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APPLICATION NUMBERS:  16/00495/OUTEIA,  
17/00406/FULEIA and 
17/00407/OUTEIA 

LOCATION:  Land at Delph Lane, Daresbury 

PROPOSAL: 16/00495/OUTEIA: 
Resubmission of outline planning application 
15/00266/OUTEIA for outline planning permission (with all 
matters other than access reserved) for mixed-use 
development comprising: up to 550 residential dwellings; 
up to 15,000 sq m of employment floorspace (Use Class 
B1); new local centre of up to 3,000 sq m (Use Classes A1 - 
A5 and D1 - dual use); provision of infrastructure including 
a new junction on to A558 Daresbury Expressway and 
details of access 
 
17/00406/FULEIA: 
Resubmission of application 14/00539/FULEIA for the 
erection of 295 residential dwellings with associated 
landscaping and site infrastructure, construction of a new 
road junction onto Daresbury Expressway (A558), 
installation of a signalised junction to Delph Lane, provision 
of public open space and play facilities and associated 
works 
 
17/00407/OUTEIA 
Resubmission of application 13/00206/OUTEIA hybrid 
planning application for up to 300 residential dwellings 
comprising: full planning application for 122 residential 
dwellings (mix of 2, 3 and 4 bedroom houses), new spine 
road, turning head to the east of Delph Lane canal bridge, 
new junction between the proposed spine road and the 
A56, pedestrian/cycle routes and associated works (Phase 
A); and outline planning application for up to 178 
residential dwellings (all matters are reserved) (Phase B) 

WARD: Daresbury 

PARISH: Daresbury Parish Council 

AGENT(S) / APPLICANT(S): Redrow Homes North West Limited 

DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
ALLOCATION: 
Halton Unitary Development 
Plan (2005) 
 
 
Core Strategy (2013) 

 
 
H1 Provision for New Housing 
S23 open countryside 
E1Local and Regional Employment Land Allocations 
 
CS11East Runcorn 

DEPARTURE  Yes 

REPRESENTATIONS: Detailed in the body of this report.  

RECOMMENDATION: Approve subject to conditions. 
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PROPOSED RED LINE PLANS  

16/00495/OUTEIA (equivalent 15/00266/OUTEIA) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

17/00406/FULEIA (equivalent 14/00539/FULEIA) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

17/00407/OUTEIA (equivalent 13/00206/OUTEIA) 
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1.  BACKGROUND  
 
1.1 The Site and Surroundings  
1.2 The sites cover approximately 73 hectares (combined figure of all three planning 

applications) and is located approximately 4 miles to the east of Runcorn town 
centre, immediately to the east of the Sandymoor area, forming a strategic area 
referred to as East Runcorn. 

 
1.3 The area is currently accessible from the south via the M56 motorway (junction 11) 

and the A56 Chester Road or alternatively via Keckwick Lane to the north. Delph 
Lane currently runs from north to south through the application sites.  

 
1.4 The surrounding area comprises Daresbury Science and Innovation Campus (DSIC) 

located to the east, Daresbury Park Business Park to the south, and Sandymoor to 
the west. The West Coast Mainline runs to the west of application sites and the 
Chester to Manchester rail line also runs adjacent to the sites, as does the 
Bridgewater Canal. 

 
1.5 The sites are all part of East Runcorn Key Area of Change as defined in Policy CS11 of 

the Core Strategy. Within the East Runcorn Key Area of Change the application sites 
are within the Daresbury Strategic Area.  

 
1.6 Relevant Planning History 
1.7 The Applicant has previously submitted three planning applications 

13/00206/OUTEIA, 14/00539/FULEIA and 15/00266/OUTEIA (the “former 
applications”) that are identical to those applications set out above. The former 
applications are currently at appeal and are due to be heard by an Inspector from 
the Planning Inspectorate at a Public Inquiry commencing in April 2018. These 
appeals have been ‘called in’ meaning the final decision will be by the Secretary of 
State. 

 
1.8 Redrow are ‘twin tracking’ these applications (meaning there are live applications 

before the Local Planning Authority and simultaneously with the Planning 

Inspectorate) as they wish to commence development as soon as possible. If 

planning permission is granted by the LPA then it will potentially save significant 

public and private sector expense in dealing with the appeal. 

1.9 It should be noted that the former applications cannot be determined by the 
Committee. Therefore, the decision made by the Committee on applications 
16/00495/OUTEIA, 17/00406/FULEIA and 17/00407/OUTEIA will be the Council’s 
position on the set of applications that are with the Secretary of State. 
 

2.  THE APPLICATIONS 
 
2.1 16/00495/OUTEIA  

Application for outline planning permission (with all matters other than access 
reserved) for mixed-use development comprising: up to 550 residential dwellings; up 
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to 15,000 sq m of employment floorspace (Use Class B1); new local centre of up to 
3,000 sq m (Use Classes A1 - A5 and D1 - dual use); provision of infrastructure 
including a new junction on to A558 Daresbury Expressway and details of access. 
 

2.2 17/00406/FULEIA  
Application for the erection of 295 residential dwellings with associated landscaping 
and site infrastructure, construction of a new road junction onto Daresbury 
Expressway (A558), installation of a signalised junction to Delph Lane, provision of 
public open space and play facilities and associated works. 
 

2.3 17/00407/OUTEIA A hybrid planning application for up to 300 residential dwellings 
comprising: full planning application for 122 residential dwellings (mix of 2, 3 and 4 
bedroom houses), new spine road, turning head to the east of Delph Lane canal 
bridge, new junction between the proposed spine road and the A56, 
pedestrian/cycle routes and associated works (Phase A); and outline planning 
application for up to 178 residential dwellings (all matters are reserved) (Phase B). 
 

2.4 Documentation  
The applications are supported by a number of accompanying documents including 
an Environmental Statement (EIA) which provides a detailed assessment of the 
anticipated effects of the applications through the construction and operational 
phases of the development.  
 

3.  POLICY CONTEXT 
3.1 The development plan for Halton consists of the Halton Core Strategy, the remaining 

saved policies from the Halton Unitary Development Plan (UDP), and the Joint 
Merseyside and Halton Waste Local Plan 2013.  
 

3.2 The application sites include land designated for residential and employment uses 
(UDP Policy H1 and E1) and Open Countryside (S23). In the Core Strategy, the site 
area is allocated as primarily residential and employment as part of the Key Area of 
Change Strategic Site in Policy CS11. 

 
3.3 The following Core Strategy and UDP policies and other policy documents are of 

particular relevance: Halton Core Strategy (2013) 
CS1       Halton’s Spatial Strategy 
CS2       Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
CS3       Housing Supply and Locational Priorities 
CS4       Employment Land and Locational Priorities 
CS5       A Network of Centres 
CS7       Infrastructure Provision  
CS11     East Runcorn 
CS12     Housing Mix 
CS13     Affordable Housing 
CS15     Sustainable Transport 
CS18     High Quality Design 
CS19     Sustainable Development and Climate Change 
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CS20     Natural and Historic Environment 
CS21     Green Infrastructure 
CS22     Health and Well-being 
CS23     Managing Pollution and Risk 
CS24 Waste 

 
3.4 Joint Waste Local Plan 2013 

WM8     Waste Prevention and Resource Management 
WM9     Sustainable Waste Management Design and Layout for New Development 
 

3.5 Halton Unitary Development Plan (UDP) (2005) 
S23         Open Countryside 
BE1         General Requirements for Development 
BE2         Quality of Design 
BE10      Protecting the Setting of Listed Buildings 
BE12      General Development Criteria – Conservation Areas 
GE6        Protection of Designated Greenspace 
GE7        Proposed Greenspace Designations 
GE23      Protection of Areas of Special Landscape Value 
GE24      Protection of Important Landscape Features 
GE25      Protection of ponds 
GE26      Protection of hedgerows 
GE27      Protection of trees and woodlands 
GE28      The Mersey Forest 
GE29      Canals and Rivers 
PR1        Air Quality 
PR5        Water Quality 
PR8        Noise Sensitive Development 
PR12      Development and land surrounding COMAH sites 
PR16      Development and Flood Risk 
TP1         Public Transport Provision as Part of New Development 
TP4         New Public Transport Facilities  
TP6         Cycling Provision as Part of New Development 
TP7         Pedestrian Provision as Part of New Development 
TP9         The Greenway Network 
TP12      Car Parking 
TP14      Transport Assessments 
TP15      Accessibility to new developments 
TP17      Safe Travel for All 
TP18      Traffic Management 
TC6         Out of Centre Retail Development 
H1           Provision of New Housing 
H3           Provision of Recreational Greenspace 
E1           Local and Regional Employment Land Allocations 
 

3.6 Supplementary Planning Documents  
A number of adopted Supplementary Planning Documents relate to application site;  
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•             Affordable Housing SPD 
•             Design of Residential Development SPD 
•             Designing for Community Safety  

 
3.7 It is appropriate to note that the successor to the Core Strategy and UDP, the 

‘Delivery and Allocations Local Plan’ (“DALP”) is currently at an early stage of 
preparation and is not considered to be relevant in the consideration of these 
applications. 

 
4.  CONSULTATIONS 
4.1 Whilst it is encouraged for major schemes, there is no legal obligation for developers 

to carry out pre-application consultation. Nevertheless, Redrow undertook pre-
application consultation in the local area. A public exhibition event took place on 
Tuesday 17th June 2014. Further details on this exercise are contained within the 
Applicant’s submission.  

 
4.2 The applications were advertised as a departure by means of site notice and press 

notices. An extensive process of consultation was undertaken with a wide range of 
internal and external, statutory and non-statutory, consultees. 

 
4.3 For all applications, notification letters were sent to the two Local Ward Councillors, 

the Parish Councils of Daresbury Moore and Sandymoor, together with the 
Daresbury Joint Venture and the Bridgewater Canal Company. 

 
4.4 The following number of surrounding properties were consulted on the applications 

listed below. 

 16/00495/OUTEIA – 241 Neighbours consulted 

 17/00406/FULEIA – 241 Neighbours consulted 

 17/00407/OUTEIA – 142 Neighbours consulted  
  

4.5  LIST OF CONSULTEES  
 
4.6 16/00495/OUTEIA  

 Environment Agency – no objection and set out standing advice in respect of 
drainage/ flooding 

 National Grid – No objection in principle Applicant to contact National Grid 
when carrying out works in the area (to be included as informative). 

 Coal Authority – No comments to make as it does not fall within a defined 

coalfield. 

 National Planning Casework Unit – No comments 

  Pipeline operators – none of the Essar Pipelines or Shell operational Pipelines 

should be affected by the proposal. 

  Highways England – No objection 

  Natural England – No objections and advises that the proposal is unlikely to 

affect any statutory protected sites or landscapes. Encourage the incorporation of 

green infrastructure. 
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  United Utilities – proposal is acceptable in principle and suggests conditions in 

relation to drainage, Suds condition. 

 Warrington Borough Council – before determining the application the Council 

should obtain details to demonstrate that the increased traffic will not materially 

affect/ worsen existing traffic levels on the A56 within Warrington’s 

administrative area.   

 Network Rail – request a number of conditions and in formatives to protect the 

line 

 EA- no objection and set out standing advice in respect of drainage/ flooding 

 

4.7 17/00406/FULEIA 

 Coal Authority – No comments to make as it does not fall within a defined 

coalfield. 

 Highways England – No objection 

 Historic England – Not required to be consulted 

 HSE – Do Not Advise Against on Safety Grounds 

 Natural England – No objections and advises that the proposal is unlikely to 

affect any statutory protected sites or landscapes. Encourage the incorporation 

of green infrastructure. 

 Cadent Gas - access to the pipeline should not be restricted 

 Pipeline operators – none of the Essar Pipelines or Shell operational Pipelines 

should be affected by the proposal. 

 United Utilities – proposal are acceptable in principle and suggest conditions in 

relation to drainage, Suds condition 

 Canal and River Trust – Outside of notified area 

 Cheshire Police – the developer should consult to ensure designing out crime 

principles are taken into account. 

 Cheshire West and Chester Council – no objection 

 Network Rail – request a number of conditions and informatives to protect the 

line 

 

4.8 17/00407/OUTEIA 

 Canal and River Trust – Outside of notified area 

 Coal Authority – No comments to make as it does not fall within a defined 

coalfield. 

 Highways England – No objection 

 Historic England – No required to be consulted 

 HSE – Do Not Advise Against 
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 Natural England – No objections and advises that the proposal is unlikely to 

affect any statutory protected sites or landscapes. Encourage the incorporation 

of green infrastructure. 

 Cadent Gas - access to the pipeline should not be restricted 

 Pipeline operators – none of the Essar Pipelines or Shell operational Pipelines 

should be affected by the proposal. 

 United Utilities – proposal are acceptable in principle and suggest conditions in 

relation to drainage, Suds condition 

4.9 LIST OF INTERNALS 

Application ref: 16/00495/OUTEIA 

 Open Spaces – No objection – Check for Gary’s comments. Landscape architect 

no objection subject to conditions concerning detailed landscape conditions. 

 Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) – Set of comments provided. No objection 

subject to conditions. 

 Environmental Health (EH)– No objection 

 

17/00406/FULEIA  

 Open Spaces – No objection 

 Cheshire Archaeology  - two areas of interest have been identified a condition is 

recommended in relation to a scheme of investigation 

 LLFA – Set of comments provided. No objection subject to conditions. 

 EH -  No objection  

 

17/00407/OUTEIA 

 Open Spaces – No objection 

 Conservation Advisor – No objection but consideration should be made on the 

impact of the development of the non-designated heritage asset of the railway 

arch on Delph Lane in the consideration of this proposal. 

 LLFA – Set of comments provided. No objection subject to conditions. 

 EH – No objection  
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5.  REPRESENTATIONS 

Consultation has been undertaken on a number of occasions (for all six applications 

plus re-consultations on amended information). This level of consultation may have 

been confusing and therefore the Council has received a number of duplicated 

objections and comments which have appeared to relate to more than one 

application. Therefore the objections listed below include all those received in 

whatever context. In addition, the objections have been considered for all 

applications, regardless of whether they were stated as applying to any one 

particular application. 

5.1 16/00495/OUTEIA 

Parish Councils  
 
Daresbury Parish Council –  
!”We fully support and agree with the Council’s position regarding grey areas within 

the application.” 

Moore Parish Council –  
Object on the following grounds: 

• lack of infrastructure being provided in accordance with the Core Strategy 

• location of the local centre is not acceptable 

Sandymoor Parish Council and Moore Parish Council –  

 Keckwick Lane Canal bridge should not be allowed to close until the new 

junction is fully opened as it will limit access to Sandymoor and Moore 

 Concerns over the signalisation/ closure of the Keckwick lane under bridge. 

As well as signalisation widening should take place.  

 Keckwick lane west underbridge should remain open to vehicles as access 

schools and amenities. 

 Delph lane railway bridge should be signal controlled unless the new canal 

bridge and spine road completed.  

 Before phase2 is approved the bridge and spine road must be under 

construction.  

 S106 required for the funding of the new bridge and construction and 

completion of the spine road with a trigger point for commencement before 

consent is granted for phase 2 housing. 

 An obligation must be placed on redrow to use the rail tunnel for pedestrians 

and cyclists at poplar farm underpass to sandymoor. 

 Concerns over public transport accessibility given the layout and no spine 

road 

 Poor quality design 
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 Suggest higher figures for the delivery of infrastructure and compensation for 

Peel to provide an easement.  

 Phasing payments suggested unacceptable. 

 Concerns over the viability claims from the applicant. 

Note that a more detailed summary is set out in Table 4 of this report. 

5.2 Peel Holdings 

Peel  on behalf of the Bridgewater Canal Company 

• Major concerns regarding piecemeal planning approach 

• Absence of strategy to deliver critical infrastructure including marina, new 

bridge crossing, improvement to the Bridgewater Canal (BWC) and linear 

openspace around the canal. 

• No workable proposal for pooled contributions. 

• Objection to closing of roads in the area due to the need to inspect and 

maintain the canal. 

• Fails to take opportunities in layout to take account of the heritage asset of 

the canal. 

5.3 DSIC Joint Venture (JV) 

 Does not accord with the strategic site Framework 

 Reduces significantly the extend of high quality employment land available at 
Daresbury 

 Proposal will have a significant and detrimental impact on the masterplan 
principles set out in the Core Strategy 

 Incremental planning applications not considered comprehensively 

 Lack of a bus link as required by the Core Strategy 

 Lack of transport connectivity 

 Does not accord with the Development Plan  
 

5.4 Representations following neighbour consultation 

Representations have been received on the following issues: 

 Noise and light pollution during construction 

 Increase in traffic 

 Pollution from construction traffic 

 Access to existing properties. 

 Need for gates to property  

 Parking restrictions near to existing properties 

 Creation of a dark alley  

 Compensation for impact on property and business 
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 There should be no change to utilities to existing properties 

 Keckwick lane should remain open as a 2Km diversion to Moore in unacceptable. 

 Congestion problems on the expressway 

 Difficult to access property 

 The impact on the aspect of properties being changed from open fields to a 

housing estate 

 Loss of habitat and trees 

 Fails to provide affordable housing 

 Issues of flooding 

 Communications should be clearer and summary of amendments should be 

provided 

 Removal of hedgerows 

 Destruction of farmland 

 Impact on wildlife 

 Impact of noise from the railway on new properties 

 Lack of a buffer to existing properties 

 Numbers of properties to high 

 Offices would industrialise the area 

 Recreational walks should be maintained for health of the residents 

 Loss of Green Belt  

 What provision will be in place for parking for fishermen 

 Who will be responsible for maintenance 

 What are the timescales for the development 

 What additional security features will our property be given due to the increase 

in houses 

 Plans need to include health centre, pharmacy education facilities for adults with 

a café/bar provision 

 Destruction of beautiful countryside 

 Not in keeping with the area 

 Not enough openspace in the area 

 Should use brownfield 

 No need for additional employment space 

 Not sustainable 

 Lack of infrastructure 

 Poor road network 

 Poor public transport links 

 Effect on financial viability of phased applications 

 

 Local MP forwarded on constituents concerns which are as follows: 

 No provision of health care facilities and adult education  
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 Issues with access and traffic 

 

- MP subsequently raised objections which are included within the above list. 

 

5.5 Campaign Protection Rural England (CPRE) 

The CPRE raised a number of questions specifically  

 Is this sustainable in general?;  

 Is this sustainable given requirements for food security to use agricultural land? 

 Does it enhance the amenity of the existing residents? 

 Is the granting of an outline planning permission acceptable in principle? 

 

5.6 17/00406/FULEIA 

Parish Councils  
 
Daresbury Parish Council 

Delph lane is unsuitable for the large amount of vehicles that will use the new 

houses when built. The road is very narrow and the drop from the new junction 

appears to involve a steep drop. 

Moore Parish Council 
• The design is of a poor quality. 

• No provision for local facilities and not sustainable 

• The application should be refused. 

Sandymoor Parish Council and Moore Parish Council  

• Keckwick Lane Canal bridge should not be allowed to close until the new junction 

is fully opened as it will limit access to Sandymoor and Moore 

• Concerns over the signalisation/ closure of the Keckwick lane under bridge. As 

well as signalisation widening should take place.  

• Keckwick lane west underbridge should remain open to vehicles as access 

schools and amenities. 

• Delph lane railway bridge should be signal controlled unless the new canal bridge 

and spine road completed.  

• Before phase2 is approved the bridge and spine road must be under 

construction.  

• S106 required for the funding of the new bridge and construction and 

completion of the spine road with a trigger point for commencement before 

consent is granted for phase 2 housing. 
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• An obligation must be placed on Redrow to use the rail tunnel for pedestrians 

and cyclists at poplar farm underpass to Sandymoor. 

• Concerns over public transport accessibility given the layout and no spine road 

• Poor quality design. 

• Suggest higher figures for the delivery of infrastructure and compensation for 

Peel to provide an easement.  

• Phasing payments suggested unacceptable. 

• Concerns over the viability claims from the applicant. 

 

Note that a more detailed summary is set out in table 4 of this report. 

5.7 Peel Holdings 

Peel on behalf of the Bridgewater Canal Company 

• Major concerns regarding piecemeal planning approach 

• Absence of strategy to deliver critical infrastructure including marina, new bridge 

crossing, improvement to the bridgewater canal and linear openspace around 

the canal. 

• No workable proposal for pooled contributions. 

• Objection to closing of roads in the area due to the need to inspect and maintain 

the canal. 

• Fails to take opportunities in layout to take account of the heritage asset of the 

canal. 

5.8 DSIC Joint Venture (JV) 

 Does not accord with the strategic site Framework 

 Reduces significantly the extend of high quality employment land available at 
Daresbury 

 Proposal will have a significant and detrimental impact on the masterplan 
principles set out in the Core Strategy 

 Incremental planning applications not considered comprehensively 

 Lack of a bus link as required by the Core Strategy 

 Lack of transport connectivity 

 Does not accord with the Development Plan  
 

5.9 Representations following neighbour consultation 

Representations have been received and they raised the following issues: 

• Noise and light pollution during construction 

• Increase in traffic 

• Pollution from construction traffic 

• Access to existing properties 
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• Need for gates to property  

• Parking restrictions near to existing properties 

• Creation of a dark alley  

• Compensation for impact on property and business 

• There should be no change to utilities to existing properties 

• Keckwick lane should remain open as a 2Km diversion to Moore in 

unacceptable. 

• Congestion problems on the expressway 

• Roads to narrow 

• No buffer in front of homes 

• Poor design and layout 

• Removal of hedgerows 

• Access issues 

• Vehicle tracking needed 

• To dense  

• Lack of thought given to existing properties 

• Loss of property prices 

• Loss of natural beauty and rural feel 

• Should has considering purchase of existing properties 

• Too close to railway 

• Vibration issues from the rail line 

• Impact on wildlife 

• Flooding issues 

• Need to know finished floor levels and roof heights 

• Want to know declared relationships between land owner and council 

members involved 

• Object to closure of underpass to vehicles and need to access local amenities 

on Sandymoor and Moore 

• No openspace buffers 

• Object to the potential of social/cheap housing as will affect property prices 

• How will existing properties be made secure 

• Daresbury village will become more congested 

• No provision of health care facilities and adult education  

• Issues with access and traffic 

• Unsafe highway junctions 

• Need for speed reduction measures 

• Needs the essential infrastructure 

• Contrary to policies in UDP in terms of viability and not providing affordable 

housing 

• Effect on business 

• Light pollution 
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• Pollution form construction 

• Impact of a marina opposite my home 

 housing shortage could be solved by cutting immigration and regulating 

wealthy individuals and developers who bolster personal fortune at the 

expense of the many and the environment 

 object to closure of underpass to vehicles and need to access local amenities 

on Sandymoor and Moore 

 Poor public transport links 

 Effect on financial viability of phased applications 

 

 MP forwarded on Constituents concerns which are as follows: 

 No provision of health care facilities and adult education  

 Issues with access and traffic 

 MP subsequently raised objections which are included within 

the above list. 

 

5.10 17/00407/OUTEIA 

Sandymoor Parish Council and Moore Parish Council –  

 Keckwick Lane Canal bridge should not be allowed to close until the new junction 

is fully opened as it will limit access to Sandymoor and Moore 

 Concerns over the signalisation/ closure of the Keckwick lane under bridge.  As 

well as signalisation, widening should take place.  

 Keckwick lane west underbridge should remain open to vehicles as access 

schools and amenities. 

 Delph lane railway bridge should be signal controlled unless the new canal bridge 

and spine road completed.  

 Before phase2 is approved the bridge and spine road must be under 

construction.  

 S106 required for the funding of the new bridge and construction and 

completion of the spine road with a trigger point for commencement before 

consent is granted for phase 2 housing. 

 An obligation must be placed on Redrow to use the rail tunnel for pedestrians 

and cyclists at poplar farm underpass to Sandymoor. 

 Concerns over public transport accessibility given the layout and no spine road 

 Poor quality design. 

 Suggest higher figures for the delivery of infrastructure and compensation for 

peel to provide an easement.  

 Phasing payments suggested unacceptable. 

 Concerns over the viability claims from the applicant. 
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Note that a more detailed summary is set out in table 4 of this report. 

5.11 Peel Holdings 

Peel  on behalf of the Bridgewater Canal Company 

 Major concerns regarding piecemeal planning approach 

 Absence of strategy to deliver critical infrastructure including marina, new bridge 

crossing, improvement to the Bridgewater Canal and linear openspace around 

the canal. 

 No workable proposal for pooled contributions. 

 Objection to closing of roads in the area due to the need to inspect and maintain 

the canal. 

 Fails to take opportunities in layout to take account of the heritage asset of the 

canal. 

5.12 DSIC Joint Venture (JV) 

 Does not accord with the strategic site framework 

 Reduces significantly the extend of high quality employment land available at 
Daresbury 

 Proposal will have a significant and detrimental impact on the masterplan 
principles set out in the Core Strategy 

 Incremental planning applications not considered comprehensively 

 Lack of a bus link as required by the Core Strategy 

 Lack of transport connectivity 

 Does not accord with the Development Plan  
 

5.13 Representations following neighbour consultation 

Representations have been received and they raised the following issues: 

 Not been consulted about amendments to the types of housing as previously 

four and five bed housing was planned. 

 Joining Delph lane and the spine road is not necessary 

 Lack of clarity of stopping up of Delph lane 

 Not enough amenities in the area. 

 headlights shining into properties 

 lack of public transport 

 contrary to phasing in the plan 

 should be built out as whole 

 lack infrastructure including spine road 

 Noise and light pollution during construction 

 Increase in traffic 

 Pollution from construction traffic 
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 Access to existing properties. 

 Need for gates to property  

 Parking restrictions near to existing properties 

 Creation of a dark alley  

 Compensation for impact on property and business 

 There should be no change to utilities to existing properties 

 Keckwick lane should remain open as a 2Km diversion to Moore in unacceptable. 

 Congestion problems on the expressway 

 Roads to narrow 

 No buffer in front of homes 

 Poor design and layout 

 Removal of hedgerows 

 Access issues 

 Vehicle tracking needed 

 To dense  

 Lack of thought given to existing properties 

 Loss of property prices 

 Loss of natural beauty and rural feel 

 Should has considering purchase of existing properties 

 Too close to railway 

 Vibration issues from the rail line 

 Impact on wildlife 

 flooding issues 

 need to know finished floor levels and roof heights 

 want to know declared relationships between land owner and council members 

involved 

 The location of 2 pump stations near to existing residential dwelling 

 housing shortage could be solved by cutting immigration and regulating wealthy 

individuals and developers who bolster personal fortune at the expense of the 

many and the environment 

 object to closure of underpass to vehicles and need to access local amenities on 

Sandymoor and Moore 

 no openspace buffers 

 object to the potential of social/cheap housing as will affect property prices 

 how will existing properties be made secure 

 Numbers of properties to high 

 Offices would industrialise the area. 

 Recreational walks should be maintained for health of the residents 

 Impact on Daresbury Village 

 Inconsistencies in the plans as one shows a marina 
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 Issues with closing the canal bridge 

 Issues with access and traffic 

 Needs the essential infrastructure 

 Contrary to policies in udp in terms of viability and not providing affordable 

housing 

 Poor public transport links 

 Effect on financial viability of phased applications 

 MP forwarded on Constituents concerns which are as follows: 

 No provision of health care facilities and adult education  

 Issues with access and traffic 

 MP subsequently raised objections which are included within 

the above list. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



19 
 

6.  POLICY ASSESSMENT  
 
6.1 Development Plan 

Principles of Development of the Daresbury Strategic site 

The Development Plan for Halton consists of the Halton Core Strategy, the remaining 

saved policies from the UDP, and the Joint Merseyside and Halton Waste Local Plan.  

6.2 The following provides an overview of the key relevant general policies together with 

the specific Core Strategy Policy CS11. Other detailed policy issues are addressed 

later through the relevant sections of the report. Other detailed policy based 

development control matters are also dealt with later in the report. 

 Policy CS1 – Halton’s Spatial Strategy identifies the quantum and broad location 

of development across the borough including the identification of four Key Areas 

of Change (KAoC) of which the application sites are identified within the East 

Runcorn Key Area of Change.  

 Policy CS2 –‘Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development’ repeats NPPF 

and is discussed below in the report 

 Policy CS4 – ‘Employment Land and Locational Priorities’, seeks to provide for 

employment land over the plan period. The sites include employment land and 

discussion of this is dealt with below in the analysis of policy CS11.  

6.3 Policy CS11- East Runcorn 

The three applications relate to land within the area subject to Core Strategy Policy 

CS11. Specifically, the applications come within that part of the policy described as 

the ‘Daresbury Strategic Site’. The policy contains a land allocation component 

together with principles of development. Areas within the Strategic Site are 

allocated for specific land uses. The policy states that as the identified land is a 

‘Strategic Site’ the area will deliver many of the required outcomes intrinsic to the 

success and future prosperity of Halton. The specific land uses are indicated on 

Figure 11 on page 82 of the Core Strategy and are further described on page 80. 

 

6.4 There are 6 broad principles of development (described at page 80) which are 

expected to apply across the Daresbury Strategic Site. These relate to the following 

matters: 

 A requirement for a network of open spaces; 

 Timely provision of physical and social infrastructure; 

 The requirement for the whole of the development to be served by public 

transport; 

 The promotion of walking and cycling routes and expansion of the greenway 

network; 
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 The design layout and style of individual plots to be guided by a design 

framework; and 

 The requirement to integrate with the existing residential community at 

Sandymoor. 

6.5 There is a lengthy Justification section attached to the policy which sets out how to 

interpret these broad principles. 

6.6 In assessing the compliance or non-compliance of the applications against Core 

Strategy Policy CS11 it is therefore necessary to consider whether the resultant land 

uses would substantially comply with policy in addition to whether they substantially 

reflect the stated principles of development. 

 

6.7 Policy CS11 identifies the area as a Strategic Site and Figure 12 allocates land within 

the Daresbury Strategic Site. These land allocations are different from the allocation 

plan for the UDP. Parts of the sites in the UDP are allocated as Open Countryside 

(S23). As the Core Strategy is a more up to date land allocation, it take primacy, 

overriding Policy S23 of the UDP. 

 

6.8 The housing development proposed by policy CS11 is envisaged to be delivered in 3 

phases, as shown in Table 6 within the reasoned justification of Policy CS11. The 

applications that are the subject to this report cover Phases 1 and 2. Phase 3 relates 

to Wharford Farm, a separate area of land, and is therefore not material to these 

applications. In relation to the proposed employment sites, Table 7 (of Policy CS11) 

also has three phases. The applications that are the subject of this report only relate 

to Daresbury SIC. Table 8 deals with other infrastructure requirements to support 

the entire Strategic Site. 

 

6.9 Policy CS11 sets out a requirement that 1400 homes and 96,883SQM of employment 

floorspace should be developed upon the whole Strategic Site. The infrastructure 

required to deliver the above development is described in the justification to policy 

CS11. This is set out at pages 83 – 87 of the Core Strategy. Tables 6-8 then 

specifically identify where this infrastructure is to be delivered to meet the 

requirements of the proposed development and which developers are responsible 

for its delivery.   

 

6.10 Despite being a strategic policy, CS11 contains no requirement for a single planning 

application to be submitted in respect of the whole of the Daresbury Strategic Site. 

However, any individual application should not be inconsistent with or compromise 

the achieving of the aims of the strategic policy. 
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6.11 Paragraph 14.5 of the justification refers to a Masterplan. This is referenced purely 

for historical information. The document predates the policy and has no status with 

regard to the current applications. 

 

6.12 Degree of Compliance with Policy CS11 

Each application needs to be looked at separately. There are three elements in 

assessing compliance with Policy CS11. These are: 

1. Does the propose land use comply with the land allocation set in Figure 12 to the 

policy?   

2. Does the application comply with the principles of the development set out 

within the policy? and   

3. Does the application produce or make sufficient contribution to the 

infrastructure identified in the policy?   

6.13 Compliance Tables (Please read Tables 1 – 3 down each column, not across) 

The following tables have been utilised to summarise each applications compliance 

with CS11. 

 

Table 1. - Application 16/00495/OUTEIA 

Land Allocation Principles of 
Development 

Infrastructure 

Delph Lane West 
sector is compliant. 
Largely compliant but 
some employment 
land shown as 
housing.  

Principle 1 As an 
outline application 
could be compliant 
with principle one 
subject to conditions/ 
S106. 
 
For Principle 2 see 
infrastructure column. 
 
Principle 3 there is no 
way of knowing if it is 
capable of compliance. 
However, pro rata 
infrastructure can be 
provided.  
 
Principle 4 can be 
provided by condition. 
 
Principle 5 
noncompliance cannot 
be established as no 

a. Fails to provide Improvements to 
existing Delph Lane canal bridge   
b. Fails to provide Delivery of main 
vehicular road to link the A56 at Delph 
Lane with Keckwick Lane, including 
bridge over Bridgewater Canal  
c. Fails to incorporate and bring 
about improvements to George Gleave’s 
bridge for pedestrians and cyclists 
d. Fails to provide a marina 
e. Fails to signalise Keckwick Lane at 
West Coast Mainline. 
f. Fails to provide Keckwick Lane 
Vehicular bridge over Bridgewater canal 
G. Fails to provide improvements to 
Keckwick Lane bridge over the Chester-
Manchester railway line to 
accommodate both vehicles and 
pedestrians/cyclists 
h. Does provide improvements to Delph 
Lane bridge under the Chester-
Manchester railway line to 
accommodate two-way vehicular traffic 
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design framework has 
been produced. 
 
Principle 6 – with 
regard to principle 6 
they largely exist and 
can be conditioned. 
 

i. Does provide Pedestrian/cyclist link to 
Sandymoor at Poplar Farm underpass. 
j. Fails to provide improvement to 
A56/Delph Lane junction 
k. local centre forms part of the 
application.  

 

Table 2. - Application 17/00406/FULEIA 

Land Allocation Principles of 
Development 

Infrastructure 

This only applies to 
Delph Lane West and 
compliant with the 
allocation. 

Principle 1 is compliant 
subject to conditions/ 
S106. 
 
For Principle 2 see 
infrastructure column. 
 
Principle 3 there is no 
way of knowing if it is 
capable of compliance. 
However, pro rata 
infrastructure can be 
provided.  
 
Principle 4 is complied 
with and can be 
provided by condition. 
 
Principle 5 
noncompliance cannot 
be established as no 
design framework has 
been produced. 
 
Principle 6 – with 
regard to principle 6 
they largely exist and 
can be conditioned. 
 

a. Fails to signalise Keckwick Lane at 
West Coast Mainline. 
b. Fails to provide Keckwick Lane 
Vehicular bridge over Bridgewater canal 
c. Fails to provide improvements to 
Keckwick Lane bridge over the Chester-
Manchester railway line to 
accommodate both vehicles and 
pedestrians/cyclists 
d. Does provide improvements to Delph 
Lane bridge under the Chester-
Manchester railway line to 
accommodate two-way vehicular traffic 
e. Does provide Pedestrian/cyclist link to 
Sandymoor at Poplar Farm underpass. 
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Table 3. - Application 17/00407/OUTEIA (Hybrid Application part outline part detailed) 

Land Allocation Principles of 

Development 

Infrastructure 

This only applies to 

Central Housing Area 

and compliant with 

the allocation with the 

exception of no 

inclusion of a marina. 

 

 

 

Principle 1 As a hybrid 

application could be 

compliant with 

principle one subject to 

conditions/ S106. 

 

For Principle 2 see 

infrastructure column. 

 

Principle 3 there is no 

way of knowing if it is 

capable of compliance. 

However, pro rata 

infrastructure can be 

provided.  

 

Principle 4 can be 

provided by condition. 

 

Principle 5 

noncompliance cannot 

be established as no 

design framework has 

been produced. 

 

Principle 6 – this site is 

not adjacent to 

Sandymoor 

 

a. Fails to provide Improvements to 

existing Delph Lane canal bridge   

b. Fails to provide Delivery of main 

vehicular road to link the A56 at Delph 

Lane with Keckwick Lane, including 

bridge over Bridgewater Canal  

c. Fails to incorporate and bring 

about improvements to George Gleave’s 

bridge for pedestrians and cyclists 

d. Fails to provide a marina 

e. Does provide improvement to 

A56/Delph Lane junction 

k. Fails to provide for the local centre.  

 

6.14 It will be apparent from the above tables that there are sufficient non-compliances 

with Policy CS11 for all of the applications to be treated as departure applications. 

The assessment of the relevance of the degree of departure from the Development 

Plan is dealt with further below (Section 9). 

6.15 National Planning Policy Framework  
NPPF paragraph 14 deals with the “presumption in favour of sustainable 

development”, which is said to be “at the heart of” the NPPF and which should be 
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seen as “a golden thread running through both plan-making and decision-taking”. It 

continues (so far as relevant here): 

For decision-taking this means:   

–  approving development proposals that accord with the development plan 
without delay; and 
–  where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-
date, granting permission unless: 
-         any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework 
taken as a whole; or 
-        specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be 
restricted. {a footnote goes on to list examples of such policies].” 

 
6.16 The Council has had regard to the recent case of Suffolk Coastal District 

Council and Cheshire East Borough Council [2017] UKSC 37 in interpreting 
these provisions. It will be apparent that there are two limbs to the 
presumptions under paragraph 14 as to the granting of permission: an 
unqualified presumption where proposals comply with an (up to date) 
development plan and a qualified presumption where the development plan 
is “absent, silent or relevant policies are out of date”. These presumptions 
are subject to the statutory provisions in section 70(2) Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 and section 38(6) Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
2004 which both stress the potential impact of material considerations which 
might result in not granting permission notwithstanding compliance with the 
development plan. 

 
6.17 Specifically, section 70(2) of the 1990 Act states: 

 “In dealing with such an application the authority shall have regard to  
(a)       the provisions of the development plan, so far as 
material to the application, 
(b)       any local finance considerations, so far as material to 
the application, and 
(c)       any other material considerations.” 
 

And section 38(6) of the 2004 Act states: 
“If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any 
determination to be made under the planning Acts the determination 
must be made in accordance with the plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise.” 

 
6.18 Unlike the development plan provisions, these sections contain no specific 

requirement to have regard to national policy statements issued by the Secretary of 
State. However, such policy statements may, where relevant, amount to ‘material 
considerations’. 
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6.19 Halton’s development plan is not considered absent, silent or out-of-date. But since 
the applications (being departure applications) do not accord with the development 
plan in material respects neither of the limbs of NPPF paragraph 14 apply. 

 
6.20 It follows that the presumptions applicable to the applications should be considered 

in accordance with section 70(2) of the 1990 Act and section 36(8) of the 2004 Act. 
 
6.21 In October 2017 the LPA published an updated Strategic Housing Land Availability 

Assessment. This document demonstrates the LPA has a 7.56 years supply of 
deliverable housing. 

 
6.22 Policies for the supply of housing contained in Halton’s Development Plan are 

therefore considered current. In other words, the determination of these 
applications must be made in accordance with the Development Plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise.  
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7.  ANALYSIS OF REPRESENTATIONS 
 
7.1 Introduction 

Local stakeholders Sandymoor PC, Moore PC, Peel Holdings, Joint Venture and 
Network Rail have each provided numerous responses to the extensive set of 
consultation exercises. Whilst an overall summary of representations received is set 
out above. Due to the aforementioned local stakeholders having presented 
extensive observations or objection, their representations are each considered in 
greater detail below. Issues raised relate to infrastructure provision and can be taken 
to apply to all three applications.  

 

Table 4 - ‘Summary response of Sandymoor Parish Council’ –  

Issue Raised by Sandymoor and Moore  Parish 
Councils 

Response 

Closure of Keckwick Lane to vehicular traffic 
should not take place until the new junction of 
the A558 is opened. 

Agree. Timings of closures will be part of 
a condition requiring further details to 
be submitted and agreed prior to the 
commencement of development. 

Keckwick Lane underpass of the West Coast 
Mainline.  This is a very important route for 
residents of Sandymoor and Moore to 
significantly reduce the number and length of car 
journeys they will have to undertake should the 
under bridge be closed. 

The closure will be timed at an agreed 
point in future. It is anticipated that a 
closure will be limited to vehicular traffic 
only, therefore cycling and pedestrian 
movements will be unaffected. Whilst it 
is hoped that the access will remain open 
for public transport, there is no 
guarantee. 

Keckwick Lane underpass should be widened and 
signalised. 

Closure of Keckwick Lane at the WCML is 
a departure from the Local Plan. CS11 
calls on for signalisation but not 
widening. There is no policy requirement 
for widening at this point. Assessment of 
this element of departure from the Local 
Plan is detailed within the comments 
from the Highways Department in the 
Transport section of this report. 

It is not sustainable development for new 
housing to have a convoluted route to local 
amenities that requires car usage, exacerbated 
by the delivery of a local centre as part of phase 
2 

The existing pedestrian and cycling links 
will be unaffected by the proposals. 
Existing car journeys will be routed 
further from existing journey patterns. 
For local services this may lead to 
increase in the access to local facilities by 
foot or cycle. 
The delivery of a local centre is shown as 
being part of the Outline planning 
application. There is no guarantee that 
this will come forward at the same time 
as the housing. Such investment is 
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market led, it is common for population 
centres to be developed before any 
associated local centre is delivered. 
Similar experience of this has been seen 
at Upton Rocks Widnes, and of late 
discussions have advanced with a view to 
attracting a local centre investment at 
Sandymoor. 

Phase 2 is wholly dependent on the proposed 
traffic light controlled access under a narrow 
railway arch. A bridge strike or other incident 
involving the under the railway arch would 
render part of the Proposal inaccessible. Before 
phase 2 is approved the Bridge and Spine Rd 
must be under consideration. 

There is no secondary provision for 
access for the area of the Proposal 
beyond the railway arch. Preventative 
measures will be put in place to guard 
the railway structure from oversized 
vehicles e.g. height gates. Such provision 
will be secured by condition. It is not 
expected that oversized vehicles will 
frequent the route given there is no 
through road. Only residential and 
construction traffic will occupy the land 
in question. 

Redrow’s proposal is to downgrade the Delph 
Lane Canal Bridge and close it to vehicular traffic. 
There is no undertaking that the new bridge will 
be constructed and the Spine Rd completed. 

Agreed and considered further below. 

A legally binding agreement within the S.106 
ensuring that the funding for the construction of 
the new bridge and the completion of the Spine 
Rd must have been signed by Redrow and 
stipulating a trigger point for commencement 
before consent is granted for Phase 2 housing. 

The effect of this departure is assessed 
below. 
 

CS11 Requirement for Cycle/Pedestrian Link at 
Poplar Farm. Redrow have stated that Network 
Rail objected to Bloor Home application for a 
pedestrian connection. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Obligation must be placed on Redrow to 
complete negotiations with Network Rail over 
the use of the railway tunnel for pedestrians and 
cyclists by means of a planning condition. 

50% of the width of the land beneath the 
West Coast Mainline rail line, belongs to 
Redrow and 50% to Network Rail. 
Network Rail have raised objection that 
they do not want public access under the 
WCML. They perceive this to be a risk. 
The Council is in discussion with Network 
Rail to reach an amicable solution as a 
greenway link is a reduction in risk 
compared to the existing agricultural 
rights of access/egress. 
 
 
If the key landowner involved will not 
allow access then this part of Policy CS11 
is unachievable. The merit of the 
Proposal has been assessed against such 
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shortfalls in policy expectation.  

Redrow layout does not appear to be bus 
friendly 

The lack of a single route through the 
Strategic Site will have an impact on the 
bus routes envisaged. 
Redrow propose to subsidise a bus route 
for a period of 5-7 years. Whilst an early 
routing will be convoluted it will be assist 
with the establishment of a new service. 
Redrow are developing suitable levels to 
ensure the future development of a bus 
route between the Daresbury Business 
Park and the strategic site. The 
connection within the site Daresbury 
Business Park is the responsibility of the 
corresponding land owner. Redrow have 
proposed a contribution for costs of a 
future connection with Daresbury 
Business Park as part of a section 106 
package. 
The absence of a new canal crossing at 
Delph Lane is noted. This shortfall in 
provision has been assessed against the 
merits of the Proposal. 

There must be a condition that better house 
types are offered across both sites. 

The Council disagrees with the Parish 
Council assertion that the house types 
detailed for the ‘Detailed’ elements of 
the Proposal are of poor quality. Redrow 
Homes are a top tier housebuilder 
known for building aspirational homes. 
This development will see Redrow 
develop their heritage line of houses, 
which can be seen at Lunts Heath Rd in 
Widnes. This house type is acceptable in 
terms of design and is in keeping with 
the standards set by Sandymoor. 

Phasing Mechanism 
Plots          £/Plot 
0-100         £nil 
101-200    £9,000 
201-300    £10,000 
301-400    £11,000 
401-500    £12,000 
501-850    £13,000 
Total £8,750,000 
 
Parish Council set out above to enable money to 
be specifically set aside from roof tax payments 

Comments are noted. S106 discussions 
have moved on and are detailed in the 
S.106 section of this report. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As stated previously, the scheme is a 
departure from policy. Any shortfall in 
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to go towards cost of compensating Peel 
Holdings for the required easement as well as 
the actual cost of building the bridge.  
 
The remaining area of the central housing area 
not part of the Proposal is capable of supporting 
more than 100 homes. Redrow have proposed 
850 homes. Only 950 were proposed for phases 
1 and 2 of the Strategic Site. Therefore it is 
anticipated a further departure will take place. 

policy requirements has been measured 
against the merits of the Proposal. 

Sales revenue should be increased to 250 SQFT. 
Building Costs should not increase as they have 
been established. 

Viability has moved on and is discussed 
further in the body of the report. 

To make sense of Redrow’s viability assessments 
for these sites a meeting should be arranged to 
go through these costs in detail. 

This is not appropriate. However, 
viability has moved on and is discussed 
further in the body of the report. 

 
Table 5. -  Summary Discussion of Network Rail Correspondence. 

Network Rail Comments Council Response 

Concerns regarding bridge strikes at 
underpasses of Keckwick and Delph Lane. 
 
·        Improved bridge signing/lighting 
·        Traffic calming/single lane traffic 
control 
·        Provision of collision protection beams 
·        Advanced signing 
 

There is no secondary provision for access 
for the area of the Proposal beyond the 
railway arch. Preventative measures will be 
put in place to guard the railway structure 
from oversized vehicles e.g. height gates. 
Such provision will be secured by condition. 
It is not expected that oversized vehicles will 
frequent the route given there is no through 
road. Only residential and construction 
traffic will occupy the land in question 

Concerns regarding drainage. NR make 
representation that they would want all 
drainage to be routed away from their land. 
 

The Applicant has made clear that it has 
existing drainage rights through NR 
property. The issue of drainage rights are 
private matters between the Applicant and 
NR and will remain unaffected by the grant 
of planning permission. Notwithstanding the 
LLFA have assessed the surface water 
drainage proposal put forward by the 
Applicant and are satisfied that the drainage 
runoff rate will be within the existing 
greenfield water runoff rates within the 
existing drainage rights. A condition will be 
attached to a permission requiring detailed 
drainage details to be submitted and agreed 
by the Council prior to the development 
commencing on site. 

If not already in place, the Developer must 
provide, at their own expense, a suitable 

This request cannot be imposed as a 
planning requirement.  
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trespass proof steel palisade fence of at 
least 1.8m in height adjacent to Network 
Rail’s boundary and make provision for its 
future maintenance and renewal without 
encroachment upon or over-sailing of 
Network Rail land. 

 

Acoustic fencing / close boarded fencing that 
is proposed to be installed along the 
boundary with Network Rail is a cause for 
concern. Therefore the acoustic fence and its 
foundation design would be subject to the 
Network Rail Asset Protection Engineer 
approval. Any acoustic fencing should be set 
back from the boundary with Network Rail 
by 1m. Suggested condition. 

All planning proposals are contained within 
the red line edge. Concerns regarding 
proximity to third party land are not 
concerns of the planning system.  
 

 
(Note to Table 5 - Network Rail (NR) have provided no direct objection to the scheme as 
proposed under planning applications 16/00495/OUTEIA and 17/00406/FULEIA. However, 
NR present two obstacles, the Greenway route under the WCML at Poplar Farm and the 
surface water drainage scheme that drains across their land. These issues will be discussed 
in greater detail within the Highways and Drainage sections. The remaining discussion points 
raised by Network Rail are summarised in the table below. Relevant conditions put forward 
by Network Rail feature in the schedule of conditions that follow this report).  
 

 
Table 6. – Summary of objections raised by Peel Holdings 

Peel Objection Council Response 

Local centre and Marina are not 
incorporated together 
 

The delivery of a local centre is shown as being 
part of the Outline planning application. There 
is no guarantee that this will come forward at 
the same time as the housing. Such 
investment is market led, it is common for 
population centres to be developed before any 
associated local centre is delivered. Similar 
experience of this has been seen at Upton 
Rocks Widnes, and of late discussions have 
advanced with a view to attracting a local 
centre investment at Sandymoor. A separate 
delivery of a local centre would still meet the 
overall objectives of policy CS11. Issues to the 
Marina are set out below. 

New Marina absent from proposal This is covered below. 

Absence of pooled contributions for future 
delivery of the Marina 

This is covered below. 

 Proposed residential development on land 
allocated for a Marina in CS11 (Figure 12) 

This is covered below. 

 No clear worthwhile green corridor/linear This is covered below. 
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country park along the route of the Canal 

 No open space contribution towards open 
space and wider improvements along the 
BWC corridor 

This is covered below. 

 No improvements to existing canal bridge 
structures  

This is covered below. 

No improvements to the Bridgewater Canal This is covered below. 

 Proposal has no integration with the 
Bridgewater Canal or appreciation for it as 
form of linear open space 

Interfaces with the BWC form part of the 
Outline applications proposals. Final design 
matters are reserved for a future reserved 
matters application. 

 Closure of the Highways Keckwick and 
Delph Lane 

This is covered below. 

 Access to the BWC for maintenance No routes will be closed until the new 
junctions are opened. Service access will be 
granted to Peel beyond the highway closure in 
the form of collapsible bollards. 

 Objection to the discharge of surface water 
drainage into the BWC 

This is covered below. 

 Lack of financial viability for remaining 
lands to deliver absent infrastructure 

This is covered below. 

 Absence of sufficient land set aside along 
the BWC to create the Linear Park 
envisaged by the Core Strategy ‘linear 
country park’. 

This is covered below. 

 Absence of bus link to Daresbury Park This is covered below. 

 Concerns over a future interface between 
the Canal and an employment site 

Final design matters are reserved for a future 
reserved matters application. However, the 
precedent for a commercial interface with the 
BWC was set by the adoption of CS11 as part 
of the Core Strategy. 

(Note to Table 6 - Peel Holdings are the owners of the Bridgewater Canal Company). 
 

 
Table 7. -  Summary of objection raised by DSIC Joint Venture (JV) 

JV Points of Objection Council’s Response 

Lack of comprehensive approach to the 
strategic policy CS11 
 

There is nothing preventing the Ad-Hoc 
applications being submitted. The Council 
considers that it is properly approaching the 
policy CS11. 

Loss of 6 HA of employment land This is covered below. 

Lack of transport connectivity This is covered below. 

The development poses critical impact on 
viability DSIC future development. Reduced 
amount of land will lead to taller more 
closely located buildings costing more to 

This is covered below. 
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build. 

No bus link between Daresbury Business 
Park and DSIC 

This is covered below. 

The creation of a new junction on to the 
A558 will change traffic patterns through 
DSIC 

This is covered below. 

This land is extremely important to the 
delivery of the DSIC masterplan and to 
meet the aspirations of the DSIC partners 
and Central Government in creating a 
successful enterprise zone. Increasing the 
development by this magnitude will have a 
critical impact on the key infrastructure 
costs, most notably the provision of car 
parking spaces and an inevitable increase in 
the scale of structure multi-level car 
parking. 

The DSIC masterplan referred to is not a 
statutory development plan and has limited 
relevance. The JV have not set out how the 
proposal will have such an impact 
The DSIC masterplan clearly contradicts land 
allocations of Figure 12 in Policy CS11. 

(Note to Table 7 – The Joint Venture is a partnership that comprises of the Science and 
Technologies Facilities Council, Halton Borough Council and Langtree). 
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8.  ASSESSMENTS BY CATEGORY OF MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
8.1 Scheme Evolution 

The scheme has undergone alterations from that as originally submitted. Such 
changes have been limited to the details concerning Highways and Surface Water 
drainage design. Further submissions have been made on the viability of the scheme 
addressing the financial value of the scheme, looking in detail at costs and 
completed development values, the cost of infrastructure, and the potential for 
funding qualifying planning obligations. Other changes to the scheme have been 
limited to the accompanying documentation comprising of the Environmental 
Statement.  

 
8.2 Housing 

The three applications detail a total of 850 new dwellings of which 417 are seeking 
detailed consent. The new dwellings will mainly comprise 2, 3, and 4 bedroom 
houses, the majority of which are detached having individual garages and or private 
driveways, and relatively large family gardens. The scheme includes the provision of 
approximately 5.96 hectares of on-site public open space including the adaptation of 
an existing pond for surface water retention and areas of incidental landscaping.  

 
8.3 As stated earlier in this report, the LPA can demonstrate in excess of a five year land 

supply. If the housing units represented by these applications were delayed in 
coming forward, this delay could prejudice the five year land supply position and 
housing trajectory. This represents a very significant material consideration. 

 
8.4 Density  

Planning permission is sought for the erection of 850 dwellings on a site area of 
approximately 46.71 hectares (18 dwellings per hectare) and 15,000 SQM of 
employment floorspace on approximately 29HA.  

 
8.5 There is a density target in policy CS3, but that policy is a generic policy that applies 

unless a specific policy supersedes it. The constraints on this site have been taken 
into account by CS11 in its calculation for projected house numbers on the 
Daresbury Strategic Site. The applications represent densities less than that implied 
by Policy CS3 but the densities are in full compliance with CS11. 

 
8.6 Overall the lower density is considered acceptable in order that the proposal reflects 

the existing character of the surrounding area and when balanced against wider 
design and character considerations within national and local planning policy.  

 
8.7 Employment 

The application 16/00495/OUTEIA proposes 15,000QM of employment floorspace in 
outline only. The principle of employment shown within 16/00495/OUTEIA is 
considered acceptable as it complies with the land allocations in CS11. The 
employment would contribute to the wider provision of office floorspace to be 
delivered in the area. All matters apart from access have been reserved. The access 
issues have been dealt with in the Highways section of the report. The layout, scale, 
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landscaping and appearance have all been reserved for future consideration and 
would be considered as part of a reserved matters application.  

 
8.8 The northern parcel of the proposed employment will be accessed off Keckwick 

Lane. Through traffic on Keckwick Lane is to be restricted as part of the application 
proposal. Detailed arrangements showing the restrictions will be part of a suitably 
worded condition. 

 
8.9 There is no generic employment density target to that of Policy CS3. Policy CS11 

gives a strategic site wide target of 96,883SQM for the allocated 26HA of land shown 
in figure 12 of CS11. This presents a basic figure of 3692 SQM per ha.  

 
8.10 The written objections of the Joint Venture have been considered. To ensure that 

the 96,883SQM target is not undermined the Council has undertaken a review of 
recent developments at DSIC shown at Table 8 below. 

 
Table – 8. Employment Development Densities at Daresbury Strategic Site 

App ref: SQM (SQM per ha) Site Reference Relevant Core Strategy 
Phase 

Delivered    

09/00244/FUL 4,500  225 (UDP) Phase 1 

13/00349/FUL 5,421 225 (UDP) Phase 1 

Proposed    

16/00495/OUTEIA 2,000  Phase 1 & 2 

17/00556/FUL 5577.58 225 Phase 1 

 
8.11 The above developments at DSIC represents 4,500 – 5,500 SQM per ha. It is obvious 

that the densities being achieved are considerably higher than those implied in 
Policy CS11. It follows that the loss of 6ha of employment land would not 
compromise the CS11 policy goal of achieving 96,883SQM employment floor space 
within the Daresbury Strategic Site. The recent review of build out rates at DSIC 
show that the Core Strategy target can be achieved with 20ha of land. 

  
8.12 The LPA understands the concerns of the JV that the proposed development is 

significantly below the established trend of employment development density 
(approximately 2000 SQM per ha). The Council also understands the Applicant’s 
reason for limiting the employment floor space to 15,000SQM due to access 
constraints onto the site. In order to resolve this apparent conflict between the 
application and the JV representations, the LPA will impose a condition that a 
minimum employment density be achieved of 5000sqm per ha. 

 
8.13 It should be noted that the employment aspect of the proposal is outline and 

therefore establishes the principle that the area of land is suitable for employment 
and that suitable highway conditions are available to sustain the traffic generated 
from such a level of floor space.  
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8.14 Local Centre 
A local centre is proposed by application 16/00495/OUTEIA. The local centre will 
feature 3000SQM of floor space. No unit will exceed 280SQM (Use classes A1-A5 and 
D1). The local centre complies with UDP policy TC6 and CS5. Peel raise concern that 
the marina and the local centre not occupying the same location is a missed 
opportunity. Whilst a marina may have provided a focal point for the local centre, it 
is the LPA’s position that the separate delivery of the marina and local centre would 
still meet the objectives of policy CS11. This element of proposed development is not 
considered a departure. 
 

8.15 Highway Comments  
The highway and transportation impact of the applications have been assessed by 

the Council’s Highways Department. Assessment covers two broad categories, the 

impact on existing highway network and the safety and overall standards of the 

proposed new highways works. 

8.16 The primary means of access for the applications are onto the A558 and the A56. 

Both access points require extensive development works.  

8.17 (Note - This next section only deals with planning applications 16/00495/OUTEIA and 

17/00406/FULEIA)  

8.18 Transport Assessment/Junction Proposals/Future Traffic Capacity  
The access proposal differ from that originally envisaged in the Council’s Core 
Strategy Policy. However, it is envisaged that the new A558 access and 
corresponding north-south spine road of 16/00495/OUTEIA & 17/00406/FULEIA will 
eventually link up with the east-west spine road and new A56 access.  

 
8.19 The Applicant has submitted traffic modelling concerning the capacity of the new 

A558 junction over the development build out period for the following committed 
development. This does not include all of the development included in the Core 
Strategy Strategic Site: 

 Further 28,000m2 of employment at Sci Tech 

 Further 47,699m2 of employment at Daresbury Park 

 Sandymoor North 

 Sandymoor South 

8.20 It is clear that to deliver any development beyond that described above would 

require dualling of the A558. Funding and a delivery strategy can be formulated to 

deliver the dualling of the A558 prior to 2030. A Section 106 contribution mechanism 

has been broadly agreed with the Applicant that will contribute toward a project to 

the A558 dualling project. It is considered that this development will cover its share 

of the necessary infrastructure costs for the whole of the East Runcorn development.  

8.21 The proposed A558 junction has been designed to be future proof for a future A558 

dualling project which, upon completion, would then support the development 
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objectives of Policy CS11. Therefore the Highway Authority does not object to the 

application on these grounds subject to appropriate contribution under a planning 

obligation. 

8.22 Layout/Highway Safety/Levels (including Keckwick/Delph Lane connectivity and 
Emergency access) 
Although the main features of the applications are acceptable in highway terms, a 
number of relatively minor issues remain outstanding. These are expected to be 
addressed by detailed design plans and can be resolved by condition. A condition will 
be required for submission of details of vertical and horizontal alignment of new 
highway works. 

 

8.23 Core Strategy Policy CS11 sets out at pages 88-90 the envisaged infrastructure 

required to deliver the headline development requirements. In summary, these 

requirements are the use of existing infrastructure at Keckwick Lane over the Bridge 

Water Canal (BWC), Keckwick Lane underpass of West Coast Main Line (WCML) 

Bridge, the bridge over the Chester - Manchester railway, and the underpass to the 

Chester – Manchester railway at Delph Lane. The Applicant proposes to deliver 

signalised two way traffic improvements at the Delph Lane underpass of the Chester 

– Manchester railway in line with the requirement of Policy CS11. The proposals 

regarding the other matters do not comply with policy.  

8.24 The Applicant’s report on Keckwick Lane recommends a restriction on motor vehicles 

at the Keckwick Lane underbridge. The Highway Authority agree that this is an 

acceptable solution, subject to conditions to secure it.  

8.25 The Applicant’s Delph Lane report recommends a restriction to motor vehicles, and it 

is noted that there have been no responses at Redrow’s public consultation in 

respect of a proposed closure. A closure would allow the existing Delph Lane to be 

used as a Greenway route, linking early phases of development to Sandymoor and 

Moore schools by foot/cycle. The Highway Authority agree that this is an acceptable 

solution subject to conditions.  

8.26 The Applications do not contain provision for an overbridge of the BWC at Keckwick 

Lane. The conclusions regarding the access to the A558 (stated above) mean that the 

Highway Authority accepts that such a provision is no longer needed in the context 

of these applications. 

8.27 The layout of the 17/00406/FULEIA application is acceptable, subject to confirmation 

of details on levels. The Outline layout will be part of a future reserved matters 

application. The proposals are acceptable in highway safety terms. 

8.28 Servicing  
Provision for service vehicles has been made. Concerns have been raised that service 
vehicles will not be able to access properties as per existing arrangements e.g. septic 
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tank servicing properties on Delph Lane. The existing highway of Delph Lane will be 
widened, Keckwick Lane will be realigned in places. At no point will a carriageway be 
narrowed. Therefore, if a property is currently able to be serviced it will be serviced 
upon completion of the proposed development.  

 
8.29 Emergency Access  

Emergency access will provided either in accordance with the applications 
themselves or by condition. 

 
8.30 Access via Sustainable Modes 

The applications propose delivery of walking and cycling routes, with the provision of 
combined cycleway/footways on all spine roads, linkages to Daresbury village over 
the new A56 junction to the south east, and to the north and west links under the 
West Coast Mainline at Keckwick Lane via restriction to through traffic and 
conversion to greenway and links to the Bloor development site on the west side of 
the railway, which are then planned to be continuous through to Sandymoor School. 
Restrictions to Delph Lane would allow will allow this route to be converted into a 
‘Greenway’ (walking and cycling route).See below regarding contributions to 
Greenway improvements under a proposed planning obligation. The connectivity will 
be maintained in the context of the Greenway status. 

 

8.31 Construction Phase Considerations 
The Applicant has proposed a number of measures as part of the Construction 

Environment Management Plan (CEMP). These are considered to be broadly 

acceptable but will require further details. Compliance with the final CEMP will be 

secured through use of a planning condition. 

8.32 Public Transport Provision 
The proposed contribution to public transport provision is dealt with in the report 

section further below. 

8.33 Parking Provision 
Concerns have been raised with respect to insufficient parking provision with 
particular regard to visitor vehicles parking on the road. The proposed car parking 
provision complies with policy. Illegal parking obstructing highways would have to be 
reported to the Police. 

 

8.34 (Note - This section only deals with planning application 17/00407/OUTEIA except in 
relation to the bridge crossing at Delph Lane over the Bridge Water Canal (BWC).  

 

8.35 Transport Assessment/Junction Proposals/Future Traffic Capacity 
The primary means of access for this development is via a new signal controlled 

junction onto the A56 at the location of the existing Delph Lane/Daresbury junction, 

with the potential to serve a new east-west spine road. This is policy compliant. 

8.36 Access to the existing Delph Lane would be enabled from the new spine road, and it 

is proposed as part of this phase of construction that Delph Lane is restricted to 
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through traffic at the canal bridge forming a ‘T’ shape cul-de-sac. The final design 

and implementation/timing of this would need to be subject to a condition. 

8.37 Core Strategy Policy CS11 sets out at pages 88-90 the envisaged infrastructure 

required to deliver the developments. In the case of application 17/00407/OUTEIA 

the identified infrastructure is limited to over bridge to BWC at Delph Lane and bus 

connection with Daresbury Business Park.  

8.38 Both applications 16/00495/OUTEIA and 17/00407/OUTEIA relate to the Central 

Housing Area. The policy requirement for a bridge at Delph Lane over the BWC is 

common to both applications. Neither application includes the provision of a bridge. 

However, it is envisaged that a future application, for the remaining land in the 

Central Housing area, but outside of the three current applications, would come 

forward with the provision of a bridge. The general road proposals (subject to the 

principles stated above) are compliant with the Core Strategy. 

8.39 It is important to note that comments on the previous two applications above 
relating to: public transport provision, servicing, layout, highway safety, 
Keckwick/Delph Lane connectivity, emergency access, access via sustainable modes 
including walking and cycling, construction phase considerations, levels, and parking 
would all also apply equally to this application.  

 
8.40 Drainage and Flooding 

Foul and surface water drainage schemes have been proposed as part of the 

applications submission. Foul drainage is to be pumped to existing mains sewers. 

Surface water drainage will drain to neighbouring land; specifically, in the case of the 

applications 16/00495/OUTEIA and 17/00406/FULEIA the surface water scheme will 

drain using existing drainage rights across Network Rail land via culverts under the 

WCML. In the case of application 17/00407/OUTEIA the surface water will drain to 

the BWC using a mixture of open SUDs and existing water course system at 

greenfield runoff rates to the BWC.  

8.41 These proposals have been assessed by the LLFA, comments from which are copied 

below. By way of summary, the surface water proposals are acceptable in principle 

subject to further design. A condition for the final design of surface water drainage 

will be attached to all planning permissions granted.  

8.42 LLFA Comments 
17/00406/FUL and 16/00495/OUTEIA  - Delph Lane West and Central 

The LLFA notes (from supplementary note January 2017) that  the developer 

proposes to drain surface water from both sites via 2 No. existing culverts (900 and 

450mm) under the West Coast Main Line (WCML) to replicate existing greenfield 

runoff from the site. Water, flowing through these culverts, ultimately outfalls into 

Keckwick Brook via a piped watercourse, which crosses the adjoining land to be 
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developed by Bloor Homes. The watercourse across the Bloor site is to be improved 

as part of their development. However it is noted that only one of the Network Rail 

culverts is currently in operation, and further work is required to re-establish both 

connections, in accordance with the calculations provided (and sizing of watercourse 

through the Bloor land). 

8.43 There is no positive connection currently provided between the existing application 

site and the Network Rail culverts apart from an unconfirmed drain in the 

embankment toe along the railway. It is therefore necessary for the developer to 

make agreements with Network Rail to place headwall structures upon their land to 

provide positive connection to the culverts, to avoid significant surface water flood 

risk to properties due to lower land levels near the entrances to the two culverts. It is 

understood that these negotiations are ongoing (agreement in principle has been 

secured) and that these connections will need to be secured by condition. Upstream 

of this the applicant has designed an indicative adoptable (by United Utilities) 

drainage system and the details of this will be subject to condition. 

 

8.44 The route of drainage from the central site under the Manchester to Chester railway 

is also unclear and further details are still to be provided by the developer (however 

greenfield runoff from the whole of this catchment has been included in the outfall 

calculations). As this is an outline application the supply of this information can be 

secured by condition, including whether the fishing pond can be included as part of 

the system and connected to the southernmost of the new headwalls. 

 

8.45 Further information is also required on system capacity during the 1 in 100 year + 

climate change storm event , with flow attenuated to greenfield run off, including 

those areas which flood and exceedance flow paths. It is recommended this is 

included in the condition. 

 

8.46 Contrary to the Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy the applicant has 

confirmed that soakaway testing had come back negative and therefore cannot be 

used. A summary of findings should be provided to the LLFA / LPA and secured by 

condition.   

 

8.47  The Delph Lane East site (17/00407/OUTEIA) is proposed to drain to two outfalls 

into the Bridgewater Canal via existing partly piped watercourses.  Most of the site is 

within watercourse catchment and so will be attenuated to appropriate levels. For a 

small part of the outline site a condition is required for a Sustainable Urban Drainage 

System to replicate existing greenfield runoff directly from the fields into the canal.  
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8.48 Objections to the Surface Water Drainage Schemes 
The proposed surface water drainage schemes involve third party interests, including 
those of Network Rail and Peel Holdings. 

 
8.49 Network Rail own and manage the WCML. Redrow propose to drain application 

16/00495/OUTEIA and 17/00406/FULEIA by way of existing land owner drainage 
rights through existing drainage. Redrow has sought to acquire a letter of comfort 
from Network Rail indicating their landowners consent to the development of a 
drainage scheme across their land. However, this has not been achievable during the 
determination of this application. A condition will be attached to the relevant 
planning permissions requiring detailed drainage scheme plans to be submitted and 
approved prior to development taking place.  

 
8.50 Peel Holdings are the owners of the Bridge Water Canal (BWC). Application 

17/00407/OUTEIA has a surface water drainage design that ultimately drains to the 
BWC. Redrow have designed this drainage scheme so that it will replicate the 
existing greenfield water runoff rate. Peels object that no drainage scheme has been 
agreed that would allow Redrow to use the BWC as the method for drainage. Peel 
raise two specific objections:  

o The drainage will not be the same due to the amount of hard surfacing 
proposed by the development; a throttled discharge point into the BWC 
will last for a longer period of time due to the loss of green field 
permeability.  

o Peel object that single point sources of discharge will have a greater 
velocity impact compared to field width drainage, an issue for watercraft.  

 
8.51 This is a private matter between the affected parties, any planning permission 

granted by the Council would still be subject to matters of private property and 
drainage law.  The proposed drainage schemes have been assessed by LLFA and are 
acceptable in principle but require further design considerations which will be 
secured by condition. 

 
8.52 Peel Holdings put forward that the following wording be attached to a surface water 

drainage condition draining to the BWC: 

 Silt traps and oil interceptors will be required within the development to seek to 
ensure the quality of the runoff. A scheme for the management of the silt traps 
and interceptors in perpetuity will need to be approved to the satisfaction of the 
LPA. Outfall to the BWC should not exceed flow velocity of 0.5litres per second at 
any one drainage point. 
  

8.53 The LLFA have responded to say that it is reasonable to ensure water quality in 

runoff and a condition will be attached to ensure this. However, there are other 

alternative means of ensuring quality runoff. A suitably worded condition will be 

attached to a planning permission. 

8.54 The second point raised by Peel concerns outfall velocity. It is not reasonable to limit 

the outfall at any one point to the BWC, it is the Council’s view that the majority of 
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the catchment greenfield runoff currently drains via a watercourse to a single point 

in the canal and will be at a significantly greater rate than stated by Peel. 

8.55 In conclusion, the overall surface water drainage strategy is acceptable in principle 

subject to the provision of suitably worded conditions. 

8.56 Residential Amenity  

8.57 Outlook 
Neighbouring residents have expressed concern over the impact that this 
development will bring to their existing outlook. It is inherent from the allocation of 
land by the Local Plan that the Daresbury Strategic Site is to deliver 950 homes and 
96,883QM of employment floorspace and that their outlook will be affected as a 
result of this development. The development proposals comply with the SPD on new 
residential development. However, loss of outlook is an inevitable consequence of 
the development of allocated land in Policy CS11. 

 
8.58 Criticism has been made by Delph Lane West residents concerning the lack of a 

green space buffer adjacent to their properties. Such a buffer is not required by 
planning policy and the main spine road does not pass the front of these properties. 
It should be noted that a buffer is deemed required at the eastern end of Delph Lane 
to separate properties from the main spine road, which has been addressed by 
application 17/00407/OUTEIA. 

 
8.59 Noise and Vibration  

As part of the LPA’s assessment, it has taken advice from its internal advisors on 
noise pollution and no objection has been raised. The mitigation measures put 
forward by the Applicant’s noise consultant will be a secured by a condition.  

 
8.60 Construction 

A consequence of a development of this size is that there will be disturbance from 
construction activities. It is not for the planning system to repeat existing control 
regimes. However, planning is empowered to limit such impacts on amenity where 
reasonable. The Applicant has put forward a Construction and Environment 
Management Plan (CEMP) covering the matters typically associated with 
construction led amenity impacts. The terms put forward in the CEMP are 
considered acceptable and will be conditioned to ensure their compliance. 

 
8.61 Materials 

Conditions relating to materials to be used, landscaping and highways provision are 
also required to ensure the quality of the final schemes. 

 
8.62 Services 

Several objectors are concerned about the impact of the additional population on 

medical facilities and other community services. The difficulty of getting a doctor’s 

appointment is not unique to this area and there is no specific evidence that the 

needs of the development cannot be reasonably accommodated.  
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8.63 Design and Layout 
Design and layout is the subject of the adopted Residential SPD. For the outline 
applications they would be required to comply with this SPD and provide an 
acceptable design. For the detailed applications they are considered to comply.  

 
8.64 It is considered that appropriate separation and privacy is provided within the site 

and that more than sufficient separation distances are maintained to existing and 
surrounding properties. The provision of on-site open space is considered to make a 
significant contribution to the character and quality of the schemes.  

 
8.65 The proposals are considered to accord with the principles of high quality design in 

terms of the indicative layout, the mix and types of dwellings and the relationship 
between the built environment and proposed green corridors that encourage 
biodiversity and recreation.  

 
8.66 It is considered that the built form and design of the residential schemes are of a 

good quality and will continue the growth of the East Runcorn Key Area of Change. 
 
8.67 The detailed design of the residential elements of the proposals comply with the 

Council’s SPD for new housing development. 
 
8.68 Environmental Statement (ES) 

Each application is EIA Development accompanied by an Environmental Statement. 
The accompanying Environmental Statement details a number of subjects which are 
covered separately in this report. The ES also deals with the following, 

 Geology  

 Hydrology and Flood Risk 

 Air Quality 

 Historic Environment  

 Landscape and Views 

 Socio-Economics 

 Waste Management 

 Climate Change 
 
8.69 All matters within the ES have been taken into account and do not warrant or justify 

a refusal. Where they justify additional conditions, these have been incorporated. 
This includes waste management condition, and a watching brief condition relating 
to heritage. 

 
8.70 Openspace  

The Council’s SPD relating to the provision of open space in new development 
provides further detail to the requirements of saved UDP Policy H3.  

 
8.71 In addition to the open space requirements normally required of residential 

schemes, Policy CS11 references the creation of a Linear Country Park and 
improvements to the Bridge Water Canal (BWC) corridor. 
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8.72 The three applications propose a total of 5.96HA of public open space (POS) and will 
include the development of 6 local areas of play and a neighbourhood equipped area 
for play. The proposed open space breaks down as follows: 

 Formal POS (Green Gateways) = 0.5ha 

 Naturalistic open space and wildlife area = 2.41 

 Green Corridors = 2.09ha 

 Green buffer= 0.96ha 
 
8.73 Conditions will be attached to planning permissions to secure the delivery of open 

space. 
 
8.74 All three planning applications will contribute toward planning obligations which will 

fund the development of a new Linear Country Park and provide contributions 
toward improvements to the BWC corridor. 

 
8.75 Ecology 

The application sites are formed from several parcels of land, the majority of which 
are undeveloped agricultural land that runs alongside Delph Lane from the junction 
of Keckwick Lane to the junction of the A56. Delph Lane is bordered by mature trees 
and hedgerows. The relevant sections of the Environmental Statement have been 
reviewed by the Council’s retained adviser for ecology and they raises no objections 
subject to conditions. The Environment Agency has confirmed that it raises no 
objections subject to conditions. 

 
8.77 Many of the predicted environmental impacts identified are capable of being 

managed and mitigated and a range of measures will be required to do so. All 
mitigation measures proposed will be secured by way of a planning condition. 

 
8.78 The Council’s ecological advisor has raised an observation concerning the loss of two 

veteran oak trees, estimated to be each 250 years old. Whilst regrettable, it is 
considered necessary in order to make best use of the land available.  

 
8.79 Daresbury Firs 

The Council’s ecological advisor also raised comment about the impact on the 
Daresbury Firs caused by the increased use of Daresbury Firs by the increased 
numbers of local residents. Payments towards a scheme of protection for the Firs is 
detailed within the planning obligations section of this report (see below). 

 
8.80 Hedgerows 

The loss of hedgerows has been raised as an objection during the consultation 
exercise. This loss has been assessed in the Environmental Statement and reviewed 
by the Council’s retained ecology advisor who has provided the following comments: 

‘Hedgerows on Delph Lane are priority habitat and considered ‘important’ 
under the Hedgerow Regulations 1997 due to the presence of native bluebell. 
The ES Addendum (paragraph 5.69) states that 895m of hedgerow will be 
lost, however, 843m of replacement more species-rich hedgerow is proposed. 
Mitigation for native bluebell and hedgerow protection measures are also 
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required. This can be secured through the CEMP (paragraph 21) and 
Landscape Strategy (paragraph 22)’.  

 
8.81 The relevant hedgerow regulations provide that the grant of planning permission 

takes hedgerows outside of the protection of those regulations. Therefore the 
assessment for removal forms part of the wider considerations of the proposal. The 
loss of hedgerows has been assessed by the LPA’s ecology advisors who have 
considered the submissions in the ES and are of the opinion that appropriate 
compensatory measures will be implemented. A condition will be attached to the 
relevant planning permissions that will ensure these compensatory measures are 
implemented. 
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9.  DEPARTURE FROM DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
 
9.1 This section notes various departures by the Applications from the Development 

Plan. Some departures are strict departures from Policy, and some departures are 
departures to the Reasoned Justification (and therefore technically the Development 
Plan). All of these departures constitute material considerations but, some are 
directly affected by statutory presumptions. The reasons why these applications are 
considered departures are set out in the earlier Section 6 of this report.   

 
9.2 Loss of Employment Land 

The comments in this sub-section refer to planning application 16/00495/OUTEIA 
due to the proposed housing development on 6Ha of land allocated for employment 
as shown in Figure 12 of Policy CS11 in the Core Strategy. 

 
9.3 Figure 12 shows a division between housing and employment allocations and CS11 

had foreseen employment land uses adjacent to the Chester/Warrington Rail line 
due to noise impacts from the railway. The Applicant has put forward an alternative 
proposal with housing development in closer proximity to the rail line. Following 
assessment, it has been concluded that the proposed housing will meet the required 
noise standards for new residential development. 

 
9.4 The Applicant has proposed to separate the residential and employment land uses in 

the Central Housing Area by the use of the main vehicular road through the site. This 
road must use the existing underbridge on Delph Lane as this is the only available 
crossing point along the Chester – Manchester rail line. The resulting design 
separates the employment and residential land uses to either side of that road. This 
is considered an improvement upon illustrated land allocations shown in Figure 12 
because it creates a buffered interface between the two types of development, 
rather than the two land uses sitting directly abutting one another, which in practice 
is not desirable due to potential amenity impacts. The approach put forward by the 
Applicant is considered to be an improvement on the allocation in terms of land use 
separation and meets the desired needs of the local stakeholders. 

 
9.5 The separation of the land uses is in line with the aspirations of the DSIC Joint 

Venture who have made clear in their own DSIC Masterplan that they want a private 
campus with private access routes for security.  

 
9.6 The loss of 6 hectares of employment land to housing is not considered to prejudice 

the overall delivery of the Strategic Site, for reasons explained in the employment 
section above.  

 
9.7 The loss of 6 hectares of employment land to housing is a matter to weigh in the 

planning decision. However, the delivery of new housing in the Borough is a primary 
concern, and for the purpose of this application the LPA considers that it is 
acceptable for this section of allocated employment land to be used for housing. 
Furthermore, the loss of 6 hectares of employment land can be demonstrated to 
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have no detrimental effect on the policy goal of achieving 96,883 Sq.m of 
employment floorspace within the Daresbury Strategic Site. 

 
9.8 Improvement / Upgrades to Existing Bridges / Links 

The proposals regarding the following bridges / links do not comply with reasoned 
justification of Policy CS11: 

 

 Provision of Keckwick Lane vehicular bridge over Bridgewater Canal - This is 
absent from the applications. This is not required for the specific applications. 
An application to provide this link, if required, could come forward as part of 
future employment developments. 
 

 Improvements to Keckwick Lane bridge over Chester/ Manchester railway - 
These are absent from the applications. However, as it is an important part of 
the application a Grampian style condition can be attached. With this 
condition this element would no longer be considered a departure. 
 

 Signalisation of Keckwick Lane under West Coast Mainline to allow two way 
vehicular traffic. This is not being provided by the application, detailed 
comments on the reasons for this are detailed above. 
 

 Pedestrian link to Sandymoor at Poplar Farm underpass - The expansion of 
the greenway network is a key principle of Policy CS11. Figure 12 of CS11 
clearly shows the use of the existing WCML underpass at Poplar Farm to be 
used as an access point for the expansion of the greenway network. Network 
Rail were consulted as part of the public examination for the Core Strategy 
and provided no objection to the use of the existing underpass at Poplar 
Farm as a greenway route. The underpass is currently used as a private right 
of way by a local farmer for agricultural vehicles and will continue to be after 
the delivery of the approved development (the farm will retain some 
farmland on the opposite side of the railway to the south west, with the 
underpass offering the only means of connectivity). A greenway use of this 
underpass will present no greater risk to the West Coast mainline than the 
existing agricultural right of way, and provide a much needed lawful crossing 
of a rail line between the application sites and the existing neighbourhood of 
Sandymoor and its associated services. Although this footpath link cannot be 
guaranteed at this stage (making this a departure of CS11), this will be 
weighed in the planning balance. Notwithstanding, Redrow have proposed 
the delivery of greenway network element within their proposal boundary. 
Final design details as well as the securement of its provision in terms of 
application 17/00406/FULEIA and the details pertinent to a future reserved 
matters application will be secured by conditions. The Applicant has provided 
as much commitment and detail as it is able bearing in mind that the 
Applicant only controls up to the half width of these links. It will require 
action from those controlling the other half width to ensure that these links 
are put in. Negotiations between the LPA and Network Rail will also continue 
in the interests of securing this link. 
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 Improvements to Delph Lane canal bridge - As covered earlier in this report, 
this route is proposed to be part of the greenway network and will be utilised 
as an emergency access route. This is considered to be a downgrade of the 
exiting route and is therefore a departure from planning policy. However it is 
considered to be the best outcome given the overall proposal contained 
within the three planning applications. 
  

 Delivery of main vehicular route to link the A56 at Delph Lane with Keckwick 
Lane - The applications do not include for this complete main vehicular route. 
The lack of vehicular connectivity has been dealt with above. Redrow will 
contribute toward public transport subsidy of public bus routes. Indications 
from preliminary discussions indicate that the subsidy will last between 5-7 
years depending on future operator costs.  Further details are included in the 
planning obligations part of this report. The proposed development can be 
successfully accessed and serviced by the proposed access arrangements to 
the highway network in the absence of a new canal crossing. The proposed 
access arrangements for all applications are considered acceptable and it is 
anticipated that the proposed canal crossing will form part of a future 
planning application for the remaining land in the Central Housing Area and 
be funded by that development. 

 

 Separate bus link to Daresbury Park – A complete link is not being provided 
as it requires land outside of the Applicant’s control. However, Redrow are 
proposing a suitable link up to the edge of their site boundary. The remaining 
section can be delivered as part of development on the adjoining site. Future 
costs of the connection are contributed by Redrow in the agreed terms of the 
S.106 agreement. This is a long term aim of Policy CS11 for the Daresbury 
Strategic Site and would not be expected to come forward at this stage of 
development. 
 

 Improvements to George Gleaves Bridge - This structure and the routes of 
access to it are outside of the red line of all three planning applications and 
are represent land outside of the Applicant’s control. Peel / BWCC, who are 
owners of the bridge have not provided any evidence to show the bridge is in 
urgent need of repair. Given that the bridge does not form part of any of 
these schemes, there is no reason to carry out improvements for its use e.g. 
re-surfacing to form part of a Greenway expansion. These improvements can 
be secured when these parcels of land come forward for development. The 
use of the bridge as part of the greenway network cannot be secured without 
the consent of Peel. 

 
9.9 Marina 

Core Strategy Policy CS11 sets out the requirement for a Marina. Figure 12 of the 
Core Strategy is the Council’s land allocation map for the Runcorn East Key Area of 
Change. Figure 12 shows the marina as being located on the East embankment of 
the BWC. It is the LPA’s view that this location is an annotation only and therefore 
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indicative. This is based on the following observations on CS11:  
i) The marina is marked on Figure 12 by a symbol 
ii) No boundary is indicated for the area of a Marina 
iii) The text of Policy CS11 states provision to be “alongside the BWC 

around the existing George Gleaves Bridge” and to be delivered 
including the local centre. The local centre is marked by a symbol on 
the opposite bank in Figure 12. 

iv) There is no mention as to the size of the Marina in terms of number of 
births etc.  

 
9.10 The absence of a marina is one of the identified reasons why the application is 

considered a departure application. However, there is still the potential for a Marina 
to be developed along the Bridgewater Canal.  

 
9.11 Redrow’s position on the Marina is set out in their submission. Their submission 

concludes that the east bank is capable of accommodating a 74 birth marina, 
however, in order to be commercially viable a minimum of 110 births is required. 
Such a sized marina would have to be located on the West bank of the BWC. No 
marina has been designed for this location by Redrow’s advisors GJP Marina 
Developments. Third party rights over this land complicate delivery on the east bank. 

 
9.12 Peels response to this position is summarised as follows: 

 The marina does not have to be commercially viable 

 Concerned that the future marina will not come forward 

 Peel will operate the marina 

 Peel will want the land gifted to them 

 Peel will want the marina built for them 

 Peel will charge a connection fee for the marina to their network 
 
9.13 Addressing each concern the LPA makes the following observations: 

 Peel are correct that Policy CS11 does not require the Marina to be commercially 
viable. However, it is common sense to read into the policy that this an implied 
requirement. 

 Peel are correct to have concerns that a Marina will not materialise or come 
forward, but this is not a pre-requirement of the Policy. 

 Policy CS11 does not state that the Marina has to be built, operated or managed 
by either the developer of housing site or the commercial developer or anyone 
else. 

 Policy CS11 does not provide an indication as to the size of the Marina required 

 Policy CS11 provides no indication as to the form of accommodation that is to be 
provided by the Marina e.g. tourist or permanent mooring. 

 Wording of the policy requires only the reservation of land for the marina 

 There is no delivery mechanism for the Marina 

 Planning policy is not drafted to grant the transfer of an asset from one party to 
another 

 Policy CS11 does not guarantee that Peel would be the owner and/or operator of 
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the Marina 

 Should a Marina be built, the financing of operations would not be a matter 
which comes within Policy CS11. 

 
9.14 The Council has considerable reservations about the deliverability of a marina within 

the Daresbury Strategic Site boundary. Notwithstanding this, the S.106 agreement 
includes a contribution towards a feasibility study to assess the remaining land in 
terms of suitability for a marina. 

 
9.15 The marina represents a departure because the marina is not part of any of the 

current applications and it is considered that there is only a small possibility, due to 
viability, topography, legal and deliverability constraints that a marina will come 
forward within the Strategic Site. The lack of marina provision has to be balanced 
against the provision of housing, and the same reasons for finding an overriding 
need in favour of housing as described in sections 8.2 and 9.7 apply here. The 
viability section of this report is also relevant to the balancing exercise that must be 
undertaken. 

 
 
10. VIABILITY, PLANNING OBLIGATIONS, AND INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING 

10.1 National Planning Guidance is clear that planning obligations should not threaten a 
development’s viability to the point of making it unaffordable or unprofitable for the 
developer. 

 
10.2 The National Planning Policy Framework policy on viability applies to decision-taking. 

Viability is important where planning obligations or other costs are being introduced. 
In these cases decisions must be underpinned by an understanding of viability, 
ensuring realistic decisions are made to support development and promote 
economic growth. Where the viability of a development is in question, local planning 
authorities should look to be flexible in applying policy requirements wherever 
possible. 

 
10.3 Decision-taking on individual applications does not normally require consideration of 

viability. However, where the deliverability of the development may be 
compromised by the scale of planning obligations and other costs, a viability 
assessment may be necessary. This should be informed by the particular 
circumstances of the site and proposed development in question. Assessing the 
viability of a particular site requires more detailed analysis than at plan level. 

 
10.4 A site is viable if the value generated by its development exceeds the costs of 

developing it and also provides sufficient incentive for the land to come forward and 
the development to be undertaken. 

 
10.5 Development Viability 

The developer has submitted an extensive amount of viability information in support 
of their applications. This has included a series of viability appraisals from a number 
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of consultants, cumulating with a Proof of Evidence from Cushman and Wakefield 
(Valuation experts) and an Expert Witness Statement from Expert QS Ltd with a 
detailed analysis of development costs. The conclusion on viability, in terms of a 
S106 offer in support of the development, was that £2,565,200 (£4,664 per unit) 
could be provided over the 550 units under the outline application to the west of the 
Bridgewater canal. For the 300 units on the east of the canal, an amount of 
£2,295,000 (£7,650 per unit) was determined as a viable S106 contribution. The total 
offer across the 850 units was therefore £4,860,200. 

 
10.6 Following a period of negotiation, the applicant has submitted a letter with an 

increased S106 offer to an average of £10,000 per unit across the site. This would 
equate to a total of up to £8,500,000 for the 850 homes proposed under the three 
planning applications. This represents an increased offer of £3,639,800. 

 
10.7 The Council accepts that the revised sum of £8,500,000 represents the maximum 

that can be expected for infrastructure. 
 
10.8 Given the conclusions from the detailed assessment of viability, some decisions must 

be made on the priority and importance of the infrastructure that can be funded 
from the available S106 contribution. Following a detailed viability assessment of the 
proposed schemes, it is clear that not every item of development / infrastructure 
envisaged by Policy CS11 is viable. To put this in context, the provision of all of the 
infrastructure envisaged by Policy CS11 would be considered to cost not less than 
£20,000,000. 

 
10.9 It is a matter of planning judgement to consider the priority that must be given to 

those elements listed in Table 9 that need to be secured as planning obligations. It is 
a matter of logic that those elements that make the development function efficiently 
and integrate into the local area must take priority. To that end, the priority for 
funding from the available S.106 offer should be: 

1. Highway Improvement Works 
2. Public Transport 
3. Public Open Space 
4. Greenways 
5. Affordable Housing 
6. Other Infrastructure  

 
10.10 Planning Obligations 

Planning obligations assist in mitigating the impact of unacceptable development to 
make it acceptable in planning terms. Planning obligations may only constitute a 
reason for granting planning permission if they meet the tests that are necessary to 
make the development acceptable in planning terms, directly related to the 
development, and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind. These tests are set 
out as statutory tests in the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as 
amended) and as policy tests in the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukdsi/2010/9780111492390/part/11
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10.11 Halton’s Development Plan is clear that new development should provide the 
infrastructure required to establish a well-functioning, well designed area by the 
time a development is comprehensively complete. 

 
10.12 Core Strategy Policy CS7 provides that: 

“where new development creates or exacerbates deficiencies in infrastructure it will 
be required to ensure those deficiencies or losses are compensated for, adequately 
mitigated or substituted before development is begun or occupied. On larger 
developments that will be completed in phases or over a number of years, an agreed 
delivery schedule of infrastructure works may be appropriate. Where infrastructure 
provision is not made directly by the developer, contributions may be secured by an 
agreement under Section 106 of the TCPA 1990, including where appropriate via a 
phased payment schedule”. 

 
10.13 There are specific requirements for infrastructure set out in CS11, both within the 

text and tables set out in that policy. Notably the policy comments that development 
across the Daresbury Strategic Site will be expected to provide: 
“the timely provision of physical and social infrastructure to support the development 
at the site and so as to not overly burden facilities in surrounding areas. On and off 
site provision and developer contributions, including the pooling of contributions 
across sites to deliver large items of infrastructure will be needed to meet the 
infrastructure requirements of the development area.” 

 
10.14 Table 9 provides a summary of infrastructure requirements: 
 

TABLE 9 

REFERENCE ITEM DELIVERY 

CS11 - 1 B1 science, high tech and research 
development 

Built by developer 

CS11 - 2 Phased delivery of dwellings Built by developer 

CS11-AFH1 Affordable housing Contribution to the Council for 
off-site delivery of affordable 
housing 

CS11 - 3 Local centre Built by developer 

CS11-OI1 Marina 
 

Considered undeliverable / 
unviable by developer and canal 
operator in location identified by 
CS11.  

CS11-POS1 
CS11-POS2 
CS11-POS3 
CS11-POS4 
CS11-POS5 

Network of open spaces including 
conservation of Daresbury Firs 
and the creation of a linear 
country park, formal and integral 
greenspaces  

Contribution to Daresbury Firs. 
Funding of linear country park. 
Green space within planning 
boundary by developer. 
Contributions sought to create 
and maintain existing and new 
areas of open space. All 
contributions payable to the 
Council. 
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CS11-PT2 Provision of transport facilities 
sited to serve the entirety of the 
site 

Funding of transport facilities 
and network, contribution 
payable to the Council. 

CS11-G2 Walking and cycling routes and 
expansion of the Greenway 
network to provide clear and safe 
links to surrounding communities 

Funding of walking and cycling 
network to integrate 
development into wider area, 
contribution payable to the 
Council. 

CS11-G3 Improvements to Bridgewater 
Canal corridor for sustainable 
transport 

Funding of scheme upgrades to 
Bridgewater Way Initiative, 
contribution payable to the 
Council. 

CS11 - 4 Integration of renewable energy 
technology as part of identified 
Energy Priority Zone 

Feasibility for decentralised 
renewable and lower carbon 
technologies, including district 
heating, has been studied 
independently but concluded a 
scheme would be unviable for 
housing elements. No funding 
required.  

CS11 – H3 New vehicular route through the 
site linking the A56, Central 
Housing Area, Daresbury SIC, and 
A558 

Built by developer supporting 
the consecutive construction 
phases. 

CS11-PT1 
CS11-PT5 

Bus facilities to serve the 
employment and residential 
areas, and local centre from key 
transport nodes including 
Runcorn East Station 

Contribution towards bus 
facilities, payable to the Council. 

CS11 – H2 Keckwick Lane bridge over 
Bridgewater Canal (provision of 
new vehicular bridge) 

Not provided due to revised 
access strategy. No payment 
required. 

CS11 – H5 Keckwick Lane bridge over the 
Chester-Manchester railway – 
provision of a new 
pedestrian/cyclist bridge 

Existing bridge to have upgrades 
to favour pedestrians and 
cyclists. Secured via Grampian 
Style Condition. Therefore no 
payment is required. 

CS11 - 5 Delph Lane bridge under the 
Chester-Manchester railway line - 
improvements to accommodate 
two-way vehicular traffic 
 

Provided by the developer. 

CS11 – H6 
CS11-PT4 

Keckwick Lane under bridge on 
West Coast Main Line railway  
(signalisation to allow two way 
vehicular traffic) 
 

Not provided due to revised 
access strategy. Therefore no 
payment required. 
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CS11-G1 Greenway improvement at Poplar 
Farm underpass (Sandymoor – 
Delph Lane West) 
 

Contribution to off site element 
of underpass provision. 
Contribution payable to the 
Council. 

CS11 - 6 Improvements at A56/Delph Lane 
junction 
 

Built by the developer 

CS11 – H4 Improvements to existing Delph 
Lane canal bridge 
 

Works to be carried out by the 
developer. Secured by condition. 

CS11-PT3 Bus link into Daresbury Park Built by developer to site 
boundary, contribution to 
Council to deliver barrier and 
connection outside boundary. 

CS11-G4 Improvements to George Gleaves 
bridge for pedestrians and cyclists 
 

Outside current application 
boundary. No payment required. 

CS11 – H1 Widening of remainder of A558 Proportional contribution to 
A558 widening scheme to be 
paid to the Council. 

 
10.15 It will be apparent that a number of the above elements will be provided directly by 

the Developer and will not form part of the planning obligations.  
 
10.16 Item CS11-4 comprises renewable energy technology that was envisaged to be 

provided as part of the identified Energy Priority Zone. The Council has 
commissioned a Government funded expert study to look at the potential for larger 
scale decentralised energy at the strategic site. Unfortunately, a district heating 
scheme was not considered to be viable at the location due to the composition and 
layout of the housing. Renewable energy is available from the developer on a plot by 
plot basis, however a planning obligation to undertake a larger decentralised energy 
scheme to serve the housing elements of the strategic site will not be pursued on 
the basis of the study funded by the Department for Energy and Climate Change 
(DECC) (now abolished).  

 
10.17 Infrastructure Funding 

Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 provides that 
a planning obligation may only constitute a reason for granting planning permission 
for the development if the obligation is: 
(a) necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; 
(b) directly related to the development; and  
(c) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.  

 
10.18 The following Tables 10a - 10f summarise the items of infrastructure / development 

to be provided under S.106 as planning obligations: 
 
10.19 Highway Improvement Works 
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Traffic impact analysis of the development indicates that, once completed, the 
strategic site will stretch the capacity of the current A558 expressway that is 
currently single carriageway. The need for dualling works was identified in the East 
Runcorn Sustainable Transport Strategy. Due to the need to bridge over two railway 
lines and a canal the dualling scheme is costly, with estimates being £25m - £30m. A 
contribution is being collected from the neighbouring Sandymoor development 
towards the scheme. A further proportional contribution will therefore be collected 
from the applicant (CS11-H1). 

 
Table 10a. Highway Improvement Works 

Scheme Description Amount £ 

CS11 – H1 A558 Daresbury Expressway dualling between 
Sandymoor roundabout and junction with Innovation 
Way 

4,320,000 

 
10.20 Public transport is an important element of the scheme and is relevant to the 

development’s sustainability. The applicant will fund the establishment of a new bus 
service into the site (CS11-PT1).  

 
10.21 Policy CS11 envisages a bus link from the neighbouring Daresbury Park into the 

housing area. The developer of Daresbury Park has agreed to include this link in the 
next phase of their development. A commuted sum will be provided by the Applicant 
to create this road link from the applicant’s boundary into Daresbury Park and to 
provide a barrier control so that the through route is only available to buses (CS11-
PT3). 

 
10.22 The importance of sustainable transport and providing opportunities to reduce the 

reliance on the private car is a major consideration in establishing new development. 
Runcorn East station is a short distance away and provides a rail link into Chester / 
Warrington / Manchester and beyond. The applicant has offered a commuted sum 
to make improvement to the routes and connections to the station, together with 
improvements at the station itself (CS11-PT5). 

 
Table 10b. Public Transport 

CS11-PT1 Support for additional bus services and extension of 
existing routes. £640k toward peak hour travel. It Is 
anticipated that this will be spent in years 5 – 7 years to 
establish the new bus route into the site. 

640,000 

CS11-PT3 Commuted sum for road creation into Daresbury Park 
including barrier control – (land outside of Redrow 
boundary) 

100,000 

CS11-PT5 Commuted sum for improvements at East Runcorn 
Railway Station - road connections etc  

375,000 

 
10.23 Public open space within the application boundaries is to be provided by the 

developer. Outside of the site, commuted sums will be provided by the applicant to 
ensure that their proposed developments integrate cohesively into the area. The 
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applicant is providing funding for structural landscaping within the greenway 
network, together with a sum to provide for future maintenance (CS11-POS1&2). A 
sum is being provided for Daresbury Firs to manage the anticipated additional public 
usage that this area is likely to receive in terms of recreation pressure (CS11-POS3) – 
Policy CS11 allocates land for the creation of a new linear park that will run north 
from the M56 on land between the canal and railway. The first phase of this park has 
been delivered. The applicant will provide a commuted sum for the creation of a 
park that runs from Red Brow Lane northwards to the crossing of the two rail lines. A 
sum is also included for future maintenance (CS11-PO4&5).   

 
Table 10c. Public Open Space 

CS11-POS1 Structural landscaping within strategic greenway 
network 

50,000 

CS11-POS2 Commuted sum for maintenance of greenspace and 
greenway network 

335,000 

CS11-POS3 Improvements to Daresbury Firs openspace 100,000 

CS11-POS4 Linear Country Park creation 1,000,000 

CS11-POS5 Commuted sum for maintenance of linear country 
park 

500,000 

 
10.24 The importance of Greenways has been explained above. Table 10d summarises the 

provisions in the planning obligation relating to Greenways. 
 

Table 10d. Greenways 

CS11-G1 Poplar Farm underpass. Commuted sum for linkage 
underneath the West Coast Mainline between 
Daresbury and Sandymoor 

30,000 

CS11-G2 Greenway provision – walking and cycling routes and 
integration into wider network. 

250,000 

CS11-G3 Contribution towards the Bridgewater Way Initiative 50,000 

 
10.25 Core Strategy policy CS13 requires developments to deliver, where feasible, 25% 

affordable housing. As discussed earlier in this report, the financial viability of the 
development has been scrutinised in detail. This robust and credible evidence 
demonstrates that meeting the full affordable housing target for the site would 
make the developments unviable. Priority must first be given to the enabling works 
to open the site to phased development, and secondly, to those elements that make 
the development function efficiently and integrate into the local area. Therefore it is 
a matter of planning judgement that affordable housing must take its place in the 
que lower down the priority list. Once appropriate contributions have been ear 
marked against the other items of higher priorities, there is only a relatively small 
residual amount remaining in the available ‘planning obligation pot’ to provide a 
contribution towards off-site affordable housing. 

 
Table 10e. Affordable Housing 

CS11-AFH1 Off-site affordable housing 550,000 
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10.26 Given the issues encountered with the deliverability of the Marina in the location 
suggested in CS11, the applicant has offered to fund a study to look at the possibility 
of marina delivery elsewhere within the Strategic Site. 

 
Table 10f. Other infrastructure 

CS11-OI1 Capital funding towards an alternative sites study to 
assess the potential for alternative a marina locations 

200,000 

 
10.27 The identified deficiencies and associated contributions are considered to fulfil the 

requirements of Policies CS7 and CS11, and meet the relevant tests as set out under 
the Community and Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010. It follows that the above 
requirements could legitimately be required under a planning obligation. These 
contributions will be secured through a S106 agreement. 

 
10.28 The precise timings for the delivery of the requirements to be included in the S106 

agreement have yet to be agreed. It is requested that on the assumption that the 
applications are approved, delegated authority be given to negotiate this element of 
the S106 agreement together with all ancillary matters. 

 
 
11.  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
11.1 The relative complexity of the applications will be apparent from the length of this 

report. Many elements of the applications comply with the Development Plan. Other 
elements do not and these have been highlighted in the report. The material 
considerations which must be taken into account have been covered in the report. 

 
11.2 Where applications contain compliances and non-compliances with the 

Development Plan, and where some material considerations can suggest that the 

applications should be refused, but other material considerations suggest that 

applications should be approved, the Planning Authority must undertake a balancing 

exercise. Planning judgement must be used in undertaking the balancing exercise. 

The exercise of planning judgement can determine whether an application is 

approved or refused, the exercise involves determining the relative weight to be 

given to all of the material considerations. 

11.3 Members are reminded that they are required by the planning Acts to determine 
these Applications in accordance with the Development Plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise.  

 
11.4 It is worth highlighting the environmental impact of the proposals. The applications 

constitute development that is subject to environmental impact assessment (EIA), 
therefore the planning applications were accompanied by an Environmental 
Statement (ES). The ES has been publicised in accordance with the EIA regulations 
and the submitted information has been taken into account in arriving at a 
recommendation to Committee. Specific reference has been made in appropriate 
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places within the report. Any negative environmental impacts are considered 
acceptable.  

 
11.5 The central policy within the Development Plan to consider in the context of the 

applications is Core Strategy Policy CS11. The essential feature of that policy is the 
allocation of land within the Daresbury Strategic Site for housing and employment 
purposes, and the other matters described in this report. The proposals achieve the 
development of housing and employment land. The non-compliances with a number 
of detailed aspects of Policy CS11 have been analysed earlier in this report. All 
compliances and non-compliances with the Development Plan as a whole have been 
analysed earlier in this report. 

 
11.6 All material considerations have also been analysed individually in this report. The 

imposition of extensive conditions which have been highlighted below will remedy 
many concerns which have been received regarding the applications. Additionally, a 
number of standard conditions are proposed which are appropriate to these 
applications. The imposition of a number of requirements within the proposed S.106 
agreement will secure the provision and funding of a significant amount of 
infrastructure. It is considered that the proposals contribute appropriately to local 
infrastructure requirements and therefore to the underlying objectives of CS11. It is 
noted that the provisions of the proposed S.106 agreement have been agreed in 
principle by the Applicant.  

 
11.7 The amount of infrastructure which will be provided is sufficient for the servicing for 

the amount of development that is proposed. 
 
11.8 The shortfall in provision of strategic infrastructure has been justified by a viability 

study which establishes that the total strategic infrastructure requirement is not 
viable. Nevertheless, elements of the required strategic infrastructure have already 
been provided in the context of other schemes.  

 
11.9 On balance it is recommended that the applications all be approved subject to the 

conditions and S.106 agreement. 
 
12. RECOMMENDATION  
 
12.1 The applications all be approved subject to the following: 
 

a) A planning obligation and/or or other appropriate agreement relating to 
securing matters as set out in Section 10 of this report. 
 

b) That if the S.106 Agreement or alternative arrangement is not executed 
within a reasonable period of time, authority be delegated to the Operational 
Director – Policy, Planning and Transportation in consultation with the 
Chairman or Vice Chairman of the Committee to refuse the application. 
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c) Delegated authority be given to the Operational Director – Policy, Planning 
and Transportation to determine and agree the terms of all matters to be 
included in the planning obligation and/or other appropriate agreement and 
the conditions mentioned below.  

 
d) Conditions relating to the following: 

 
16/00495/OUTEIA Conditions 

 Reason for decision 

 Approved Plans 

 Standard Materials 

 Minimum employment density condition 

 Vertical and horizontal alignment (all applications) 

 Restriction on motor vehicles Keckwick lane underbridge 

 Emergency access condition  

 Construction Phase management plan  

 CEMP recommendations 

 Site access condition – no development until final access arrangements have been 
constructed to satisfaction of the Local Highway Authority 

 Final surface water  drainage details condition  

 Greenway routing  

 Standard outline applications 

 Open Space – Delivery of the amount  

 Open Space – formal play provision and standard 

 Boundary treatments 

 Site levels 

 Ground investigation 

 Retained tree and hedgerow protection measures 

 Ground nesting birds 

 Remove PD 

 UU standard foul and surface water drainage 

 Grampian style condition for the employment access northern parcel from Keckwick 
Lane over the Cheshire Line concerning improvements to (16/00495/OUTIEA) 

 Archaeological/heritage watching brief 

 Keckwick Lane Railway Overbridge accessibility improvements Approval of vertical 
and horizontal alignment of new highway  

 Works to create greenway at Poplar Farm underpass & route to/from highway  

 Development levels/retaining wall details and necessary changes to layout Final 

 Construction Environment Management Plan including low bridges 

 Location/provision of bus stops/infrastructure 

 Diversion/stopping up of highways and Public Rights of Way 

 Traffic restrictions and walk/cycle improvement details at Keckwick Lane rail 
underbridge including appropriate turning provision  

 Traffic restrictions & walk/cycle improvement details at Delph Lane canal overbridge 
including appropriate turning provision  
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 Final vehicle tracking plots  

 A558 Access and bridge details approval including design departures (S278)  

 Emergency access additional details where not shown in applications  

 Electric Vehicle charging provision  

 Details and programme of implementation for signalised two way traffic 
improvement scheme at Delph Lane rail underbridge  

 Section 38/278 Agreements - including visibility splays to be within proposed 
highway 

 Greenway provision  

 Management remit plan  

 Boundary treatment/deed clause adjacent to cycleways  

 Priority Habitat Hedgerow and Ponds  

 Bat mitigation measures proposed in section 6 of Appendix 5D (TEP, Bat Activity 
Appendix 2017 Appendix 5d, 6343.011, version 4, September 2017)  

 Site waste management plan (WM8)  

 Household waste storage and collection (WM9)  

 Bat mitigation measures proposed in Chapter 5 (paragraph 5.103 to 5107)  and 
section 6 of Appendix 5D (TEP, Bat Activity Appendix 2017 Appendix 5d, 6343.011, 
version 4, September 2017) 

 Standard Outline Conditions 

 Network Rail suggested conditions 

17/00406/FULEIA Conditions  

 Reason for decision 

 Approved Plans 

 Vertical ad horizontal alignment  

 Restriction on motor vehicles Keckwick lane underbridge 

 TRO condition on Delph Lane Bridge 

 Emergency access condition  

 Construction Phase management plan  

 CEMP recommendations, compliance there of 

 Site access condition – no development until final access arrangements have been 
constructed to satisfaction of the Local Highway Authority 

 Final surface water drainage details condition  

 Open Space –Standard landscaping scheme 

 Boundary treatments 

 Site levels 

 Ground investigation 

 Retained tree and hedgerow protection measures 

 Ground nesting birds 

 Remove PD 

 UU standard foul and surface water drainage 

 Approval of vertical and horizonal alignment of new highway 

 Works to create greenway at Poplar Farm underpass & route to/from highway 

 Development levels/retaining wall details and necessary changes to layout  



60 
 

 Final Construction Environment Management Plan including low bridges 

 Location/provision of bus stops/infrastructure 

 Diversion/stopping up of highways and Public Rights of Way 

 Traffic restrictions and walk/cycle improvement details at Keckwick Lane rail 
underbridge including appropriate turning provision 

 Traffic restrictions & walk/cycle improvement details at Delph Lane canal overbridge 
including appropriate turning provision 

 Final vehicle tracking plots 

 A558 Access and bridge details approval including design departures (S278) 

 Electric Vehicle charging provision 

 Details and programme of implementation for signalised two way traffic 
improvement scheme at Delph Lane rail underbridge 

 Section 38/278 Agreements - including visiblity splays to be within proposed highway 

 Greenway provision  

 Management remit plan 

 Boundary treatment/deed clause adjacent to cycleways 

 Archaeological/heritage watching brief 

 Bat mitigation measures proposed in Chapter 5 (paragraph 5.103 to 5107)  and 
section 6 of Appendix 5D (TEP, Bat Activity Appendix 2017 Appendix 5d, 6343.011, 
version 4, September 2017) Attenuation pond design and planting scheme 

 Waste Audit (WM8)  

 Household waste provision (WM9) 

 Network Rail suggested conditions 

 
17/00407/OUTEIA Conditions  

 

 Reason for decision 

 Approved plans 

 Standard Materials 

 Vertical ad horizontal alignment 

 TRO condition on Delph Lane Bridge 

 Emergency access condition 

 Construction Phase management plan 

 CEMP recommendations, compliance there of 

 Site access condition – no development until final access arrangements have 
been constructed to satisfaction of the Local Highway Authority 

 Final design of T shaped cul-de-sac  

 Final surface water drainage details condition  

 Greenway routing JF to populate 

 Standard outline applications 

 Open Space – Delivery of the amount  

 Open Space – formal play provision and standard 

 Standard landscaping scheme 

 Boundary treatments 

 Site levels 
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 Ground investigation 

 Retained tree and hedgerow protection measures 

 Ground nesting birds 

 Remove PD 

 UU standard foul and surface water drainage 

 Archaeological/heritage watching brief 

 Keckwick Lane Railway Overbridge accessibility improvements 

 Approval of vertical and horizonal alignment of new highway 

 Works to create greenway at Poplar Farm underpass & route to/from 
highway 

 Development levels/retaining wall details and necessary changes to layout 

 Final Construction Environment Management Plan including low bridges 

 Location/provision of bus stops/infrastructure 

 Diversion/stopping up of highways and Public Rights of Way 

 Traffic restrictions & walk/cycle improvement details at Delph Lane canal 
overbridge including appropriate turning provision 

 Final vehicle tracking plots 

 A56 Access, Spine Road and existing Delph Lane connection/turning head details and 
timing, including extent of reconstruction on A56 (S278/38) 

 Emergency access additional details where not shown in applications 

 Electric Vehicle charging provision 

 Details and programme of implementation for signalised two way traffic 
improvement scheme at Delph Lane rail underbridge 

 Section 38/278 Agreements - including visibility splays to be within proposed 
highway 

 Greenway provision 

 Management remit plan 

 Boundary treatment/deed clause adjacent to cycleways 

 Bat mitigation measures proposed in Chapter 5 (paragraph 5.103 to 5107)  and 
section 6 of Appendix 5D (TEP, Bat Activity Appendix 2017 Appendix 5d, 6343.011, 
version 4, September 2017) Attenuation pond design and planting scheme  

 Waste Audit (WM8)  

 Household waste provision (WM9) 

 Standard outline conditions 

 Network Rail suggested conditions 
 
12.2 SUSTAINABILITY STATEMENT 

As required by: Paragraph 186 – 187 of the National Planning Policy Framework;  
The Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) 
Order; this statement confirms that the local planning authority has worked 
proactively with the applicant to secure developments that improve the economic, 
social and environmental conditions of Halton. 

 


