine since it
had been installed. Others were more cautious about the impact of wind energy —
especially the visual impacts of larger solar farms and wind turbines. In relation to solar
farms, some saw little impact on the local environment since land can still be used for
grazing and their installation is reversible. Those against were more fearful of losing
valuable agricultural land.

There was more general support for the inclusion of renewable energy generation as
part of new development — particularly solar panels on new housing or warehousing
and retail developments. The latter was seen as having particular potential and least
impact on people. There was suggestions at all of the events concerning new and
emerging renewable energy technologies — e.g. solar roof tiles and Ground Source Heat
Pumps as well as suggestions for more innovative solutions — e.g. harnessing tidal
power and using former mine shafts for geothermal energy. Several people at two
events felt that energy generated locally should benefit these local communities
specifically. There was general consensus that new development should be as energy
efficient as possible. Rising fuel costs were a particular concern in Skelmersdale. A
number of people at this workshop expressed the view that new homes should be as
cheap to heat as possible.

At the workshop events there was alarm almost universally expressed at the suggestion
that the Council should consider permitting development on Flood Zones 2 or 3. Some
individuals suggested that there could be some measures employed which may allow
some development within these areas (e.g. raised floor levels) but there was some
scepticism that this would provide an acceptable solution. Flooding from some source
or another was raised as an issue of concern in all of the areas, but was particularly
acutely felt in Burscough. There was an understanding in most cases that flooding was a
complex and multifaceted issue but many of those attending felt strongly that it needed
to be dealt with effectively as part of any future development. Suggestions for methods
of doing this included the use of SUDS and more greenery in general in order to help in
the natural absorption of water. A number of people recognised that there was a need
to deal with water effectively within households through efforts such as water
recycling.

In relation to the layout of new development there was some concern that there was
not sufficient space within recent housing developments for the creation of a
sufficiently green and pleasant environment. A number of people across several
workshops claimed that many new housing estates included too much obvious
hardstanding (generally tarmac). Along the same lines, out of a number of discussions
emerged a preference for hedges rather than harder boundaries such as fences or
walls. Wider ‘green’ boundaries, wildflower areas and open spaces were also seen as a
means of accommodating more wildlife in and around these developments.
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There was general support for improved links within and out of/in to new
developments by foot or bike. A lack of suitable pavements in new estates was raised a
number of times as this was felt to discourage pedestrians on safety grounds. An
absence of signage and legible routes was highlighted as a particular issue in
Skelmersdale which discourages walkers and cyclists. In terms of the provision of local
green spaces, the importance of small local play spaces for children within residential
areas was raised and suggested as an important way of providing children with an
opportunity for exercise, so promoting healthier lifestyles.

There were a number of discussions around the design of new housing and many felt
that in most cases the design of new homes was too ‘standard’, not distinctive enough
and did not reflect the style of their individual locality.

Other Feedback

Although beyond the scope of the Local Plan, one Parish Council response raised
concern about the environmental impact of ‘fracking’ on local wildlife, water supply and
general amenity in the Borough.

A separate Parish Council comment raised the issue of air quality and queried the
impact of tree and woodland schemes on improvements to air quality.
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Representations on Social Policy Options

This chapter summarises the representations made on the questions relating to the
Social Policy Options, which covered the following matters:

e Affordable housing

e Self and custom build housing

e (Caravan and houseboat accommodation

® The Skelmersdale housing market

e Social requirements of older people

e Accommodation for older people

e Houses in multiple occupation

e Off-campus, purpose-built student accommodation
¢ Accommodation for Travellers

Feedback from Online Surveys / Written Representations

27. Affordable Housing

There are various policy options to deliver affordable housing (‘AH’); several of these
can be used together. The options are:

e Option 1: Do nothing, i.e. have no policy on AH
e Option 2: Continue with the usual ‘percentage’ approach to AH policy

e Option 3: Carry on with a broadly similar policy to policy RS2 of the current Local
Plan with geographical and percentage variation between schemes

e Option 4: Add more detail to the Local Plan policy e.g. on house sizes and tenures
e Option 5: Allocate specific sites for 100% AH schemes

e Option 6: Allow AH in locations where general market housing would not be
permitted

e Option 7: Allow for more flexibility when delivering AH as part of larger market
housing developments

® Option 8: Have greater flexibility in what the Council defines as AH

Which option(s) for the approach towards AH policy do you think is (are) the most
appropriate for West Lancashire? Why?

A total of 26 responses were received to this question from members of the public and
other stakeholders via the online surveys and paper representation forms. The eight
options were not necessarily mutually exclusive, and responses favoured a variety of
options, either single options or hybrids of several options, for example options 2-4, and
/ or 5-8. Option 1 received the least support (2 respondents); Options 2, 8 and 3 were
the most popular (10, 8 and 7 ‘votes’ respectively); Options 4, 5 and 7 had support from
6 respondents, and Option 6 had 5 respondents’ support.
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The comments made by representors included the following:

e 100% AH allocations need to have a high probability of being delivered;

e Steer away from creating ‘sink estates’ (i.e. mix AH with market housing);

® Greater weight should be given to schemes which meet the full AH requirements;
® |tisimportant to have a robust evidence base to back up AH policies;

e Option 3: Any policy needs flexibility to apply during a long plan period;

e QOption 8: There are many AH needs, the definition of AH should be broad;

e Off-site contributions via commuted sums should be considered;

¢ The Community Infrastructure Levy is undermining viability, thus also AH provision;
® Look not just at affordability but also quality, choice, type, tenure and size;

e There is a need for one policy for rented AH and another policy for AH for purchase.

28 Demand for self- and custom-build housing

The options for self- and custom-build housing ('SCB housing') are as follow:

e QOption 1: Do not allocate any sites for SCB housing

e QOption 2: Set aside parts of larger allocated housing sites for SCB plots

® Option 3: Identify and allocate small sites for SCB dwellings in line with demand

Do you have an interest in building your own home? Which of the above policy options
for self and custom build housing do you think would help you to build your own home?
Why?

18 responses were received to question 28, with 4 favouring Option 1, one favouring
Option 2, and 6 favouring Option 3. One respondent was of the opinion that none of
the options should be pursued, but that there should be flexibility in policy to allow for
SCB housing if needed. The House Builders Federation advised that setting aside part of
a large site for SCB housing could impact on the whole site’s viability and delivery.
Another respondent advised that SCB properties should be environmentally
sustainable.
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29 : Demand for alternative residential accommodation
In terms of meeting the needs of caravan / houseboat dwellers, the options are:

e QOption 1: Allow for caravan or houseboat accommodation to come forward as the
market demands

e QOption 2: Allocate new sites, or land on the edge of existing sites, for additional
caravan-based accommodation or mooring berths.

e Option 3: Vary Green Belt policy on a site-specific basis, to allow for expansion or
intensification of residential caravan sites or mooring berths to meet identified
needs

Which of the above policy options do you think would best ensure the right amount of
pitches or berths are made available for caravans and houseboats? Why?

18 comments were made on question 29, with five respondents favouring Option 1,
four favouring Option 2, three favouring Option 3, and one favouring a mix of all three
options. Several people were of the view that allowing these forms of accommodation
would provide people with the opportunity to downsize, thereby freeing up market
housing. There were varying opinions about whether or not to relax Green Belt policy
to meet these needs. It was advised that, as canal boat occupiers require the facilities
found at marinas, that their needs should be met on the edge of existing marinas.

30 The Skelmersdale housing market

The options to address the issues relating to the Skelmersdale housing market are:

e Option 1: Continue to relax, or further relax policy requirements for housing sites in
Skelmersdale

e QOption 2: Base the Local Plan Review strategy on the regeneration and expansion of
Skelmersdale

Which policy option for addressing the issue of relative market weakness in
Skelmersdale do you think is the most appropriate? Why?

With respect to addressing the relative underperformance in the Skelmersdale housing
market, 31 responses were received. 10 expressed a preference for Option 2; 2 for
Option 1, and at least 3 for a blend of the options. Various comments were made on
the Skelmersdale market and associated issues, which can be summarised as follows:

e |f Option 1 is pursued, environmental protection policies should not be relaxed, nor
should open space policies, nor CIL where applicable (as infrastructure is needed),
but affordable housing requirements can be further relaxed. Option 1 should
include wider community benefits;

® One needs to look not just at housing, but how infrastructure will be provided to
create sustainable communities; policy in relation to infrastructure provision should
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not be relaxed. One should also investigate providing incentives to develop, for
example fast-track planning arrangements;

Housing and employment investment around Skelmersdale can act as a ‘catalyst’ for
regeneration within the town. Develop the ‘easier’ sites first, then once the town
centre is delivered, develop housing within the town. The town centre needs to be
more than a retail park. A range of housing is required for the town, including for
second and third time buyers, to be integrated with jobs provided;

Conversely, some expressed the view that recent policy has not worked and it is
‘time to move on to other areas’ or to ‘start from scratch’, that expanding a
deprived area will make it worse, and that a strategy to focus development on the
town will not deliver any significant or necessary levels of development.

31 The social requirements of older people

With respect to the ‘social needs’ of older people, the options are:

Option 1: A general ‘sustainable development’ policy which directs new development
to places where services and facilities are available

Option 2: Allocate specific sites in appropriate locations for services and facilities.

Option 3: Prepare an Area Action Plan or similar document to ensure facilities are
provided as part of any very large new developments

Which policy options for the approach towards the social requirements of older people
do you think is the most appropriate for the Local Plan? Why?

29 stakeholders responded to this question, 10 expressing a preference for Option 1,

two for Option 2, and two for Option 3, as well as one person opting for a combination

of Options 1 and 2, and one opting for Option 1, backed up by 2 and 3.

Specific comments made on this topic are summarised thus:

Accommodation needs to be integrated with the community and / or with new
development; older people should not be ‘shipped off’, away from their homes and
families; special developments only for older people carry a risk of ‘ghettoization’;

Conversely, support was expressed by one respondent for a retirement village;
It is important that health, transport and consumer facilities are readily available;

There is no need for an elderly-specific sustainable development policy (Option 1),
as sustainable development should run through the whole Local Plan;

Option 3: a new approach is needed as there is an insufficient range of suitable
types of development; specialist schemes tend to be exclusive;

Whilst the objectives are supported, the Local Plan should not be prescriptive as to
how these should be achieved;

Liaison with the Lancashire County Council Public Health Team is recommended.
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6.9

6.10

6.11

32 Residential accommodation for older people

With respect to the accommodation requirements for older people, the options are:

® Option 1: Have no specific policy, but let the market deliver appropriate
accommodation in line with local demand

e QOption 2: Continue the current approach, i.e. require that a percentage of new
dwellings be designed specifically to accommodate the elderly

e QOption 3: In conjunction with the above, provide a tighter definition of what
constitutes ‘housing designed specifically to accommodate the elderly’

e Option 4: Adopt one or both of the optional Technical Standards for new houses

e Option 5: Require adherence to, or at least that regard be had to, the HAPPi
(Housing our Ageing Population: Panel for Innovation) Design Principles

e QOption 6: Allocate specific sites for elderly accommodation

e QOption 7: Adopt the more general policy approach of promoting ‘Lifetime
Neighbourhoods’

Which policy option(s) for providing accommodation for older people would you
therefore prefer?

The options set out in question 32 are not mutually exclusive, so several of the overall
33 responses involved the choice of two or more options. Options 2, 5 and 7 received 7
‘ticks” each, followed by Options 6, 4, 1 and 3 with 6, 5, 4 and 3 ‘ticks’ respectively. Four
other respondents expressed a preference for bungalows.

Several representors advised that older people’s needs vary between individuals and
over time, and therefore the ways of meeting needs also vary considerably, requiring a
‘mix and match’ approach, rather than ‘one size fits all’. As a general principle, people
want the right to choose whether to stay at home (independently, or with support) and
when (or if) to move into specialist accommodation. The types of accommodation
included sheltered or retirement housing, Extra Care, adaptable dwellings (satisfying
Building Regulations M4(2) or M4(3)), and extra care villages. One developer suggested
‘downsizer units, made available to older people in the first instance.

Other comments included recommendations to liaise with LCC Public Health, and to
follow the advice in the ‘Housing for Later Life: Planning Ahead for Specialist Housing
for Older People’ toolkit and suggested policy wording. Two respondents opposed the
application of Technical Standards, as well as the HAPPi principles, citing the Housing
Standards Review which recommended minimising the application of standards, instead
favouring a permissive policy which facilitates provision of suitable accommodation.
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6.12

6.13

33 Provision of Houses in Multiple Occupation (HMOs) in Ormskirk

In terms of future policy to address the issues relating to HMOs, the key options are:

e Option 1: Expand the ‘Article 4 area' and the area to which the HMO percentage
policy applies, to include neighbouring settlements

e QOption 2: Revoke the Article 4 Direction and policy RS3, and have no policy

e QOption 3: Decrease the HMO limit from current levels on all or specific streets to a
lower percentage, potentially even down to 0%

® Option 4: Increase the HMO limit from current levels on all or specific streets to a
higher percentage.

Which key policy option with regard to the issue of control over HMOs in Ormskirk do
you think is the most appropriate? Why? Are there any other policy options or minor
changes that should also be considered?

15 responses were received to question 33. 7 favoured Option 1, followed by 3 in

favour of Option 2, and 2 in favour of Option 4. Specific points made were as follows:

® In preparing a new policy, it is necessary to know student accommodation supply
and demand, and to have flexibility for the future if a long plan period is chosen;

® |f HMO provision is restricted, the Council should ensure student accommodation
needs are met some other way, taking account of the University’s aspirations;

e Consider a student quarter in Skelmersdale, with good public transport links to the
University.

34 Provision of off-campus purpose-built student accommodation in Ormskirk
With regard to the provision of purpose built student accommodation, the options are:

e Option 1: Continue with the current policy approach of restricting off-campus
purpose-built student accommodation unless strict criteria are met.

e QOption 2: Relax policy to allow purpose-built student accommodation away from the
University Campus.

e QOption 3: Allocate specific sites for off-campus student accommodation, whilst
restricting 'unplanned' developments elsewhere.

e Option 4: Tighten the current policy to severely, or entirely, restrict off-campus,
purpose-built student accommodation.

Which policy option for off-campus, purpose-built student accommodation do you think
is the most appropriate for Ormskirk / West Lancashire? Why?

Of the 20 responses to this question, six favoured Option 1; six favoured Option 3; two
favoured Option 2; and one favoured Option 4. Three respondents expressed the view
that accommodation should be provided on campus as far as is possible. Edge Hill

University’s (EHU) agent advised that EHU remains committed to providing on-campus
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accommodation, but would also like to explore building some units in Ormskirk centre.
Two respondents expressed concern about the impact on town centre shops; another
stated that students / graduate can have a positive effect on town centres. Other
locations suggested for sites included ‘scrubland out of town’, Skelmersdale, land in
low- or non-residential areas, and land released from the Green Belt. It was advised
that regard be had to transport and access to basic services when choosing sites.

35 Delivering suitable accommodation for travellers
The options for providing traveller accommodation are:

e Option 1: Allow the travellers based at present in West Lancashire to stay on their
(currently unauthorised) sites.

e Option 2: When allocating new sites for other development in the Borough, set aside
part of those sites for travellers

e Option 3: Compulsory Purchase suitable sites in order to allocate them for Travellers

Which policy option(s) for addressing the issue of meeting traveller accommodation
needs do you think is (are) the most appropriate for West Lancashire? Why?

6.14 17 responses were provided to question 35. Option 1 was the most popular, with 7
‘votes’; Option 3 had 4 ‘votes’ and Option 2 just a single vote.

® |nterms of Option 1, one respondent suggested flood risk was not an issue, as
caravans could be moved if floods were imminent. The Environment Agency,
conversely, advised that allocating sites in Flood Zone 3 is contrary to the NPPF;

e For Option 2, the view was expressed that locating Travellers adjacent to housing
would not work;

® For Option 3, CPO should only be used as a last resort if negotiation did not work;

® Any allocated sites should have a ‘contract’ that they be well maintained.

Feedback from West Lancashire Borough Council Members

6.15 At their forum, Council Members discussed affordable housing, accommodation for the
elderly, and provision for Travellers.

6.16 There were differing views between Members concerning affordable housing. Some
held the view that the current policy should be continued, that there should be more
social rented and / or Council housing, that sites should be allocated for 100%
affordable housing schemes, including on Council-owned land, and that the use of
commuted sums for off-site provision was not supported. Others considered that
affordable housing distorts the market, which should be allowed to ‘run its course’,
that there were plenty of cheap (i.e. affordable) properties in Skelmersdale, that there
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should be no sites for 100% affordable housing schemes, but that affordable units
should be ‘pepper-potted’ through developments.

6.17 All Members were of the view that the emphasis on viability was undermining the
policy, and that there was no ‘one size fits all’ approach.

6.18 In terms of accommodation for the elderly, Members agreed there was a need for a
policy, although it could be amended, for example by providing a tighter definition of
‘accommodation for the elderly’. There was consensus that there is no ‘one size fits all’
approach, that people generally would prefer to live in their own homes, rather than
move to a care home (etc.), and that bungalows were desirable, but in short supply.
There is also a short supply of suitable properties to enable older people to downsize,
both privately and Council-owned. In terms of ‘institutions’, the view was expressed
that large developments such as Brookside in Ormskirk are the way forward. It was
recommended that good practice elsewhere be observed and emulated.

6.19 In relation to accommodation for Travellers, it was pointed out that there are different
types of Travellers, and that seeking to accommodate them all on one site would not
work. The question was asked whether there would be any harm in allowing existing
Travellers to stay on the sites they currently occupy. Members considered that setting
aside part of a site allocation for Travellers would be unlikely to be successful, and that
compulsory purchase looked to most realistic option, with brownfield sites favoured
over greenfield.

Feedback from Parish Councils

6.20 Online representations on (a selection of) the Social Policy Options were made by 5
Parish Councils (Aughton, Burscough, Halsall, Lathom, Scarisbrick, Up Holland). As
stated earlier, 8 Parish Councils (PCs) were represented at the forum, and in total, 10
different Parish Councils made comments on the Social Policy Options as part of the
Issues and Options consultation.

6.21 Five PCs responded online to question 27 on affordable housing (AH); the matter was
also discussed at the PC forum. The following comments were made:

e Small clusters of AH in rural settlements to meet local needs enable communities to
remain intact (Options 5 and 6);

e The current definition of AH is not fit for purpose (Option 8);

¢ In the light of the local need for AH, housing schemes that include AH should be
prioritised;

e AH should be encouraged without being prescriptive as to the amount / type, to
reflect the differing needs of different areas;

® |tis extremely important to create and retain housing within the reach of first time
buyers, as well as those with special needs;
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6.22

6.23

6.24

6.25

6.26

6.27

e There is a need for affordable housing to enable children who have grown up in a
village to stay in the area, and that a good mix of types / tenures is important.

In terms of self and custom build (SCB) housing (question 28), four PCs responded. Two
chose Option 3: Allocate sites for SCB housing; one chose a combination of Option 2:
Have SCB plots on larger allocated sites, and Option 3. Burscough Parish Council (BPC)
supported SCB housing as an opportunity to create something out of the ordinary.

For question 29: caravan and houseboat accommodation, three PCs gave views; one
supported Option 1: Leave to the market; one supported Option 3: Vary Green Belt
policy. BPC pointed out that these types of accommodation could provide low cost
homes, but could lead to a loss of holiday homes, a growth area in the visitor economy.
BPC expressed the view that there may be a need for a marina at Burscough.

Three PCs commented on the Skelmersdale housing market (question 30). Up Holland
PC did not support Option 1: Relaxation of (developer contribution) policies in
Skelmersdale, adding that market weakness provides housing for people on low
incomes. BPC supported Option 2; Halsall PC supported both Options 1 and 2.

At the Parish Council forum, Parish Councillors made the following points about the
ageing population:

e People want suitable accommodation in their local areas to enable them to
downsize (and also accommodation for young people / families to ‘get onto the
housing ladder’), rather than more large executive homes. The current trend of
replacing bungalows with larger houses should be resisted;

e We should provide for older people to stay in the settlement where they live;

e There is a desire for bungalows, and for multi-occupancy facilities (spread around
the Borough); a mix of ages helps community cohesion.

Three PCs commented online regarding policies for older people (questions 31 and 32).
Halsall PC supported the allocation of specific sites for services and facilities; Burscough
PC advised that old people generally have no wish to be segregated. In terms of
accommodation, there was support for Option 2: Continue the current policy; Option 3:
Provide a tighter definition of ‘accommodation for the elderly’; Option 4: Application of
Technical Standards on accessibility; Option 6: Allocate sites for elderly (and affordable)
accommodation; and Option 7: Promote ‘Lifetime Neighbourhoods’.

With regard to student accommodation (question 33), Burscough PC supported the
expansion of the ‘Article 4 area’ (Option 1) for HMOs to Burscough; Halsall and Up
Holland PCs also supported Option 1, although they did not specify any additional areas
to which the Article 4 Direction would apply. For off-campus purpose-built
accommodation, Halsall PC chose Option 2: Relax current policy, whereas Up Holland
PC chose Option 1: Continue with the current policy.
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6.28 The same three PCs responded to question 34 (Traveller accommodation). Halsall PC
considered Option 1: Allow Travellers to remain on current sites to be the most optimal;
Burscough and Up Holland PCs chose Option 3: Use of compulsory purchase powers.

Feedback from Public Workshops

6.29 At the public workshops, social policy option questions were asked in relation to
affordable housing, self and custom build housing, student accommodation, and
housing and facilities for the elderly.

6.30 Eight recurring points were made with regard to affordable housing (AH):

* AH needs to be provided where there is infrastructure, facilities, and employment;

e AHis needed in order to allow people to stay in the area where they grew up;

* AH needs to be genuinely affordable; some AH products are expensive;

® Factors such as Right to Buy have worsened the affordability situation;

e |t was asked whether the Council could build affordable properties for rent or sale;

* There is a need for a mix of different types, sizes and tenures of affordable housing;

e Cheaper accommodation exists in Skelmersdale. Some recommended that people
should move there; others considered this was an unreasonable expectation;

® There was a desire that the Council enforce AH percentages; the viability argument
appears to undermine AH provision.

6.31 Self and custom build (SCB) housing was only discussed briefly, and only at two
workshops. People were generally supportive of the concept, and considered that
small sites should be allocated for SCB housing, maybe with land being provided at a
discount or free of charge to encourage this type of housing.

6.32 Student accommodation was discussed only at the Ormskirk workshop. The main
points raised were:

® Policy RS3 has made some impact, but 2-student properties ‘fall under its radar’ and
can have a significant cumulative impact;

® Some considered the HMO limit should be 0%; others considered 5% was
reasonable;

® Policy RS3 only takes into consideration HMOs on the same street. There can be
impact from HMOs to the rear or side of a property on different streets; this should
be taken into account when assessing HMO proposals;

® There was a discussion as to the benefits or otherwise of students and the
University in general. Negative effects included parking issues and students’
exemption from Council Tax; positive effects included expenditure in the town;

® On-campus accommodation was generally preferred to off-campus; first years
should all be accommodated on campus; this may ‘free up” HMOs for general use.
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6.33

The topic of accommodation for the elderly raised much interest at each workshop, the

main points made being:

People are active until old age; they want to retain their independence and stay in
their houses, therefore adaptable properties are necessary;

There is a need for suitable properties for people to downsize into, both affordable
accommodation (which is considered to be lacking), and ‘quality’ units;
Older people’s housing needs to be located within easy reach of services and

facilities and / or good public transport;

Old people generally do not want to live within an ‘enclave’, but to be integrated
with the wider community: on the whole, mixed communities were considered
better, although there was some desire for quiet cul-de-sac type developments;

There needs to be a mix of types of old people’s housing, from adaptable ‘standard’
market houses, through bungalows (which received widespread support, and
preference to multi-storey developments) to schemes with on-site care;

There was also support for a mix of ages, combining old people’s housing with
affordable housing, and properties for first time buyers;

As with affordable housing, there was a call for the Council to build accommodation
for the elderly.
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7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

7.6

Representations on Spatial Portrait

This chapter provides an overview of the representations made on the questions
relating to the Spatial Portrait (questions 4-6 of the online survey). The Spatial Portrait
summarises the key data for the Borough and, from that evidence, purports to describe
each of the different areas of the Borough and identify the key planning-related issues
across West Lancashire.

4. Spatial Portrait

Is there any data or evidence available that we haven’t referred to in the Spatial Portrait
Paper? If so, can you provide us with it or tell us where we can access it?

Representors agreed with most of the conclusions presented through the spatial
portrait, particularly in relation to issues like the ageing population. Nonetheless, there
were suggestions of data or evidence that could be included through future iterations.

It was considered that the Local Plan was correct in identifying the regeneration of
Skelmersdale Town Centre as an important objective and suggested evidence should be
collated to evidence the leakage of expenditure from Skelmersdale to other areas, the
loss of high street retailers, and lost ground in the national retail rankings. This was to
show that the Concourse needs protecting as per the current Policy SP.2.

Some felt that the data presented through the Spatial Portrait is inconsistent,
particularly regarding Up Holland and Bickerstaffe where data on those areas is
provided separately to Skelmersdale and at other times combined with Skelmersdale. It
is considered that Up Holland and Bickerstaffe are different in character to
Skelmersdale and should be treated separately. Summary statements cannot therefore
accurately reflect the area as a whole.

There were complaints that there was no mention of fracking and the negative impacts
it would have on tourism, agriculture and the environment. Halsall Parish Council
provided links to evidence from USA research on the damage caused by fracking.
Separate links were also provided to data on soil health, peat loss, and water level
management in the Alt-Crossens catchment by the Lancashire Wildlife Trust.

There were demands for the results of the HEDNA and Liverpool City Region SHELMA to
feature in later iterations of the Spatial Portrait. Some also wanted the Spatial
Framework proposals of Greater Manchester and Liverpool, when adopted, to feature
in the Portrait and CPRE (Campaign to Protect Rural England) provided links to evidence
rebutting the need for extensive Green Belt release in those areas. Some respondents
considered that cross-boundary issues should be emphasised more strongly — felt to be
particularly important given West Lancashire’s geographical proximity to larger urban
areas and the Liverpool City Region.

Page 83




West Lancashire Local Plan Review — Issues and Options — Consultation Feedback Report June 2017

7.7

7.8

7.9

7.10

7.11

7.12

7.13

7.14

One representor requested data be sought that identifies the percentages of pupils at
primary and secondary levels travelling out of Skelmersdale to reach education, as they
considered parents are choosing to send their children to schools outside the town.

Some representors felt that more emphasis should be given to the importance of
agricultural and food production and its value to the local economy and provided links
to BRES and ONS data sources.

There were requests for more local infrastructure studies — including road traffic
assessments in the northern parishes. Burscough Parish Council offered evidence of
flooding which they considered is not adequately covered in the evidence base.

Some representors stated that the Spatial Portrait made insufficient reference to the
importance of buildings as heritage assets and buildings at risk. It was considered
important to explain the contribution of the historic environment to the character of an
area, its economic well-being and the quality of life of its communities.

Finally, others suggested that the evidence should include reference to playing pitch
strategy and other health related strategies. The Council’s Economic Development
Strategy (2015) should be included within the Spatial Portrait.

5. Spatial Portrait (ii)

Does the Spatial Portrait match your experience of West Lancashire or the area you live,
work or visit within West Lancashire. If not, what’s different?

Most people concurred with the Spatial Portrait. However, a small number of
comments made suggestions for improvement and minor corrections.

Some representors felt that the Portrait does not reflect all areas accurately — for
example, analysis using ward boundaries merges deprived areas with affluent areas to
blur evidence whilst Ormskirk and Aughton have been merged for administrative and
political purposes which has resulted in the erosion of Aughton’s identity as a village in
its own right. Similarly, some respondents considered that Up Holland should not be
considered as part of Skelmersdale’s whole but be a separate entity geographically and
culturally. It was felt that the inclusion of Bickerstaffe and Up Holland with
Skelmersdale as a single coherent area does not facilitate easy analysis of data and
statements do not apply across all areas; the data is too generalised.

There were calls that the Portrait should provide greater commentary on the linkages
between West Lancashire and other local authority areas and communities. It was also
considered that more should be made of green infrastructure and more said about the
importance of agriculture and food production. Representors wished to emphasise the
poor infrastructure in the northern parishes — including roads, low water pressure and
often reduced bus services and health services. They also emphasised the need for
development to support economic growth, sustain local services and facilities.
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7.15

7.16

7.17

7.18

7.19

7.20

Representors said the Portrait alluded to the need for the regeneration of Skelmersdale
town centre but did not adequately express the urgent requirement to deliver a
credible evening economy and improve the town centre environment. Others felt that
the Portrait should provide a description and assessment of the historic environment in
the Borough and the contribution it makes in each area.

There were some minor corrections requested, including:

e Ravenhead brickworks is a SSSI for its geology rather than wildlife;

e Correction within last sentence relating to Wrightington Bar Pasture SSSI and its
biological importance;

e Statement relating to the Borough having “the highest total areas of Wildlife Trust
reserves in the county” should be corrected as it is incorrect.

6. Key Issues

Have we identified the correct key issues? Are there any others we’ve missed out? What
about the issues related to each area — do they correspond with your understanding of
those areas?

Again, most respondents agreed that the Spatial Portrait identified the correct key
issues for the Borough, including the need for affordable housing, sustainable
development and the issues relating to an increasing, ageing population. Although it
was proposed that the Portrait should explicitly acknowledge how issues interlink; for
example, the link between the growth in ageing population and the decline in the
working age population and how this impacts on the need to boost economic
development.

Some respondents suggested that the enhancement of waterways and the prevention
of fracking should be listed as issues. Some felt that the current Portrait only addresses
international biodiversity issues, but should instead look spatially at ecology in
strategic/wider landscape terms across the whole of the borough and into adjoining
authorities and better integrate networks and green infrastructure. Other respondents
suggested that the Council should consider the possibility of creating new garden/green
villages which are currently being promoted by DCLG.

Some respondents suggested that a new issue should be ensuring that new
development in Skelmersdale town centre does not result in the decline of the
remainder of the town centre (Concourse). The completion of Skelmersdale Town
Centre should be linked with the creation of an attractive, accessible Tawd Valley Park.

Respondents considered that the issue of safety, crime, community safety and reducing
hospital admissions for violent crime should be addressed through the design of safe
and accessible environments.
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7.21

7.22

7.23

7.24

7.25

There was re-emphasis that education provision needs to be reviewed once housing
sites have been determined and should therefore be an issue for consideration.
Provision of employment opportunities and the provision of a support context to
attract businesses (housing, training, attractive environment) should also be an
important issue. Development opportunities should be maximised along the M58
corridor.

Some respondents considered greater consideration should be given to the public
transport provision issues (including bus services, connectivity, Skelmersdale rail station
proposals) and its interrelation with new development so as not to compound existing
problems. It was also suggested that air quality management should be an issue to
address.

Respondents suggested that the disparity between Skelmersdale and the remainder of
the Borough needs to be stressed and addressed more effectively.

Respondents thought that cross-boundary issues and the role of West Lancashire in the
Liverpool City Region should be given greater emphasis.

Respondents considered that the emerging Local Plan should ensure it encourages
sustainable development, and reduces any impact on the environment locally,
regionally, nationally and internationally, so that we can all live sustainably. As with the
previous questions, respondents suggested that protecting agricultural land should be a
key issue as it is of national, not just regional, importance. Others reminded that there
is no mention of key heritage assets or the historic environment.
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8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4

8.5

Duty to Co-operate

Ten organisations that are covered by the Duty to Co-operate, as well as a further three
that are key stakeholders related to strategic and / or cross boundary issues, responded
to the Local Plan Review: Issues & Options Consultation. Where these organisations
made specific comments on individual issues, these have been covered in the relevant
sections above. However, it is important to specifically identify the key Duty to Co-
operate issues that have been raised by these organisations at this early stage of the
Local Plan Review against the Strategic Priorities set out in NPPF paragraph 156. This
section of the Consultation Feedback Report therefore identifies the key Duty to Co-
operate Issues raised.

Homes and Jobs

In general, the key issues that tend to be relevant to this NPPF Strategic Priority are
those of the delivery of housing and employment opportunities, and issues that derive
from the relationship between these two factors (such as commuting ratios). As such,
the Council is seeking to address these key issues together through the Liverpool City
Region Strategic Housing and Employment Land Market Assessment (SHELMA) but,
given this assessment is still being prepared by the City Region Authorities (including
West Lancashire Borough Council (WLBC)), some of the Council’s neighbouring
authorities have made comments on this issue.

Sefton Council have raised the potential issue that they may not be able to meet all of
their long-term housing and employment land needs within Sefton and so WLBC may
need to consider whether it can accommodate any of this long-term need. However,
Sefton cannot quantify what this long-term need may be at the current time. Sefton
also consider that, should WLBC seek to meet any of Sefton’s longer-term needs, they
should be accommodated as close as possible to Southport (the area within Sefton
most constrained and unable to meet development needs). In addition, Sefton agrees
that some of the City Region’s need for large-scale B8 logistics development identified
in the SHELMA could be met in WLBC, along the M58.

Knowsley Council have confirmed that they do not require WLBC to meet any of their
development needs. St Helens Council have stated support for the identified
Objectively-Assessed Need for WLBC and have stated their willing ness to continue to
work with WLBC as both the St Helens and the West Lancashire Local Plans are
prepared to consider how each authority may help each other meet their objectively
assessed development needs.

Another factor in the delivery of homes and jobs is the length of the Local Plan period,
with the Council proposing two options —to 2037 or to 2050. Sefton and Knowsley
have both expressed some concern about planning beyond 2037, but Lancashire County
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8.6

8.7

8.8

8.9

Council (LCC) welcome the suggestion, as it could contribute to achieving wider
strategic economic and regeneration objectives.

Retail, Leisure and other Commercial Development

LCC provided comments on the retail options discussed in the Economic Policy Options
Paper, primarily in relation to seeking more sustainable and healthy living by reducing
the need for car-based journeys.

Infrastructure

Sefton and St Helens Councils both made comments on the need for any development
near to their boundaries to be planned with regard to cross-boundary impacts on
infrastructure, particularly in relation to highways, public transport and education.
LCC’s School Planning Team also provided detailed comments on planning for education
as part of the Local Plan Review in relation to how any increased demand for school
places will be identified and accommodated, in particular the difficulties of calculating
accurate pupil projections if the Local Plan were to cover a longer Plan period. LCC and
Highways England both commented on the need to continue to work with the Council
as the Local Plan Review progresses, to identify any impacts on the highways networks
in and around WLBC.

Health, security, community and cultural infrastructure

Several organisations made general comments on the need to ensure appropriate
provision of community and cultural infrastructure and to promote healthier lifestyles
through the way places are planned, including LCC and Sport England. However, these
issues, while important, are not necessarily relevant to the Duty to Co-operate as they
are not cross-boundary issues for WLBC, but they have been considered against the
relevant issues in the earlier sections of this report.

Climate change and natural and historic environment

As statutory consultees with responsibility for particular aspects of the natural and
historic environment, Natural England, the Environment Agency and Historic England
have all provided detailed comments on their respective areas of expertise, as have the
Lancashire Wildlife Trust, and these have been considered against the relevant issues in
the earlier sections of this report. However, with the exception of some localised
drainage / flooding issues and some ecological issues (mainly covered by the Habitats
Regulations Assessment), these issues are not cross-boundary issues and so are not
wholly relevant to the Duty to Co-operate.
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8.10

Summary

Those organisations who are affected by the Duty to Co-operate and have responded to
the Local Plan Review consultation have raised several relevant issues that will require
further consideration and discussion. Most crucially, the on-going co-operation with
neighbouring authorities on the provision of homes and jobs will shape the Local Plan
Review and will, in turn, have impacts on infrastructure provision within WLBC and its
neighbours, as well as having impacts on the environment which must be managed. As
the preferred strategic development option is selected and specific sites identified for
allocation to meet that preferred option, these issues will need to be considered further
with the relevant Duty to Co-operate bodies and infrastructure providers.
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9.

9.1

9.2

9.3

Developers Forum

A total of 45 developers and / or agents attended the forum, held at WLBC offices on 20
March 2017. At the forum, a number of set questions were asked, relating to key
issues, in order to generate discussion. The key issues, and the points made in response
by the attendees, are set out below.

Key Issue 1: Why West Lancashire?

West Lancashire is a missed opportunity — it enjoys a good position in the region, so
can sustain a good level of housing and economic development;

Market potential — the Borough has not fulfilled that potential because it is
restricted by the Green Belt, despite being reasonable location-wise;

Advantage of a University in Ormskirk;

M58 Corridor — this has good opportunities for logistics operations with the
Superport;

The Borough enjoys good infrastructure, albeit with some shortfalls, e.g. no station
at Skelmersdale;

Eastern Parishes doesn’t have enough population because the Green Belt is
constraining it; the area is deteriorating;

Opportunities exist for a new settlement option;

House builders need some commitment from the Council to invest; investment is
needed in Skelmersdale rail, Skelmersdale Town Centre, the West Lancashire Route
Management Strategy, and in water-related infrastructure.

Key Issue 2: How much new development?

The Plan should go for higher numbers to:

deliver economic growth and affordable housing need;
take advantage of the Superport;

satisfy NPPF which seeks positive opportunities for growth, as Cheshire East have
done;

let market decide — provide an over-supply to help deliver affordables and to
provide range and choice — market will move to West Lancs if there is a boost to
supply;

plan for longer-term in order to plan properly and release GB in one go (so don’t
have to have GB debate each Local Plan);

provide labour force to industrial areas (Knowsley Industrial Park works because
residential areas on doorstep, Castleford another good example).

However, there is a limit to the market, a ceiling (though its value is unknown; this is a
national issue) because of the limited number of housebuilders — this is even more so in
Skelmersdale, so a broader selection of market locations is needed. Skelmersdale Rail is
a game changer though and provides opportunities to make good new places in
outlying areas of Skelmersdale to raise this ceiling.
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9.4

9.5

9.6

9.7

Key Issue 3: Where should we put nhew development?

(The question posed was the same as Issues and Options consultation question 11.)

All 4 scenarios (reflect existing distribution, Key Service Centres, rural focus,
Skelmersdale focus); don’t concentrate on one area — all need to grow.

Make use of previously developed sites on brownfield land in the Green Belt; have a
more flexible policy for these.

Key Issue 4: What kind of employment development is needed and where?

The M58 Corridor is the best option, but this corridor needs to be defined.

Key Issue 5: Do we need sites for retail and town centre uses?

Skelmersdale needs more retail, so policy needs more flexibility to stop leakage of
food spend elsewhere.

Could also do with a non-food retail park.

Key Issue 6: Specialist Housing

- Need a cross section of accommodation types across the sites collectively

- Industry is nervous about compartmentalising people

- Could elderly housing be exempt from the Community Infrastructure Levy?

- Provision of affordable housing is driven by Registered Providers

- The house building industry is embracing Starter Homes and is ready to deliver
them

- Developers would welcome off-site delivery of affordable and specialist housing
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10.
10.1

Questionnaire work

This chapter provides a summary of the comments made during informal on-street
guestionnaires which were carried out over the course of 2-3 hours each in several
locations. These locations comprised Skelmersdale Concourse Shopping Centre
(Wednesday 19 April), Ormskirk Town Centre (Thursday 20 April), West Lancashire
College, Skelmersdale Campus (Wednesday 19 April) and Edge Hill University
(Wednesday 5 April). This form of consultation, and in these locations, was carried out
in order to gain the opinions of those who would not generally participate in Local Plan
consultations. The questionnaire was designed to be short, taking no more than five
minutes to answer, and the questions were tailored to the specific location. The
guestions asked are set out below, and this is followed by a summary of each
consultation event.

Edge Hill University

. What's the best thing about living in / studying in Ormskirk?

. What's the worst thing and what can we do about it?

* Would you consider living in Ormskirk or the surrounding area after you graduate?
° What would prevent you from doing this?

West Lancashire College (Skelmersdale Campus)

e What's the best thing about (living in) Skelmersdale? [OR, if not from Skelmersdale]
Why did you choose to come to West Lancs College?

® What is good about Skelmersdale?

e What would you do to improve Skelmersdale?

e Would you consider living in the area after you finish college? Why?

® What would stop you from choosing to live in the area?

Ormskirk Town Centre/Skelmersdale Concourse Shopping Centre

e What's the best thing about living in / visiting [Ormskirk/Skelmersdale]?

e What is the worst thing about living in / visiting [Ormskirk/Skelmersdale] and what
would you want the Council to do about it?

e  Where should the Council try to focus new development in the future? (3 options:
build as much as possible within the towns and villages; on the edge of towns and
villages; or by creating new towns and villages).

e What sort of new housing do you think is needed in [Ormskirk / Skelmersdale] or
wider West Lancs?

e What sort of business and job opportunities do you think that we need to attract to
[Ormskirk / Skelmersdale] or wider West Lancs?

e What infrastructure improvements are needed in Ormskirk/ West Lancs?
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10.3

10.4

10.5

10.6

Edge Hill University

25 responses were collected in total from students at Edge Hill University. The majority
of students spoken to had a positive view of Ormskirk as a town. Many of these cited
the smaller, market town feel as something they valued. Some used the word ‘friendly’
to describe the town and many valued its good transport links, particularly to Liverpool
City Centre. 16 of those asked thought that Ormskirk offered a reasonable range of
shops which provided them with what they needed day-to-day.

Of those who responded to the question concerning negative aspects of the town,
several expressed concern about the number of recent shop closures which had taken
place in the main shopping area. Some cited the lack of things to do, particularly leisure
facilities, as something they would like to see improved. A couple of responses
specifically highlighted the lack of a cinema in the town, necessitating a journey to
Southport. A similar number stated that it can be a confusing place to navigate by car
due to the one-way system. Lack of parking was also raised by two students who
travelled primarily by car to the University. A number of students living in the town
itself, rather than on the University campus, expressed concern about the cost of
student rental accommodation and the standard of these properties given the cost, for
example there can be issues of noise in some locations.

The majority of students surveyed did not anticipate staying in Ormskirk / West
Lancashire following graduation. Generally this was due to the ‘pull’ of their home town
and family ties, rather than any local issues ‘pushing’ them away. However there was a
general perception that the labour market in their home town / city offered more job
opportunities. Three students felt that moving to a larger city such as Liverpool or
Manchester would provide better job opportunities; a similar number had a specific
employment sector in mind, or a location that would take them away from the area.
One student expressed a desire to live and work abroad following graduation. However
ten students (most of whom already lived relatively locally) wished to remain in the
local area, if future employment offers allow. One trainee teacher stated that West
Lancashire has a number of good local schools and would thus be an attractive location.

West Lancashire College (Skelmersdale campus)

Thirty six responses were gathered during the consultation of students in Skelmersdale.
Twenty five of those interviewed were from the town itself with the remaining 11
travelling from elsewhere (mostly from within West Lancashire). Around eight
Skelmersdale residents interviewed did not like living in the area and did not highlight
any positive aspects of living there. However the remaining students mentioned some
positive features of the town which included the College, the availability of shops and a
green environment in which to live. Two students stated that they lived in a quiet area
which is something that they valued.

A number of suggestions were made by students concerning improvements that could
be made to the town. The overwhelming complaint was that there was not enough to
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10.7

10.8

10.9

10.10

10.11

10.12

10.13

do in the Town Centre of an evening. Students cited a lack of restaurants, cinemas, pubs
and other leisure activities. Several supported the idea of a train station opening in
Skelmersdale. 13 made comments in relation to infrastructure including roads, parks
and signage, complaining that these were poor and deteriorating. Three also would like
to see better sporting facilities provided in the town, whilst others are keen to see a
better range of shops provided within Skelmersdale.

Despite this, most of the students interviewed expressed a desire to continue living in
Skelmersdale after finishing at College. This was generally due to family connections or
ties within the town, although some cited the availability of housing as a reason for
staying. Amongst the reasons for wanting to leave was the presence of gangs in the
area and the feeling that it was not safe or desirable to go out of an evening and there
was no real destination to visit in the Town Centre.

Ormskirk Town Centre

A total of 30 people were interviewed in Ormskirk Town Centre on market day. Those
commenting commonly valued its character as a small ‘friendly’ market town with a
reasonable range of shops and good public transport connections to other areas of
Lancashire and Merseyside.

Negative issues raised by respondents typically concerned the number of town centre
shops that had recently closed. Some considered the area was declining, particularly
the range of shops. Four people felt that there were too many student properties in
what is a small town, impacting negatively on the local environment and mix of people
living there. One resident identified a lack of facilities for those with young children —
i.e. shops for baby clothes, a Children’s Centre or adequate play and nursery facilities.

When consulted on the location of future development in Ormskirk, five people felt
that the town centre was already too crowded in terms of development, and that there
were insufficient brownfield sites left to develop upon. These people also expressed
concern that any green sites should be considered for housing as they valued local
parks and green areas within the town.

In relation to the types of new housing that should be provided, over half of those who
commented highlighted a lack of first time buyer and/or affordable homes. Many felt
this section of the market had been ‘taken over’ and used as student homes.

When asked about employment and business and job opportunities, some felt that
there was a lack of support and accommodation for small, independent shops and
businesses in the town. Two people suggested that more employment space could be
established on the outskirts of the town or near the motorway, but others considered
that large scale employment was probably inappropriate for a town of Ormskirk’s size.

Responses in relation to infrastructure improvements focussed around traffic
congestion and parking with thirteen people raising this issue.
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10.15

10.16

10.17

10.18

10.19

Skelmersdale Concourse Shopping Centre

Sixteen responses were received during an on-street questionnaire session in the
Concourse Shopping Centre. Three people interviewed picked out the sense of
community and the people in their neighbourhoods as what they valued about
Skelmersdale. A similar number liked the green surroundings of the housing estates
and the fact that the town was surrounded by countryside. However in contrast, three
people stated that they didn’t enjoy living in the area and were looking to move out. A
small number of people interviewed were not Skelmersdale residents but had travelled
to the Concourse to use the shops and appreciated these facilities and the availability of
free parking.

Seven people when asked what improvements should be made to the area responded
that there was little to do of an evening in the town, specifically mentioning a lack of
bars and restaurants. This linked into the observation by several people that there was
a poor range and choice of shops in the Concourse and a number perceived this as
getting worse.

There was a mix of responses when people were asked where new development should
be located. Only one person supported the development of underused green spaces,
one suggested density of development could be increased while two felt that building
on the edge of the town was preferable.

Again, a mix of responses was received in response to the question about the sort of
housing that people felt would be required in the future. Most people suggested this
needed to be ‘affordable’ and three stated that more family homes were required. A
similar number claimed that there was a need for more bungalows and housing
specifically for older people. Three people expressed a wish to see more energy
efficient homes that were cheap to heat and run, highlighting the incidence of fuel
poverty in the area.

In relation to employment provision, people gave many different responses. Many felt
that a flexible approach was necessary to attract any business willing to invest in the
area. There was some concern expressed by three people that skills should match the
jobs available in the local area. One person suggested that providing a better evening
offer in terms of entertainment could improve job opportunities — for example in the
restaurant sector.

By far the most common response to the question concerning infrastructure
requirements in Skelmersdale was that the town needs a railway station. Almost
everyone questioned raised this topic. One person suggested that there was a need for
better sports facilities which can be used by all, but particularly young people.
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11.

111

11.2

11.3

Representations on other matters

In addition to the 37 consultation questions relating to the content of the four Options
Papers and the Spatial Portrait, comments were invited or permitted on other
supporting and / or evidence base documents, including the Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment Level 1, the Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability
Assessment, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan, and the Sustainability Appraisal. The
comments received, as well as general comments not included elsewhere in this report,
are summarised below.

Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (Level 1)

There were 8 responses to the Issues and Options public consultation that are of
relevance to the draft Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 1 (February 2017) which
provides evidence to inform the emerging Local Plan. Five responses were from
members of the public, two from Parish Councils and one from the Environment
Agency. Those responses can be summarised as follows:

e Rufford, Halsall and Burscough were considered to be areas at risk of local flooding.
Drainage was considered as being inadequate in Burscough and concerns were
expressed in relation to the impact of new development on surface water flooding
and flooding from sewers;

* The potential closure of pumping stations in the Alt-Crossens catchment area would
adversely affect agriculture, the wider economy, infrastructure and housing.

e Evidence of flooding is available that has not been adequately covered by the
evidence base. (NB Paragraph 7.1 of the draft SFRA indicates what official sources of
flooding are taken into account in the document);

e Whilst the SFRA is a very thorough review it takes no account of increased future
risk from flooding due to climate change. Extreme caution should be applied to
increasing development in high flood risk zones and the Local Plan should consider
the lifetime of housing development. Improved data may come to light during the
lifetime of the Plan;

* There will be a significant reduction in EA maintenance in the Alt-Crossens
catchment, withdrawing land drainage operations, and creating uncertainty. This
requires specific attention in the Local Plan and for the Council to fully engage with
partners. The increase in ground saturation and rising groundwater levels will be a
major issue with off-site flooding likely to become increasingly relevant.

In addition, a comment was received at the Rural East Public Workshop that the draft
SFRA also needed to take topography into account.
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11.5

11.6

Finally, the representation from the Environment Agency made several detailed
comments for amendment of the SFRA, including:

e Ormskirk is a high flood risk area. Add a comment about the interaction between
the older drainage systems and Sandy Brook;

® Parbold should be added as an area at risk from flooding. There are no flood
defences in the vicinity of Parbold;

e The SFRA should define Flood Zone 3b (functional floodplain);

e Commentary relating to flood risk management systems (part of section 8) should
be removed. The diversion of Calico Brook into East Quarry at Appley Bridge has
ceased.

Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA)

A ‘Call for Sites’ exercise was carried out seeking suggestions for suitable sites for
housing, employment, and other land uses, as part of the Local Plan Issues and Options
Consultation. People were also given the opportunity to comment on the methodology
and findings of the Draft Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability
Assessment (‘'SHELAA’).

This ‘Call for Sites” and consultation was extended to those on the Council’s Local Plan
Consultation Database, and also to people who owned, or who had submitted sites for
the SHELAA in previous ‘Calls for Sites’. Information requested included:

e Site specification — size, current uses, planning history

® Proposed uses —indication of capacity and potential timeframe for delivery

e Other information, e.g. on known constraints, viability.

11.7 The 2017 Call for Sites yielded a total of 15 new sites — 7 for housing only, 1 for

employment only, and 7 for mixed uses including employment.

11.8 The consultation on the Draft SHELAA also generated 42 responses in relation to

11.9

11.10

existing sites. These responses tended to involve the submission of additional
details on sites, including timescales for anticipated delivery, and supporting
information e.g. topographical surveys. However, much of the material received
simply reiterated information already contained within the existing site submission
forms.

The above submissions will be incorporated into the 2017 SHELAA, and will be reflected
in the final 2017 SHELAA report which will be published later in the year, and will inform
the next stage of the West Lancashire Local Plan Review.

Sustainability Appraisal

No specific representations were received on the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) per se,
although it was mentioned in two representations: one representor simply repeated
national policy and Regulations in stating that SA needs to be undertaken and that it
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should inform the Local Plan strategy; Lancashire County Council referred to the SA in

their comments on several Options questions:

Key Issues (question 6) — acknowledges that hospital admissions for violent crime is
listed as an indicator in the SA; this should influence urban design considerations;

Location of development (question 13): LCC agrees with the SA's conclusion that
Options 1 and 2 are the most sustainable;

Infrastructure (question 14): the SA includes an indicator on numbers killed or
seriously injured on roads; this should be reflected in the Plan, with highway safety
being a key area for consideration in the Preferred Options paper;

Healthy town centres (question 19): the SA concludes that Option 3 is likely to be
the most sustainable; consideration should be given to policies that contribute to
healthy town centres to address specific health inequalities;

Affordable housing (question 27): it is noted that in the SA, Option 4 (detailed AH
policy) and Option 8 (flexibility in the definition of AH) perform well relative to the
baseline.

Habitats Regulations Assessment

11.11 Arepresentation was received from Natural England which agreed that the spatial

options were insufficiently developed to accurately predict potential effects upon

European designated sites. They expressed a desire to discuss evidence that will be

needed on which to base an effective Habitats Regulations Assessment as the Local Plan

progresses.

Other (General) Comments

11.12

Various other comments were made during the consultation, not directly relating to
any specific Issue and Options question, or supporting document, but of relevance
to the plan-making process, including:

Consideration should be given to policy options to facilitate healthy lifestyles;

Concern was raised about the possibility of hydraulic fracturing (‘fracking’) in West
Lancashire. (Note: this matter is beyond the remit of the West Lancashire Local Plan
Review, but comes under the authority of Lancashire County Council, as Minerals
and Waste Planning Authority.)

Burscough Parish Council requested that comments made by individuals be given
equal weight to comments made by agents on behalf of landowners or developers.
(Note: West Lancashire Borough Council has always attached equal weight to
comments received from all respondents and will continue to do so.)

One member of the public expressed the view that the Equality Impact Assessment
for the Local Plan Review Issues and Options Cabinet Report was inadequate, and
that more attention needs to be paid to those with protected characteristics, for
example people with a disability.
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12.1

12.2

12.3

12.4

12.5

12.6

Conclusions

A total of 113 representations were received on the Local Plan Review Issues and
Options consultation, from a range of different stakeholders (statutory consultees,
Parish Councils, residents’ groups, individuals, organisations, developers, landowners
and agents) covering a very wide variety of topics. 15 further representations were
received on the Scope of the Local Plan Review.

A total of 138 people (excluding Council officers) attended the six consultation
workshops around the Borough. 24 West Lancashire Borough Councillors and 12 Parish
Councillors attended their respective forums. 45 developers and / or agents attended
the Developers’ Forum, and 8 neighbouring authorities attended the Duty to Co-
Operate meeting hosted by the Council.

It is not surprising, given the nature of the questions asked, and the range of
respondents, that the answers received to the different questions varied significantly
between different stakeholders, and often between different areas of the Borough.
Given the number of questions asked (over 35) and the range of views, this concluding
chapter of the Consultation Feedback Report will not attempt to provide an overall
summary of the representations received and reported in earlier chapters.

In due course, the Council will respond where appropriate, in a separate report, to
points made in the representations on the Local Plan Review Issues and Options
consultation, in line with the requirements of the West Lancashire Statement of
Community Involvement (SCI). As stated in the SCI, the Council is not bound to respond
to each individual submission / representation to the consultation.

The full set of representations can be viewed on the Council’s website:
http://www.westlancs.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/the-local-plan/local-plan-review.aspx

The next stage of preparation of the Local Plan Review will be the Preferred Options
stage, in which the preferred strategy for the future development of West Lancashire
will be set out. It is envisaged that consultation on the Local Plan Review Preferred
Options document will take place in summer 2018.
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Appendix1 Consultation Questions

The 37 consultation questions on the Local Plan Review — Issues and Options documents are as
follows:

1-3. (Personal details — name, address, etc. Do you wish to be added to our consultation database?)

4. Spatial Portrait

The accompanying Spatial Portrait Paper considers how the Borough is currently functioning in economic, social and

environmental terms, looking at key indicators and data to identify issues that the Borough is facing and assessing
the physical nature of the Borough, be that in terms of the natural environment, built environment or infrastructure
provision. It identifies a series of issues for each part of the Borough that the Local Plan should seek to address but
also pinpoints several key issues which affect the whole, or most of, the Borough.

Is there any data or evidence available that we haven't referred to in the Spatial Portrait Paper?
If so, can you provide us with it or tell us where we can access it?

5. Does the Spatial Portrait match your experience of West Lancashire or the area you live, work or visit within
West Lancashire? If not, what's different?

6. Have we identified the correct key issues? Are there any others we've missed out? What about the issues
related to each area - do they correspond with your understanding of those areas?

7. A draft Vision for West Lancashire
The Vision is what the Council would like to see achieved for West Lancashire, based on the current evidence
available.

West Lancashire will be an attractive place where people want to live, work and visit. The Borough will retain its
local character and will also make the most of its highly accessible location within the North West and its links with
the three City Regions of Liverpool, Greater Manchester and Central Lancashire and to this end will be an outward
looking proactive partner within this setting.

West Lancashire will grow economically; creating jobs, attracting new businesses and making sure that existing
employers have every opportunity to expand and succeed in the Borough, set within the three City Regions context.

West Lancashire will play its part in providing a fantastic range of housing, at the right quality, as a fundamental
factor in delivering economic growth and leaving a lasting, vital legacy for the next generations. This will include
provision of affordable housing to ensure positive impacts on the health, wellbeing, social mobility and general
quality of life for West Lancashire residents.

The Borough’s three main settlements of Skelmersdale with Up Holland, Ormskirk with Aughton and Burscough will
be the focus for new development, with each town building on its individual strengths but all three working together
to reduce inequality across the Borough by providing a well-rounded employment base, opportunities for business
and the right residential mix. The regeneration of Skelmersdale in particular will be vital to this and all three town
centres will be more robust and vibrant, offering what people need in a 21st Century town centre.

West Lancashire’s fantastic potential will have been developed through investment in young people through
education and training and in particular working with Edge Hill University and West Lancashire College to ensure
that a greater number of post graduate jobs are created in order to retain skills and talents within the Borough.
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In rural areas, Village and Hamlet settlements will retain their rural character whilst seeking to provide local focal
points for services and employment, where appropriate, and the provision of good quality affordable homes. The
agricultural and horticultural industry will continue to be a focus in rural areas.

The identity and unique landscape of West Lancashire will be valued, enhanced and sustained in accordance with
best practice, enabling people to access and enjoy all that it offers. This will incorporate the Borough'’s historic
buildings and character, its valuable and important wildlife, habitats and biodiversity, its vital agricultural role and its
network of green spaces and waterways.

Infrastructure in West Lancashire will be improved and focused on the places that need it, be that improved
sustainable transport options within and between the larger settlements and to key locations outside of the Borough
(such as the proposed Skelmersdale Rail Link), improved utilities and communications, improved education offer or
improved health, community and leisure infrastructure — all of which will provide a better, and healthier, quality of
life for those who live, work and visit in West Lancashire.

What do you think of the draft Vision for the Local Plan? Does it cover all it needs to? Is it aiming for the right
improvements?

8. Objectives
Objectives set out how the Vision will be delivered. They are important in guiding what the planning policies should

aim to achieve, and in monitoring whether the policies are working successfully after the Local Plan is adopted.
The draft Objectives are:

Objective 1: Sustainable Communities

Objective 2: A Healthy Population

Objective 3: A high quality built environment

Objective 4: Addressing climate change

Objective 5: Reduced inequality

Objective 6: The right mix of housing

Objective 7: A vitalized economy

Objective 8: Vibrant town and village centres

Objective 9: Accessible services

Objective 10: A natural environment

Are the draft Objectives seeking to achieve the right things? Are they specific enough, or are they too detailed?
Have we missed anything out?

9. Strategic Development Options

The 3 variables

The Strategic Development Options focus on potential options for delivering new housing and employment land,
and the options cover three variables:

=  How much new housing and employment land we should provide each year

=  How farinto the future the Local Plan is to look (the Local Plan period)

=  How we spread new development land around the Borough

The amount of development land required

In relation to the amount of development land required per year, we are considering five options.

The options are, for each year of the plan period,:

= A: Approximately 8 ha of land (for 200 dwellings) and 2 ha of employment land

= B: Approximately 12 ha of land (for 300 dwellings) and 3 ha of employment land

= C: Approximately 16 ha of land (for 400 dwellings) and 4 ha of employment land

= D: Approximately 20 ha of land (for 500 dwellings) and 5 ha of employment land

=  E: Approximately 24 ha of land (for 600 dwellings) and 6 ha of employment land

*One hectare (ha) is about the size of one and a half football pitches.

Which option for the amount of housing and employment land development required per year do you think is the
most appropriate for West Lancashire? Why?
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10. The Local Plan Period
We are considering two time periods for the Local Plan, both of which have a base date of 2012 to match the base
data of the SHELMA* and the current Local Plan.
*The SHELMA (Strategic Housing and Employment Land Market Assessment) is an important study we are
undertaking with neighbouring Merseyside councils to work out our future housing and employment land needs.
The options are:

= QOption|-2012 to 2037

=  Option Il - 2012 to 2050
Should the Council go for a standard Plan Period (Option I) or plan longer-term (Option 11)? Why?

11. Distributing the development requirements across West Lancashire
A further consideration for the Strategic Development

Options is the way the total amount of development
land required is spread across the Borough. Whichever
way the Borough is sub-divided, there will always be
imperfect fits, as administrative boundaries never fully

reflect the way the real world works, but we think the
following Spatial Areas are more appropriate.
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12. In terms of the distribution of new development between these new areas, we have identified four realistic

potential scenarios that we might wish to take forward.

The options are:

=  Scenario 1: Spread new development around West Lancashire according to the proportionate size of existing
towns and villages.

=  Scenario 2: Focus new development in and around the key service centres* of Skelmersdale, Ormskirk and
Burscough

= Scenario 3: Allocate less development to the key service centres and more to the rural areas such as the
Northern Parishes.

= Scenario 4: Focus development on Skelmersdale; grow Skelmersdale significantly more than the other key
service centres.

*Key service centres (such as Ormskirk and Burscough) are those centres that have a good range of retail and service

provision that can meet day to day needs, particularly for convenience (food) shopping. They will also have a primary

school, secondary school, local employment, GP surgery, playing fields/areas and regular public transport services. A

full explanation of the different types of centres can be found in the 'Sustainable Settlement Study'.
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Which scenario for the distribution of housing and employment land requirements around the Borough is most
appropriate? Why? Would you prefer a completely different option or distribute development differently in any
way?

13. The location of new development

The previous question asks how we should spread development across West Lancashire. But we also need to think
about where new development should go in relation to what exists at present. For example, should we try and fit
new development within existing settlements, or put it in the countryside?

The options are:

= QOption 1: Maximise the capacity of existing settlements by prioritising infill developments within built-up areas
or by building higher.

= QOption 2: Locate new development adjacent to existing settlements to reduce the need to travel and reduce
emissions.

= QOption 3: Create brand new settlements with the necessary associated infrastructure.

= QOption 4: Entirely restrict new development in areas at risk of flooding (i.e. in Flood Zones* 2 or 3 or in a Critical
Drainage Area).

* Flood zones are mapped by the Environment Agency and refer to the likelihood of river and sea flooding, ignoring

the presence of any defences. Flood zone 2 is a medium chance of flooding (or the chance of flooding once in every

100 or 200 years). Flood zone 3 is a high chance of flooding (or the chance of flooding more than once in every 100

years). There are no critical drainage areas in West Lancashire at present.

Where should new development be located in principle? Are there any key constraints (potentially such as flood
risk) which would mean development should be severely limited in the areas affected by those constraints?

14. Providing infrastructure and services

Identifying what infrastructure and services will be required to support a new Local Plan will depend upon which
strategic development options are ultimately selected and which sites are allocated to meet the Local Plan
requirements. However, infrastructure is still a key issue that we must consider at this early stage of plan
preparation. The different options for the amount of new development, and the whereabouts in the Borough it
should go, all have their own implications for infrastructure and services provision.

In your experience, what are the infrastructure and transport constraints in the areas of West Lancashire that you
live, work and spend leisure time in? Where is infrastructure and transport well-provided for in West Lancashire
and in what way?

15. Economic Policy Issue 1: Providing the right scale, mix and distribution of employment land

We need to contribute towards sustainable national economic growth. This includes providing the right size and mix
of employment sites, better connecting Lancashire, supporting the rural and visitor economy and improving
knowledge and skills. It places particular focus upon Skelmersdale. We need to consider how much future
development should take place, where it should be, what type of development, which specific areas need to be
regenerated, how business can be supported and how local communities can benefit.

The options are:

= QOption 1: Allocate sites specifically for strategic distribution and warehousing needs

= QOption 2: Allocate sites to encourage geographical clusters of specialist employment uses

= QOption 3: Allocate all new sites for a range of 'B class' uses*

= QOption 4: Increase town centre office sites

*Class B of the Town and Country Planning Use Classes Order (1987). This includes uses such as business and light
industry (Class B1), general industry (B2), and warehousing (B8).

Which policy option or options above for how we should allocate land for employment sites do you think is the
most appropriate for West Lancashire? Why? Is there an alternative option that you think is appropriate that has
not been considered? If so, what is it?
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16. Economic Policy Issue 2: Existing Employment Areas

The following options consider how we should treat existing employment areas.

The options are:

= QOption 1: Continue with the existing Local Plan policy approach - i.e. protect employment uses on the most
important sites; allow for other uses in certain situations on other sites

= QOption 2: Protect all existing employment areas for business class employment uses

= QOption 3: Designate selected employment areas either wholly or in part for non-business class uses

= QOption 4: Do not protect employment areas for Class B1, B2 and B8 uses*

*Class B of the Town and Country Planning Use Classes Order (1987). This includes uses such as business and light

industry (Class B1), general industry (B2), and warehousing (B8).

What kind of protection do you think the Local Plan should give existing Employment Areas? Why? Is there an

alternative option that you think is appropriate that has not been considered? If so, what is it?

17. Economic Policy Issue 3: Spreading economic opportunities by supporting the rural economy

National policy requires local authorities to support the growth of business in rural areas, promote development and
diversification of agriculture, and support sustainable rural tourism and leisure developments. Providing these rural
economic opportunities raises multiple and potentially complex issues. The policy options below may either form a
single future policy or a number of future policies.

The options are:

= Option 1: Continue with existing Local Plan Policy approach

= QOption 2: Increased development in rural areas

= QOption 3: A tourism and visitor economy policy

What do you think about the policy options above for supporting the rural economy? Is there an alternative
option that you think is appropriate that has not been considered? If so, what is it?

18. Economic Policy Issue 4: Network and hierarchy of centres

The Local Plan establishes a hierarchy of centres within the Borough:- town centres, large village centres and small
village centres and local centres. This hierarchy is designed to provide a framework for the type and levels of
development that will be appropriate for each of those centres.

The options are:

= Review the Local Plan centre hierarchy

There are no other reasonable policy options in relation to this issue.

Do you have any comments in relation to the Network and Hierarchy of Centres in the Local Plan?

19. Economic Policy Issue 5: Ensuring healthy town, village and local centres - appropriate uses

Town centres are often the heart of a community and we want to support them. We need to consider whether the
existing town centres and primary shopping areas* are still appropriate and what uses should be allowed within
them.

*Primary shopping areas are the areas of town or village centres where shops are concentrated. Other parts of the
town centre may have leisure (restaurants, cafes, bars) or business (offices etc) uses so we use the term 'primary
shopping area' to identify the main retail area.

The options are:

= QOption 1: Review current town, village and local centre boundaries

= QOption 2: Review current primary shopping area boundaries

= QOption 3: Review what we consider to be appropriate uses in town centres

Do any of the above options for Ensuring Healthy Town, Village and Local Centres get your support? If so, why? Is
there an alternative option that you think is appropriate that has not been considered? If so, what is it?
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20. Economic Policy Issue 6: Sites for town centre uses

Town centre uses are those that you'd typically expect to see in your town centre - things like shops, cafes, bars,
restaurants and offices.

We need to make sure that there are enough sites in our town and village centres to be able to accommodate any
identified needs for town centre uses. This will allow centres to grow sustainably, meet residents' needs and retain
spending within the Borough.

The options are:

= QOption 1: Continue our current approach - make Skelmersdale town centre the priority for investment

= QOption 2: Allocate site(s) for town centre uses at Ormskirk

= QOption 3: Allocate a non-town centre site somewhere in the Borough for a retail warehouse park.

= QOption 4: Allocate a site to meet retail needs in the north of the Borough

Do we need to allocate Sites for Town Centre Uses within West Lancashire in the Local Plan? If so, which option
do you think is most appropriate and why? Is there an alternative option that you think is appropriate that has
not been considered? If so, what is it?

21. Are there any other economic policy issues that should also be considered? If so, what are they?

22. Environmental Policy Issue 1: Local Nature Conservation Sites

There are many levels of protection given to different nature conservation sites. One of the lower levels is called

'Local Nature Conservation Sites'. However, there is some concern that these sites no longer accurately reflect areas

that are important to biodiversity and new and alternative assessments could be used to categorise and identify

sites. National planning policy refers to the establishment of 'ecological networks' - looking at links between

different sites and how improvements can be made to support nature conservation. We need to consider whether

to keep the 'Local Nature Conservation Sites' designation, or to base our future policy approach on ecological

networks.

The options are:

= Qption 1: Continue with the Local Nature Conservation Sites* designation in the next Local Plan

= QOption 2: Remove the Local Nature Conservation Sites designation from the Local Plan. The sites would instead
be incorporated into the Ecological Network** and given appropriate protection.

* Local Nature Conservation Sites are designated by local authorities as areas of locally important nature and

landscape

** Ecological Networks are the basic, joined up infrastructure of existing and future habitat needed to allow

population of species and habitats to survive in changing conditions.

Should West Lancashire retain the Local Nature Conservation Site designation in the future? Which policy option

for the management of local nature sites do you think is the most appropriate for West Lancashire? Why?

23. Environmental Policy Issue 2: Renewable Energy

Planning can play an important role in reducing greenhouse gas emissions, providing resilience to climate change,

and delivering renewable energy*. It is important to consider how the Local Plan should encourage the provision of

renewable energy in West Lancashire.

*Renewable energy is energy collected from renewable sources - i.e. that which can be generated and replaced in

short timescales. It includes solar panels and wind turbines.

The options are:

= QOption 1: Designate specific areas where the generation of wind energy, solar farms and any other renewable
energy technologies may be appropriate.

= QOption 2: Do not designate any specific areas for renewable energy technologies, but consider any applications
for the development of such technologies on a case-by-case basis.

Should West Lancashire Borough Council designate sites for the provision of Renewable Energy? Which policy
option for provision of Renewable Energy do you think is the most appropriate for West Lancashire? Why?
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24. Environmental Policy Issue 3: Sustainable Design and Construction

The way that buildings are designed and constructed can help to reduce the effects of climate change by reducing
demands on energy - for example through insulation, electric vehicle charging points and use of sustainable
materials. Design can also help protect and promote biodiversity - for example by providing habitats for wildlife (bird
boxes, bat bricks, hedgehog friendly fencing).

The options are:

= Require specific sustainable design and construction features or measures to be incorporated into new
developments.

= Do not require any specific features or measures through policy.

= Require new development to contribute financially to a Community Energy Fund*.

*The Community Energy Fund would require certain new developments to pay the Council money, and that money

would then be used to make existing properties more sustainable or to deliver renewable energy developments. This

would help reduce the impact of development.

Which policy option for Sustainable Design and Construction do you think is the most appropriate for West

Lancashire? Why? Would a combination of options help to assist sustainable development? What kind of

measures could we require of new development?

25. Environmental Policy Issue 4: Sustainable and Healthy Places

There are obviously lots of factors that influence health, although planning plays a significant role. The layout of new

developments can contribute to encouraging exercise, improving connectivity, and reducing car usage, improving air

quality, and improving the attractiveness of the area to enhance mental health and help people with dementia-

related issues navigate their way around the area. Whilst the Borough has many areas of green spaces, there are

shortages in certain types of open space and sports facilities and access to them.

The options are:

= QOption 1: Require developments over a certain size to incorporate features that encourage an active lifestyle for
local residents and visitors

=  QOption 2: Require developments over a certain size to provide direct connections from the development to the
wider cycling and walking infrastructure.

= QOption 3: Require residential developments over a certain size to incorporate public open space and amenity
green space.

Which policy option for creating Sustainable and Healthy Places do you think is the most appropriate for West

Lancashire? Would it be appropriate to include more than one of the options in order to create healthy and

accessible environments for all? Which ones, and why?

26. Are there any other environmental policy issues that should also be considered? If so, what are they?

27. Social Policy Issue 1: Affordable Housing

Housing affordability is a long standing issue, in West Lancashire and elsewhere. House prices are high and rising,
and the Council's ability to deliver affordable housing has been reduced over recent years. The usual policy approach
has been to require a percentage of houses on schemes above a certain size to be affordable. Moving forward, there
are various policy options to deliver affordable housing; several of these can be used together.

The options are:

Option 1: Do nothing, i.e. have no policy on affordable housing

Option 2: Continue with the ‘usual’ approach to affordable housing policy

Option 3: Carry on with a broadly similar policy to policy RS2 of the current Local Plan

Option 4: Add more detail to the Local Plan policy e.g. on house sizes and tenures

Option 5: Allocate specific sites for 100% affordable housing schemes

Option 6: Allow affordable housing in locations where general market housing would not be permitted

Option 7: Allow for more flexibility when delivering affordable housing as part of larger market housing
developments

Option 8: Have greater flexibility in what the Council defines as affordable housing
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Which option(s) for the approach towards affordable housing policy do you think is (are) the most appropriate for
West Lancashire? Why?

28. Social Policy Issue 2: Demand for self- and custom-build housing

Self- and custom-build housing ('SCB housing') can take various forms, from individual houses designed and built by
the person who will live in them, to 'grand design' type properties that are commissioned by the occupant but built
by tradespeople, to more general housing built by volume housebuilders but with certain internal features chosen
by the occupant. Interest in self-build and custom-build housing continues to rise, and national policy means that
Councils must register demand for plots for such housing, and make adequate provision of sites, or plots, to meet
that demand.

The options are:

Option 1: Do not allocate any sites for SCB housing

Option 2: Set aside parts of larger allocated housing sites for SCB plots

Option 3: Identify and allocate small sites for SCB dwellings in line with demand

Do you have an interest in building your own home? Which of the above policy options for self and custom build
housing do you think would help you to build your own home? Why?

29. Social Policy Issue 3: Demand for alternative residential accommodation

People may choose to live in caravans (or park homes) and houseboats, rather than 'bricks and mortar housing'.
Draft government guidance recommends local authorities measure the need for caravan and houseboat
accommodation and then consider how to meet those needs. We expect to do a needs assessment over coming
months, but can consider the policy options now.

The options are:

Option 1: Allow for caravan or houseboat accommodation to come forward as the market demands

Option 2: Allocate new sites, or land on the edge of existing sites, for additional caravan-based accommodation or
mooring berths.

Option 3: Vary Green Belt policy on a site-specific basis, to allow for expansion or intensification of residential
caravan sites or mooring berths to meet identified needs

Do you have any interest in living in a caravan / park home or house boat / canal barge? Which of the above
policy options do you think would best ensure the right amount of pitches or berths are made available for
caravans and houseboats? Why?

30. Social Policy Issue 4: the Skelmersdale housing market

The housing market in Skelmersdale is considered weaker than in other areas of the Borough. The regeneration of
Skelmersdale, in particular the town centre, has been a long standing priority for the Council. There are policies and
initiatives already in place to strengthen the Skelmersdale housing market, but, moving forward, there are other
general policy options that could help achieve this goal.

The options are:

1) Continue to relax, or further relax policy requirements for housing sites in Skelmersdale

2) Base the Local Plan Review strategy on the regeneration and expansion of Skelmersdale

Which policy option for addressing the issue of relative market weakness in Skelmersdale do you think is the most
appropriate? Why?
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31. Social Policy Issue 5: The social requirements of older people

'Older people' covers a very broad group, but generally speaking 'older people' have a number of requirements -

they should be able to access facilities (including health care), services and social networks; they should be able to

engage with their local or closest communities; they should have access to public and/or private transport; they

should have employment and training opportunities; and they should feel safe and supported. Planning can affect

ease of access to facilities, social opportunities and transport.

The options are:

e  QOption 1: A general ‘sustainable development’ policy which directs new development to places where services
and facilities are available

e  QOption 2: Allocate specific sites in appropriate locations for services and facilities.

e  Option 3: Prepare an Area Action Plan or similar document to ensure facilities are provided as part of any very
large new developments

Which policy options for the approach towards the social requirements of older people do you think is the most

appropriate for the Local Plan? Why?

32. Social Policy Issue 6: Residential accommodation for older people

Older people have specific accommodation requirements - for example design features that can respond to

people's changing health and mobility difficulties. It is expected that the housing market will, to an extent, deliver

accommodation for older people. However, there are some concerns that provision for elderly needs is not receiving

the priority it requires, and therefore there is a need for policy to prompt such delivery.

The options are:

e  Option 1: Have no specific policy, but let the market deliver appropriate accommodation in line with local
demand

e  QOption 2: Continue the current approach, i.e. require that a percentage of new dwellings be designed
specifically to accommodate the elderly

e  QOption 3: In conjunction with the above, provide a tighter definition of what constitutes ‘housing designed
specifically to accommodate the elderly’

e  Option 4: Adopt one or both of the optional Technical Standards* for new houses

e Option 5: Require adherence to, or at least that regard be had to, the HAPPi (Housing our Ageing Population:
Panel for Innovation) Design Principles**

e  QOption 6: Allocate specific sites for elderly accommodation

e  QOption 7: Adopt the more general policy approach of promoting ‘Lifetime Neighbourhoods’

*The 'Technical Standards' are part of national Building Regulations, and require dwellings to be accessible for

elderly or wheelchair-bound occupants, e.g. wide doorways, ground floor bathrooms etc

** The HAPPI principles are a set of 10 design criteria relating to things such as good natural light, and room to move

around. They are particularly relevant to older people's accommodation needs.

As you get older, what kind of accommodation do you think you might want to live in? Which policy option(s) for

providing accommodation for older people would you therefore prefer?

33. Social Policy Issue 7: Provision of HMOs in Ormskirk

HMO's refer to Houses in Multiple Occupation. The increase in the number of HMOs has been an issue in Ormskirk
for a number of years and has had effects on the area. The properties converted to HMOs typically tend to be at the
cheaper end of the market, reducing the availability of first-time or affordable properties. In streets where the
proportion of HMOs is high, the character of the street can be changed.

*An Article 4 Direction, a legal tool that gives the Council extra control over development, was introduced in 2011 to
control changes of use from dwellings to HMOs in Ormskirk, most of Aughton, and Westhead. Consequently,
planning permission is needed to convert a house to a HMO in these areas. It works alongside policy RS3 of the
current Local Plan, which limits the proportion of HMOs in a street, typically to 5%. We want to know how future
policy should address HMOs.
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The options are:

Option 1: Expand the ‘Article 4 area'* and the area to which the HMO percentage policy applies, to include
neighbouring settlements

Option 2: Revoke the Article 4 Direction and policy RS3, and have no policy

Option 3: Decrease the HMO limit from current levels on all or specific streets to a lower percentage, potentially
even down to 0%

Option 4: Increase the HMO limit from current levels on all or specific streets to a higher percentage.

Which key policy option with regard to the issue of control over HMOs in Ormskirk do you think is the most
appropriate? Why? Are there any other policy options or minor changes that should also be considered?

34. Social Policy Issue 8: Provision of off-campus purpose-built student accommodation in Ormskirk

In addition to HMOs, students can be housed in purpose built accommodation either on-campus or off-campus. The

provision of on-campus accommodation is dealt with above in question 33. With regard to the provision of off-

campus, purpose built student accommodation, there are a number of options.

The options are:

e QOption 1: Continue with the current policy approach of restricting off-campus purpose-built student
accommodation unless strict criteria are met.

e  Option 2: Relax policy to allow purpose-built student accommodation away from the University Campus.

e  QOption 3: Allocate specific sites for off-campus student accommodation, whilst restricting 'unplanned'
developments elsewhere.

e  Option 4: Tighten the current policy to severely, or entirely, restrict off-campus, purpose-built student
accommodation.

Which policy option for off-campus, purpose-built student accommodation do you think is the most appropriate

for Ormskirk / West Lancashire? Why?

35. Social Policy Issue 9: Delivering suitable accommodation for travellers

For several years there has been, and is, a lack of authorised or suitable accommodation in the Borough for the
travelling community. Providing accommodation for travellers has proved difficult, with the 'available' sites often
found in unsuitable locations (for example in flood risk areas) and the 'suitable’ sites not available for travellers

to purchase. National policy requires the Council to allocate specific sites to meet local accommodation needs.

The options are:

Option 1: Allow the travellers based at present in West Lancashire to stay on their (currently unauthorised) sites.
Option 2: When allocating new sites for other development in the Borough, set aside part of those sites for travellers
Option 3: Compulsory Purchase* of suitable sites in order to allocate them for travellers

*A Compulsory Purchase Orders (CPO) is a legal function that would allow the Council to obtain land or property
without the consent of the owner. To issue a CPO, the authority must demonstrate the land is necessary and there is
a public interest. Compensation is usually provided.

Which policy option(s) for addressing the issue of meeting traveller accommodation needs do you think is (are)
the most appropriate for West Lancashire? Why?

36. Are there any other social policy issues that should also be considered? If so, what are they?

37. Do you have any general comments to make on the Issues and Options consultation?
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Question 4: [s there any data or evidence that we haven't referred to?

ID Representor Comments Council Response
14 non that | am aware of Noted
17 We have been instructed by The Skelmersdale Partnership who own the Noted

Concourse Centre to submit representations in respect of the emerging
draft West Lancashire Local Plan Review Issues & Options Consultation. - -
Our clients have owned the Concourse Centre since March 1997. It was
constructed by the Commission for New Towns in the 1960s and is built
over 3 floors with the main trading floor (two thirds of the retail space) on
the first floor. We attach a site location plan and floor plans of the

Centre. - - The Centre was originally designed for pedestrians and vehicles
to be kept separate and therefore integration between car parking and the
Centre is difficult. Access to the main trading floor is via a number of
pedestrian bridges from the surrounding areas. In the 1980s the Centre
was subdivided to include a 3 level multi storey car park which does not
link directly into the trading floors of the Concourse at all levels. - - As a
result, the distance between the car park and the shop floor is much larger
than modern retail shopping centres. In order to traverse the centre it is
necessary to travel between different levels by ramps, escalators, stairs or
lifts. This makes trolley shopping particularly difficult. Not only does this
negatively affect shoppers but it also results in a lower spend per trip as
people tend to make smaller basket sales. As a result, the Concourse is
particularly vulnerable to new shopping development either within the
Town Centre or within its catchment area. - - The internal arrangement of
the Centre is extremely tired. This is an inevitable consequence of the age
of the Centre. Furthermore as can be seen from the submitted floor plans,
a number of the large retailers occupy floorspace that is irregularly shaped,
some of which is compromised by supporting pillars. This format is not
ideal for some large space retailers who prefer a more regular layout which
allows them to optimise and customise their store design. - - The Centre
has struggled in recent years, there are currently a number of long term
vacant units at the Centre. Including the second floor which is completely
vacant other than some storage and represents about 10% of the overall
floorspace. The Centre is currently 35% vacant. This level of vacant space
is difficult but manageable. However, the current trading position of the
Centre is fragile and it is vulnerable from other retail development in the
town centre and elsewhere. For example, the owners remain extremely
concerned about the impact of the St Modwen development on the
Concourse Centre. They have held a number of meetings with the Council
to express their concerns and would prefer to see the site developed for
housing. - - For the reasons outlined above, the Concourse Centre is
‘protected’ in the Council’s current Local Plan. In particular Policy SP2 of
the Local Plan states that any new retail development in Skelmersdale
Town Centre: - - - “should not harm the vitality of the Concourse Centre
and must provide sufficient linkage to the Concourse.” - - The continuation
of this policy protection is specifically supported. Furthermore, the
retention and regeneration of the Concourse Centre is supported by a large
number of residents and retailers. We attach a number of letters in
support of the Concourse Centre. - - Turning to Skelmersdale Town Centre,
the last retail study dated December 2011 concluded that the town had
progressively lost ground in the national retail rankings with the pace of
decline accelerating in recent years. A number of High Street retailers had
all left the town e.g. Dunnes and had not been replaced. - - Other
deficiencies include the fact that most comparison retail outlets in the town
operate at the lower end of the retail spectrum; the very weak food and
drink offer with no high quality restaurants, coffee shops or family eating
places, only some public houses and no cinema or other leisure facilities.
Furthermore, there is considerable leakage of comparison goods,
expenditure leaking to destinations beyond the Skelmersdale town
catchment area. - - In view of the above, the Town Centre is exceptionally
weak for a town with a population of some 40,000 pdegigend 1t it fails
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Representor Comments

to function effectively as a town centre. We do not believe that the St
Modwen scheme will do anything to correct this decline. Whilst it may
offer the opportunity to provide a modern retail development with free car
parking, all that it will do is to further assist with the decline of the
Concourse Centre by eventually attracting all of the tenants from the
Concourse Centre to the St Modwen development. Accordingly we do not
believe that there will be any net benefits to the Town Centre. - -
Recommendation - - So we believe that the Local Plan review is correct in
continuing to identify the regeneration of Skelmersdale town centre as an
important objective. However, we believe that the Concourse Centre must
continue to be protected as per the existing adopted Local Plan i.e. Policy
SP2. The reason being that the Centre is now even more fragile than it was
during the preparation of the adopted Local Plan and so it is important that
specific measures are put in place to ensure that its regeneration takes
place. In doing so we would specifically request that the St Modwen
scheme is deleted from the Town Centre and that retail and leisure uses are
not considered appropriate for the site rather it be identified for residential
development. -

The Spatial Portrait recognises that the demographic profile of the
Authority is ageing which we consider to be a matter of critical importance
over the Development Plan period.

None at this time.
No
Not as far as | know

I think it would be good to refer to your playing pitch strategy and any
other 'health' related strategies.

Data regarding Up Holland is inconsistent as sometimes Up Holland is
included with Skelmersdale and sometimes it is separate. - Up Holland is
clearly different in character to Skelmersdale and this is acknowledged and
yet Up Holland is still included with Skelmersdale.

The elected Mayors of Greater Manchester and Liverpool, will when they
have adopted the Spatial Framework proposals currently under
consideration and resolved issues of the relationships between the
Boroughs Planning Functions and the Mayors overarching responsibility
greatly influence West Lancashire's role as the green belt between the
conurbations. CPRE Lancashire submitted extensive, well research rebuttal
of the Greater Manchester proposed Spatial Framework and its attack on
its green belt. This is available on the CPRE Lancashire website.

Not that | can think of
| can't think of anything

The commitment by WLBC to provide an updated Spatial Portrait of the
Borough and the settlements within it is supported, as this will ensure that
the Local Plan and the policies contained within it are reflective of the
current provisions and needs of the Borough and its population. - The
assessment of Burscough undertaken and the summary of the spatial
portrait of the settlement is generally supported. It clearly demonstrates
that Burscough is a sustainable settlement with a wide range of shops and
services, and is reasonably well-connected by public transport.
Furthermore, Burscough serves a purpose for supporting nearby smaller
settlements, further demonstrating the importance of the settlement. - The
document also identifies the key issues facing Burscough, including the
capacity of the sewerage system, concerns relating t&a&@cii?ter

Council Response

Noted

Noted
Noted
Noted

At the time of writing, the open space
studies were in the process of being
updated. The results of which will be
included in the preparation of the Local
Plan Review.

Noted. It is not always possible to find data
for the individual areas, but where available
and appropriate we will do our best to
provide data separately for Up Holland and
Skelmersdale.

Noted

Noted
Noted

Noted
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drainage and flooding, congestion levels on the roads through Burscough
and the upgrading of the railways and bus services. It is necessary for WLBC
to appreciate that although a greater number of houses within the
settlement could adversely impact upon these services if not mitigated
effectively, if appropriate measures are put in place by the Council and by
relevant developers, further development within and around Burscough
may in fact relieve each of these pressures on infrastructure. This must be
carefully considered by the Council through the Local Plan Review and
therefore, how revisions to the Plan may in the longer-term address current
and potential pressures within some settlements across the Borough. - -
Paragraph 4.3 identifies that Yew Tree Farm was allocated within the
current Local Plan for housing and employment uses, and further land was
safeguarded for potential longer-term development. It is necessary for
WLBC to acknowledge that this allocation has not delivered the level of
development it was intended to within the first few years of the Plan
period, and as such, the Local Plan Review should consider the earlier
release of safeguarded land to meet the development needs of Burscough
and the wider Borough. - The allocation of land at Yew Tree Farm included
the release of land from the Green Belt to allow development to take place
to meet the needs of the Borough. Following the release of land from the
Green Belt and its identification as an area for development a masterplan
was produced through an SPD, identifying the phasing of the development
of Yew Tree Farm — this masterplan is therefore purely a material
consideration in the determination of applications within the area. The
policy consideration is that the land was released from the Green Belt,
acknowledging that the Council consider the whole site suitable for
development. - Therefore, as the land has already been released from the
Green Belt as part of the current Local Plan, further consideration should
be given to the deliverability of each of the parcels within the site and the
contributions these could make, through allocations to the development
needs of the Borough. Consideration and subsequent allocation of such
sites could reduce the need to release further Green Belt land.

Burscough reference to Martin Mere makes no mention of the challenge of
recently permitted fracking under SSSI sites and Martin Mere and any
negative impacts this may have on tourism and agriculture included in the
related government reports and referred to in the ‘the all members
parliamentary committee report’ on fracking. - There is also no mention of
the significance of proposed fracking in Flood Zones 2 & 3 and near aquifers
throughout the area (Burscough, Halsall, Banks etc.) which although
considered ‘unsuitable’ in these zones except in “mitigating circumstances”
by the Environment Agency they have not been withdrawn from current
PEDL fracking licence areas. - Although the local plan has no jurisdiction
over ‘fracking or mineral extraction’ the undoubted consequences of
published proposals to road infrastructure, water quality, agricultural and
tourism is to be considered in non political forward planning. - - Halsall
Parish Council has been in correspondence with the Environment Agency
and the Health and Safety Executive and we copy below some of our
questions to them, which highlight our concerns, and which also includes a
link to the USA research on the damage caused by fracking. - Halsall Parish
Council wishes to submit that this evidence from the USA research needs
full and careful consideration in formulating the Local Plan - Our
correspondence - The Customers and Engagement Team, Cumbria and
Lancashire Environment Agency,CMBLNC Info requests - email
Inforequests.cmbinc@environment-agency.gov.uk - cc Tony Almond ,
Health and Safety Executive - email tony.almond@hse.gov.uk - - Thank you
for your reply dated 25th October. - You state in your e mail that fracking
takes place 2-3 km underground so it will have no effect on flood risk. -
eBEowever fracking involves pouring millions of gallons of poisonous water
into the ground to force the gas upwards and this practice is untested in
the UK.Can we please again ask you to comment specifically and
acknowledge your awareness of the catastrophic errgé‘a@diirgthe us

Council Response

Fracking licences are the responsibility of
Lancashire County Council, not the Borough
Council. Environmental concerns regarding
fracking are therefore for the consideration
of LCC.
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experience as shown in the following, and demonstrate precisely how the
previous faulty technology has been made failsafe and tested?Please will
you acknowledge that you have taken note of how recent the violations are
and how much older is the protective legislation which has been
demonstratively unequal to the task in the US. -
efttp://www.pnas.org/content/110/28/11250.full.pdf?sid=6e9e43dc-
0210-4785-8c76-5819c¢fb92d20 - - where the US research results stated
on pagel1251 that - Results and Discussion .....Dissolved methane was
detected in the drinking water of 82% of the houses sampled (115 of 141).
Methane concentrations in drinking water wells of homes <1 km from
natural gas wells (59 of 141) were six times higher on average than
concentrations for homes farther away (P = 0.0006, Kruskal-Wallis test)
(Fig. 1 and Fig. S3). Of 12 houses where CH4 concentrations were greater
than 28 mg/L (the threshold for immediate remediation set by the US
Department of the Interior), 11 houses were within 1-km distance of an
active shale gas well (Fig. 1). The only exception was a home with a value of
32 mg CH4/L at 1.4-km distance. - - and on page 11254 stated that - The
two simplest explanations for the higher dissolved gas concentrations that
we observed in drinking water are (i)faultyor inadequate steel casings,
which are designed to keep the gas and any water inside the well from
leaking into the environment, and (ii) imperfections in the cement sealing
of the annulus or gaps between casings and rock that keep fluids from
moving up the outside of the well (4, 40-42). In 2010, the Pennsylvania
DepartmentofEnvironmentalProtection(DEP)issued90violations for faulty
casing and cementing on 64 Marcellus shale gas wells; 119 similar violations
were issued in 2011......... EC Casing leaks can arise from poor thread
connections, corrosion, thermal stress cracking, and other causes (43). If
the protective casing breaks or leaks, then stray gases could be the first sign
of contamination, with less mobile salts and metals from formation waters
or chemicals from fracturing fluids potentially coming later. In
contrast,faulty cement can allow methane and other gases from
intermediate layers to flow into, up, and out of the annulus into shallow
drinking water layers........ S This result could mean that the
number of drinking water problems may grow with time or that drilling
practices are improving with time; more research is needed before firm
conclusions can be drawn. - You state that any development in flood zones
2 and 3 require a Flood Risk Assessment to be submitted by the developers
in support of any planning application. - elfhis request to a young
inexperienced commercial undertaking,( ie the fracking company) for
expert Assessments to be submitted to the established experts in the
field,( ie yourselves), seems to be akin to the doctor asking the patient for
medical advice.As you have decades of experience in the field of hydrology
, itis surely contingent on yourselves to provide this information as the
Body set up to manage these matters and to defend our Environment as
your Title implies.Can we, the Parish Council , again please request your
assessment of the risk to residents, animals and agricultural produce
,based on your expertise,from pouring millions of gallons of contaminated
water into the potable aquifer at Halsall Moss.Can you please demonstrate
where you believe the poisoned water will flow out into the environment
and its rate of flow and your scientifically tested reasons to discount the
evidence of the upward flow shown in the US experience? - In the HSE Q&A
document, it is stated that the HSE uses HSE experienced well inspectors to
monitor the operators, and also that Independent Well Examiners also
serve this function - eAs fracking is in its infancy in the UK, can we,Halsall
Parish Council, please ask for evidence of where the experienced HSE well
inspectors have derived their experience? - elhe experienced HSE well
inspectors appear from the wording to be different from the Independent
Well Examiners mentioned in the document.Similarly can we ask where
they derive their experience?Also can you please provide the Parish
Council with information as to where the Independant Well Examiners
derive the funding for their salaries, with particular focus on the
Independence of the funders? - Finally , as we perceive the majority of the
benefits of fracking to flow outside the area, whilst 4P ggeriski 4all on the
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health and welfare of the unwilling local community, the vulnerable
environment, and the economic livelihood of farmers, can we urge you to
use your influence to press for the establishment of a Bond or similar
deposit of adequately large funds, by the fracking companies, tied to the
areas in question, and which can be held in reserve long term, to be
released to cover the long term costs of repair to the land, water, health
and households affected? Otherwise these costs will fall on the taxpayer
and not those responsible.lt will also be a spur to greater efficacy. - Halsall
Parish Council has submitted further questions to the Environment Agency
and the Health and Safety Executive concerning a Guardian article which
revealed the huge waste disposal problems involving the contaminated
water, the need to transport the waste water and to set up cleansing
plants.Here is an extract ...... SR In the following article, reproduced in
full below, published in the
Guardian,https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2016/jun/15/uk-
fracking-firm-plans-dump-wastewater-in-sea-ineos the hazards of
wastewater are analysed. We have noted that 20% to 40% of chemically
contaminated and radioactive water rises to the surface and that the
Operators are required to cleanse the water of its poisonous, radioactive
components prior to its release into the sea. - Shale companies pump
water, chemicals and sand at high pressure underground to fracture shale
rock and release the gas within, but each well can use as much as 6m
gallons of water. Between 20 and 40% flows back to the surface, containing
salts, chemicals and naturally occurring radioactive material which the
Environment Agency (EA) says is likely to be classified as radioactive
waste. - As we have noted above, Barton Aquifer is in flood zones 2 and 3
and is prone to flooding, as is the area in general. Also it is a potable
resource and the water is used for human and animal consumption as well
as for watering crops which again will be consumed. The Parish Council is
extremely concerned that it will be impossible for the operators to contain
the spread of this radioactive chemically poisoned water when the
inevitable flooding takes place. Also as the water that rises up is slated for
purification, and is per se unfit to be left in its current state, this admission
of its poisonous state, begs the question as to its fitness to be allowed to
take its natural undergound course to its destination for drinking supply
and also its outflow, naturally to the sea. We are extremely encouraged to
read that you applied your powers to stop the irresponsible dumping of
contaminated surface water ,into the Manchester Ship Canal as shown in
the following extract from the same article. - Two years ago, shale firm
Cuadrilla withdrew an application for a permit to frack in Lancashire after
the EA tightened up the rules over safe disposal. The change came after 2m
gallons of wastewater had already been discharged into the Manchester
ship canal. - We hope we can have confidence that you will not only adopt
a similar approach with Barton Aquifer surface wastewater and
contaminated floodwater, but also use your considerable expertise to
address the concerns of natural underground flow of the poisonous 60%-
80% into the drinking supply and eventually the Irish Sea. Please will you let
the Parish Council know whether you will use your powers to stop the
irresponsible proposal to frack at Barton Aquifer so we can put our minds
atrest? - e We have also noted that there is a wastewater processing
plant which is required, as mentioned in the following extract. - An
environmental permit from the Environment Agency... will be required
where we need to dispose of any process water according to an agreed
waste management plan. We will employ licensed water treatment
companies to process our wastewater.” - A spokesman for UK Onshore Oil
and Gas, which represents the shale industry, said: “In the exploration
phase operators will send all flow back fluid to EA permitted treatment
facilities for safe disposal ... When the industry moves to commercial
production it will want to recycle flow back fluid and reuse it for the next
stage of operation.” - Please will you inform Halsall Parish Council :- - a)
Where the proposed plant would be sited? - b) If not sited locally, the
numbers of lorry journeys per day which would be the norm for removal of
the 20-40% wastewater which normally rises to the sP@g@dmmfg the
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fracking process? - c) The number of lorry journeys which would be
required to remove exceptional wastewater rising to the surface after the
fracking process had stopped and which is a likelihood as it is sited in flood
zones 2 and 3? (This again needs costing into the proposed Bond and/or be
written into the contract with the Operators) - d) As was mentioned in our
earlier point, infrastructure damage to roads is a likelihood of frequent
heavy lorry use. Will this be costed into the proposed Bond, so the public
purse does not suffer? - e) Where will the chemical and radioactive waste,
after the water is removed, be disposed? - f) Are the disposal procedures
the same as for radioactive waste in the nuclear industry? - e The
Parish Council has noted the following opinion of water professionals as to
the inability of current technical processes to meet regulatory standards for
disposal of radionuclides. - In March, the Chartered Institution of Water
and Environmental Management, which represents water professionals,
said in a consultation response to the EAthat “we are concerned about the
ability to treat flowback fluid at the present time”. - It noted: “Advanced
treatment technologies may not be able to treat the levels of dissolved
solids in produced water which would limit the ability to treat produced
water on site. Dilution at a treatment works may be able to reduce the
salinity, however it may not be appropriate to dilute to the level required
to dilute the radionuclides present to regulatory levels.” - As stated before,
this is only considering the 20-40% initial flowback and does not address
the question of the residual 60-80% during and after fracking, remaining
underground in the drinking water supply and /or eventually flowing into
the Irish Sea .Can you please reassure the Parish Council that you have
noted the opinions of your fellow professionals, and that you as the
responsible Authority will make a robust stand on this before we find
ourselves glowing in the dark in a new kind of Green Deal? - e

Finally,can the Halsall Parish Council be assured that our concerns are being
redirected by yourselves, to the decision takers in your organisations, if
you yourselves are not in this direct line of decision taking authority for our
area? - a) Is there actually a procedure in existence, in your organisations to
syphon local concerns to the decision makers? - b)If you are not in this
decision making capacity and/or if there is no system for feedback
reporting, can you please give the names and contact details of those who
will be making decisions, so we can address them with our concerns? -
Finally can | thank you for all your hard work and expertise in building a
case for use in future planning applications..... - As a result of our
correspondence, a meeting is currently being arranged between Halsall
Parish Council and the Environment Agency to address the questions we
have raised.(date of writing this is 21/4/2017) We believe that it is
imperative an