rpt qry All Comments in Plan Order

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 53 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Angela Gemmill

Organisation Name Marine Management Organisation

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

The MMO have reviewed the document and have no specific comments to make
Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 64 Response Ref 1 Representor Name KJ Trainer

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The flyer for the Local Plan [Champion press] said the Local Plan will benefit everyone. | am 68 and this will not benefit me in any
way. Bootle does not have much spare land so Maghull is Bootle's way out particularly with the Peel Holdings proposals [increase
containers]. The container vehicles from Seaforth Docks through Switch Island will be tremendous. There are already many
accidents a year in this area. Rush hour on Northway is bumper to bumper and if an accident happens it gets completley
gridlocked. The roads cannot take any extra traffic. Whilst a new railway station [Maghull North] is proposed this will only be part
of the problem. People will still use the surrounding roads to access the stations.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 97 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Joe England

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

| have studied the local plan and | believe it is probably the best that could be devised, taking into account Government demands
and regulations. There are changes | could suggest but | am not sure these would improve the plan overall but just introduce a
little bit of “not in my backyard”. It seems to me the current plan and indeed any plan, is like a jigsaw puzzle, move one bit and 2
others fall out of place. | would like to give my support to the plan and | am sure the local authorities will do the best for Sefton as
a whole.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 114 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Barbara Keenan
Organisation Name Lydiate Parish Council

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

It is our view that the Local Plan process has been flawed and inappropriately conducted, a view we share with our MP Bill
Esterson. Instead of a community based approach Sefton Council has led the process very much from its Planning Dept. based in
Bootle. It feels like an imposed plan rather than one arrived at through genuine community engagement.

Our view is that the Sefton Local Plan needs to go back to the drawing board as it is inadequate, poorly conceived and is not
consistent with sustainable development. We also fail to see that a case has been made by the Borough Council to breach its
Green Belt and what case it does make seems to be based on population growth projections that have changed with just about
every draft of their Local Plan.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Previous sbmissions from 2011 and 2013

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 114 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Barbara Keenan

Organisation Name Lydiate Parish Council
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

We are concerned at what we see as a lack of genuine and effective cross-boundary working with West Lancashire Borough
Council. We have been raising this concern over a long period and have not been reassured by the denials of Sefton Planners.
Indeed, the more we think about this aspect of the Sefton Local Plan the more we think that it should have been pursued as joint
plan with West Lancashire Borough Council as has happened in other parts of England.

Sefton has a huge boundary with West Lancashire, vastly greater than any boundary it has with Liverpool or Knowsley Councils.
Lydiate, for example, is surrounded by West Lancashire on 3 sides with only its southern boundary being connected to the rest of
the Borough of Sefton and indeed to Merseyside. Our economic, housing, education, health and social needs are as much if not
more connected to those of our neighbouring communities in West Lancashire as they are to those in Sefton/Merseyside. Sefton
Council just does not grasp or want to grasp this and seems to adopt an inward looking Merseyside centric approach which works
to the disadvantage of communities like Lydiate. This is not a sound approach to a Local Plan process.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 125 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Nick Moulton

Organisation Name Ampbhibian & Reptile Conservation Trust
Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

Many thanks for allowing Amphibian & Reptile Conservation to comment on the Local Plan. ARC believe the Local Plan has been
positively prepared, consistent with national policy and also highlights recommendations to comply with new regulations. ARC
support the findings and recommendations of the Habitats Regulation Assessment and Appropriate Assessment for the Sefton
Coast SAC.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 144 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Geoffrey Gaskin
Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com

Summary of Main Issues

No comment. Would like to be kept informed.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 179 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Jacquelyn Fee
Organisation Name Mono Consultants

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

We consider it important that there is a specific telecommunications policy within the emerging Local Plan. We consider that the
vital role that telecommunications play in both the economic and social fabric of communities merit the inclusion of a policy which
refers specifically to telecommunications developments.

National guidance recognises this through Section 5: “Supporting high quality communications infrastructure” of National
Planning Policy Framework (March 2012) which provides clear guidance as to the main issues surrounding telecommunications
development.

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) at paragraph 42 confirms that;
“advanced, high quality communications infrastructure is essential for sustainable economic growth and play a vital role in
enhancing the provision of local community facilities and services.”

Paragraph 43 of NPPF confirms that;
“in preparing local plans, local planning authorities should support the expansion of telecommunications networks”, but should
also;

“aim to keep the numbers of radio telecommunications masts and sites for such installations to a minimum consistent with the
efficient operation of the network. Existing masts, buildings and other structures should be used, unless the need for a new site
has been justified.”

As indicated above, the formulation of policy does not exist in isolation and there are numerous documents which will affect the
formulation of any telecommunications policy, the most important of these being NPPF. On this basis we would suggest that a
concise and flexible telecommunications policy should be included within the emerging Local Plan. Such a policy should give all
stakeholders a clear indication of the issues that telecommunications development will be assessed against. We would suggest a
policy which reads;

“Proposals for telecommunications development will be permitted provided that the following criteria are met: -
(i) the siting and appearance of the proposed apparatus and associated structures should seek to minimise impact on the visual
amenity, character or appearance of the surrounding area;

(i) if on a building, apparatus and associated structures should be sited and designed in order to seek to minimise impact to the
external appearance of the host building;

(iii) if proposing a new mast, it should be demonstrated that the applicant has explored the possibility of erecting apparatus on
existing buildings, masts or other structures. Such evidence should accompany any application made to the (local) planning
authority.

(iv) If proposing development in a sensitive area, the development should not have an unacceptable effect on areas of ecological
interest, areas of landscape importance, archaeological sites, conservation areas or buildings of architectural or historic interest.

When considering applications for telecommunications development, the (local) planning authority will have regard to the
operational requirements of telecommunications networks and the technical limitations of the technology.”

We would consider it appropriate to introduce the policy and we would suggest the following;

“Mobile communications are now considered an integral part of the success of most business operations and individual lifestyles.
With the growth of services such as mobile internet access, demand for new telecommunications infrastructure is continuing to
grow. The authority is keen to facilitate this expansion whilst at the same time minimising any environmental impacts. It is our
policy to reduce the proliferation of new masts by encouraging mast sharing and siting equipment on existing tall structures and
buildings.”

Summary of Suggested Changes

We would suggest that a concise and flexible telecommunications policy should be included within the emerging Local Plan.

Evidence Submitted

25 August 2015 Page 4 of 1409



Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 184 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Paul Erwood
Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

I wish to formally put on record my objection to the published Sefton Local Plan

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 212 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Angela Mclintyre
Organisation Name Maghull Town Council

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The largest concern for Maghull residents relates to inadequate infrastructure, followed by concerns over loss of Green Belt and
affordability.

In December 2014 Maghull Town Council voted unanimously to forward our concerns to the Government inspector, because there
hadn't been substantial change to the Local Plan for Maghull, regarding concerns about infrastructure and risks inherent in the
National Policy Planning Framework.

Recently Sefton MBC'’s Cabinet ratified 18 recommendations proposed by the Infrastructure Working Group which if fully
implemented would go some way to addressing the concerns of residents. However there remains considerable concern about the
achievement of all infrastructure because of the perceived imbalance in the weighting given to each of the definitions described
within ‘sustainable development’, the economic, the environmental and the social where the ‘social’ aspect appears to have less
weighting than the economic. This is highlighted in published viability studies where greater weighting seems to be given to the
profits of developers and landowners than to the needs of the community, e.g. once developers and landowners profits are taken
there won't be enough left to cover the necessary ‘social’ infrastructure’.

This appears to be a problem within the NPPF methodology itself, rather than anything the council has done, who are working
within the guidelines within the NPPF. We believe that because of the scale of the Maghull development there is a real risk of
dysfunctional planning where we may have development without the necessary social infrastructure being guaranteed.

Concerns relate to the achievement of objective 9 of the Local Plan ‘To make sure that new developments include the essential
infrastructure, services and facilities that they require are provided in a timely manner. There are concerns related to risks
associated with infrastructure providers and whether they will be able to deliver the necessary infrastructure in a timely manner at
the right place. This fact brings into question whether Strategic Policy SR7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions is adequate
enough to provide the assurances and guarantees that would alleviate the concerns regarding inadequate infrastructure and
mitigation? Particular concerns could include sewage and waste water risk.

Appropriate policies may exist, but without the ability to provide assurances/guarantees that these things will be addressed
infrastructure needs may be unmet and mitigation inadequate. Is merely having a policy enough, without any way of ensuring that
it has the desired impact? Are planning conditions robust enough to ensure compliance?

We understand that landowners are at liberty to sell their best and most fertile land for development, even when we need to be
growing more of our own food and that developers have a right to develop land and make a profit and we do need more homes
and jobs but we also believe that the community has rights and these are equally as important. We also understand that Sefton
Council has had to produce a plan for the whole of Sefton based on the guidelines within the NPPF However from a Maghull
perspective alone the allocations are disproportionate and the scale of proposed developments exponentially increases risks
attributable to the issues and concerns outlined herein. We are concerned that the NPPF itself may create unsustainable
communities from a social perspective because the social impact/social value of sustainable development isn’t given the equal
weighting.

There are also concerns regarding the sufficiency of Local Authority resources going forward as a result of austerity and the future
of SUDs, including potential resource implications for the council and the lack of clarity regarding who will be responsible for the
management, maintenance and the ongoing governance of SUDs and who will pay for this. This is important for the large site to
the east of Maghull as part of it is on floodplain 3. Residents who are concerned about loss of greenbelt recognise that the amount
of loss of greenbelt across Sefton may only be 3%, but in the area around the east of Maghull over 80% of greenbelt will be lost.
We call on the Government Planning inspector to take our issues and concerns into account when considering the Local Plan from
a Maghull perspective.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

1. The Town Survey, which was conducted in July 2013, was submitted to Sefton MBC following their publication of the Plan at the
Preferred Option stage. (Appendix 1)

2. The Additional Sites response which was submitted following the consultation on the proposed additional sites in 2014.
(Appendix 2)

3. The Infrastructure Working Group recommendations. Following examination by Sefton Council’s Overview and Scrutiny
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Committee (Regeneration and Environmental Services) an Infrastructure Working Group was set up to look at the issues and
concerns regarding infrastructure which had been raised by the Plan. The recommendations of the group were submitted to
Cabinet and approved at the meeting held on 15th January 2015. (Appendix 3)

Chapter Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy
Respondent No 234 Response Ref 1 Representor Name

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com

Summary of Main Issues

No comment. Would like to be kept informed.
Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 241 Response Ref 22 Representor Name Claire Jenkins

Organisation Name Formby Parish Council
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

We have come to the conclusion that in its present form the Plan is inconsistent with the needs of the community and the long
term economic prosperity of the region. All these matters have been considered in the development of the Formby
Neighbourhood Development Plan, which is being developed jointly with Sefton Metropolitan Borough Council and the smaller
parish of Little Altar, a smaller but an integral part of the Formby community.

The Parish Councillors will be pleased to discuss these and any other matters in more detail. The Parish Council reserve the right to
canvas and consult the people of Formby on all matters related to the Local Plan and recommend appropriate action. We ask to be
kept up to date with any developments from this consultation as soon as is possible.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 241 Response Ref 19 Representor Name Claire Jenkins

Organisation Name Formby Parish Council
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues
We ask that there is further analysis of the needs of the community.
Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 241 Response Ref 8 Representor Name Claire Jenkins
Organisation Name Formby Parish Council

Obj/Sup/Com

Summary of Main Issues

All landowners, agents, developers and the local authority must accept the need to respect the riparian responsibilities under the
Land Drainage Act 1991. The developer cannot be allowed to pass on the drainage problems to a house purchaser, but must be
instructed to identify and solve any problems before the sale to the first buyer. All potential risks must be assessed and reported.
Any omission or failure to carry out such assessments should carry the full force of the law.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 241 Response Ref 4 Representor Name Claire Jenkins

Organisation Name Formby Parish Council
Obj/Sup/Com

Summary of Main Issues

We strongly support the NFU recommendation to appoint a Local Drainage Board to manage the water levels, for the benefit of
farmers and owners of residential properties.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 241 Response Ref 9 Representor Name Claire Jenkins

Organisation Name Formby Parish Council

Obj/Sup/Com

Summary of Main Issues

Duty to Consult:
Whatever the result of the Local Plan, any schemes should be subject to the agreement of the local parish councils, and where
‘considerate contractors disciplines’ must be in place.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 241 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Claire Jenkins
Organisation Name Formby Parish Council

Obj/Sup/Com

Summary of Main Issues

Formby Parish Council has studied the ‘Local Plan Publication Document’. Our aims have always been to take steps to protect the
special environment that is Formby, and which requires a robust plan to prevent over-development of this town of some 20,000
people. There are a number of assumptions in the document which Sefton have made, which are incomplete at best and
misleading at worst.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 268 Response Ref 3 Representor Name Fred Weavers

Organisation Name Sefton MBC
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

If we are to encourage the growth of Sefton's economy it is essential that we have a well-educated and skillfull workforce. | asked
for this to beincluded as an aspiration within the Local Plan, however education is not mentioned.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 360 Response Ref 8 Representor Name John Hill

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

| wish to object to the local plan proposed by Sefton Council on the following general grounds: The plan is not positively prepared.
It does not meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements. There is no evidence of consultation with
neighbouring authorities and it is not consistent with achieving sustainable development.

The plan is not justified. There is no evidence that it provides the most appropriate strategy, when considered against reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence. The plan is not effective. It will not be deliverable over its period and there is no
evidence that it is based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic priorities. The plan is not consistent with national
policy. It will not enable the delivery of sustainable development in that it is destructive of the green belt and does not adequately
provide affordable housing.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 366 Response Ref 11 Representor Name Margaret Anne Hill
Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Test of Soundness | think that the Sefton Local Plan does not pass the test of soundness. It has not been positively prepared as it
does not meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, and does not include crossboundary planning.
The plan is not justified. It is not the most appropriate strategy for Sefton, when considered against reasonable alternatives
referred to above. The plan is not effective. It cannot be delivered over the period. The building numbers are not realistic. The plan
is not consistent with national policy. Greenbelt, agricultural land, use of brownfield before greenfield sites, pollution and carbon
emissions increase and flooding problems are not consistent with national policy.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents Consultation General
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 383 Response Ref 6 Representor Name Malcolm Gore

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

This leads to my final point. The people of Maghull have had no input into the plan. The original consultation was during the
summer holiday period and any opposition was ignored. Our Labour councillors freely admit that they are subject to a 100%
party whip and as Bootle Labour Party has the majority of Labour councillors, our councillors voted for the plan and against the
wishes of those who elected them, they dare not oppose “THE PARTY” That is one reason why Sudell Ward was chosen to be the
site of the "Newtown”, we only have Labour councillors representing us.

| do hope that during your time in the borough you can visit the proposed East of Maghull site to see for yourself the absurdity of
our situation and the voice of sanity will prevail over this debacle.

Summary of Suggested Changes

| do hope that during your time in the borough you can visit the proposed East of Maghull site to see for yourself the absurdity of
our situation and the voice of sanity will prevail over this debacle.

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents Consultation General
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 384 Response Ref 3 Representor Name Stephen and Clare Jones

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

| also feel that Sefton council and councillors have been undemocratic in the whole local plan consultation, and have not
represented their electorate! They have not listened to residents and have in cases been devious and conveniently poorly
communicated information about the local plan to residents, especially in the early stages.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 407 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Gordon Ferguson
Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Green belt land should be sacred and not built upon until all browfield land has been exhausted. Sefton population is in decline
so we most certainly do not need new houses and most certainly do not need anything destroying our green belt.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents NLP Housing Needs Assessment
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 421 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Colin Reader

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

| consider that one of the disagreeable features of the NLP report is its repetitive nature. Interpretation of the NLP report has been
made more difficult by the manner in which the spreadsheet calculations which form the core of the report (NLP Report, Appendix
4) have been presented in the public consultation documents. In the version of the report that was downloadable from the Sefton
MBC website, the spreadsheets are presented as a single PDF file which does not allow the calculations embedded in the
spreadsheets to be examined. The Local Plan that Sefton MBC are required to produce, addresses the needs of the borough over
the period 2012-2030 (i.e. a period of 18 years). Although the Local Plan has to address the wide variety of issues that face the
borough during the ‘Plan Period’, it is the requirements for new housing that have consistently been the most contentious.

The population projections in the NLP Housing Needs Assessment are based on the latest “2012-based SNPP” published by the
Office of National Statistics (ONS) in May 2014. The average annual increase in population (276) is significantly less than the
recommended annual rate of new house building (615). It is acknowledged that the projections cannot be viewed in such simple
terms however, such crude assessments as this are considered to provide a valuable form of reality check in terms of whether

the numbers derived from the projections are making sense. The notion and value of reality checks is introduced and
acknowledged by NLP in Para 6.1j of their report. The conclusions reached in the 2014 NLP Report are out of step with the findings
of their previous studies. Although the latest official ONS population projections indicate a lower rate of population growth, the
number of new houses has increased substantially, from 510 to 615 dpa. Whilst the methodology adopted by NLP may have
changed, when considered in the context of a ‘reality check’, it defies logic for a greater number of houses to be built under
circumstances in which the rate of population growth is declining.

Due to the projected decline in the population (-314 persons per year), it is clear that the recommended provision of 615 new
homes per year in the Borough is not required to address natural change. It follows that the NLP recommendations must be driven
primarily by estimates of migration (+590 persons per year). NLP used the official 2011-based statistics on the projected number of
households. This represented the most appropriate data set at that time. The data, however, only addressed the period 2012-
2021. The Study's ‘baseline’ assessment (Scenario B) NLP use the latest 2011-based statistics on household numbers for the period
2012-2021 and the 2008-based statistics from 2021-2030. NLP justify this approach in Para 3.51 of their report, in which they note
that the 2011-based household projections for the period 2011-2021 are very similar to the trends suggested by the 2008-based
data (which covers the period up to 2033). Given that the NLP ‘baseline’ approach does not seem to present a major ‘departure’
from what is indicated by the weight of historic data, NLP’s approach would appear to be fully appropriate. However, the numbers
used in the Scenario B spreadsheet differ significantly from the official data, leading to quite different values in the projected build
rate. | suspect this is due to different headship rates being applied, but this is not clear from the evidence.

NLP argue that in the last decade, the formation of new households in Sefton will have been suppressed, largely due to the global
recession. One indicator of this suppressed market that is specifically referred to is the tendency for young adults to continue to
live with parents because they cannot afford to buy their first house or because they cannot meet the demands of the mortgage
market. NLP suggest that as the recession lifts, these ‘concealed households’ will emerge and these co-habiting young adults will
buy their own homes. Consequently, the market will recover and new houses will be needed to meet this increased demand. NLP
do not appear to justify this assumption with supporting data. For example, this is not apparent in the 2011 census statistics
relating to 'overcrowding, as overcrowding in Sefton has decreased since 2001, unlike the rest of the north west and nationally.
Firstly, it indicates that overcrowding is not a particular issue in Sefton — suggesting that overcrowding has not led to a significantly
suppressed housing market. Secondly, it identifies that housing trends in Sefton are very different from trends elsewhere.

NLP also appear to link ‘headship’ to the proportion of different age cohorts within the population. On a number of occasions NLP
suggest that the age cohort between 25 and 34 is one of the most significant in terms of first-time house buyers. The latest
population data however, suggests that in Sefton, this age cohort will actually decline in numbers during the Plan Period (from
28,700in 2012 to 27,500 in 2030). This data suggests that in Sefton, there may not be significant pressure on the housing market
from first time buyers in this age group. NLP need to more fully explain the household numbers used in their HEaDROOM
assessment.

Campaigners seeking to safeguard the valuable agricultural land in Sefton’s green belt and to protect Sefton from over-ambitious
levels of development that existing infrastructure will be unable to deal with, have been pointing to the fact that at present there
are some 6,000 empty homes in the borough. Before we should consider building more houses, efforts should be made to fill
empty properties. In accordance with this approach, if say, ca, 10,000 new households are needed, demand for a significant
proportion of this can be met by the existing empty homes which will therefore, reduce the contribution from new construction.
Yet campaigners have been repeatedly told that these empty houses cannot be considered in the Local Plan calculations. The
modelling that has been undertaken by NLP perversely adds the number of empty homes to the projected number of households
(to provide a value for ‘supply units’) and then assumes that the percentage of empty properties in the borough is maintained.
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Given that it is the rate of empty properties that is maintained in the calculations, as the population grows (driven only by
migration), the actual number of empty properties increases throughout the Plan Period and this has a direct effect on the
projected number of new households that are required. NLP acknowledge "The scale of demolitions associated with housing
market renewal [HMR] initiatives in Sefton has influenced the net delivery figures significantly" and “...the Borough’s housing
restraint policy, which operated from 2003 to 2008, constrained the number of dwellings built during this period”. These two
policies appear to have suppressed the housing market more than the other historic market factors, leading to the potential for
criticism that Sefton MBC have ‘engineered’ the housing market to allow a future ‘green belt bonanza’ when the planning regime
permitted. As a result, there would appear to be little in the way of significant pressure on the housing market in Sefton.

NLP state that “..the scale of adjustment to housing supply over and above demographic-led projections at this time would be
moderate” and yet in paragraph 5.54 NLP consider that adding the significant figure of 53 dpa (954 homes over the plan period) to
the “...baseline ‘accelerated partial catch up’...” scenario is appropriate. NLP appear to be a little confused - The ‘baseline’ scenario
(Model B) is not the same as the ‘accelerated partial catchup’ model (Model Bd) and yet by using the term “...baseline accelerated
partial catch up...” NLP appear to be linking these two scenarios. Furthermore, it is not clear whether the additional 53 dpa that
NLP recommend is a result of their assessment of past ‘under-delivery’ (when compared with the now defunct RSS) or whether the

additional 53 dpa is an adjustment to reflect ‘market signals’.

To summarise, there can be no justification for the inflated 615 dpa figure that NLP have recommended to Sefton MBC. Page 8 of
the SHMA states “The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out that Local Plans should seek to meet objectively-
assessed development needs in their areas where feasible and should plan to deliver a mix of housing based on current and future
demographic trends, market trends and the needs of different groups within the community.” My view is that the proposals to
build ca. 615 houses a year for 18 years are not feasible — are not sustainable — given the infrastructure and other constraints that
exist within the borough.

The NLP report is described as an “Objective Assessment of Need” (OAN), yet it is anything but “objective”. Factors (such as
overcrowding) that may potentially push housing numbers up have been seized on in the NLP report, even when there is little in
the way of statistical data to support such adjustments. Yet other factors that might reduce the demand for new housing, such as
declining numbers of couples with children, have been ignored. There are also examples in which some factors appear to have
been included more than once in NLP’s assessment — leading to indications that 615 dpa is an over-inflated figure. Another
indication that the output from the NLP is unrealistic, is the fact that 615 houses a year over 18 years is a huge number and is far
greater than any sustained build rate ever achieved in Sefton. On what basis, under the current economic climate can such a large
house-building programme be seen as realistic? Furthermore, the NPPF does not imply or explicitly require the OAN to be slavishly
adhered to — the Local Plan proposals need to be deliverable and the key to this for Sefton is the provision of infrastucture.

| consider that the number of new homes that can be built in Sefton is severely constrained by existing infrastructure and the
financial implications of delivering enhanced infrastructure capacity to cope with increased demand. Once the constraints of
infrastructure are properly factored into the Local Plan, a realistic housing target that is substantially lower than 615 dpa will
result. Infrastructure capacity and investment potential rather that population and household size projections, which sets the real
upper-bound limit on the potential growth of Sefton. This Local Plan will lead to brownfield sites that lie derelict, gridlocked roads,
flooding and a whole host of other problems. The wrong houses will be built in the wrong places resulting in abandoned and long-
derelict brownfield sites, an imploding housing market and a shortage of homes for an increasingly elderly population

Summary of Suggested Changes

Just because the NLP report suggests that 615 new houses a year are needed, it does not follow that these numbers have to be
delivered, irrespective of the cost or feasibility of doing so.

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents Infrastructure Delivery Plan
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 421 Response Ref 7 Representor Name Colin Reader

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

“The Infrastructure Delivery Plan forms part of the evidence for Sefton’s Local Plan. As it is updated it will set out a clear
programme of infrastructure needed to support the Local Plan. It will also inform a list of priorities for Community Infrastructure
Levy, if this is implemented in Sefton.” This document is considered to be far too preliminary in content to form a useful aid to
assist with the detailed infrastructure planning that is required by the Local Plan.

Appendix A of the IDP includes a number of interesting elements. Firstly under the entry “Utilities: Surface water management”
the table in Appendix A of the IDP indicates a general requirement of £90/sq m to deal with drainage and surface water issues at
all sites. However, the Keppie Massie Viability Study has only costed this at £50/sq m. At a stroke, the fledgling IDP would appear
to render the KM Viability Assessment Report as obsolete. What (if any) conclusions, can now be safely drawn regarding the
overall viability of the proposed Local Plan?

The other interesting result of the IDP Appendix is that the vast majority of the infrastructure costs that have been identified are
to be met by the developer. So, despite the warnings given by Keppie Massie that exposing developers to too many policy
requirements and other costs, may result in developers walking away from specific sites, Sefton Council still feel it appropriate to
pass the vast majority of the costs associated with this vastly overambitious Local Plan on to the private commercial development
companies that will assist them in its implementation. Sefton’s expectation that development costs can and will be passed on to
the developers are grossly unrealistic. So who is going to pay for the vast and largely ill-defined infrastructure requirements that
are associated with this Local Plan? In these current times of continued austerity and further anticipated cuts in Government
spending, that is a very interesting question. Without appropriate infrastructure, Sefton MBC’s proposals for the future of the
borough are unsustainable.

Summary of Suggested Changes

The proposals laid out in the Local Plan do not represent sustainable development and should therefore, be rejected.

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents Other
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 421 Response Ref 6 Representor Name Colin Reader

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

This objection relates to the “Sefton Council, Overview and Scrutiny Committee (Regeneration & Environmental Service)
Infrastructure Working Group, Final Report, December 2014” (the IWG Report). | consider that the scale of development implied
by the Local Plan is vast and will bring about significant changes to the nature and character of many areas within the borough. In
order to propose development on this scale, Sefton MBC should have undertaken rigorous and detailed studies to address the
needs of the proposed development — particularly to ensure that the proposed scale of development could integrate with the
existing infrastructure of the borough. On the basis of the IWG Report however, such assessments appear to be in their infancy.

It is evident that 11,000 new houses need adequate infrastructure provision. The IWG Report can be regarded as little more than a
preliminary report which, in terms of addressing the infrastructure requirements associated with the Local Plan proposals, and
raises more questions than it provides answers. The IWG Report illustrates the lack of information that Sefton MBC currently hold
on infrastructure and the complete lack of any rational plan to ensure that adequate infrastructure provision is in place before
future development in the borough (on any scale) is allowed to proceed. It appears that there has been no significant assessment
of the impact of the proposed Local Plan on schools and related education services. Some of the issues that the IWG Report leaves
unanswered lie at the very heart of the provision of adequate education services.

It appears that Sefton Council have achieved very little in terms of determining the requirements for providing adequate health
provision and ensuring that adequate investment is in place. New development on the scale proposed will have huge implications
for traffic and transportation, yet there appears at present to be no real understanding of the scale of the problem and no
identification of how the associated issues can be dealt with. Public transport provision is in the hands of private companies and
therefore, Sefton MBC have no control over bus services etc. | am particularly concerned about the risk arising from lack of spare
capacity in the existing surface water drainage system. The word ‘viability’ means different things to different people. For the
residents of Sefton, ‘viability’ means delivering a practicable solution. | believe too much emphasis has been placed on profitability
and what can be done for the developers, with little if any consideration of what the impact of all these new houses will be on the
borough.

Through measures such as Section 106 agreements and Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL), the council can require developers to
make financial contributions to such things as essential access roads to allow a development to link into the existing road network
or make financial contributions to community buildings. As NPPF para 173 makes clear however, developers can point to issues of
‘viability’ when considering whether to provide the relevant funding. If the costs requested by Sefton Council make a development
unviable’ —that is the developers won’t make enough profit — the developer can refuse to accept these cost burdens or can even
withdraw from the development altogether.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

25 August 2015 Page 15 of 1409



Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 433 Response Ref 12 Representor Name Eric Haworth
Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Of critical importance when developing the Local Plan, is the obligation to ensure that proposals accord with the requirements of
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Sefton MBC’s proposals to develop 615 houses a year across the borough are
neither viable nor deliverable and the reports that have been prepared to support these development proposals are far from
robust. The nature of the proposed development and the associated scale of development obligations and policy burdens are
considered to be so great that they threaten the overall viability of the Local Plan as well as the future of the borough.

NPPF Paragraph 174 states: “In order to be appropriate, the cumulative impact of these standards and policies should not put
implementation of the plan at serious risk, and should facilitate development throughout the economic cycle. Evidence supporting
the assessment should be proportionate, using only appropriate available evidence.”

This Local Plan will lead to brownfield sites that lie derelict, gridlocked roads, flooding and a whole host of other problems. The
wrong houses will be built in the wrong places resulting in abandoned and long-derelict brownfield sites, an imploding housing
market and a shortage of homes for an increasingly elderly population.

The NPPF places communities at the forefront of the planning process. Throughout the evolution of the Local Plan the views of the
majority of Sefton residents — who are opposed to the Plan in its current form — have been ignored.

Lydiate simply does not have the huge housing requirements that this plan is imposing upon it. Its housing needs are of a much
smaller scale and very much associated affordable housing which this plan is not seriously addressing. But overriding all this has to
be the nature and uniqueness of the high grade agricultural land surrounding our community.

Having reviewed Sefton MBC'’s Local Plan, together with its supporting documentation, reports, ONS and other related officially
published data and the NPPF, we are unable to come to the same conclusions as SMBC. In fact we are of the view that the plan is
fundamentally flawed as identified above. From this it is clear that SMBC's Local Plan has more to do with an attempt to plug holes
in its budget via the revenue stream generated by such things as the New Homes Bonus than it does with addressing the housing
requirement of those who are in most need.

Sefton MBC have gone on record as identifying the area in most chronic need of housing, and affordable housing at that, as being
the south of the borough, i.e. Bootle, Netherton, Litherland, etc. However, they not only reneged on their commitment to 30%
affordable housing, (which in itself was at least 10% below what was required) but they also aligned themselves with their
developers preference for 3, 4 & 5 bedroom executive houses in some of the highest property price areas in the borough, i.e.
Lydiate, Formby, Maghull, etc. Therefore, those in most need, remain in most need.

As an example of this, a Bootle community known as the Klondyke consisting of circa 450 houses, provisionally secured a grant
directly from central government to refurbish the properties and bring them up to modern housing standards, using local
contractors, local suppliers and giving training opportunities in related skills to local young people. What a fabulous scheme, a
local community acting for the benefit of their own community, exactly the sort of scheme that was at the heart of the Prime
Ministers “Big Society”. The only problem was it needed to be sanctioned by Sefton MBC, who had already negotiated a more
lucrative “deal” with a property developer to demolish the existing 450 homes, and build 150 shiny new houses that the local
residents could not afford, and left a surplus of 300 houses that would now be built on local farmland. This was so cynical that the
Planning Inspector may recall that it found its way onto a TV documentary called the Great Housing Scandal.

For a Local Plan to be both sound and sustainable it must satisfy at least three criteria: 1.) The houses must be built for the right
reasons. 2.) The houses must be built in the right areas. 3.) The houses must be built in the right numbers. This Local Plan satisfies
none of these criteria. This is not so much a sustainable Local Plan, but a Developers Charter, and we would strongly recommend
that the Planning Inspector reject this Local Plan as unsound and unsustainable.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents

Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 468 Response Ref 1 Representor Name David Scott

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

I would offer my general support for this local plan (subject to the comments below) and | believe is a serious attempt to plan for

the challenges and opportunities which face the borough and its people for the plan period.

As far as | can tell local councillors and the planning team have worked within the principles of the NPPF and the constraints
imposed by Government policies to achieve a workable plan.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 488 Response Ref 2 Representor Name lan Brodie Browne

Organisation Name Sefton Council Lib Dem Opposition Group
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Lack of Sustainable Development:

Since our previous submission [summer 2014 consultation] there have been changes to the plan which in our view put the
principle of sustainable development at huge risk. We say this as the Borough Council is now proposing to build more houses and
in doing so use more Green Belt and high grade agricultural land to achieve this objective. We are far from convinced that a clear
case has been made by the Borough Council to concrete over vast swathes of high grade agricultural land which is presently being
used to grow our food on.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 488 Response Ref 9 Representor Name lan Brodie Browne

Organisation Name Sefton Council Lib Dem Opposition Group
Obj/Sup/Com Objection
Summary of Main Issues

Sefton’s scrutiny process associated with the Local Plan was poor and the work that was done, especially that of Council’s
Infrastructure Working Group, seems to have been all but ignored. This working Group raised many questions and concerns but as
the Plan went through its final processes within the Council these significant issues were not addressed in a robust way and this
leads us to conclude that the scrutiny of the Local Plan was unsound.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 488 Response Ref 10 Representor Name lan Brodie Browne
Organisation Name Sefton Council Lib Dem Opposition Group

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Our conclusion — Sefton’s Local Plan, not sound, not effective. Sefton Council has done what it has been made to do to put a Local
Plan together, but it has not done what it needed to do to put together a Local Plan that passes the test of soundness or that
addresses the needs of its diverse communities. The Plan is remote and disconnected from the communities it seeks to plan the
future of. The failure to work collaboratively with West Lancs Borough Council has been a huge opportunity missed and it means
the Plan is not effective. The Plan is imposed, has little no community support, it is unlikely to deliver the affordable housing that is
required. Putting it bluntly it lacks ambition for the Borough and will not help it move forward economically, environmentally or
socially.

For context and background information we attach our previous submission [dated 7 Aug 2014] because much of what we said in
it still applies: The flawed method of public consultation used by the Council may well have reduced the number of residents who
felt able and comfortable to participate in the process.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 488 Response Ref 5 Representor Name lan Brodie Browne
Organisation Name Sefton Council Lib Dem Opposition Group

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Local Plan should have been a joint Plan with West Lancs Borough: We remain concerned at the lack of effective cross-boundary
working with West Lancashire Borough Council. This is a matter that we have raised previously and the denials of Planning Officers
have not reassured us. We have concluded that the Sefton Local Plan should have been pursued as joint plan with West Lancashire
Borough Council as, we understand, has happened in other parts of England. Sefton has a massive boundary with West Lancashire
Borough, very significantly greater than its boundaries with Liverpool or Knowsley. The Southport and Lydiate communities, for
example, are surrounded by West Lancashire with only their southern boundaries being connected to the rest of the Borough of
Sefton. The economic, housing, education, health and social needs of these communities are as much if not more connected to
those of their neighbouring communities in West Lancashire as they are to those in Sefton/Merseyside. It is our contention that
Sefton Council has failed to work in a progressive way with West Lancashire Borough Council and that it continues to adopt an
inward looking Merseyside-centric approach which is to the disadvantage of its diverse communities.

Another concern that we have is basic in terms of planning for the future of transportation to and from Southport. We refer to the
significant rail and road problems that the Southport community faces to the east and north of the town. Only recently Sefton
Council was successful in pushing Merseytravel to include the Southport-Wigan-Manchester railway line in its Long Term Rail
Strategy yet this Local Plan completely fails to address the implications of that positive move. Implications such as the requirement
to build a new park and ride station on the outskirts of Southport so to make the line more attractive to Southport residents who
work in Manchester. This is a very significant failure in the Plan and fuels our concerns that the development of the Plan has not
been community based but imposed on the diverse communities of the Borough by a Bootle and Merseyside-centric Council. But
the concerns we express are larger than just rail related as Southport’s economy is significantly being held back by its access
problems to the east and north of the Town. Road issues also need to be addressed and whilst the solutions are in West
Lancashire Borough it is clearly the case that the Local Plan is just the place for Sefton to lay out its ambitions for solving these
matters. Of course it also shows why the Local Plan should have been a joint one with West Lancs Borough.

For context and background information we attach our previous submission [dated 7 Aug 2014] because much of what we said in
it still applies: Lack of detailed working with West Lancs: We understand that West Lancs Borough Council has some concerns
about Option 2 particularly with regard to the reserved sites in Lydiate which if developed will leave too narrow a Green Belt with
Aughton. We share this concern. In general we have concerns about the seemingly lack of detailed joint Local Plan development
with West Lancs Borough Council. This is evidenced by West Lancs’ comments about the Lydiate reserve sites and the lack of detail
in either the Sefton or indeed West Lancs plans to address transportation issues (both rail and road) to the east of Southport.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 488 Response Ref 1 Representor Name lan Brodie Browne

Organisation Name Sefton Council Lib Dem Opposition Group
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

MP’s raise concerns about Local Plan:

Firstly, two of the Borough’s 3 MP’s have very clearly and publicly expressed great concerns about the Sefton Local Plan. John
Pugh MP (Southport) has questioned the reliance of the Borough Council on consultants who have a foot in both camps i.e.
developers/land owners and the Council. Bill Esterson MP (Sefton Central) has said the plan should go back to the drawing board
because it has not been drawn up in a way that has engaged Sefton’s communities.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 488 Response Ref 11 Representor Name lan Brodie Browne
Organisation Name Sefton Council Lib Dem Opposition Group

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

For context and background information we attach our previous submission [dated 7 Aug 2014] because much of what we said in
it still applies: 7th August 2014: Liberal Democrat response to the ‘additional sites’ consultationwith regard to Sefton Council’s
draft Local Plan: It may well be useful for us to start with a reminder of the Lib Dem approach to Sefton Council’s Local Plan in
terms of our previous detailed submission of 26th September 2013. From the headline issues in that earlier submission we will
then frame our response to the additional sites for potential development, put forward by land owners and developers. This is
what we said in September 2013:- Labour’s draft Local Plan for Sefton is inadequate, fails to protect high grade agricultural land
and lacks ambition

The Liberal Democrat Group on Sefton Council have major concerns about the draft Local Plan and the preferred ‘Option 2’ put
forward by the Labour administration on Sefton Council.

Our fundamental concerns are:- The draft plan lacks robustness in terms of population predictions and therefore the housing
requirements flowing from the data used can’t be anything more than vaguely informed guestimates. The effect of taking the
plan forward based on potentially flawed data means that high grade agricultural land, within Green Belt, will be designated for
house building when this may well not be necessary. The seeming lack of detailed working with West Lancashire Borough Council
is worrying as they are the local authority that Sefton has by far the largest boundary and most significant community of interest
with. The leading references in the draft plan to Merseyside Councils are misleading and unhelpful because the centre and north
of the Borough (the majority of the Sefton) rightly expects the Council to be heavily engaged with West Lancashire as a priority
with the southern Merseyside Councils being of less significance for two thirds of the Borough’s population. The flawed method
of public consultation used by the Council may well have reduced the number of residents who felt able and comfortable to
participate in the process. The plan is all but silent on some major issues across the Borough that need to be planned for.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents Consultation General
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 488 Response Ref 22 Representor Name lan Brodie Browne

Organisation Name Sefton Council Lib Dem Opposition Group
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

For context and background information we attach our previous submission [dated 7 Aug 2014] because much of what we said in
it still applies: Questionable public consultation process: Before the 12 weeks public consultation was embarked upon (July to
September 2013) we and indeed independent environmental campaigners from across the Borough raised such concerns but they
were not taken on board. We suggested that the planned method of public consultation was inappropriate and would not engage
people fully. What concerned us was the need for members of the public to book an appointment to enable them to express their
views on the draft Local Plan face to face. We said this was an unreasonable barrier to the consultation process and that it would
effectively hold residents at arms length instead of welcoming them into it. We still hold to that view and are concerned that a
true picture of the concerns of residents across the Borough may well not have been obtained. A full copy of our September’ 13
submission is available to read on our Sefton Focus web site at:- www.tonyrobertson.mycouncillor.org.uk/2013/10/01/lib-dem-
response-to-labours-green-belt-grab-for-sefton-sefton-local-plan-draft-should-be-rejected/

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 530 Response Ref 1 Representor Name J K Hounsell
Organisation Name Thornton Parish Council

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The Local Plan for Sefton started off in 2011 as a 'Core Strategy for Sefton' and has now reached its final report stage as a 'Local
Plan for Sefton. Throughout its journey to maturity, the plan has caused a great deal of acrimony, disagreement and opposition.
Whilst most of those who have lived with the plan throughout its journey have also matured to some degree by listening patiently
to presentations delivered by key personnel involved in drafting the plan, | do not believe that the concerns of local residents have
changed significantly. There is still a great deal of opposition to building on Sefton's Green Belt and a belief that adequate notice
has not been made of brown field sites and houses that have lain unoccupied for several years. By the same token, local residents
in Thornton and the areas adjacent to it are unable or unwilling to accept that houses can be built on a flood plain which is also
part of the green belt despite the reassurances given in the Plan. Equally a new bypass is currently under construction in Thornton
on the edge of the flood plain and | am not altogether sure that the Plan recognises the impact of that by-pass on land use now or
in the future.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 534 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Brendan Abbott

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com

Summary of Main Issues

No comment. Would like to be kept informed.
Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 550 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Peter Brown

Organisation Name Merseyside Civic Society
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

[The draft plan demonstrates effective working across boundaries], with the exception that the Society is not entirely convinced
that some of the housing needs of the borough could not be met within north Liverpool.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 550 Response Ref 3 Representor Name Peter Brown
Organisation Name Merseyside Civic Society

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The Society also feels that the draft plan does not sufficiently show the importance of the borough to the sub regional economy
and how it can contribute to the wider growth and prosperity of the area.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 550 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Peter Brown

Organisation Name Merseyside Civic Society
Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

Merseyside Civic Society strongly supports the concept of effective local plans, and understands the risks to local interests of not
having a good local plan coverage for the sub region. Sefton Council is to be commended for bringing forward the first draft plan
across Merseyside, and is generally supportive of the content and ambition of this draft. It is difficult for the Society to decide on
its preference for the chosen strategy to guide the scale of development to be provided, but would agree that to provide for the
assessed needs of the borough is a reasonable choice. In terms of the requirement to collaborate with other local authorities and
agencies, the Society feels that the draft plan demonstrates effective working across boundaries, [with the exception that the
Society is not entirely convinced that some of the housing needs of the borough could not be met within north Liverpool].

In summary, the Society welcomes the broad content and thrust of the Draft Local Plan and commends, in particular, the
commitment to safeguard the borough’s natural environment.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 552 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Susan Allen

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

I would like to object to the Local Plan and the way the council and councillors have been undemocratic in the local plan
consultation and have ignored the residents views and what they have to say.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 553 Response Ref 6 Representor Name Alex Naughton
Organisation Name Merseytravel

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

Merseytravel has an agenda under our Merseylearn initiative to support the skills development of transport sector workers across
Merseyside and we would ask that reference be made to such skills within the document. This ties directly into many of the key
priorities identified within the document itself, including the Liverpool City Region skills base being below the national average,
GVA, employment and succession, amongst others. Training front line transport sector staff additionally supports a strong visitor
experience and economic regeneration and with approximately 33,000 people employed in this sector such training can serve as
an important catalyst to upskill the workforce in line with the Leitch Report recommendations.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 553 Response Ref 5 Representor Name Alex Naughton

Organisation Name Merseytravel

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

Merseytravel welcome the adoption in 2009 by Sefton Council of the Transport SPD as part of the Core Strategy and Local
Development Framework. However we feel that there needs to be more reference to the Transport SPD in the Local Plan
document. The Transport SPD has prepared jointly by the Merseyside partners in order to create a completely consistent approach
across Merseyside on these issues as agreed. Merseytravel would expect formal consultation on development around all medium
and major transport nodes and interchanges.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 553 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Alex Naughton

Organisation Name Merseytravel

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

Merseytravel is the executive body of the Liverpool City Region Combined Authority that is responsible for transport. Merseytravel
is politically accountable through the Merseytravel Committee and the Liverpool City Region Combined Authority. The Combined
Authority comprises the Liverpool City Region Local Enterprise Partnership and the six local authorities (Wirral, Sefton, Liverpool,
Knowsley, St Helens and Halton). West Lancashire Borough Council recently became an associate member of the Combined
Authority with observer status.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 553 Response Ref 4 Representor Name Alex Naughton
Organisation Name Merseytravel

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

Development should be focused in areas that are presently well-served by existing, sustainable transport and the need to travel
should be minimised, so as to allow walking and cycling to become much more prominent forms of transport within the city region
and Sefton. There should also be an expectation that developers should contribute to cost of providing adequate public transport
access in areas that are not well served by existing public transport services. This is especially important for the major housing sites
(100 units or more) which should be served by a half hourly bus service to a District Centre. This is also very relevant for the major
employment sites which should be served by a regular bus service particularly at times of peak demand (e.g. shift changes etc).
The example of the “Land East of Maghull” is a good example of the sustainability ethos we wish to see replicated elsewhere. It is
noted that an emerging challenge in the context of the Merseyside’s LTP3 is that both traffic volumes and distances travelled are
forecast to grow over the next 15 years (on a “do nothing” scenario). The importance of a focused spatial development strategy is
particularly important to address this challenge, so as to reduce the distance between work and employment/leisure.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 553 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Alex Naughton

Organisation Name Merseytravel

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

Merseytravel believes that the strategic direction set by the Local Plan should be a balanced and sustainable development
approach towards integrating land use and transport, regeneration and economic development, social inclusion, and help tackle
climate change. The Local Plan should be fully interlinked with Local Transport Plan and provide for the integration of land use and
transport planning. In relation to the third LTP, a strategic transport model has been developed which allows for the testing of
policies and interventions, including spatial options. Similarly, the use of Accession / TRACC software can help to gauge the relative
accessibility of sites and premises and its use in encouraged. The Transport Plan for Growth (march 2015) should also be
referenced at this point. This doesn’t replace the Local Transport Plans (Merseyside and Halton) which remain in force but brings
them together and forms a single joint delivery plan for the Liverpool City Region. [See:]

*A Transport Plan for Growth (March 2015) Merseytravel
http://www.merseytravel.gov.uk/about-us/local-transportdelivery/Documents/8375%20Plan%20for%20growth%20WEB%20FINAL,
pdf

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

25 August 2015 Page 24 of 1409



Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 594 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Peter Cushion
Organisation Name Wirral Council

Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

Wirral Council supports Sefton Council’s intention to provide for their own identified local needs for housing and employment
within their Borough boundary as set out in the Publication Draft Local Plan, without any significant cross-boundary implications
for Wirral. Wirral Council welcomes the changes made to the Publication Draft Local Plan to address earlier concerns relating to
clarity over the position on the Green Belt, the impact on centres in adjoining authorities and Southport Seafront, but seeks
further clarification on a number of issues. | hope that these suggestions are acceptable. For further information | have attached a
copy of the Council Report authorising this response. [also attached a Summary Overview]

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 595 Response Ref 11 Representor Name Jonathan Clarke

Organisation Name Knowsley Council
Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

Whilst we have raised some detailed points in relation to Sefton’s consultation documents, we would stress that these do not
relate to the underlying soundness or legal compliance of the Plan, and would be happy to work with Sefton Council to resolve the
issues raised.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 615 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Rachael Musgrave

Organisation Name Health and Wellbeing Board
Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

The Health and Wellbeing Board believe that the Draft Local Plan is an important mechanism to facilitate an environment that
enables the delivery of the Health and Wellbeing Board Strategy. As such the Board is encouraged by the inclusion of policies in
the Draft Plan regarding health and wellbeing issues and the provision of sustainable development in the Borough. The Health and
Wellbeing Board is keen to ensure that good health is built into all new developments.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

25 August 2015 Page 25 of 1409



Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 635 Response Ref 4 Representor Name Graham Nelson
Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The Plan ignores the increasing problem of ‘food security’ by targeting some of the best quality farmland in the UK for
development. Such land will be needed as basic foods will increase in price as global competition for the same food pushes up
prices.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents Consultation General
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 635 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Graham Nelson

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

I must first raise an issue that | believe is central to the process of creating a Plan: The public consultation process was seriously
flawed. The technical reports that form the basis of the Plan are virtually incomprehensible. Because they and not | pPlain English
it is nigh on impossible for all but skilled analysts to understand them. Therefore, probably the vast majority of Sefton’s citizens
will not have had access to the information they need to judge the validity of The Plan. This means the majority of the borough’s
citizens have been excluded from the consultation process. Additionally, a high quality opinion survey commissioned by the
Council showed 97% of Sefton citizens do not want any developments on the Greenbelt. The Plan ignores the views of a majority
of Sefton residents.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy NH1 Environmental assets
Respondent No 648 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Emily Hrycan

Organisation Name English Heritage
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Thank you for consulting English Heritage on the above. This response provides detailed comments on the Local Plan for Sefton
and the historic environment. A separate response(Reference 1692) is provided on the Sustainability Appraisal.

To summarise our response, the Local Plan for Sefton is considered to be unsound as it does not set out a positive strategy for the
conservation, enhancement, improvements and enjoyment of the historic environment including strategic policies to deliver the
conservation and enhancement of the historic environment.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy NH1 Environmental assets

Respondent No 648 Response Ref 28 Representor Name Emily Hrycan
Organisation Name English Heritage

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

English Heritage strongly advises that you engage conservation, archaeology and urban design colleagues at the Council to ensure
that you are aware of all the relevant features of the historic environment and that the historic environment is effectively and
efficiently considered in the strategic policies, development management policies, in the allocation of any site and in the
preparation of the SEA. They are also best placed to advise on local historic environment issues and priorities, including access to
data held in the HER. This will ensure that there is joined up and robust approach is undertaken to historic environmen issues. If
you have any queries about the content of this letter or would like a meeting to discuss anything further, please do not hesitate to
contact me.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 657 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Robert Burns MBE

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The Plan has not been prepared in accordance with legal and procedural requirements, nor is it “sound”.
| have written to Mr Eric Pickles MP and | am awaiting his reply relating to my challenge that this plan is neither legal nor is it
sound. | base this on the following points:

| telephoned the Planning Department on 6th February 2015 around 08:40 seeking clarification in one of the documents relating
to a ‘selected development plot’ adjacent to my property. Whilst talking to the very friendly officer we both agreed there was
some confusion regarding the content of this document and she told me she would ask her colleagues to clarify matters. |
assumed they would update me but they didn’t; however the on-line document was modified at 14:20 the same day! Sometime
later they included an apology on this amended document.

| find it rather disturbing that Sefton produce a document which shows the extent of a potential housing development (on green
belt) including its associated analysis relating to flood risk, pollution, ecology and size etc. then (after The Plan’s publication) they
feel they are entitled to change the dimensions and increase its size and introduce new access points for the plot without fulfilling
the obligatory ‘due diligence’ against this ‘new plot’. This must surely be contrary to legal and procedural standards?

To compound matters they publish an apology on the associated documents saying ‘for clarity the following site area is proposed
to be allocated in the publication draft local plan’ (a new map is displayed adjacent). | am sorry, but all the analysis, all the
consultation, all the supporting evidence which had been undertaken prior to publication suddenly becomes useless and
meaningless because they have now introduced a totally different plot.

I would like to receive feedback from the Independent Inspector regarding this point, to ensure it corresponds with Mr Pickles’
interpretation.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents

Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 659 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Stephen and Wendy Blundell
Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The views and wishes of people directly affected by development of greenbelt in the Southport area are being ignored by a
majority of Labour councillors based in the south of Sefton. There are two facts which support this. Following the previous
consultations the previous draft Local Plan was passed by the Council despite opposition from Southport residents and councillors.
With one exception, none of the councillors from Southport supported the option, but it was passed anyway using the majority of
Labour councillors who are mostly based in the south of Sefton. In previous votes on Draft Plans and Core Strategies, Southport
councillors voted unanimously against proposals — these were also passed using the majority Labour vote which does not
represent Southport.

One third of the proposed development of new homes on greenbelt land is in Southport. This will generate significant income for
Sefton either through the Community Infrastructure Levy or via the New Homes Bonus (or any succeeding schemes). However the
current Draft Plan (para 9.9, on p82) sets out proposals to only allow 15-25% of any income to be spent for the benefit of the local
community, a slight improvement over the previous Draft Plan. The previous Draft Local Plan specifically stated three times (in
sections 2.7, 3.7 and 8.55) that any income will be specifically allocated 100% to the regeneration of Bootle in the south of Sefton -
where the councillors who passed the Draft Plan are based. This shows that passing the current and previous Draft Plans was at
the very least partially politically motivated - ignoring the wishes of communities in Southport for the benefit of others where the
Labour councillors are based.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 665 Response Ref 6 Representor Name Tony Dawson

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Finally, | would suggest that the plan is completely without ambition in respect of the commercial future for Southport and has
little of merit in areas which would promote a more sustainable society. The references to alternative energy sites being on the
east of the Borough are completely wrong. By far the largest opportunities for alternative energy lie along the coast as well as
(solar power) on the roofs of many substantial housing and shop and office developments.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 687 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Diana Sayer

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

In Sefton’s original draft Local Plan it was stated that house builders were not involved in the planning process, in order to
maintain the integrity of the study. However comments in the previous consultation responses suggest much closer involvement
of the developer with this site.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

25 August 2015 Page 28 of 1409



Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents

Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 692 Response Ref 11 Representor Name Peter Harper

Organisation Name UKIP Sefton Branch

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

UKIP also strongly supports the common-sense statements made in the document produced by CPRE Sefton
Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

CPRE comments from Core Strategy stage

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 700 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Kate Wheeler

Organisation Name Natural England
Obj/Sup/Com Comment
Summary of Main Issues

Natural England has made substantial comments and provided advice to Sefton Council on the preparation of the Local Plan. We
are pleased to note that our advice and comments have been taken forward and therefore we have no further substantial
comments to make at this stage. We consider the plan to be legally complaint and sound with regard to our interests.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 703 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Jackie Copley
Organisation Name CPRE Lancashire

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

The Campaign to Protect Rural England works to protect and enhance the countryside for the benefit of future generations. In
overview: We wish to support the Council in the adoption of a Local Plan, as soon as possible. But, we believe there are aspects of
the PDLP which may be unlawful, and that it could be unsound, principally due to the development of land protected by specific
policies in the Framework i.e. Green Belt.

We have reviewed all the Green Belt sites proposed for development in the PDLP and identified twenty-three sites, which we do
not believe should be redesignated for residential development, and give detailed justifications. If the Examining Inspector agrees
with our conclusions for each of these sites, a corresponding downward adjustment to the Housing Target would be required.

The Department for Communities and Local Government published its latest subnational household projection series on the 27th
February 2015 which provides 2012-based data to replace the 2011-based interim SNHP data. Growth rates for Sefton are in the
lowest category and lower than earlier projections. But these figures have yet to be incorporated — and we are calling for these
figures to be used to inform the Local Plan.

CPRE Lancashire held a ostings event on the 19th March 2015 with all the parliamentary candidates for the Sefton Central
constituency participating and there was unanimous support for the reuse of previously developed land (brownfield) as a priority,
and for land with Green Belt designation to have continued protection. The Local Plan should represent the ambitions of the local
electorate. We highlight that Best and Most Versatile (BMV) agricultural land Grades 1, 2 and 3a is a vital asset and should be
saved for the benefit of future generations

CPRE thinks brownfield land should be re-used in advance of needless countryside development. Sefton has considerable
brownfield land (records show 184.08 hectares), much assessed as suitable for housing (75.43 hectares). Elsewhere in Lancashire,
planning authorities are focusing more effort on reusing Brownfield, and we urge Sefton Council, to do more to unlock the
potential of brownfield land for future development.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 703 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Jackie Copley

Organisation Name CPRE Lancashire

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

The Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) wishes to support the adoption of a Local Plan as soon as possible. The Local Plan
should ensure land is available to adequately meet Sefton’s economic, social and environmental needs over the plan period. But
CPRE believes the policies and land allocations can and should do more to ensure the countryside is not only protected but
enhanced for the benefit of future generations.

CPRE Lancashire Branch and CPRE Sefton District Group have considered the document in detail. We believe there is an aspect of
the PDLP which is unlawful, and that it is unsound, principally because it is not compliant with National Planning Policy Framework
Paragraph 14. This states that the presumption in favour of sustainable development (viz. meeting objective assessed need with
sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change) is not applicable to the development of land protected by specific policies in the
Framework by being restricted (as detailed in Note 9.)

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 722 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Jenny Hope
Organisation Name United Utilities Ltd

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

United Utilities wishes to highlight that we will seek to work closely with the Council during the Local Plan process to develop a
coordinated approach to delivering sustainable growth in sustainable locations which are accessible to local services and
infrastructure. United Utilities will continue to work with the Council to identify any infrastructure issues and most appropriately
manage the impact of development on our infrastructure during the preparation of the Local Plan.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 724 Response Ref 8 Representor Name Paula Keaveney

Organisation Name Sefton Central Liberal Democrats
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Has there been proper scrutiny of this plan? | am informed that scrutiny through the council processes has been poor. Surely to
be sound a plan needs to have been properly tested and amendments made where necessary.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 724 Response Ref 7 Representor Name Paula Keaveney

Organisation Name Sefton Central Liberal Democrats
Obj/Sup/Com Objection
Summary of Main Issues

I am surprised that no mention is made of the ever expanding Edge Hill University which is an increasing source of employment
and study opportunities for Sefton residents. Given the University’s relevance to the area, it is also surprising that no
acknowledgement is made of the drop in frequency in the evening on the Merseyrail service from Liverpool Central to Ormskirk
(which also serves Aintree, Old Roan and Maghull).

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

25 August 2015 Page 31 of 1409



Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 724 Response Ref 6 Representor Name Paula Keaveney
Organisation Name Sefton Central Liberal Democrats

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

This plan is already opposed by large numbers of people. Does it really make sense to persist with something which is guaranteed
to generate huge amounts of opposition to the various planning applications? A sound plan is surely one for which there is the
prospect of its acceptance and reasonably smooth implementation

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 728 Response Ref 5 Representor Name Martyn Sayer

Organisation Name Churchtown Green Belt Action Group

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

There are no new emerging industries or significant opportunities for work in Southport. In fact Southport appears to be in
decline - as demonstrated by the high level of empty shops throughout the town and particularly evident in Lord Street. Sefton's
decision to re-designate land for industrial units in Crowland St to residential housing lends weight to this view. It has also pushed
a very large development into an area already heavily loaded with proposed residential developments.

If the developments proceed in the Churchtown area, income raised by Sefton in the first instance, should be used to improve the
Churchtown community services, e.g., revitalise the Botanic Gardens (new residents will need places to exercise themselves and
their children), rather than funds being siphoned off to benefit south Sefton.

Summary of Suggested Changes
Evidence Submitted

Local Plan Representations, Matthews and Goodman September 2013
Transport & Highways Review September 2013

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 740 Response Ref 1 Representor Name

Organisation Name Formby Residents Action Group
Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

Profile of Land, Planning Challenges and Natural Heritage in Sefton
Set out in Chapter 1 [pages 4-5], Chapter 8 [page 19] and Chapter 16 [pages 110-111] of the representation.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 740 Response Ref 6 Representor Name

Organisation Name Formby Residents Action Group

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Outline of concerns with a number of the key reports that support the local plan. This includes how questions were answered,
information presented and the influence Sefton had on their content.

Set out in Chapter 6 [pages 14-15] and Appendix A [pages 150-191] of the representation.
Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 740 Response Ref 7 Representor Name

Organisation Name Formby Residents Action Group
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

An outline of concerns with how Sefton has met the Duty to Cooperate and how this has influenced the decision to release Green
Belt land for development.

Set out in Chapter 7 [pages 16-19] of the representation.
Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 881 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Brian Chesser

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The Council have acted 'ultra vires' their powers including inter alia making a 20 year plan instead of a five year plan. This ties the
hands of future Councils and its constituents to to an onerous/unreasonable degree.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 889 Response Ref 5 Representor Name P Gwyther
Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

I realise that a Local Plan is a must and | campaigned for Sefton to have one in place. However, this plan needs to go back to the
drawing board. It is flawed. The need to build on so much Green Belt, housing numbers, the ability to deliver infrastructure,
flooding risk, provision for wildlife needs to be addressed. More public consultation needs to take place. This council needs to
listen to its main stakeholders, i.e. its residents. If the council worked with its residents, so much more could be achieved for the
Borough.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Extract from Formby Labour website re Parking/Driving outside schools
Extract from Formby Labour website and Formby Champion [1/6/2012] re congestion in Formby
Extract from Southport Visitor re Flooding in Formby [14/2/2014]

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 895 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Yvonne Irving

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

| feel that the council have ignored the voice of the communities and prepared a plan that has shown very little regard for the
green belt or its importance to the people of Sefton.They have fallen over backwards to satisfy the rules in the NPPF but have not
used the NPPF wisely to support the challenges that Sefton have. The Local Plan says that the council will need to continue to work
with local communities to ensure the Local Plan fulfils the aspirations of current and future generations, this is hypocrisy. It also
says that as this is a Government led process the council have been unable to influence the size of the housing requirements. And
finally they say if they had had more discretion in the process they may have been able to make different choices.This to me says
that the Local Plan has not been prepared honestly and it is a flagrant misinterpretation of government policy to put forward a
Local Plan that suits the council and not the land and the people that they represent, | hope that anyone examining this Plan can
detect this.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 915 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Frank Douglas

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Please note | am in complete agreement with all eighteen detailed objections as laid out in the accompanying FRAGOFF petition. In
addition | would also ask you to consider the following: for the past several decades politicians, corporations and authorities, both
Local and National have conspired to deny any real limits and/ or structural expansion on a finite planet. It is called growth and to
any rational mind, it is folly. Growth either locally, nationally, or globally simply cannot be sustained at current levels and it is
inappropriate to pursue whether here in Sefton or elsewhere. Sefton Council should take the lead and act responsibly in this
regard and refuse to take part in "Growth and Expansion" at any cost. Saving the planet for future generations begins locally.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 927 Response Ref 1 Representor Name D Anderson
Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The farm land around Sefton is of the best agricultural land in England and should be kept for growing our own food. Our
population has grown enormously . So we need all of our farm land for the future of our children.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 931 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Philip Cassidy

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection
Summary of Main Issues

To have so many local inhabitants wishes thwarted by a cabal of politically motivated councillors is not acceptable in a democratic
society. Our local planners need to address the current needs of exisitng residents rather than the hypothetical demands of future
ones. To concur with this plan will drive many worthy citizens from the area.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 1011 Response Ref 1 Representor Name WIJR Stuttard

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

| write to object to the proposed Local plan. | have lived in Southport for forty-nine years, and am well acquainted with the town
and the development areas affected by the plan across the town, and the wider Sefton area.

| believe that the plan has not been drawn up in appropriate conjunction with West Lancashire, which we were advised during
initial consulation at St Patrick's Church was because West Lancashire's future plans were being completed to an entirely different
timescale. | believe this has entirely exarcerbated the situation with regard to Sefton's plans. | believe that if the area is considered
as a whole, entirely different proposals would result.

Much of the available space which could be released for building in Sefton, as it is currently constituted, is situated along the
Eastern border of the Borough, shared with West Lancashire. In Churchtown, the Sefton Boundary is to a large degree defmed by
Fine Janes Brook and the Three Pools Waterway drainage system. If one were to consider the first half mile wide strip of land along
almost the whole of the West Lanes side of the Boundary, there are many more opportunities for releasing Green Belt which are
not to the detriment of as many local resident as will be affected by the current Moss Lane plans, and which would offer much
better access opportunities for new roads off the existing main roads. In the case of the Eastern side of Southport, this is
particularly the case off Town Lane where the major road and local amenities within suitable proximity to the area should make it
a much preferred site for development. Elsewhere in Sefton, the new Brooms Cross Road has opened up good road links and
offers the opportunity to potentially release land from green belt in proximity to that, both within Sefton and West Lancs.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 1013 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Daniel Lewis
Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

I have a number of objections to the local plan as it pertains to the whole of Sefton but as a ward councillor for Norwood ward |
wish to bring the following specific concerns | have regarding sites in the Local Plan. However firstly | will tackle what | think is a
major problem in the local plan with cross-boundary cooperation. Questions have to be raised over whether the council has
successfully carried out its Duty to Cooperate. A sensible approach to co-operation would see the largest amount of
crossboundary cooperation being with the neighbour who forms your largest boundary. West Lancashire is by far and away
Sefton's largest boundary several times longer than the boundaries with Liverpool or Knowsley. However when we read the
council's Draft Duty To Cooperate Statement we notice that Liverpool is mentioned over 100 times more than West Lancashire.
This is a real concern for me as a councillor of a ward which borders West Lancashire. The draft plan includes putting large sites
right on the boundary of West Lancashire and therefore it seems to me there should have been more dialogue with our nearest
neighbour. It is the case that no cabinet member in Sefton represents a ward which borders West Lancashire and | feel that,
perhaps unintentionally, this has led to a Liverpool-centric approach to the plan.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 1023 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Derek Baxter
Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

I should say that | was asked to contribute the Formby Residents' Action Group Opposition From Formby (FRAGOFF) objection to
the Local Plan, and was happy to do so. | repeat here in my personal objection a summary of my main concerns.

I would like to object to the Local Plan for the following reasons; Sefton MBC suggest that they were unable to work on a joint
Local Plan or coordinate more closely with neighbouring authorities on unmet need because adjoining authorities were more
advanced in their Development Plans. However this is contradicted by the close cooperation by Sefton in scoping and early studies
conducted by neighbouring authorities on green belt release and employment land need. Liverpool the largest neighbouring
authority is less advanced in the plan process than Sefton.

Once it was established that neighbouring authorities could not meet their objectively assessed needs within their urban area
attempts to cooperate evaporated. This was a missed opportunity as illustrated when West Lancashire Council directed
development onto the conurbation of Southport with their land allocations at Newcut Lane Halsall and Fine Jane's Farm Halsall.

Employment land to the south of the borough is increasingly important to the Liverpool City Region (LCR). Despite this, large plots
of brownfield land were not included in the local plan due to the weakness of the market in the area. Much of the expansion of
our region is based on a very optimistic view of the local market, at least in the medium to long term. Given this, better
coordination of derelict land development and cooperation between local authorities in bringing land forward for development
may have allowed these sites to be included in a wider cross boundary development plan. As it stands this land risks being rejected
due to its inability to be brought forward for development more early in the plan period.

Sefton Council has failed in its duty to cooperate with neighbouring authorities and in doing so have failed to fully explore these
options before turning to green belt release.

Seeking to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructural requirements? Sefton Council has from the very beginning
of the process misled the public into believing that the authority must meet its objectively assessed needs as neighbouring
authorities are unable accommodate our unmet need. In doing this it has it has presented building on the green belt as necessary
and unavoidable.

Updated Planning Policy Guidance states very clearly that; [Councils should]....meet objectively assessed needs unless any adverse
impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the
framework taken as a whole, or specific policies in the Framework indicate development should be restricted. Such policies include
those relating to sites protected under the Birds and Habitats Directives, and/or designated as sites of special scientific interest;
land designated as green belt, local green space, an area of outstanding natural beauty, heritage coast or within a national park or
the Broads; designated heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal erosion.

In attempting to meet need the Council has adopted unsustainable policies such as green belt release in order to provide
affordable homes. The policy of 30% affordable homes on each site over 14 homes is un-ambitious and even this policy is being
eroded as the pledge has been watered down on the large development site Maghull east. The Council has been forced into this
position because affordable housing is competing with infrastructural demands and remediation costs all being levied against
developer profits. In this battle the loser is affordable homes. Many of the green belt sites in Formby particularly, but also in
Southport, Thornton and Maghull are prone to flooding and drainage issues. Most of which cannot be improved by additional
homes, as the main problem is

lack of capacity in our watercourses and the inability of suds to work on saturated ground. Over reliance on Community
Infrastructure levy has been described by Keppie Massie as a potential show stopper. Long before it stops the show it will drain
Formby of its affordable homes.

Using the current strategy of 30% affordable homes and the proposed building density of 35 homes per hectare, this would
require roughly one Kilometre squared slice of green belt per 1000 affordable homes, this is clearly not sustainable and the harm
to the green belt is far outweighed by the benefits to the community.

The Plan is economically over ambitious, although on the face of it an ambitious Council is to be encouraged, most of the
infrastructure essential for the plan to work will be privately funded through developments. If the investment fails to materialise,
or if Tesco pull out (other similar stores are available) as happened in Kirkby this will result in projects failing, or being pushed
through on a shoe string. This threatens to leave our local communities bearing the burden of development without any of the
benefits, risks being borne by the Council and the benefits going to the private developers.
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Sefton's Plan is not consistent with national policy as outlined above it has failed in its Duty to Cooperate with neighbouring
authorities as Planning Practice Guidance Points out, this Duty is a Duty to Cooperate not a Duty to agree. Also during the Plan
making process the Council has mislead the public in claiming that green belt release is necessary in order for our Plan to be found
to be "sound" at public inquiry. This misinformation has heavily influenced the development of our plan and prejudiced the
judgement and behaviour of our Councillors.

It is clear that this Local Plan will harmful to the green belt and therefore is inconsistent with Planning Policy Guidence and NPPF
Chapter 87 As "with previous Green Belt policy, inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should
not be approved except in very special circumstances".

Planning guidance goes on to say that unmet housing need in an area is unlikely to constitute very special circumstances and
outweigh the harm to the green belt. For the reasons above | wish to express my concern may objection to Sefton's Local Plan.
Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 1025 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Eric Woodcock

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

This is a generally positive and comprehensive plan for Sefton. The one specific omission | want to draw attention to is that the
plan does not consider the economic reach of Greater Manchester. Manchester is unquestionably the most economically
important city region in the North of England. It is thus an important location for jobs (especially higher paid, professional jobs)
and is within easy commuting distance. On the other hand it is also a source of inbound leisure spending as people from Greater
Manchester come to Sefton and spend part of their disposable income.

The plan uses 2011 Census data to indicate commuter flows but in figure 2.2 does not show Greater Manchester flows. My
analysis of the 2011 data indicated 700 commuters towards Greater Manchester from North Sefton alone, so including the whole
of the borough in the total would undoubtedly yield a significantly higher figure.

More recent primary research by Southport Rail Transport Forum and anecdotal evidence suggests there has been considerable
growth in commuter traffic towards Manchester. A survey conducted by SRTF in November 2014 found that some 250 people
commuted by rail towards Manchester compared with about 125 in 2011 for example.

As work like that of the RSA City Growth Commission has indicated, peripheral communities — especially like Southport — have a
challenge in sharing the benefits that will some from the economic concentration that the growth of major cities will create.
Liverpool is very important, but Manchester in the regional capital in all but name.

A powerful way to tackle urban deprivation is to bring income in from outside the borough. That includes making it welcoming for
prosperous workers in places like Manchester to choose to live in North Sefton.
Summary of Suggested Changes

Your plan is ‘unsound’ if it does not consider the growing importance of Greater Manchester for North Sefton and how the
borough must find ways to take advantage of that.

I shall be happy to discuss any aspect of this representation with you.

In my view, without this consideration the plan will not be ‘Justified’ and its execution could not be entirely ‘Effective’.

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter General Plan Order General Comments Other Documents SHMA
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 1033 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Sharon and Alfred Edwards
Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

Firstly the SHMA. You say this is a draft document therefore is open to change. Once changed, will this still be open for approval
and if so will you inform the residents of Sefton?

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 1 Plan Order Chapter 1 Other Documents Duty to Cooperate Statement
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 360 Response Ref 7 Representor Name John Hill

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection
Summary of Main Issues

| wish to object to the local plan proposed by Sefton Council on the following general grounds:
The plan is not positively prepared. It does not meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements. There is
no evidence of consultation with neighbouring authorities and it is not consistent with achieving sustainable development.

The plan is not effective. It will not be deliverable over its period and there is no evidence that it is based on effective joint working
on cross-boundary strategic priorities.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 1 Plan Order Chapter 1 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 553 Response Ref 7 Representor Name Alex Naughton

Organisation Name Merseytravel

Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

Paragraph 1.17 the Superport Liverpool initiative comprising the Liverpool City Region Freight & Logistics Hub is a major economic
growth priority for the Liverpool City Region. Recently the LEP, on behalf of the City Region, launched a dedicated Superport
Liverpool website (www.superport.co.uk) which may be worth referencing in this paragraph. With the Liverpool 2 Container
Terminal opening in late 2015 likely to result in a significant increase in activity across the Freight & Logistics Hub in coming years
this will create more demand for warehousing and logistics sites across the City Region. Accordingly it is important that Local Plans
take this into account or make provision for early reviews of the plan to account for these changes. We welcome Sefton’s provision
for an early review of the Local Plan to take into account these fast moving changes in the freight and logistics activity in the City
Region on the back of the new Liverpool 2 terminal. After all, if the Liverpool City Region doesn’t make provision for these
activities then there is a risk that the jobs and inward investment will be lost to the Liverpool City Region and go instead to
neighbouring areas such as Warrington and Greater Manchester where the sites are already being delivered such as Omega and
Logistics North etc.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 1 Plan Order Chapter 1 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 553 Response Ref 8 Representor Name Alex Naughton
Organisation Name Merseytravel

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

Paragraph 1.20 Note that English Heritage becomes a charity from the 1 April 2015 and its policy remit is taken over by Historic
England. Also the Highways Agency becomes Highways England from the same date. Other relevant bodies to include are Network
Rail and the Marine Management Organisation for example.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 1 Plan Order Chapter 1 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 594 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Peter Cushion

Organisation Name Wirral Council

Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

I can confirm that the Sefton Local Plan Duty to Co-operate Statement January 2015 is a true and agreed statement of Sefton
Council’s joint working and co-operation with Wirral Council during the preparation of the Plan.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 1 Plan Order Chapter 1 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 595 Response Ref 9 Representor Name Jonathan Clarke

Organisation Name Knowsley Council
Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

We welcome reference to the positive joint working that has been undertaken across the sub-region, and specifically between
Knowsley and Sefton Councils in relation to their respective Local Plans. Knowsley Council also looks forward to further
opportunities for joint working and discussion on further sub-regional evidence studies.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 1 Plan Order Chapter 1 Other Documents Duty to Cooperate Statement
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 724 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Paula Keaveney

Organisation Name Sefton Central Liberal Democrats

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The section on the duty to cooperate puts, | believe, too much stress on what other local authorities have said. We are told (page
3 of the plan document) that neighbouring authorities were written to asking whether they would be able to help meet “unmet”
housing and employment needs in Sefton. These authorities, we are told, said no. Given that people already move houses
between authorities as well as jobs and schools, it would be very odd indeed to put great weight on these statements. However
the plan document reads as if considerable weight has been put on these in terms of deciding the options for Sefton. (This links to
the statement in the plan on page 27 about boundaries. It is certainly true that some parts of Sefton are near local authority
boundaries. However it is simply not realistic to imagine that people in those areas would not ever choose to work in or move to
neighbouring areas). This isn’t about saying that people should have to move. It is however about the reality of life which is that
people tend to think in terms of localities rather than LA boundaries. The point needs to be made also that the realities of life
would have been better represented had the plan authors worked with at least one of the neighbouring authorities.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 2 Plan Order Chapter 2 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 52 Response Ref 12 Representor Name lan Cowell

Organisation Name Ince Blundell Parish Council

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

The Local Plan 2.32 states: “However, people in some parts of the borough find the bus network inadequate, particularly for east-
west trips, in the south of borough, on the outer edges of the urban area and in the rural areas. There are no east-west passenger
rail links in Sefton. It can be difficult for many people to use public transport to get health, leisure or other facilities, especially in
the evenings and at weekends”. This applies particularly to residents in Ince Blundell. For many years now the Parish Council has
lobbied for a slight deviation of about 1 mile in the route of the Hightown/Blundellsands bus so that residents can obtain access to
Hightown’s Post Office, Doctor’s Surgery, Dentist and the Chemist and Hightown Rail Station on the Northern Line rail system but
without avail. The Local Plan 2.35 continues “The Council is working with infrastructure and service providers so that any identified
infrastructure issues are addressed.” Ince Blundell Parish Council has yet to see any evidence that this is the case!

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 2 Plan Order Chapter 2 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 542 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Jennifer Hadland

Organisation Name Liverpool and Chester Property Company
Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

For the purpose of the new Local Plan, the Green Belt boundary needs reviewing and new sites are required to be allocated for
future development. We therefore support paragraph 2.4 of the Publication document.

Summary of Suggested Changes
None needed.

Evidence Submitted

N/A

25 August 2015 Page 41 of 1409



Chapter 2 Plan Order Chapter 2 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 553 Response Ref 10 Representor Name Alex Naughton
Organisation Name Merseytravel

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

Paragraph 2.36 Merseytravel in partnership with city region partners and Lancashire County Council continues to explore options
for improving rail connectivity between the City Region and West Lancashire including options for the Burscough Curves and a rail
link to Skelmersdale. Recently the Northern Electrification Taskforce final report (March 2015) was published outlining options for
further electrification of the rail network in Northern England. The Manchester to Wigan/ Kirkby / Southport line has been
highlighted by the report as one of the lines which should be considered as a priority for future electrification. [See:]

eNorthern Electrification Task Force final report (March 2015)
http://www.railnorth.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/EFT_Final_Report_FINAL_web.pdf

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 2 Plan Order Chapter 2 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 553 Response Ref 9 Representor Name Alex Naughton

Organisation Name Merseytravel
Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

Paragraph 2.26 Merseytravel welcomes reference to the importance of the Port of Liverpool and the new Liverpool 2 terminal for
the local economy of the Liverpool City Region. However it would be good if something about promoting multimodal access to the
port could be mentioned in this paragraph. The more rail and water can be used to transport goods to and from the port this can
help relieve pressure on the road network. But understandably there will still be a major role for road transport depending on the
destinations of the cargo being carried to and from the port. The Southern Zone of the Port of Liverpool (south of Alexandra Dock
down to Sandon Dock) does not have rail access at the moment. Merseytravel, on behalf of city region partners, has
commissioned a rail connectivity study to look into options for reconnecting this part of the port to the rail network. This study is
due to complete in late April 2015. Its findings will then be reported up to the LCR Transport Advisory Group (TAG) and the
Combined Authority for decisions on the next steps. Therefore we request that the alignment of the Canada Dock Branch rail line
from the Bootle Branch should be safeguarded pending further decisions being made on the way forward in light of the study

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 2 Plan Order Chapter 2 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 1037 Response Ref 5 Representor Name Marilyn Griffiths

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

Fomby "Prime location for executive housing" Planners need to look more closely at sites before allowing "executive housing"
witness the Hamptons built on a "non executive " situation and proving difficult to shift the site would have been better for
smaller 3or 4 house/ acess to give young people a chance to buy or affordably rent.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 3 Plan Order Chapter 3 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 446 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Hugh McAuley
Organisation Name Formby Play Sports Ltd

Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

Paragraphs 3.1, 3.2 and 3.13 should also reflect the fact that the Green Belt has stymied the natural growth and the potential of
places like Formby which are some of Sefton's most sustainable settlements. Paragraph 3.8 should indicate the role the private
sector will play in the future to deliver new jobs and economic development working with the public sector

Summary of Suggested Changes

Add to the end of paragraph 3.2: ‘The plan also needs to ensure that any emphasis on regeneration does not ignore the potential
of the Borough’s most sustainable settlements as they have a role to play in boosting the economy of the Borough which can
obviously contribute towards wider regeneration objectives.” Add to end end of paragraph3.8: ‘As such the Council will look to
work in partnership with and encourage the private sector to deliver economic development and related new employment in
sustainable locations.” Add to end of paragraph 3.13: ‘But it is acknowledged that if the full potential of some of the Borough’s
most sustainable settlements is to be realised it is inevitable that Green Belt boundaries will need to be rolled back in some
locations.'

Evidence Submitted

None

Chapter 3 Plan Order Chapter 3 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 553 Response Ref 15 Representor Name Alex Naughton

Organisation Name Merseytravel

Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

We welcome reference to the proposed new Maghull North rail station.
Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 3 Plan Order Chapter 3 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 553 Response Ref 11 Representor Name Alex Naughton
Organisation Name Merseytravel

Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

We welcome reference to the importance of the Port of Liverpool to the local economy in Sefton and the Liverpool City Region.
May be worth referencing the SUPERPORT LIVERPOOL website here. The Port of Liverpool is an important maritime gateway and
is one of the UK’s top five container ports alongside Felixstowe, Southampton, Tilbury, and London Gateway. Liverpool’s location
at the heart of the UK offers a distinct advantage, with over 65% of the population of the UK and Ireland living within a 150 mile
radius of the city. 45% of North American trade enters via Liverpool. A significant step change in the Port’s capability will come
with the opening of the new Liverpool 2 Container Terminal in 2015. Additionally the Port is a major short sea shipping hub for the
Irish Sea area with ro-ro ferry services to the Isle of Man, Dublin and Belfast (key operators including Stena Line, Seatruck Ferries,
P&O Ferries and Isle of Man Steam Packet) and container feeder services to Dublin, Belfast and Glasgow and from English Channel
Ports (including Southampton, Rotterdam, Antwerp and Le Havre) for example. Peel Ports also operate the innovative container
ship service from the Port of Liverpool along the Manchester Ship Canal.

The Liverpool City Region also plays a major role in the offshore wind energy industry as Liverpool and its surrounding coastal
region hosts some of the largest offshore wind farms in the UK. As a Centre for Offshore Renewable Engineering - one of only six
such centres in the UK - Liverpool sits at the heart of a region where sustainable technologies are devising smarter ways for us all
to do business. Our offshore wind industry continues to present a major industry opportunity for turbine manufacturers,
installers, infrastructure development and maintenance companies. Liverpool City Region is now at the forefront of the UK’s
offshore wind industry and a significant global location for offshore wind investment. Liverpool City Region is home to 400 low
carbon businesses employing 9,000 staff. The low carbon sector within the Liverpool City Region adds £435 million GVA to local
Economy. [See]:

*|CR Offshore Wind Energy Hub
http://visitliverpool.nmdemo.net/dbimgs/FINAL%200ffshore%20wind%20energy%20hub%20(2).pdf

*Building Offshore Wind in England — CORE Centres for Offshore Renewable Engineering (March 2015)
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/405959/CoreBrochure_2015.pdf

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 3 Plan Order Chapter 3 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 637 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Ken Hopkins

Organisation Name Mactaggart & Mickel Homes Ltd
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues
A few additional words will give the vision greater clarity and purpose.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Amend paragraph 3.19 as follows: "Sefton ahs successfully planed for and enabled sustainable development and growth across the
borugh meeting the housing and economic needs of its communities in full."

Evidence Submitted

N/A
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Chapter 3 Plan Order Chapter 3 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 648 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Emily Hrycan
Organisation Name English Heritage

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The NPPF requires that a Local Plan should contain a positive strategy for the conservation and enhancement of the historic
environment.Whilst we welcome reference to nature sites and heritage assets and the need for their enhancement, the policy
needs to ensure that they have been conserved or protected (and enhanced) rather than "generally been retained". In line with
the requirements of the NPPF. This should also ensure consistency with Objective 9 (page 20).

Summary of Suggested Changes

Suggested amendment:
Important nature sites and heritage assets and green infrastructure have been protected and enhanced and compensation /
mitigation provided where losses have occurred.

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 3 Plan Order Chapter 3 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 663 Response Ref 16 Representor Name Alan Hubbard

Organisation Name National Trust

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

It is considered that the approach set out here, and in part across all the Key Issues and Challenges, fails to adequately consider
not just the challenges but also the opportunities around Sefton’s environmental assets. The Publication Draft does not properly
address the overall approach to sustainable development as set out in the NPPF, in particular at paras 6 to 9. In pursuit of
economic and social goals, environmental ones have been left trailing a considerable distance behind if not forgotten altogether.
Specifically it is unclear how the mutual dependence of these goals has been taken into account and “economic, social and
environmental gains (should be) sought jointly and simultaneously through the planning system”.

Para 3.13 exemplifies this concern; whilst the heading refers to “protecting and enhancing” the high quality environment the
(literally) bottom line ignores enhancement and simply refers to protecting Sefton’s environmental assets whilst in the same
paragraph acknowledging that those assets will be reduced in extent to accommodate the area’s growth demands.

The opportunities here are to a) ensure that the identification of sites for development minimises adverse impacts upon
environmental assets, but then more importantly b) secures the enhancement of environmental assets as part and parcel of
development activity.

There is a related point that those assets will become more stressed as a result of the increasing pressures that they will come
under from a growing population and workforce.

It is notable that the text at para 3.11 is directed at ensuring ‘services and infrastructure’ are adequate to meet growing demands,
but there is no recognition here of how investment will be secured to manage heritage and nature conservation resources.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Re-draft para 3.13 (and 3.11) to explicitly recognise the role that environmental goals will play in Sefton’s approach to securing
sustainable development; set out the ambition, overall, to not only protect but also enhance environmental assets; and identify
the need to ensure those enhancements are brought forward as part of the necessary ‘infrastructure’ to support new
development.

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 3 Plan Order Chapter 3 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 663 Response Ref 15 Representor Name Alan Hubbard
Organisation Name National Trust

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Para 3.24 is unnecessarily caveated by the use of the word “important” and suggests that there are other environmental assets
that don’t need to be protected let alone enhanced; indeed even the “important” assets will only have been “generally retained”
suggesting that some higher level assets are capable of sacrifice.

Summary of Suggested Changes

The Vision should ensure that Sefton’s distinctive environmental assets are cherished and wherever possible are not only
protected but also enhanced over the Plan period. Their wider role in the achievement of sustainable development and their
particular contribution to quality of life for existing and future residents, employees and visitors should be a key element of the
Vision.

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 3 Plan Order Chapter 3 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 663 Response Ref 14 Representor Name Alan Hubbard

Organisation Name National Trust

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The way in which the Vision is now set out is very bitty and does not present an overall approach and planning strategy. Even
though the individual bullet points in the previous version were not without criticism at least they had an overarching statement
that brought them together and provided a comprehensive statement regarding sustainable development. The series of
paragraphs now presented do not amount to an overall Vision, and particularly not one that reflects the distinctive qualities of
Sefton.

The intrinsic merits of Sefton’s environmental assets such as its heritage resource and the landscape/seascape qualities of its coast
are not encapsulated, let alone a Vision for how their condition and contribution to sustainable development at the end of the
Plan period. Whilst it is appropriate (para 3.31) to make the most of Sefton’s natural resources the example given is questionable,
in particular in the context of the landscape qualities of the coast — consideration of recreation/health/well-being/nature
conservation benefits are probably all higher on the list of roles that the coast can play than wind energy. At the same time
energy from other natural resources would be equally valid, e.g. the tidal power opportunities or other innovative proposals such
as marine source heat pumps — last year National Trust installed the largest in Britain at Plas Newydd on Anglesey.

Summary of Suggested Changes

The Vision should ensure that Sefton’s distinctive environmental assets are cherished and wherever possible are not only
protected but also enhanced over the Plan period. Their wider role in the achievement of sustainable development and their
particular contribution to quality of life for existing and future residents, employees and visitors should be a key element of the
Vision.

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 3 Plan Order Chapter 3 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 663 Response Ref 13 Representor Name Alan Hubbard
Organisation Name National Trust

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

It is surprising, and indeed inappropriate, to have one objective relating to a very specific location, the Port — especially when
there are no other site specific objectives. Of greater concern still is the lack of any objective relating to the Sefton’s landscapes,
and in particular its coast. The coast is a defining feature of Sefton and plays a multi-functional role as well as being under
significant attack in places as a result of coastal processes.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 3 Plan Order Chapter 3 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 665 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Tony Dawson

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The Plan has no vision, particularly for Southport. There has been no attempt to engage sensibly with the population about what
they might consider appropriate steps to take over the planning period.

A Plan with vision would include a clearly-defined approach by the Local Authority towards providing the appropriate housing
types in the appropriate numbers which would include social and other low cost housing. Such developments in the centre of
conurbations could provide thousands of homes. Hundreds could be provided in the area between Tulketh Street and London
Street (including over the railway) alone. There is a crucial flaw also in that the plan for Sefton includes the assumption that people
want to have and should have extra housing within the Borough of Sefton. There should be far more housing of the appropriate
type in central areas of Liverpool, and possibly Bootle, closer to the centres of employment.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 3 Plan Order Chapter 3 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 707 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Matthew Good
Organisation Name Home Builders Federation

Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

The vision is considered sound as it aims to provide a positive planning framework for the plan area. The HBF particularly
welcomes the sections highlighted below;

‘Sefton has successfully planned for and enabled sustainable development and growth across the borough, meeting the needs of
its communities....... There is a wider selection of quality and affordable homes for all of Sefton’s residents. Sefton has made the
most of its assets to attract jobs and investment...’

The following elements of the strategic objectives are also welcomed; To help meet the housing needs of Sefton’s changing
population for market and affordable housing; homes for families, the elderly, people with other special housing needs and
others. To promote economic growth, tourism and jobs creation and support new and existing businesses. To meet the diverse
needs for homes, jobs, services and facilities, as close to where they arise as possible’.

It is, however, considered that these positive statements are diluted by plan policies. This is most apparent with regards to the
overall housing requirement identified within policy MN1. If the Council truly wish to provide a boost to the economy it will need
to provide a sufficient quantum of new housing to ensure this occurs. The Council’s proposed housing requirement is dealt with in
greater detail below.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 3 Plan Order Chapter 3 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 712 Response Ref 4 Representor Name Andrew Pepper

Organisation Name Persimmon Homes
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Persimmon broadly supports the Council’s objectives for the Local Plan. It supports Objectives 2 and 4 which seek to meet the
housing needs of Sefton’s population. However, it will be very difficult for these objectives to be met because the Council’s
housing land requirement is not based on the most up-to-date evidence. The Local Plan will be able to meet these Objectives
because they are not justified and are not consistent with National Policy, and as a result, these Objectives must be found
unsound.

Summary of Suggested Changes

In order to make the Plan sound, Persimmon considers that the Council must reconsider its housing requirement (set out in policy
MN1) to meet the objectively -assessed needs of the Borough.

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 3 Plan Order Chapter 3 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 712 Response Ref 3 Representor Name Andrew Pepper
Organisation Name Persimmon Homes

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Persimmon considers whether the Vision should be a more concise and focused. There is duplication between the Objectives and
the Vision for Sefton. A much more concise Vision would avoid any duplication with the Objectives.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 3 Plan Order Chapter 3 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 713 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Debbie Fifer

Organisation Name Canal & River Trust

Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

The Canal & River Trust (the Trust) fully supports the Vision that "the Leeds & Liverpool Canal has become vibrant and valued as a
corridor for leisure, recreation and sustainable transport throughout Sefton" (para. 3.26) by the end of the plan period.

The Trust is satisfied that the Vision can be achieved through the implementation of the following policies:

Policy ED5 - Tourism, which allows for tourism development adjacent to the canal;

Policy IN1 - Infrastructure and developer contributions, which states that "social, environmental and physical infrastructure will be
protected, enhanced and provided where there is an identified need to support sustainable communities";

Policy IN2 - Transport, which states that "the Council’s general priorities for the transport network include ... maintaining,
improving and extending the walking and cycling network";

Policy EQ1 - Planning for a Healthy Sefton, which states that "development should help maximise opportunities to improve quality
of life to make it easier for people in Sefton to lead healthy, active lifestyles, by ... encouraging people to take physical exercise by
providing opportunities for walking, cycling, outdoor recreation and sport";

Policy EQ2 - Design, which states that "development will only be permitted where it is of a high quality design that responds
positively to the local character and distinctiveness of the surroundings." The explanation further states that "generally
development should be designed with high quality, attractive frontages onto public spaces. Examples include shopping areas,
larger roads in residential areas, major transport routes, green spaces and the Leeds and Liverpool Canal" (para. 10.12);

Policy EQ3 - Accessibility, which states that "new development must ...... be located and designed to encourage walking and
cycling both within, to and from the site";

Policy EQ9 - Provision of public open space, strategic paths and trees in development, which identifies and protects the canal
towpath as a strategic path;

Policy NH1 - Environmental assets;

Policy NH5 - Protection of open space, which recognises the canal as a form of open space and green infrastructure. (NB. reference
to the "Canal and Waterways Trust" at para. 11.28 should be corrected to "Canal & River Trust"); and

Policies NH9, NH10, NH11 and NH14 - Heritage.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 3 Plan Order Chapter 3 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 713 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Debbie Fifer
Organisation Name Canal & River Trust

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

To achieve the above vision for the Leeds & Liverpool Canal and to ensure that the waterway maximises its potential contribution
to the objectives of the above policies, it is essential that developer contributions are secured where necessary to maintain and
enhance the condition of the waterway infrastructure, incuding the towpath and means of access to it.

The Trust is satisfied that necessary improvements to the canal and towpath can meet the paragraph 204 tests for planning
obligations as being necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; directly related to the development; and
fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development. For example, where large-scale development is proposed, the
canal towpath can provide a sustainable transport route for walking and cycling to and from the site, provided the towpath and
means of access to it are in a suitable condition to accommodate the increased use. If this is not the case, a developer contribution
towards appropriate enhancements would clearly meet the statutory tests for planning obligations.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 3 Plan Order Chapter 3 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 715 Response Ref 2 Representor Name

Organisation Name Countryside Properties (UK) Ltd and Persimmon Homes Lancashire

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

On page 19 of the Local Plan, the Council sets out over 14 paragraphs its Vision for Sefton in 2030. Persimmon and Countryside
consider whether the Vision should be a more concise and focused section which sets out the Vision for the Borough in general
terms. Persimmon and Countryside consider that this comment does not go to the heart of the soundness of the Local Plan, but it
is more intended to be a helpful suggestion to reduce the size of the document and to make it easier for the public to read and
understand.

In terms of the 12 objectives, Persimmon and Countryside broadly supports the Council’s objectives for the Local Plan. They
support Objectives 2 and 4 which seek to meet the housing needs of Sefton’s population. However, they have concerns over
whether the housing requirement is correct for the reasons set out in Section 2 of these representations.

Summary of Suggested Changes
Evidence Submitted

REPRESENTATIONS SUBMITTED [on behalf of the Land East of Maghull Consortia] TO THE SEFTON CORE STRATEGY OPTIONS PAPER
AND EVIDENCE BASE (JULY 2011).

Representations to the Local Plan Preferred Option (July 2013) on behalf of Countryside Properties (UK) Ltd; Persimmon Homes
and P Wilson & Company LLP [September 2013]

25 August 2015 Page 50 of 1409



Chapter 3 Plan Order Chapter 3 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 716 Response Ref 6 Representor Name Robert Swift
Organisation Name Robert Swift and family

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

There is duplication between the Objectives of the Local Plan and the Vision for Sefton. They consider that the Vision should be a
much more concise section which would then avoid any duplication with the Objectives.

We broadly support the Council’s objectives for the Local Plan, including Objectives 2 and 4 which seek to meet the housing needs
of Sefton’s population. However, we have concerns over whether the housing requirement is correct.

Summary of Suggested Changes

In order to make the Plan sound, in this regard, the Council must reconsider its housing requirement to meet the objectively-
assessed needs of the Borough.

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 3 Plan Order Chapter 3 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 716 Response Ref 4 Representor Name Robert Swift

Organisation Name Robert Swift and family
Obj/Sup/Com Objection
Summary of Main Issues

VISION
The Vision should be a more concise and focused. Paragraph 3.19

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 3 Plan Order Chapter 3 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 717 Response Ref 1 Representor Name

Organisation Name TR Silcock Ltd, DWH & Barratt Homes
Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

TR Silcock Ltd, David Wilson Homes and Barratt Homes support the Local Plan's vision and objectives. They consider the vision to
be sound, providing a positive and aspirational framework for the borough. They particularly welcome the recognition and
importance within the vision placed upon successfully planning for sustainable development, the requirement to meet the needs
of the borough’s communities and the need to provide a wider selection of quality and affordable homes for all of Sefton’s
residents. My clients also welcome the reference within the vision to the need for the borough to make the most of its assets and
to attract jobs and investment.

The following strategic objectives are also welcomed: To help meet the housing needs of Sefton’s changing population for market
and affordable housing; homes for families, the elderly, people with other special housing needs and others. To promote
economic growth, tourism and jobs creation and support new and existing businesses. To meet the diverse needs for homes, jobs,
services and facilities, as close to where they arise as possible. However, they consider that the positive messages provided within
the vision and the strategic objectives are currently diluted by some draft plan policies.

Summary of Suggested Changes

None required.

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 3 Plan Order Chapter 3 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 723 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Laurence Rankin
Organisation Name Sefton Green Party

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The key vision for any local authority should focus on the health, happiness and well being of its population. The drive for
economic growth has been shown to be a flawed method for increasing well being in that our most deprived communities are in
fact being left behind as the gap between the haves and the have nots grows. The pre eminent principles of the UK Sustainable
Development Strategy are Ensuring a Strong Healthy and Just Society, and Living within Environmental Limits; and the three
building principles to achieve the top two are Achieving a Sustainable Economy, Promoting Good Governance, Using Sound
Science Responsibility, i.e. it is important to recognise that the first 2 are what we are aiming for and the last three are the
supporting means of achieving.

To this end | would suggest the following; The health, happiness and well being of all the residents of Sefton puts the borough
within the top quartile for health and life expectancy. All development is sustainable in achieving first aim. i.e. that regenerates
our borough, particularly in Bootle and Central Southport, in a way that promotes healthy and fulfilling lifestyles, in an enhanced
and valued environment, through appropriate economic stimulus, not based solely on consumption. We celebrate the distinct
communities of Sefton while embracing cultural diversity. Sefton plays a positive part in the Liverpool City Region and the North
West of England.

In achieving this we have; Promoted and ensured innovative and high quality sustainable development, that champions healthy
lifestyles, and resource efficiency, with safety and security. Preserved and enhanced Sefton's natural and built environment.
Ensured that quality infrastructure, services and facilities have been provided that are genuinely attractive and accessible to all
sectors of the population. Reduced overall reliance on cars for access to employment and services through the provision and/or
promotion of innovative spatial and transport options such as car clubs, bike provision, free buses, remote working initiatives.
Mitigated and adapted to the effects of Climate Change, and encouraged re-use of resources, land and buildings and reduced
Sefton's carbon footprint. Made Sefton a Zero Waste authority. Ensured we provided sustainable and appropriate homes, meeting
Sefton's affordable and special housing needs. Promoted an economy that supports sustainable employment in existing and new
businesses and in volunteering. Particularly supported the development of the Green Economy and intermediate employment
opportunities. Maximised the contribution of the Port as a driver for improvements in the local environment and the quality of life
of local communities.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 3 Plan Order Chapter 3 Other Documents
Policy
Respondent No 732 Response Ref 1 Representor Name

Organisation Name Bellway Homes Ltd
Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

Bellway are supportive of the objectives 2,3,4,7 and 8 of the Local Plan which also reflect the principles contained within Local
Plan Policy SD2

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 3 Plan Order Chapter 3 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 737 Response Ref 1 Representor Name

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

Our clients (the owners of site MN2.5) agree with the Authority’s key issues, challenges, vision and objectives. In particular, “there
is insufficient land to meet Sefton’s employment and housing needs within the built up area for the fifteen years of the plan”
(Local Plan Publication Version). As the “undeveloped areas are designated as Green Belt and much of this is either of international
nature value, subject to flood risk, affected by a heritage designation or high quality agricultural land” meeting the Borough’s
needs for new homes is clearly a major challenge for the plan.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 3 Plan Order 3.22 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 553 Response Ref 13 Representor Name Alex Naughton

Organisation Name Merseytravel

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

We welcome reference to the importance of the Port of Liverpool to the local economy in Sefton and the Liverpool City Region.
May be worth referencing the Superport Liverpool website here in this section.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 4 Plan Order Chapter 4 Other Documents Green Belt Study
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 359 Response Ref 10 Representor Name Catherine Fraser

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

This brings me to the Greenbelt. The framework document says the following: The Government attaches great importance to
Green Belts. The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential
characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence. Green Belt serves five purposes: to check the unrestricted
sprawl of large built-up areas; to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; to assist in safeguarding the countryside
from encroachment; to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and to assist in urban regeneration, by
encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land.

The Labour leader of Sefton Council is on record in saying that he wants an early review of the Greenbelt boundary by 2016?
Consequently there is no mention of permanence in the Local Plan. In fact Peel Holdings want to take a large slice of Sefton's
Greenbelt to build a huge logistics hub on the Flood Plain of the river Alt, diverting the river in the process. As yet they have no
idea as to how this will affect the river and possible flooding. Peel Holdings along with Sefton consistently over estimate the
amount of jobs the port expansion is going to create. They confuse the increase in tonnage handled by the port with the likely
increase in the number of workers required to handle it. The inspector needs to look into whether Sefton's policy of demolishing
houses in Bootle has been a deliberate policy of bringing about an artificial shortage in supply in order to justify its policy of
building on the Greenbelt. Secondly is Sefton deliberately hoarding brown field sites instead of developing them for either
industrial or housing use?

| would argue that the Local does not follow the framework because it does not protect the greenbelt. Maghull is likely to merge
into Liverpool. Developments MN2.12, Mn2.48, MN2.49, MN2.16, MN2.17 and MN2.19 will reduce the openness of the
countryside around Formby even the council's own landscape studies admit this. However, more importantly because the Local
Plan doesn't make clear that the new Greenbelt boundary has some permanence we know this is the beginning of an unrestricted
sprawl. Sections 4.42 — 4.43 will allow them to renege on the Local Plan making a nonsense of the whole consultation and
planning process. The changes the council make will not be about flexibility but development they are already planning to make.
Sefton will do whatever Peel Holdings ask them to do! The council have no intention of protecting the greenbelt in the future.
Therefore it is in breach of the planning framework. Personally | do not think the plan is justified because it is based on a model of
housing demand that is totally irrelevant to Sefton. The consultants used by Sefton NFL were also working for David Wilson Homes
one of the developers with an interest in building on the greenbelt.

Summary of Suggested Changes
Protect the Green Belt from development. There should be no early review.

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 4 Plan Order Chapter 4 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 406 Response Ref 5 Representor Name Peter Richards
Organisation Name West Lancashire Borough Council

Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

West Lancashire Borough Council (“the Council”) wish to express their support for the over- arching strategy set out in chapter 4
of the Sefton Local Plan, in particular paragraphs 4.37 and 4.39-4.44 on p.26. The development requirements of 11,070 new
dwellings and 84.5 ha of employment land over the Plan period are appropriate given the evidence available and what
requirements have been adopted / proposed in adjacent authorities, including West Lancashire. The Council would especially
support the strategy in that Sefton are seeking to meet their objectively-assessed development needs within their own
boundaries, as all other authorities in the Liverpool City Region have thus far sought to do in their Local Plans. Related to this
point, the Council can confirm that, at this time, it would not be appropriate to meet any element of Sefton’s development needs
in West Lancashire, given that the Sefton Local Plan identifies how these needs can be met within Sefton and the fact that West
Lancashire’s recent Green Belt Study identified that all but two parcels of land in West Lancashire’s Green Belt continue to fulfil at
least one purpose of the Green Belt, as set out in NPPF paragraph 80.

The Council also supports the wisdom of Sefton’s commitment to an early review of their Local Plan, given the significant
constraints on deliverable land for development within the borough and the lack of a wider Liverpool City Region evidence base
and strategy at the current time on managing the development requirements (for both housing and employment land) associated
with the potential economic growth in the City Region associated with the Atlantic Gateway and SuperPort proposals. For this
reason, the Council would support Sefton’s Local Plan in that it does not seek to allocate additional land for employment / port-
related uses associated with the growth of the Port of Liverpool at this time, as the distribution of these facilities is a cross-
boundary strategic matter that needs addressing in partnership with all City Region authorities when the appropriate evidence is
available to ensure a sustainable and strategically planned approach to addressing the needs of this growth.

The Council, therefore, also supports the references within paragraphs 4.42-4.44 on p.26 of the Local Plan related to various sub-
regional elements of work that West Lancashire are keen to see move forward and which will form part of the ongoing fulfilment
of the Duty to Co-operate for the authorities in the City Region, including West Lancashire.

Summary of Suggested Changes
N/A

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 4 Plan Order Chapter 4 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 446 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Hugh McAuley

Organisation Name Formby Play Sports Ltd
Obj/Sup/Com

Summary of Main Issues

Paragraph 4.2 would benefit from reference being made to making the most of Sefton's most sustainable settlements so as to
meet the development needs of the Borough. The representor supports the Council's decision to go with option 2. The need to
develop greenfield land should be referred to in paragraph 3.18 as well as 3.40. The representor supports the provision of 15 has
of employment land in Formby.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Amend paragraph 4.2 as follows:“............ The challenge is how to accommodate these needs in a way which makes the most of the
Borough’s resources, most sustainable settlements/locations and other assets but to minimise harm.....’

Evidence Submitted

None
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Chapter 4 Plan Order Chapter 4 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 492 Response Ref 4 Representor Name

Organisation Name Craig Seddon SIPP

Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

The Publication Draft Local Plan identifies that in order to accommodate new development it will be necessary to make alterations
to the Green Belt boundaries within Sefton. This approach, set out in paragraphs 4.33 and 4.34 is supported.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 4 Plan Order Chapter 4 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 595 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Jonathan Clarke

Organisation Name Knowsley Council

Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

Knowsley Council fully supports the spatial strategy of the emerging Sefton Local Plan, which appropriately aims to meet Sefton’s
objectively assessed needs for housing and employment over the proposed Plan period. It is consistent with Knowsley’s emerging
Local Plan: Core Strategy, which seeks to meet Knowsley’s own development needs via a mix of urban sites and Sustainable Urban
Extensions and does not make any provision to cater for any unmet needs arising in Sefton. The strategy is based on robust
evidence and co-operation on strategic matters with neighbouring authorities, including Knowsley.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 4 Plan Order Chapter 4 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 595 Response Ref 3 Representor Name Jonathan Clarke

Organisation Name Knowsley Council

Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

The sites proposed for release from the Green Belt in the emerging Sefton Local Plan are based on the joint Knowsley and Sefton
Green Belt Study .This used an agreed methodology to identify sites with potential to be released from the Green Belt for
development in each authority. This methodology is robust, as confirmed by the Interim Findings of the Inspector who is currently
examining Knowsley’s emerging Local Plan: Core Strategy. These findings identify that the sites identified for removal from the
Green Belt in Knowsley’s Plan are sound and none of the alternatives proposed by representors warrant inclusion in the Plan (see
paragraph 11, Inspector’s Interim Findings). We note and support the fact that Sefton Council has also, using this methodology,
not taken forward alternative sites which were promoted by third parties at earlier stages. This is specifically important where
alternative sites were proposed in areas that could impact on the preservation of ‘essential gaps’ as identified by the joint
Knowsley and Sefton Green Belt Study.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 4 Plan Order Chapter 4 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 595 Response Ref 10 Representor Name Jonathan Clarke
Organisation Name Knowsley Council

Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

Sefton’s recognition of the need for future sub-regional employment and housing market assessments is noted and welcomed.
This future work, together with any further review of Green Belt boundaries which could potentially flow from the outcomes of
this work, should be developed on a consistent basis across the Liverpool City Region. Once complete this evidence will inform
future reviews of individual and/or joint Local Plans as appropriate. Knowsley Council is committed to working collaboratively on
these assessments and looks forward to working with Sefton and the other Liverpool City Region authorities on these studies.
Sefton’s acknowledgement of the potential need for an early review of its plan (subject to the findings of future sub-regional
working) is also welcomed. This is considered the most appropriate way for Sefton to deal with any emerging development
requirements that cannot currently be evidenced, whilst allowing Sefton to progress its current plan to maintain a robust policy
framework to guide development in the interim period. To delay Sefton’s Local Plan until the sub-regional studies are undertaken
could undermine Sefton Council’s ability to meet its objectively assessed needs in the meantime.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 4 Plan Order Chapter 4 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 595 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Jonathan Clarke

Organisation Name Knowsley Council

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

We note that Sefton’s annual average housing target of 615 dwellings seeks to meet Sefton’s identified needs and we support
Sefton’s approach to deriving this target. The impact of the Department for Communities and Local Government (CLG) 2012 based
household growth projections published in February 2015 will no doubt be considered as part of the examination process for
Sefton’s Local Plan.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 4 Plan Order Chapter 4 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 637 Response Ref 4 Representor Name Ken Hopkins

Organisation Name Mactaggart & Mickel Homes Ltd
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The housing requirement figures set out in paragraphs 4.37 - 4.38 need to be updated to take account of the 2012 household
projections. The concept of identifying safeguarded land is supported. However the trigger for its development, according to the
Local Plan, is meeting longer term needs beyond the end of the current plan period. The trigger should be when there has been a
persistent under delivery of housing and the lack of a 5 year housing land supply as required by paragraph 47 of the NPPF.

Summary of Suggested Changes

The following sentence shoud be added to the end of paragraph 4.38: "However, if there is persistent under delivery of housing
land in the Local Plan period, safeguarded land should be allowed to come forward within the plan period." This or similar wording
should also be included in paragraph 6.8.

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 4 Plan Order Chapter 4 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 637 Response Ref 3 Representor Name Ken Hopkins
Organisation Name Mactaggart & Mickel Homes Ltd

Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

Mactaggart & Mickel support paragraphs 4.23 - 4.32.

Summary of Suggested Changes

None required

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 4 Plan Order Chapter 4 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 702 Response Ref 6 Representor Name

Organisation Name The Peel Group
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The Sefton Local Plan has concentrated on Sefton specific growth in housing needs and on employment land requirements based
upon past take up rates — clearly insufficient when considering a transformational investment opportunity such as SuperPort and
in particular Liverpool2. The impact of SuperPort and Liverpool2 has not been accounted for in this context, except within the
operational port area. Hence, there is a gap in policy formulation that does not enable the Plan to deal with this specific nationally
important issue. At present the Plan suggests that such a gap would be addressed by an early review.

Summary of Suggested Changes

New Policy to firm up the early review process — to be inserted at Paragraph 4.42

The Council will undertake an Early Review of the Local Plan to fully address employment land and other implications of SuperPort
which is a key priority of the Liverpool City Region and Sefton Council. The Early Review will set a positive development context for
the growth of SuperPort over the next 15 years and beyond. The Early Review will address the issues raised by the LEP SuperPort
Market Analysis Land and Property report (2014), specifically any shortage of strategic sites for logistics and related supply chain
uses.

The Council recognises the need for prompt action to address the implications through the Local Plan process. The Early Review
will therefore commence in 2016 immediately following adoption of the Local Plan and will be completed in 2017.

The Council will seek to work jointly with other local authorities in a sub-regional approach through the duty to cooperate. The
Council will also engage with local businesses, developers and infrastructure providers to understand market and locational
requirements.

The Council recognises that strategic employment land supply for SuperPort is constrained, that such development has particular
locational requirements and that there is a likelihood of such a review requiring the release of Green Belt land. The Council will as
necessary undertake a further targeted Green Belt review exercise, and will apply national policy in respect of the exceptional
circumstances required for any such Green Belt loss.

Evidence Submitted

39 documents listed in the Compendium of Evidence.
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Chapter 4 Plan Order Chapter 4 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 707 Response Ref 3 Representor Name Matthew Good
Organisation Name Home Builders Federation

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues
Paragraphs 4.23 to 4.32

In common with our comments upon policies MN1 and MN8 the HBF considers the scale of Green Belt release to be unsound as it
will not be sufficient to ensure an appropriate housing requirement can be met nor will the new boundaries endure well beyond
the current plan period. In this regard the plan is not considered positively prepared or justified.

The Council’s approach to amending Green Belt is generally supported. The HBF agrees with the Council that the requirements to
allocate sufficient land for the market and affordable housing, and for employment development to meet identified needs
constitute exceptional circumstances that justify the alteration of Green Belt boundaries through the preparation of the Local
Plan. Indeed it is noted that without such releases the amount of new development that could be planned would be low, this
would lead to significant reliance upon neighbouring authorities agreeing to take any unmet needs. Given that neighbouring
authorities have indicated they are unable to assist Sefton in meeting any of its needs, the exceptional circumstances test is
considered to be met.

The HBF does, however, have concerns with regards to the quantum of Green Belt released and the lack of safeguarded land
provided within theplan, particularly in relation to comments made against Policy MN1 below. This is likely to require further
Green Belt releases at the end of the plan period, this issue is explored in greater detail against Policy MN8 below.

It is recommended that the Council consider undertaking a comprehensive Green Belt review and identify sufficient land, including
safeguarded
Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 4 Plan Order Chapter 4 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 712 Response Ref 5 Representor Name Andrew Pepper

Organisation Name Persimmon Homes

Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

Persimmon supports the Council’s intention to seek to meet its needs using land within the Green Belt. It considers that additional
land currently within the Green Belt should be allocated for residential development in policy MN2 including its land at Mill Farm,
Aintree.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 4 Plan Order Chapter 4 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 715 Response Ref 3 Representor Name

Organisation Name Countryside Properties (UK) Ltd and Persimmon Homes Lancashire
Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

Support the Council’s intention to seek to meet its housing requirement using land also within the Green Belt. They support the
identification of the Maghull East Site as a Strategic Allocation.

Summary of Suggested Changes
Evidence Submitted

REPRESENTATIONS SUBMITTED [on behalf of the Land East of Maghull Consortia] TO THE SEFTON CORE STRATEGY OPTIONS PAPER
AND EVIDENCE BASE (JULY 2011).

Representations to the Local Plan Preferred Option (July 2013) on behalf of Countryside Properties (UK) Ltd; Persimmon Homes
and P Wilson & Company LLP [September 2013]

Chapter 4 Plan Order Chapter 4 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 716 Response Ref 7 Representor Name Robert Swift

Organisation Name Robert Swift and family
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

We support the Council’s intention to seek to meet its housing requirement using land also within the Green Belt. However, for
the reasons set out in its representations to other Sections of the Local Plan, it objects to the housing requirement and also
objects to the proposed housing land allocations.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Additional land currently within the Green Belt should be allocated for residential development including land at Melling Lane,
Maghull.

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 4 Plan Order Chapter 4 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 723 Response Ref 15 Representor Name Laurence Rankin

Organisation Name Sefton Green Party

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

Little regard is made for the real value of the environment to the economy and social well being. This is particularly true with the
proposals to build half of new houses on the Green Belt. We need to prevent all build on the Green Belt to protect farm land and
natural habitats. Particularly in those parts of Sefton which represent existing secondary habitats, or potential habitats, for
protected species such as Natterjack Toads and Red Squirrels. The figures used for housing need are also challengeable and Sefton
recognise this. However the intention to revise figures in future will be of little value if Green Belt land has already been released
for development. The NPPF states that Green Belt should only be used in "very exceptionable circumstances", a definition which,
according to recent statements by Eric Pickles, (Ministerial Comments are Material Planning Considerations) does not include
housing need. If there is no way to avoid use of some Green Belt, a rational approach would be to release land sequentially with
need recognising that this would challenge current planning law/practice, which requires full release at the beginning of the
process.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 4 Plan Order Chapter 4 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 724 Response Ref 3 Representor Name Paula Keaveney
Organisation Name Sefton Central Liberal Democrats

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

There are statements or remarks in the plan that do not appear properly supported. Page 26 for example includes the remark that
it is “good practice” to add in a 5 per cent buffer when identifying land for projected housing needs. This is an unsupported
remark. Good practice according to whom?

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 4 Plan Order Chapter 4 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 724 Response Ref 4 Representor Name Paula Keaveney

Organisation Name Sefton Central Liberal Democrats
Obj/Sup/Com Objection
Summary of Main Issues

I am concerned about the phrasing used at times when referring to the Green Belt. On page 27 of the plan (4.49) there is a
suggested approach which includes identifying land in the Green Belt by selecting sites which “cause least harm to the purposes of
the Green Belt”. The use of the word “purposes” here is worrying. It is not defined in this section and so could allow considerable
latitude to decision-makers in a way that might downplay the importance of the existing Green Belt.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

25 August 2015 Page 61 of 1409



Chapter 4 Plan Order Chapter 4 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 738 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Charles Smith
Organisation Name CP&S Ltd

Obj/Sup/Com Obijection

Summary of Main Issues

THIS IS A SUMMARY

Paragraph 4.20 and 4.46 of the Publication draft state that the key objective underpinning the spatial strategy is the recognised
need ‘to meet the diverse needs for homes, jobs, services and facilities, as close to where they arise as possible’. However, CP & S
do not feel that the spatial strategy reflects this aim.

Aintree is a suburban area, which functions as a commuter settlement for the Liverpool City Region. Aintree is clearly separated
from settlements to the north, including Maghull, due to the presence of the physical barriers of the M57 and M58 and Green Belt
land which is located between the two motorways. Furthermore, Maghull is recognised in the Publication draft Local Plan as a ‘free
-standing town’. However, despite the distinctions between Aintree and Maghull, as recognised in the Publication draft Local Plan,
the two are frequently perceived as one homogenous area in the Council’s evidence base and spatial strategy, as part of the
‘Sefton East parishes’ area. This has resulted in inadequate housing provision in Aintree specifically.

The allocation of only 25 dwellings in Aintree falls significantly short of meeting this need. Identifying additional allocations in
Aintree, such as our site (Land north of Oriel Drive - LPA reference AS18) would allow the provision of housing for commuters to
Liverpool and other neighbouring authorities. This would help to mitigate the issues associated with the ageing nature of Sefton’s
population, as although many people work outside Sefton they will be able to remain living within Sefton.

Figure 4.2 of the Publication draft Local Plan details the number of homes completed in the last 30 years within each area. Within
Sefton East Parishes 1,839 dwellings were completed between 1984 and 2014, which equates to 11.7% of the total supply. This is
the second smallest contribution to the borough total, after Formby. This relatively low level of delivery could have increased
demand within this area, which is exemplified through the higher house prices in the Maghull/Aintree area (Figure 5.12 and Figure
5.13 of the Strategic Housing Market Assessment, 2014). The SHMA demonstrates that Maghull/Aintree has the second highest
rents and house prices of the borough, after Formby. Subsequently, the SHMA identifies the Maghull/Aintree area as having the
second highest net need for affordable housing (Figure 7.10, SHMA 2014) and the highest net need per 1,000 population (Figure
7.11, SHMA 2014). Providing more housing in this area in the future plan period will counter the past low level of delivery and may
increase the affordability of housing in the area.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 4 Plan Order Chapter 4 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 738 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Charles Smith
Organisation Name CP&S Ltd

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

In order to establish the spatial strategy, Sefton Council has applied the methodology detailed in paragraph 4.49 of the Publication
draft Local Plan. Although CP&S Ltd agree with the methodology, from a review of the proposed housing allocations, it appears
that the methodology has been incorrectly applied. In terms of the approach to Green Belt sites, the Council states that sites
which cause less harm to the purposes of the Green Belt; have the fewest constraints; and provide the most benefits have been
proposed as allocations. As demonstrated in the accompanying Development Statement, the site at Oriel Drive fulfils the above
criteria.

The Oriel Drive site performs poorly against the five purposes of the Green Belt and its release and subsequent allocation for
housing development would represent a logical rounding off to the existing urban area, which adjoins the site. Furthermore, the
strong boundaries around the site would prevent future encroachment into the Green Belt, particularly to the north, where the
site is bounded by the M57 motorway.

Regarding development constraints, numerous studies have been conducted in relation to the Oriel Drive site which identify
potential constraints and propose mitigation which would ensure that the site was developable without adversely affecting the
local environment or existing and future residents. Therefore, the development of the Oriel Drive site would be in accordance with
paragraph 4.34 of the Publication draft Local Plan, which requires allocations to have the least possible impact, including impact
upon the Green Belt and potential site constraints.

Furthermore, in line with paragraph 4.36 of the Publication draft Local Plan, the allocation of the Oriel Drive site would contribute
towards the Council’s aim of preserving the ‘best and most versatile’ agricultural land from development. The site is no longer in
agricultural use, and as detailed in the Council’s Agricultural Land Study (2012) is not suitable for intensive agriculture. It continues
that if the site were to be brought back into agricultural use, the quality of the land would be downgraded to Grade 4 or 5.

Figure 4.3 of the Publication draft indicates that the Sefton East Parishes area will provide 2,685 homes over the plan period,
which represents 22.8% of the total housing proposed in Sefton. This is the second highest proportion, following Southport.
However, as detailed earlier, the inclusion of Aintree and Maghull within the same sub-area (Sefton East Parishes) is not
considered appropriate, due to the different characteristics and functions of the settlements. CP&S Ltd believe that the creation of
this sub-area, combined with the need for establishing a ‘good distribution’ of sites across Sefton, has prevented the allocation of
required housing sites in Aintree. Due to the significant amount of housing proposed in Maghull, the distribution in the Sefton East
Parishes area looks significant (forming almost a quarter of total supply). However, Aintree only contributes 25 of the 2,661 new
homes proposed through allocations in the Sefton East Parishes area, over the plan period. This equates to just 0.9% of housing
provision in the Sefton East Parishes. Therefore, the spatial strategy does not demonstrate a good distribution of development.

Summary of Suggested Changes

The release of the site at Oriel Drive from the Green Belt for the development of approximately 350 dwellings would assist in
addressing the imbalance of housing provision in the Sefton East Parishes area and would contribute towards meeting the housing
needs of Aintree over the plan period.

Evidence Submitted

Development Statement summarising the findings of the technical studies conducted in relation to Oriel Drive. The technical
studies are available on request.

Chapter 5 Plan Order Chapter 5 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 723 Response Ref 14 Representor Name Laurence Rankin

Organisation Name Sefton Green Party

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

Sustainable Development: Regrettably the NPPF is somewhat casual in its use of Sustainable Development and Sustainable
“Growth” whatever that might mean. Sefton need to ensure that the apply the valid test for SD i.e. that of development which
does not compromise the future.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 5 Plan Order Policy SD1 Other Documents
Policy SD1 Presumption in favour of sustainable development

Respondent No 417 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Lerato Marema
Organisation Name Sainsbury's Supermarkets

Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

Policy SD1 (Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development) Sainsbury’s support this policy and the inclusion of NPPF
guidelines regarding the presumption in favour of sustainable development.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 5 Plan Order Policy SD1 Other Documents
Policy SD1 Presumption in favour of sustainable development
Respondent No 655 Response Ref 1 Representor Name

Organisation Name Nuffield College
Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues
This policy reflects the aims and objectives of NPPF and is supported.
Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 5 Plan Order Policy SD1 Other Documents
Policy SD1 Presumption in favour of sustainable development
Respondent No 712 Response Ref 6 Representor Name Andrew Pepper

Organisation Name Persimmon Homes

Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

We support Policy SD1.
Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 5 Plan Order Policy SD1 Other Documents
Policy SD1 Presumption in favour of sustainable development

Respondent No 715 Response Ref 4 Representor Name

Organisation Name Countryside Properties (UK) Ltd and Persimmon Homes Lancashire
Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

Support this Policy, as it is consistent with National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

REPRESENTATIONS SUBMITTED [on behalf of the Land East of Maghull Consortia] TO THE SEFTON CORE STRATEGY OPTIONS PAPER
AND EVIDENCE BASE (JULY 2011).

Representations to the Local Plan Preferred Option (July 2013) on behalf of Countryside Properties (UK) Ltd; Persimmon Homes
and P Wilson & Company LLP [September 2013]

Chapter 5 Plan Order Policy SD1 Other Documents
Policy SD1 Presumption in favour of sustainable development
Respondent No 716 Response Ref 8 Representor Name Robert Swift

Organisation Name Robert Swift and family
Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

Support this Policy, as it is consistent with National Planning Policy Framework (National Planning Policy Framework).
Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 5 Plan Order Policy SD1 Other Documents
Policy SD1 Presumption in favour of sustainable development
Respondent No 717 Response Ref 2 Representor Name

Organisation Name TR Silcock Ltd, DWH & Barratt Homes
Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

Whilst TR Silcock Ltd, David Wilson Homes and Barratt Homes welcome the emphasis placed upon the presumption in favour of
sustainable development in policy SD1, they request that the wording of Policy SD1 be amended to reflect the clarity provided
within paragraph 14 of the Framework, that development which is sustainable can be approved without delay.

Summary of Suggested Changes

The wording of Policy SD1 should be amended to reflect the clarity provided within paragraph 14 of the National Planning Policy
Framework, that development which is sustainable can be approved without delay.

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 5 Plan Order Policy SD1 Other Documents
Policy SD1 Presumption in favour of sustainable development

Respondent No 726 Response Ref 1 Representor Name

Organisation Name Royal London Mutual Insurance Society Ltd

Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

Draft Policy SD1 reiterates the ‘presumption in favour of sustainable development’ as set out within the National Planning Policy
Framework (“the Framework”). It confirms that planning applications which accord with policies in the Local Plan (and, where
relevant, policies in Neighbourhood Plans) will be approved, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. Where there are
no relevant policies or relevant policies are out-of-date, the Council will grant permission unless material considerations indicate
otherwise; taking into account whether any adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits (when assessed against the Framework taken as a whole), or specific policies in the Framework indicate that
development should be restricted.

The supporting text confirms that the Council “will take a positive approach” when considering development proposals and “will
always work proactively with applicants jointly to find solutions which mean that proposals can be approved wherever possible”
(Paragraph 5.4).

This approach, and the inclusion of the Framework’s presumption in favour of sustainable development within the Development
Plan, is strongly supported.
Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 5 Plan Order Policy SD1 Other Documents
Policy SD1 Presumption in favour of sustainable development
Respondent No 732 Response Ref 3 Representor Name

Organisation Name Bellway Homes Ltd
Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues
Bellway is supportive of this policy as it is consistent with paragraph 14 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 5 Plan Order Policy SD2 Other Documents
Policy SD2 Principles of sustainable development
Respondent No 361 Response Ref 2 Representor Name A D Fraser

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Broadly speaking | am in favour of promoting sustainable development. However, this plan promotes development and not
sustainable development. It is therefore not consistent with national policy. The plan fails to deliver sustainable development in
the following Key Areas; It fails to ensure the Vitality of Town Centres. It fails to Protect the Green Belt Land. It fails to Build a
Strong competitive Economy. It fails to Deliver a wide range of quality homes. It fails to Meet the Challenge of climate change,
flooding ,etc. It fails to Promote Healthy communities. It fails to support a prosperous rural Economy. It fails to Promote
sustainable transport

Summary of Suggested Changes

The plan should be found unsound.

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 5 Plan Order Policy SD2 Other Documents
Policy SD2 Principles of sustainable development

Respondent No 417 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Lerato Marema
Organisation Name Sainsbury's Supermarkets

Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

Support the main aims of the policy in ensuring the vitality and viability of Sefton’s retail centres.
Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 5 Plan Order Policy SD2 Other Documents
Policy SD2 Principles of sustainable development
Respondent No 648 Response Ref 3 Representor Name Emily Hrycan

Organisation Name English Heritage
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The NPPF requires that Plan Policies contain a positive strategy for the conservation and enhancement of the historic
environment. In particular it should contain strategic policies for the conservation and enhancement of the historic environment.
Although we welcome the sustainable development principle for heritage assets, it needs to recognise that assets can be affected
by development within their setting. The Plan needs to be amended to include this.

Summary of Suggested Changes

The Plan should be amended to read:
"To protect and enhance Sefton's natural and heritage assets and their settings".

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 5 Plan Order Policy SD2 Other Documents
Policy SD2 Principles of sustainable development
Respondent No 663 Response Ref 12 Representor Name Alan Hubbard

Organisation Name National Trust

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

As it is largely based around the proposed Objectives this Policy is susceptible to the same issues raised in relation to the
objectives. In that context attention is drawn to the objection to Objective 6 and its undue emphasis on the Port whilst failing to
recognise the need to appreciate, safeguard and enhance the landscape qualities of Sefton’s coast (and beyond) and the range of
functions that it undertakes for Sefton people.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Replace the sixth bullet point with:

“To promote the distinctive character of Sefton’s landscapes, and in particular the unique coastal landscape; recognising the
multifarious roles that the coast plays and ensuring that whether it is in addressing coastal processes, providing for recreation, or
contributing to the local economy and jobs through the Port, that its distinctive qualities are respected and reinforced.”

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 5 Plan Order Policy SD2 Other Documents
Policy SD2 Principles of sustainable development

Respondent No 712 Response Ref 7 Representor Name Andrew Pepper
Organisation Name Persimmon Homes

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Persimmon considers that this policy duplicates the objectives set out in chapter 3 of the plan. The principles go above and beyond
‘sustainable development’ principles set out in the National Planning Policy Framework and are very prescriptive.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Persimmon considers that policy SD2 should be deleted as it is not consistent with national policy and is not sound.

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 5 Plan Order Policy SD2 Other Documents
Policy SD2 Principles of sustainable development
Respondent No 715 Response Ref 5 Representor Name

Organisation Name Countryside Properties (UK) Ltd and Persimmon Homes Lancashire
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

This policy duplicates the objectives set out earlier in the plan and considers that these principles do not provide anything
additional over and above what is set out there. In addition, the principles go above and beyond ‘sustainable development’
principles and in this way, they are very prescriptive. As there is no basis for it in national planning policy and it only serves to
increase the size of the Local Plan, consider that policy SD2 should be deleted as it is not consistent with national policy and in this
regard, is not sound.

Summary of Suggested Changes

As there is no basis for it in national planning policy and it only serves to increase the size of the Local Plan, consider that policy
SD2 should be deleted as it is not consistent with national policy and in this regard, is not sound.

Evidence Submitted

REPRESENTATIONS SUBMITTED [on behalf of the Land East of Maghull Consortia] TO THE SEFTON CORE STRATEGY OPTIONS PAPER
AND EVIDENCE BASE (JULY 2011).

Representations to the Local Plan Preferred Option (July 2013) on behalf of Countryside Properties (UK) Ltd; Persimmon Homes
and P Wilson & Company LLP [September 2013]

Chapter 5 Plan Order Policy SD2 Other Documents
Policy SD2 Principles of sustainable development
Respondent No 716 Response Ref 9 Representor Name Robert Swift

Organisation Name Robert Swift and family
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

This policy duplicates the objectives set out earlier in the plan and considers that these principles do not provide anything
additional over and above what is set out there. In addition, the principles go above and beyond ‘sustainable development
principles and in this way, they are very prescriptive.

’

Summary of Suggested Changes
Policy should be deleted as it is not consistent with national policy and in this regard, is not sound.

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 5 Plan Order Policy SD2 Other Documents
Policy SD2 Principles of sustainable development

Respondent No 717 Response Ref 3 Representor Name

Organisation Name TR Silcock Ltd, DWH & Barratt Homes

Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

TR Silcock Ltd, David Wilson Homes and Barratt Homes support the principles identified in policy SD2 and consider that these
reflect the overall vision and the objectives identified for Sefton.

Summary of Suggested Changes
None required.

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 5 Plan Order Policy SD2 Other Documents
Policy SD2 Principles of sustainable development
Respondent No 722 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Jenny Hope

Organisation Name United Utilities Ltd
Obj/Sup/Com Objection
Summary of Main Issues

United Utilities supports the inclusion of Policy SD2, which seeks to apply the principles of sustainable development. However we
would suggest the inclusion of the following bullet point to the body of the policy, as a principle that the Local Plan will apply:

“To ensure that all new development addresses flood risk mitigation and explores all methods for mitigating surface water run-off.
Wherever possible, developers should include an element of betterment within their proposals to reduce further the risk of
flooding in the area.”

New development should manage surface water run-off in a sustainable and appropriate way. Developers should look at ways to
incorporate an element of betterment within their proposals. This approach is in accordance with paragraph 103 of the NPPF.
Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 5 Plan Order Policy SD2 Other Documents
Policy SD2 Principles of sustainable development
Respondent No 732 Response Ref 2 Representor Name

Organisation Name Bellway Homes Ltd
Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

Bellway are supportive of the objectives 2,3,4,7 and 8 of the Local Plan which also reflect the principles contained within Local
Plan Policy SD2.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 5 Plan Order Policy SD2 Other Documents
Policy SD2 Principles of sustainable development

Respondent No 738 Response Ref 3 Representor Name Charles Smith
Organisation Name CP&S Ltd

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

CP&S Ltd support Policy SD2, Principles of sustainable development, of the Publication draft Local Plan. In order to adhere to these
principles, the Council has established Policy MN1, Housing and employment requirement, following the completion of several
studies relating to housing requirements. Although we agree with the above principles, it is not felt that the resulting proposed
policy is effective, or positively prepared, and therefore is not sound.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Chapter 6 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 160 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Lee Hammond

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

| vehemently oppose the building of new housing and developments on Green Belt land. There is sufficient eye-sore 'brown belt'
land

within the Sefton Borough boundaries, that will not only assist in meeting the 'quota;' that SBC need to reach for 'new housing',
but

it will also help regenerate these areas and make the areas more attractive. There is solace to be found in the peaceful
surroundings of the countryside. But there's no respite if that countryside is out of reach! Once green belt land is built upon it is
effectively lost forever!

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 6 Plan Order Chapter 6 Other Documents Infrastructure Delivery Plan
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy

Respondent No 359 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Catherine Fraser

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

| object to the local plan in its present format for a number of reasons. Firstly | do not believe the plan is sound because the
council will not be able to deliver the necessary infra-structure in terms of both general provision and specific site mitigation. The
council's own infrastructure working group produced a report (Dec 2014). | quote "An area of concern is the degree and extent of
the implementation of enforcement measures, for example, how Sefton will meet the Local Plan objective 'To make sure that new
developments include the essential infrastructure, services and facilities that they require'. There are concerns related to risks
associated with infrastructure providers and whether they will be able to deliver the necessary infrastructure in a timely manner at
the right place. Does this fact bring into question whether the policy relating to Infrastructure and Developer Contributions is
adequate enough to provide the assurances and guarantees that would alleviate the concerns regarding adequate infrastructure
and mitigation? Appropriate policies may exist in the Plan, but without the ability to provide assurances/guarantees that these
things will be addressed, infrastructure needs may be unmet and mitigation inadequate. Is merely having a policy enough, without
any way of ensuring that it has the desired impact? Are planning conditions robust enough to ensure compliance?"

The infrastructure working group also highlights the need for significantly greater enforcement powers to prevent the local plan
from collapsing. | do not believe the council has the resources to adequately monitor over 40 developments some quite complex
occurring in a short space of time. A recent development in Formby has resulted in considerable damage to the main sewer and a
lot of inconvenience and environmental damage. The council has failed to enforce the good neighbour policy agreed with the
developer.

Thirdly | am not reassured about the capacity of the NHS to deliver the necessary GP's and community care. At the time of writing
the local hospital trust has become insolvent (see The Formby Champion 6/2/15). There is already a problem in many areas of
Sefton in terms of GP appointments. Developers such as Bellway Homes are seeking to attract elderly homebuyers (see their
advertising site) surely this could make matters worse. It seems obvious to me that development on the scale envisaged by the
local plan could force the local NHS services into meltdown. The council says that they consulted the Hospital Trust well the Trust
have hopelessly underestimated the current demand for their services let alone any future expansion.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Chapter 6 Other Documents
Policy N/A Rep does not relate to a policy
Respondent No 553 Response Ref 17 Representor Name Alex Naughton

Organisation Name Merseytravel
Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

There is clear evidence that the Functional Economic Area comprises the six Liverpool City Region authorities (Wirral, Sefton,
Liverpool, Knowsley, St Helens and Halton) and West Lancashire. However in transport terms there is a wider Travel to Work Area
that extends beyond the six LCR authorities to include neighbouring areas such as West Lancashire, Wigan, Warrington, West
Cheshire and parts of North Wales.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 52 Response Ref 13 Representor Name lan Cowell
Organisation Name Ince Blundell Parish Council

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

According to Government statistics, the UK population is projected to grow from approximately 65 million today to about 75
million in 20 years’ time. In England alone the number of households is projected to grow to 27.5 million in 2033, an increase of
5.8million (27%) over 2008 or 232,000 household per year. In 1981 the average household consisted of 2.9 persons and today is
now 2.4. persons.

However these national figures do not appear to be reflected in Sefton. According to the Local Plan (para 2.3) the population of
Sefton has declined slowly from a peak of 300,100 in 1981. It is currently 273,700 and for the first time in 30 years has stabilised
and this trend is expected to reverse. The population is now expected to rise to about 280,000 by 2037. Indeed the government’s
latest population projections suggest limited growth for Sefton between 2012 when it will be 273,697 and 2031 when it will rise to
278,873; an overall population increase of approximately only 5,200.

Over a similar period (2012 -2030) paras 6.13 and 6.14 indicate a housing need of 615 dwellings a year resulting in 11,070 being
builti.e. (615 x 18). So for an overall population increase of 5,200, or just under 2% over the plan period (people from elsewhere
moving into the Borough para 4.15) Sefton will need 11,070 houses or approximately 2 dwellings per person.

In the view of Ince Blundell Parish Council if these figures and projections are anywhere near correct then it is illogical to
contemplate building at a rate of 615 houses a year and the figure should be much lower. Now Sefton will contend that since 1980
the average household has dropped from 2.9/household to 2.4/household today. Moreover, that since 1980 Sefton has had a
build rate of 470 houses/year.

Furthermore, there is a need for catch-up and a need to build in a figure for economic growth though how this can be so with an
ageing population is perplexing. Indeed, according to paragraph 3.3.The greatest projected growth will be in the over 65’s age
group, by about 22,200 or 37.6% , while the over 85 age group is projected to increase by around 6,900 of 87% by 2031. None of
this gets over the logic of building more houses than needed by the modest population projections and it is the firm view of the
Parish Council that the figure of 615 houses a year is excessive.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 55 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Fergus Molloy

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The Local Plan is not justified because the population growth estimates provide by NLP, and the figures quoted in paragraph 3.3,
are in direct contradiction to what has actually happened, namely that Sefton's population fell by 3.2% between 2001 and 2011.
Projections are therefore no more than speculation and should be accorded no weight. In light of falling population, the need for
additional land to be dedicated to housing, if there is any need at all, is far less than the plan assumes.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 57 Response Ref 3 Representor Name Joyce Scott
Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

I have concerns over the amount of houses planned. The increase in population using our roads would bring chaos, with too many
cars at rush hour trying to travel to work and school. The roads are too busy now. | understand the Council has a responsibility to
plan for the future but the amount of homes proposed appears out of proportion to the wants our our local community. | have
spoken to many friends and neighbours and | cannot find any who want this huge development to go ahead. | think the town
[Maghull] would be too big. | welcome an Independent Planning Inspector examining these plans and rely on the Inspector to
consider the wishes of the local residents. I'm not against some new homes but I'm worried about what seems an excessive
amount.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 108 Response Ref 1 Representor Name

Organisation Name The Cowell Family
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

It is accepted that if the Council is to meet the development needs of the Borough to 2030, there will be a need to release Green
Belt land. However, the release of Green Belt land should, as advised by the NPPF, not be taken lightly. There are further
opportunities to utilise non Green Belt land for development within settlements identified as being suitable for growth.
Paragraphs 6.7 and 6.8 must make it clear that all opportunities to maximise the use of non Green Belt land have been made and
that Green Belt release required to meet identified housing and employment needs, is the most appropriate location.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents NLP Housing Needs Assessment
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 131 Response Ref 1 Representor Name William Honeyman

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The housing requirements for Sefton are now incorrect.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Review housing requirements.

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents NLP Housing Needs Assessment
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 140 Response Ref 1 Representor Name lan Harvey

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The statistics Sefton council are using to justify the plan are flawed: The plan is based on estimated figures that bear

no relation to the real world. | am a mortgage surveyor working in the sefton area, and the number of houses for sale, the price
structure of the houses and time it takes to sell indicate that the housing demand in the area, at the current pricing, is satisfied.
There is no evidence to suggest that this will increase to such an extent that over 2,000 additional properties will be needed in
Maghull in the next 15 years.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Character and appeal of the towns and villages surrounded by green belt are protected. They should be proposing less houses,
based on current figures, not estimates provided by a government department that are based on national requirements, not local
needs. They should provide a draft plan that takes into account the views of the local people in the towns and villages that could
be affected.

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 241 Response Ref 13 Representor Name Claire Jenkins

Organisation Name Formby Parish Council
Obj/Sup/Com Objection
Summary of Main Issues

The Local Authority believes it needs extra development to cope with demand despite the population of Sefton projected to be
lower than it was ten years ago. We do understand the changes taking place in our community and we believe that the figure of
470 dwellings per year (the level of building in the last 30 years) can be provided elsewhere in the Borough [than Formby] , away
from the green spaces of the Borough, where areas can be revitalised.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents NLP Housing Needs Assessment
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 359 Response Ref 11 Representor Name Catherine Fraser

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The NPPF requires evidence to be objective. | have absolutely no faith in the objectivity of Sefton's housing model as it does not
accord with my day to day experience of the housing market. In the first place it underestimates the amount of empty property. It
makes assumptions about the relationship between economic growth and household formation. In the UK economic growth is
extremely unbalanced.

A rise in UK economic growth could lead to a fall in population in the Sefton as more jobs tend to be created in the south leading
to migration. This trend could be re-enforced by better transport links with Manchester. Population studies suggest that
household formation in Sefton is largely the result of migration within Sefton.

Tighter mortgage lending conditions and continuing wage stagnation is likely to reduce household formation in the long-run. If we
see a growth in fracking and giant windmills in Sefton | can see a collapse in top end property prices. Wealthier people tend to be

more mobile and stand to make a bigger capital loss if house prices fall. Whilst | follow the arguments used in the Housing model |
feel that it lacks credibility when applied to Sefton.

A lot of the housing demand identified is not "effective demand" people might need housing but they cannot afford to buy even so
called "affordable" housing. There are over 6000 empty homes in Sefton. A lot of people need good 'social housing' which is not on
the agenda. The housing problem is about a lack of "effective" demand not a shortage of supply.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Review population projections.

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents NLP Housing Needs Assessment
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 360 Response Ref 2 Representor Name John Hill

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

In using the highest possible estimates of housing need, the plan is based on unrealistic assumptions of employment growth and
inward migration.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents Employment Land Premises Stud
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 361 Response Ref 7 Representor Name A D Fraser

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

In order to promote sustainable development the Local Plan must help create a strong competitive economy. The Gross Value
Added (GVA) figures for Sefton are truly shocking. The main drivers of economic growth are (1) population (2) technical progress
which in turn effect labour productivity and ultimately GVA. Here are the figures for the LCR The relatively low figures for Sefton
can be accounted for by the fact that output generated by commuters is included within the Liverpool data. Nevertheless if we
look data showing changes we see a picture of relative decline. Latest data suggests no change in relative performance.

The relative decline in GVA is driven by two factors (1) An Ageing population (2) Industrial Structure

Industrial Structure:

Sefton has a predominantly service sector economy, with 89% of employment in producer and consumer services, and 6% in
manufacturing. Banking, finance and insurance, distribution, hotels and restaurants account for the largest number of business
units in Sefton, whilst public administration, education and health sector hold the greatest share of employment. Some 39% of
employment is within the public sector, which compares with just 27% for the UK. 5.7.3 Sefton has a relatively high share of jobs in
lower productivity (and therefore lower paid) sectors such as public administration, defence, health, distribution, hotels and
restaurants: and the productivity of workers in each of these sectors is also slightly below their national counterparts11.

A key factor in raising GVA is the Development of the Knowledge Economy. The Local Plan is a missed opportunity. The
development of Strategic Employment Locations Policy MN2 could have been part of an overall strategy to encourage the
Knowledge economy coupled with a New Vision for Sefton. Instead because of viability constraints the likelihood is that we will
see more poorly paid retail and service industry jobs. Low wages lead to poor life chances and lower well being.

Low wages make it difficult for people to save, get a mortgage and buy a house even with shared ownership. The housing
affordability gap" will never be closed no matter how many houses are built on the greenbelt. Since these houses will always be
out the price range of people in low paid jobs. The Local Plan does not address this problem. Bank lending criteria for mortgages is
becoming far more stringent this is bound to effect demand for housing.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents NLP Housing Needs Assessment
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 361 Response Ref 5 Representor Name A D Fraser

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Sefton argue that they need to build: 500 dwellings per annum between 2012-2017and 660 dwellings per annum between 2017
and 2030. Furthermore, they argue that these houses have to be built on Greenbelt. In order to justify this they have used the
Nathaniel & Lichfield Partners Headroom model and then finessed the required outputs by making certain assumptions about
factors such as

¢ A Strategic Housing Market Assessment

¢ Housing Need

¢ A notional Requirement for Economic Growth

¢ A so called "shortfall" in house construction

The NLP model was chosen by Sefton largely because they consider it an effective way to get their Local Plan past the Inspector
(see HEaDROOM Update Report Review of the Objectively Assessed Need for Housing in Sefton Sefton Metropolitan Borough
Council p. 2). Sefton argue that this approach is transparent. The plan should "the plan should be prepared based on a strategy
which seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements" However we cannot assess the objectivity
of the NLP model

because Sefton won't or cannot give us the spreadsheet to analyse the model. The NLP model may generate demographic outputs
which are sound but it must be borne in mind that population trends are stochastic by nature and there will always be error terms
in such projections (i.e variances between trend lines and actual data. If NLP then generate trend lines based on this data they will
effectively be regressing error terms on error terms (error terms should be random and normally distributed around a mean of
Zero) otherwise you cannot carry out a proper statistical probability testing which is important for any assessment of a model. This
is particularly salient in the case of the latest 2014 data curve where the variables in the model have been suppressed to make the
data fit current (and perhaps temporary trends lasting less than time line for the long run projection (source. Testing
methodological changes to the household projections model Research report CLG 2014). Changes to cohort weightings seemed to
have produced significant changes to the long run trend which line has been altered to fit the data which must raise questions
about using it to predict future events.

Once you drill into the methodology used by the CLG statisticians the whole process is less "cut and dried" than at firsts it appears.
Any model is only as good as its inputs but the model must be available to be objectively tested we need NLP's spreadsheet to test
it.

In terms of the national picture Sefton with Average increase 399 had the 14th lowest growth in households in the country.
Liverpool was the 6th lowest at 321 whilst the Wirral was the 9th lowest with 318(Household Interim Projections, 2011 to 2021,
England p.7).

According to these figures Average Change is 0.53 according to the 2011 - 21 projection to 0.53 still low by national standards and
low by national standards an lower than for the LCG as a whole (3.06) . On this projection Sefton need to build 530 houses per
annum not 660 houses as suggested by Sefton.

In the case of Sefton population change has a particular relevance to the Housing market. The projected change in the population
is the main driver of the increase in households, accounting for 98 per cent of the total increase in England between 2011 and
2021.The

extent to which population growth translates into increases in households depends on the age structure, sex and marital status
composition of the population. (Household Interim Projections, 2011 to 2021, England p.12). This is a point also made by NLP in
their report. The consultants used by Sefton NPL were also working for David Wilson Homes one of the developers with an interest
in building on the greenbelt. The NPPF requires evidence to be objective. This clearly brings the integrity of the plan making
process into

guestion.

The above chart shows how projections forecast in 2010 differ from those in 2011. 2010 population projections estimated that
Sefton's resident population would increase (to the nearest 1,000) from 275,000 in 2011 to 280,000 in 2021 (1.9%). While 2011
projections show a rise from 274,000 to 277,000 (1%). This is as a result of actual births, deaths and migration during the periods
used as a basis for projections.(Sefton's Population — Business Intelligence and Performance Team, Sefton Council) Sefton's
population has fallen by 3.2% in the last ten years, according to figures published by the Office for National Statistics. The

2011 Census results show that Sefton is one of just 17 local authorities across the country to see its population fall. Sefton's
population analysis makes the following conclusions:

e Despite a reduction in population overall Sefton population projected to rise by 1% between 2011 and 2021 (274,000 to 276,800)
¢ Predominantly this is due to a 16% rise is residents aged 65 and over (57,400 to 66,500)
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¢ Over the same 10 year period the working age population (18-64 year olds) is projected to fall by 4% from 162,400 to 155,700
e Projections for younger people also show increases with the number of under 18's set to increase slightly from 54,200 to 54,600
¢ This is largely as a result of an 8% increase (31,300 to 33,700) in residents aged 10 and under

¢ Increases in Sefton's population are largely as a result of internal migration from other areas of England with an estimated
77,600 people migrating in compared to 74,000 migrating out to other areas of England.

This population data taken together suggests that there is no compelling evidence to justify the scale of house building on Sefton's
greenbelt proposed by the Local Plan. The population data does suggest Sefton should make sure each development includes a
sufficient amount of housing to meet the needs of the elderly in Formby and elsewhere as opposed to large expensive family
houses.

The Housing Market:

The NLP model takes the current state of the housing market into consideration. | find its conclusions difficult to reconcile with
experiences on the ground. The Practice Guidance defines an HMA as the geographic area at which around 70% of local moves are
selfcontained. | agree with the statement" Housing Market Assessment, the Borough has a selfcontainment rate of above 70% and
can be considered a single HMA for the purposes of this study. It is, however, recognised that there remain strong linkages
between Southport to the north of the Borough and West Lancashire District to the east, as well as strong commuting linkages
with Liverpool City generally" (NLP Headroom update report p6.).

The Practice Guidance identifies that longer term changes in house prices may suggest an imbalance between the demand for and
supply of housing. In general by looking at median prices within the HMA to assess the relative level of market shortfall NLP says
that Sefton needs to add an extra 10% (52 dpa). This it argues is evidence of a major evidence of a past

shortfall. | see no real evidence of this both in terms of practical experience and in terms of hard data.

Consider the table below:-

Savills UK produces the most influential data on the UK property market both residential and commercial. Property values in W.
Lancs appear to be stagnating. Sefton is not much out of step with the rest of the LCR. Knowsley and St. Helens have relatively
smaller populations and therefore less significant in terms of housing demand. Sefton has 6000 empty properties. A new
development in Formby, the Hamptons has never been finished due to lack of demand.

Once again there is no compelling argument of a major imbalance in Supply and Demand between Sefton and its neighbouring
areas.

Housing need The main problem is affordability but this is largely a problem associated with low productivity leading to low wages.
There are no sign of a major increase in wages particularly in the LCR. Interest rate and growth trends suggest relatively anaemic
economic growth. This will be further exacerbated by economic policy after the general election as both major parties are wedded
to a policy of austerity which will particularly affect Sefton because of the regions relatively high dependence on government
expenditure. Hence NLP's assumptions about economic growth could well prove to be illusory. There might be large numbers of
people on the housing waiting list or forced to rent. Indeed many houses are now rented in Formby at all levels of the price range
but the only demand that counts in a market system is "effective demand" and since social housing is off the agenda building so
called" affordable housing will make very little difference here because average wages are too low.

"Affordable" houses in Formby will be double the price for the same type of property in Bootle and therefore they are not going
to be affordable to people on low wages in Formby. The problem of housing need has not been helped by Sefton's policy of
demolishing houses in Bootle. Many people displaced cannot afford the new houses that have been built to replace them. The
south end of Sefton has large areas of empty brown field sites but Sefton has taken the conscious decision to build so called
"affordable housing" on

greenbelt land instead. This approach is completely at odds with the concept of sustainable development and will not meet the
needs of those who need affordable housing.

In the south of England the housing market is characterised by a major supply side problem whereas in Sefton we have a
predominantly demand side problem3 intensified by Sefton's reckless house demolition program. | suggest the inspector speaks to
the former secretary of state Nick Boles who witnessed this at first hand on his visit to Sefton in February 2014. | suggest like Nick
Boles the inspector does a tour of the area to see for himself the sheer scale of the amount of derelict land. Sefton's strategy of
building on the greenbelt is a supply side solution which will not solve the problem of housing need. Indeed the Local Plan's is
extremely weak in terms of sound economic analysis.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 363 Response Ref 2 Representor Name John Lemon
Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

A housing studies document published by the Council in early 2014 concluded that Sefton was still housing its population although
the rate of loss was reducing. Another report stated that there were approx. 5,822 empty homes in the borough (the second
highest on Merseyside by 0.01%) and that despite house building, the percentage of empty houses over the last ten years from
4.6% to 4.44%, yet Sefton is pursuing a bizarre policy in building on Green Belt land to meet a projected housing shortfall.lt would
thus appear that the "increase" in population would depend on a large increase in migration from well outside the area.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents SHLAA
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 366 Response Ref 4 Representor Name Margaret Anne Hill

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

There are sufficient brownfield sites and empty properties in Sefton to accommodate a sensible and achievable rate of building to
increase housing. The empty properties and brownfield sites exist to create/build 6,000 affordable homes where there is already
appropriate infrastructure in place. It is essential that all brownfield sites and empty properties are brought into full use first
before there is any irreversible damage done to Sefton and Maghull in particular, by building on greenbelt and/or agricultural
land. In this respect the plan is not justified

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents NLP Housing Needs Assessment
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 366 Response Ref 3 Representor Name Margaret Anne Hill

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The target number of houses chosen by Sefton Council is unrealistic. The target number of houses of 11,000 chosen by Sefton
Council appears to be the maximum of the forecast range of figures. It is only this senseless and unrealistic choice of maximum
target housing number which requires the intrusion into greenbelt and agricultural land. No-one pretends that it is possible to
forecast accurately the housing needed in 2030, so why choose now a number which will cause the maximum damage to Sefton
and to Maghull in particular. The plan will change many times over that period, so why go for the big bang approach from day 1
and allow irreversible damage to Maghull to start now when it may not be necessary at all.

The whole Local Plan is based upon this unrealistic choice of target house numbers. The major damage resulting from this choice
will occur in Maghull. The plan should choose a target house build number at the lower end of the forecast range, say around
6,000 in the first instance. In this respect, the plan has not been positively prepared it is based on an unrealistic assumption of
inward migration and employment growth.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

25 August 2015 Page 79 of 1409



Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 376 Response Ref Representor Name Michael Gradwell
Organisation Name Network Rail

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

Network Rail have concerns over whether the Local Plan accurately reflects the most recent update of analysis of housing needs
within Sefton Borough, the Review of the Objectively Assessed Need for Housing in Sefton (December 2014). This document
identifies a requirement for between 600 and 800 dwellings per annum. The Local Plan aims for the provision of an average of 615
dwellings per annum, which is consistent with the findings of the 2014 review.

However, the independent report (para 1.30) raises the question of consistency with the Council's economic objectives and
affordable housing needs. Recent Local Plan examinations, including the Cheshire East Local Plan, have highlighted the importance
of both of these considerations. It is therefore Network Rail's case that the average annual housing requirement of 615 should be
adequately justified in the context of emerging case law and Inspector decision.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents NLP Housing Needs Assessment
Policy MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 380 Response Ref 2 Representor Name lan Gent

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

I must question the validity of the Council's housing needs projection which suggests that some 11,070 homes are required. Given
the number of empty houses across the Borough (as of September 2014 this stood at ¢5,800) | do not agree that there are 'special
circumstances' at play to justify the use of greenbelt for development purposes. I'm also concerned whether developers will
actually provide the affordable / sustainable housing which the Local Plan suggests would be required.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents NLP Housing Needs Assessment
Policy MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 383 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Malcolm Gore

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Sefton Council plan to build 11,070 houses up to 2030. Using the D.C.L.G. figures of 2.3 P.H — this is enough for a 25,461 increase in
population, even at two people per household it’s enough for an increase of 22,000. Sefton is one of the few boroughs with a
declining population and according to the O.N.S. the projected population increase to 2030 is 5,000. | realise there are various
other considerations to factor in the equation but a 500% increase due to “other items” is hard to understand. There should be
“checks and balances” used in these preparations, which are missing. The fact that Nathanial Lichfield and Partners acted both for
the council and the developers here is questionable.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents NLP Housing Needs Assessment
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 384 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Stephen and Clare Jones

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

We don’t need many more new houses, official population figures have shown that population in Sefton is on the decline, so how
can you warrant so many new homes.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 405 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Michael Perkins

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The people of Sefton need to know how and with what justification, the reasoning and calculations made by the UK Government
and given to Sefton to determine the amount of housing needs over the next 15 years has been arrived at — instead of just
accepting these targets without any proper interpretation. | am told that some of these housing target figures have now been
disputed.

If the population is increasing nationally, but decreasing locally, why can’t the construction figures be adjusted to allow a
reduction in the Sefton area? Why can’t the population decline naturally?

All things considered, Option 1 Urban Containment in the original Sefton Core Plan, coupled with restoration of brown field
properties, would be least destructive of the environment and most suitable for the area concerned. A further review could take
place around the year 2020.

“Boundary Mentality” as always prevails and worsens the problem — West Lancashire proposes to build properties close to the
Sefton boundary, putting pressure on our known schools and other resources. There is a strong case for North Sefton and West
Lancashire to be merged into a more viable single authority, which follows more natural travel and population patterns. This
could increase green belt availability and should lead to improved public transport services. The housing requirements could then
be re-examined.

The reasons given don’t give any reasonable case for defiling Southport and Ainsdale’s sparse and often beautiful green belt
areas. It would surely help the jobs situation in this economic climate to consider refurbishment in brown field areas, rather than
placing protected land into the hands of eager developers. And could we please have a more detailed interpretation of the
government’s housing target figures as | believe these are definitely not an accurate prediction of growth needs in our area?
Please look after our environment and think again!

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents NLP Housing Needs Assessment
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 433 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Eric Haworth

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Housing Requirement: The main influence on the future housing requirement is the projected change in population, and as
defined in Para 3.23 of the NLP report, their projections were based on the “2012-based SNPP” published by the Office of National
Statistics (ONS) in May 2014. Which was defined in Para 3.34 of the NLP report, as being less than indicated by previous
projections and stands at 276 persons per year. Which in itself raises questions on the soundness of this Local Plan when SMBC
were proposing significantly less houses previously, when the projected population was greater, as neither of these things equate.

Furthermore, given that the average annual increase in population in Sefton is projected to be 276 persons per year, and the
indigenous population of Sefton is projected to fall by 5,650 persons during the Plan Period, which is equivalent to an annual
average decrease of 314 persons per year. This difference of 590 is merely explained away as Inward Migration, when there is no
officially published data that supports this staggering figure which bears no relation to previous trends. This is another example
where the soundness of this Local Plan is found wanting. Because it’s impossible to reconcile the falling indigenous population and
the reduced estimates for migration that are indicated by the current official data releases, with the increased number of new
houses recommended in the latest NLP report and being proposed by SMBC.

This Local Plan is totally unsound when you consider that the average annual increase in population, (276) is significantly less than
the recommended annual rate of new house building (615). In very simple terms, and on the basis of these figures alone, there are
2.2 new houses for each and every new individual addition to the population, which is complete and utter nonsense. It is therefore
clear that the recommended provision of 615 new homes per year in the Borough cannot be found to be warranted by either
Natural Change or Migration and it follows that this Local Plan must be found to be unsound.

By appearing to deviate from the official statistics for the number of households in this way, the official data shows that for every
year of the Plan Period, the numbers of households assumed by NLP in their calculations differ from the number of households
given in the official data. This variance in the data used leads to a significant increase in the proposed buildrate. Consequently, It is
notable that NLP do not justify this assumption with supporting data.

On a number of occasions in their report, NLP suggest that the age cohort between 25 and 44 is one of the most significant in
terms of first-time house buyers. The relevant thinking is that as the economy improves and the market becomes more buoyant,
this sector of the population will drive the increased demand for new houses. The latest population data however, suggests that in
Sefton, this age cohort will actually decline in numbers during the Plan Period (from 28,700 in 2012 to 27,500 in 2030).This data
suggests that in Sefton, there may not be significant pressure on the housing market from first time buyers in the 25 to 44 age

group.

Given the implications for the projected build-rate for Sefton, together with an apparent lack of evidence for significant
suppressed households and little in the population projections to suggest that the 25-44 age cohort in Sefton will drive a resurgent
housing market, NLP need to more fully explain the household numbers used in their HEaDROOM assessment. NLP should be
asked for further clarification of the correlation between ‘headship’ and the rate of household formation that is suggested in their
Para 6.3c, with an explanation of the factors such as suppressed households and first time buyers in the 25-44 age group, and how
they influence their numerical assessments.

Some unexplained upward adjustment to the official figures appears to have been made by NLP. By assuming a more rapid market
recovery from 2016 onward than is assumed in the official 2011-based statistics, further increases the numbers of new houses.
Bizarrely, despite the fact that as stated in Para 3.44 of the NLP report, the 2011-based official projections supersede the 2008-
based projections (at least until 2021), NLP have disregarded the official 2011-based household projections beyond 2015 and have
based their assessment on the 2008 data from 2016 onwards. This approach significantly raises the projected number of new
houses that are required to meet this assumed future demand.

It is inappropriate for NLP to abandon the official data and use the superseded 2008-based data for the period 2016-2021
Furthermore, an accelerated market represents an unrealistic model for the recovery of the housing market in Sefton, particularly
when as discussed above, two of the key factors which NLP consider will drive this recovery (overcrowding and population
increases in the 25-44 year age group) do not appear to be significant in the borough.

NLP should more fully justify: why the figures for household size used in their ‘baseline’ assessment (Model B) exceed the official

data for each of the years modelled, on what basis they consider it appropriate to abandon official post-2015 data in their Model
Bd and use superseded data from the 2008 statistics for the period 2016-2021 to give a significantly inflated number.
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Perhaps in an attempt to retain some professional dignity in their RSS review NLP all but inserted a disclaimer by stating that
although they acknowledged that there has been a steady and irreversible declining population over the past three decades, what
they modelled was something altogether different at the specific instruction of Sefton MBC in their brief, (Clause 3.12). However,
they nevertheless confirmed that “Past Trends”, (which is the only tangible measure that can be used, as anything else is purely
subjective) & the most recent demographic projections published by the ONS. Both came up with annual housing projections
significantly less per annum, than those that SMBC are endeavouring to force through in their Local Plan.

The changing population in Sefton during the Plan Period is only 276 persons per year (including migration). Official Government
data factors in for issues such as ‘headship’ to derive a figure in the order of 400 dpa that is required to satisfy the demands of the
evolving population of Sefton. Therefore the series of further ‘adjustments’ that have been made by NLP, are an unnecessary
repetition of the same considerations of market-driven ‘pressures’. Given the absence of data to support the concept of
suppressed households in Sefton, the reducing proportion of 29-44 year olds in the demographic, the lack of negative market
factors and the obsolescence of the RSS, there can be no justification for the inflated 615 dpa figure that NLP have recommended
to Sefton MBC. On this basis it is difficult to see how a demand for 615 new houses per year can be justified, and therefore the
Sefton MBC Local Plan should be considered unsound and thus be rejected.

Summary of the NLP and SHMA Reports

Paragraph 6.19 of the SHMA exemplifies the factors that lead to the conclusion that the housing provision of the Sefton Local Plan
is over-inflated. Paragraph 6.19 states:“A number of key themes were evident for all of these scenarios and are central to future
housing provision in Sefton:

1. An Ageing Population, with the number of over 85s in particular increasing at a very high rate;

2. The number of residents of working age is forecast to decline sharply over the Plan period;

3. Natural change is a negative demographic driver in the Borough, with deaths increasingly exceeding births over the Plan period;
and

4. Although out-migration is likely to continue, overall net migration is positive over the Plan period.”

The ‘headline’ factors of a markedly aging population and falling numbers of working age residents (=house buyers) are not
consistent with the assumptions made by NLP and JG Consulting when deriving the projected housing demand for Sefton of 615
dpa. The demand that Sefton’s consultants have identified relies on new households entering the market from a background of
suppressed households and overcrowding. The only case that has been presented for the existence of the suppressed households
is a subjective one which relies almost entirely on the opinion of the consultants involved and is not supported by data.

The data on average household size might be a factor which would suggest a need for increased future housing provision however,
it is argued that household size is not the key factor, as it is driven by other elements of the demographic. These other elements
(the ageing population, the lack of overcrowding, statistics on childless couples etc) suggest that within the self-contained housing
market area of Sefton, there are few drivers toward an increasing housing market of the scale suggested by 615 dpa.

Average household size cannot reduce forever and the possibility needs to be considered that rather than being on an ever-
decreasing trajectory, because of the unusual demographic, the population of Sefton is further along a downward asymptotic
trajectory than is the case elsewhere. If this is the case, average household size may not reduce as rapidly as assumed by the
various assessments that have been undertaken by Sefton’s consultants or indeed, in the official data. Nevertheless, on the basis
of the data presented by NLP and in the SHMA, except perhaps for affordable housing there appear to be few significant drivers
towards a need for substantial numbers of new houses in the borough. This is consistent with recent trends, as evidenced by a
significant number of empty homes in the borough, low house prices etc.

Some unexplained upward adjustment to the official figures appears to have been made by NLP. By assuming a more rapid market
recovery from 2016 onward than is assumed in the official 2011-based statistics, further increases the numbers of new houses.
NLP should be asked to justify their use of inflated household numbers in their spreadsheets. The numbers used by NLP are
significantly larger than those given in the official data releases and result in an increase in the recommended number of houses
that are needed from ca 400 to 562 dpa (before other market factors are considered and excluding any policy-driven measures to
reduce vacancy rates).

NLP frequently use a duplicitous tactic in which many of the housing market signals are compared with average values for the
highly urbanized county of Merseyside rather than with the country as a whole, against which Sefton appears to have fewer
negative market indicators. NLP’s Report is not ‘objective’ in that the available data has not been used in an even-handed
equitable manner.

The NPPF requires that the Local Plan should be evidence-based. See NPPF para 158 “Each local planning authority should ensure
that the Local Plan is based on adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence ......” On this basis it is difficult to see how a demand
for 615 new houses per year can be justified, and therefore the Sefton MBC Local Plan should considered unsound and thus be
rejected.

Summary of Suggested Changes
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Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents NLP Housing Needs Assessment
Policy MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 433 Response Ref 3 Representor Name Eric Haworth

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Except for a brief mention in passing in Para 1.25, there is one other factor that is included in the NLP spreadsheets but is not
discussed in detail until Para 6.3 of the NLP report — this is vacant homes. Campaigners seeking to safeguard the valuable
agricultural land in Sefton’s green belt and to protect Sefton from over-ambitious levels of development that existing
infrastructure will be unable to deal with, have been pointing to the fact that at present there are some 6,000 empty homes in the
borough. The logic adopted by campaigners has been that before we should consider building more houses, efforts should be
made to fill empty properties. In accordance with this approach, if say, ca, 10,000 new households are needed, demand for a
significant proportion of this can be met by the existing empty homes which will therefore, reduce the contribution from new
construction. Yet campaigners have been repeatedly told that these empty houses cannot be considered in the Local Plan
calculations. In fact when questioned on this the council referred to a “letter” from the government specifically excluding the
refurbishment of vacant properties from Local Plan calculations, even though this is contrary to the provisions of the NPPF. But
when asked to produce said letter, it had mysteriously disappeared, and to date they have still failed to produce it.

According to NLP Appendix 4, Scenario B, there were 5,744 empty homes. This number of empty but perfectly serviceable homes
is taken as further evidence that there is no significant market pressure in Sefton. If there was a demonstrable demand for
housing, these houses would not stand empty.

Instead of considering the available empty houses as a resource that can absorb an element of the demand for new homes
however, the modelling that has been undertaken by NLP perversely adds the number of empty homes to the projected number
of households (to provide a value for ‘supply units’) and then assumes that the percentage of empty properties in the borough is
maintained. Given that it is the rate of empty properties that is maintained in the calculations, as the population grows (driven
only by migration), the actual number of empty properties increases throughout the Plan Period and this has a direct effect on the
projected number of new households that are required.

Also there are some other unexplained upward adjustments to the official figures that appear to have been made by NLP. By
assuming a more rapid market recovery rom 2016 onward than is assumed in the official 2011-based statistics, this further
increases the numbers of new houses.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 437 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Emma Winstanley

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection
Summary of Main Issues

Housing figures do not give 'special circumstances' for building on greenbelt or green spaces. | insist on a Brownfield-first policy in
the local plan.

Summary of Suggested Changes
More consultation with, and listening to, the local population.

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 446 Response Ref 3 Representor Name Hugh McAuley
Organisation Name Formby Play Sports Ltd

Obj/Sup/Com

Summary of Main Issues

The representor supports this policy and is pleased to note that a number of sites/opportunities are identified to meet the need
for new employment development, particularly strategic employment locations.

Whilst the representor supports the policy it is noted that the employment land requirement is derived from the 2012
Employment Land & Premises Study Refresh, which is mainly based on analysis of the rate at which land was developed for
employment in the past. Obviously this will have had to take into account recessionary years, plus the fact some older/less well
located employment sites in the Borough are less attractive to potential investors than newer/better located and profiled sites — in
essence that demand for good quality sites/land/property might exhaust this figure before the plan end period is reached.
Accordingly, whilst the policy is supported, the representor suggest that there should be some flexibility regarding the planned
requirement for employment over the plan period, and as such they feel that it would make sense to simply refer to the 84.5 ha
figure as a minimum.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Proposed change to Policy MN1, paragraph 3 as follows: ‘During the period 2012-2030 provision will be made for not less than
84.5 ha of employment land.’

Evidence Submitted

None

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 488 Response Ref 8 Representor Name lan Brodie Browne

Organisation Name Sefton Council Lib Dem Opposition Group
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

We remain highly sceptical of the Councils view that large numbers of new houses are required and feel they have not produced
robust evidence of such need. However, where Sefton does have a housing need is within the affordable/social housing sector and
the plan does not indicate a sustainable way of providing such housing. Indeed, through drafts of the plan Sefton has backed away
from targets for affordable housing.

The plan’s preferred Option 2 will mean that each year 510 houses will be built in the Borough — this is a remarkably similar figure
to the target of 500 houses per year which was previously imposed on the Borough via the last Labour Government’s Regional
Spatial Strategy.

Bearing in mind that after the RSS figure was imposed the UK entered into and is still suffering from the effects of a massive
economic recession and that the draft plan is allegedly built upon new economic and population data etc. the similarity of the
proposed house building figures is at best questionable.

It is also the case that the draft plan seems to indicate a much higher figure (above 660) of houses ‘need’ be built per year. In
another context the Council’s public statements say that 5,000 houses need to be built in the existing urban areas. These figures
are at best confusing.

We have great concern about the quality and accuracy of the data used in the production of the options within the plan. This
point is made in the context of the Council’s lead consultants, NLP, openly saying at a Local Plan Stakeholder meeting in May of
2013, at Bootle Town Hall that the Borough’s year on year declining population is suddenly going to go into reverse and
significantly rise again. What’s more they said to this forum that the rise would be caused by inward migration. When questioned
to explain this statement they said that the migrants would be made up of people moving into Sefton from other parts of the UK,
people returning to Sefton who had moved away and migrants from outside the UK. To date we have not seen what we accept as
credible data to robustly back up these assertions.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 488 Response Ref 4 Representor Name lan Brodie Browne
Organisation Name Sefton Council Lib Dem Opposition Group

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Shaky and ever changing population projections:

We continue to have grave doubts over the population projections that the Borough Council is using especially as Sefton’s
population has been on a downward trend ever since the Borough was set up in 1974. What’s more the figures have changed with
every iteration of the plan and the advice from consultants has changed with it.

For context and background information we attach our previous submission [dated 7 Aug 2014] because much of what we said in
it still applies:

Why is 500 the answer again?:

The plan’s preferred Option 2 will mean that each year 510 houses will be built in the Borough — this is a remarkably similar figure
to the target of 500 houses per year which was previously imposed on the Borough via the last Labour Government’s Regional
Spatial Strategy.

Bearing in mind that after the RSS figure was imposed the UK entered into and is still suffering from the effects of a massive
economic recession and that the draft plan is allegedly built upon new economic and population data etc. the similarity of the
proposed house building figures is at best questionable.

It is also the case that the draft plan seems to indicate a much higher figure (above 660) of houses ‘need’ be built per year. In
another context the Council’s public statements say that 5,000 houses need to be built in the existing urban areas. These figures
are at best confusing.

Concerns about the quality and accuracy of data:

We have great concern about the quality and accuracy of the data used in the production of the options within the plan. This
point is made in the context of the Council’s lead consultants, NLP, openly saying at a Local Plan Stakeholder meeting in May of
2013, at Bootle Town Hall that the Borough’s year on year declining population is suddenly going to go into reverse and
significantly rise again. What’s more they said to this forum that the rise would be caused by inward migration. When questioned
to explain this statement they said that the migrants would be made up of people moving into Sefton from other parts of the UK,
people returning to Sefton who had moved away and migrants from outside the UK. To date we have not seen what we accept as
credible data to robustly back up these assertions.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 488 Response Ref 21 Representor Name lan Brodie Browne

Organisation Name Sefton Council Lib Dem Opposition Group
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Demand for housing in Sefton and indeed in other Boroughs surrounding Liverpool has been ratcheted up by the city’s ever
declining population over many generations since the Second World War. Whilst Liverpool has stemmed that loss it needs to
rebuild its lost population and use up brownfield sites across the city for housing. The longer it takes to address this issue the
greater the pressure will be on Sefton to sanction the building of houses on its high grade agricultural land. This is a sub-regional
matter that urgently needs to be addressed.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 492 Response Ref 2 Representor Name

Organisation Name Craig Seddon SIPP

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

As Sefton has under-delivered on its housing target for all bar one of the past 12 years, this must be described as 'persistent under-
delivery', in which case a 20% buffer must be applied.

In seeking to justify this persistent under delivery, the Council argue that net housing completions have been depressed by the
historically exceptional demolition programmes and that between 2003 and 2008 the Council strictly applied a housing restraint
policy. Whilst this may be the case, this does not justify or take account of the other five out of six years, since 2008, within which
the Council under delivered. It is considered that this still demonstrates a ‘persistent under delivery’.

It is suggested that, moving forward the Council adopt a 20% buffer given the ‘persistent under delivery’ of housing. Based on the
requirement set out within the SHLAA 2014 this equates to 695 dwellings per annum (5 years requirement of 3,475 dwellings / 5
years). ‘Option Three’ set out within the Publication Draft Local Plan was for 700 dwellings per annum. This was deemed to be
‘optimistic household growth’ by the Council, however, given the above, it is considered that there is reasonable justification to
adopt this figure.

The Publication Draft Local Plan sets out that the total housing requirement over the Plan period is 11,070 dwellings. This figure
does not include a 5% or 20% buffer. In line with our suggestion above, were a 20% buffer applied this would equate to the
necessity for an additional 2,214 dwellings (11,070 x 0.2) over the development plan period, which would mean a requirement to
deliver 738 dwellings per annum (11,070+2,214 / 18).

Summary of Suggested Changes

Based on the need for a 20% buffer to be added to the Council's housing requirement, the annualised housing requirement should
be increased to 700 dwellings per year, which is broadly in line with the Council's Option Three. The total requirement should be
between 12,510 and 13,284.

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 505 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Keith Lewis

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

| agree there is a housing shortage in the UK, in the South East and South of England but not here in Sefton. There are around
2,000 properties of various sizes on the market that are not selling, and lack of employment opportunities are detracting people
from moving to the area and creating a demand. A stable population should not require as many houses as the plan proposes.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 541 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Nigel Ashton
Organisation Name Meols ward councillors

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

1. We do not consider that the population estimates that underpin the Local Plan publication draft are sound. There are
assumptions about sudden increases in inward migration that are simply not backed up by credible evidence. The figure of 615
houses a year seems to us to be a considerable over-estimate of the actual need.

2. Producing a Local Plan based on flawed assumptions means that Green Belt land, including high grade agricultural land, is being
wrongly designated for housing.

3. Some of the actual need for housing can be met by measures such as reducing the number of empty properties to the national
average, taking into account existing brownfield sites earmarked for development, and encouraging 'flats over shops' and 'shared
accommodation'.

4. We believe that there are existing brownfield sites that can be used for housing without impacting on the prospect for jobs in
the future

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 542 Response Ref 3 Representor Name Jennifer Hadland

Organisation Name Liverpool and Chester Property Company
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

We contend that the Council has not been flexible in terms of the extent of housing sites it is promoting. Over the past few years
household growth has been suppressed because of the economic downturn. We question this final figure of 615 dwellings a year
(11,070 across the plan period). When considering the net delivery of housing over past years, we suggest that a 20% buffer is
more appropriate in respect of the ‘buffer’ suggested by the Framework. Paragraph 47 of NPPF advises that any under delivery
must be addressed and a 20% buffer should apply to authorities which have underperformed. Since the Council has
underperformed since 2010, we do not consider this in line with the requirements of The Framework.

We question the Council’s proposal to have a reduced rate at the early stages of the plan (500 units during years 2012 — 2017 and
660 units from 2017 - 2030). We consider that the Council should be looking to provide higher numbers throughout all stages of
the plan period, particularly the early years. Whilst the Council identifies two reasons for the lower rates for delivery in paragraph
6.13 of the Publication document, it is considered that this is not in line with the Framework. Furthermore, any backlog should be
met within the first 5 years of the plan (Sedgefield Approach).

Summary of Suggested Changes

1.A 20% buffer is more appropriate in respect of the ‘buffer’ suggested by the Framework.
2. By bringing the backlog forward over the next five years, the housing requirements for the early phase of the Plan period (next 5
years) should be increased from 500 dwellings to 1,135 dwellings.

Evidence Submitted

None
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Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 548 Response Ref 4 Representor Name Michael and Julie Corbitt
Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Sefton already has circa 6,000 empty homes of all types across all locations, and this number has increased recently — how can
this extra demand be validated, noting it is derived from modelled statistics (that used incorrect data)?

Summary of Suggested Changes

Confirm that the housing demand (if required) is appropriate to the right type of housing proposed, such as affordable homes.

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 550 Response Ref 16 Representor Name Peter Brown

Organisation Name Merseyside Civic Society

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

Reservations about the need for such a large housing land allocation.
Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 576 Response Ref 2 Representor Name J David Chambers
Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Need for more housing. The published Plan states that the current population of Sefton is 273,300, projected to rise to 280,000 by
2037. The Plan sets out to address the need for housing for these extra 6,700 people, and aims to do so by 2030. In section 2.3 it is
stated that Sefton's population in 1981 was 300,100, but makes no suggestion as to the whereabouts of the housing once
occupied by these 20,100 people; this housing must have existed at least in 1981; maybe it was demolished? If this is the case, the
formerly builtupon sites must still exist and be available for re-development. Section 2.15 points out that as of April 2014 there
were 5,800 vacant homes in the area (2,632 of which were long-term vacant). Thus it appears there are already sufficient homes in
the Borough to accommodate an expected increase of population of 6,700 by 2037. Indeed, in section 4.47 it is noted that an extra
15,680 homes were constructed between 1984 and 2014 — despite reducing population levels. These statistics are seemingly at
variance with reality. In Section 4.3, the Plan outlines 3 possibilities for development of the new housing it deems to be necessary.
Option 1 (rejected) provided for 210 extra homes per year over the Plan lifetime. Option 2 (approved), provides 510/year and
Option 3 (rejected), 700 dwellings/year. It is stated that in addition to 510 new dwellings per year, Option 2 will add a 5% buffer
and some 'backlog needs which have not been met since 2003', i.e. 594 dwellings/year: resulting in 10,700 new dwellings by the
end of the Plan period in 2030. Section 1.3 indicates a backdated Plan start date of 2012, meaning that the Plan lifetime is 18 years
(2012 to 2030). Should Plan option 2 be approved, the actual build rate for 10,700 homes over the 15 remaining years will be
closer to 713/year, in other words about the same as the rejected Option 3. By section 6.11, the number of homes required has
been inflated further, to “a minimum of 11,070”, and by section 6.17 an extra 720 homes has been required (extra 6.5%), bringing
the grand total to 11,790. This represents a build rate of 786/year, assuming building starts in 2015. In other words, Option 2
provides for over three times the build rate as the more conservative Option 1. We note from the information given in the Plan
document, that it has been decided that an extra 11,790 new dwellings will be needed by 2030. This is to apparently to house
6,300 extra people, and even this population increase is not projected to have occurred until 7 years after the Plan ends. We
assume these extra people will be very happy because they will have almost an extra 2 homes per person! Note, this does not
even take into account the existing 5,800 vacant properties in the region.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 590 Response Ref 3 Representor Name Sheila Brown

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Obijection

Summary of Main Issues

I would also like to question the population growth forecast that seem to change with every draft of the plan? Sefton's Local Plan
needs to go back to the drawing board.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 612 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Pamela Holmes
Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

| believe the plan is flawed as the population in Sefton has been decreasing year on year and in our case building on this scale is
totally unnecessary.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 625 Response Ref 3 Representor Name

Organisation Name Wainhomes Developments Ltd
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The housing requirement is at the lower end of the range identifed in the NLP Housing Requirement Study. There is also
inconsistency in the way that the 5% buffer has been applied (paragraph 4.37) as it is not the same as the 5% buffer required by
the National Planning Policy Framework. It is acknowledged that the Council has not been able to take into account the 2012
based projections and the Satnam judgement. These suggest a higher housing need. However this should not stop the Council
from submitting its Local Plan. This can be dealt with at a subsequent review. The key point is for the plan to be adopted and to
start delivering new homes.

Summary of Suggested Changes

None needed.
Evidence Submitted

None
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Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 627 Response Ref 1 Representor Name C&S Belsham
Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

S.4.37 states - The housing requirement over the Plan period is calculated at 11,070. This is based on S.4.12 which states - The
figure of 615 dwellings includes an assessment of ‘pent up’ housing need based on the Census. The total requirement over the
Plan period is 11,070 (615 x 18 = 11,070). This is based on S.4.14 which states - The Strategic Housing Market Assessment update
(November 2014) provides one key part of the housing evidence:

It concludes that Sefton is a reasonably self-contained housing market for planning purposes over which to assess and meet the
housing requirement. It endorses a borough housing requirement of 615 dwellings per annum. It identifies a net need for up to
434 affordable dwellings a year in Sefton, equivalent to a need for 7,815 affordable dwellings over the Plan period. This need is
highest in Southport (i.e. in terms of total need), and in Sefton East Parishes and Formby (i.e. in terms of need per thousand
households). The majority of affordable housing need is for social rented/affordable rented housing, with a balance for
intermediate housing. It recommends that 15% of all Borough housing provision over the Plan period (i.e. about 1,660 dwellings)
should be for special needs ‘extra care’ housing for older people, reflecting Sefton’s ageing population. It recommends that the
majority of new market housing should be 3 bedroom family accommodation. The majority of new affordable housing should be
for 1 and 2 bedroom accommodation.

Objection 1. - The figures quoted by SC do not add up as shown in the following:-

From S.4.14, affordable dwellings = 7815 units; if they are 1 bed it = 7815 people; if they are 2 bed = 15630 people with market
housing = 3255 units at 3 people per dwelling = 13020 giving a total provision of between 20835 and 28650 persons, which is
completely at odds with the growth figure for the Borough of 5200 (see section 3.3 below).

Therefore the number of new houses suggested by SC as being required is miscalculated and therefore not sound and neither is it
justified.
Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 627 Response Ref 4 Representor Name C&S Belsham

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

S.3.4 states - Whilst not all older people will need support or specialist accommodation, these changes are likely to result in the
need for more health and social care/support and provision of specialist accommodation including private and affordable
housing. The 2014 Strategic Housing Market Assessment estimates that around 15% of new housing provision should be
specifically for older people, with a particular need for additional ‘extra care’ provision.

S. 4.15 states - It is important to understand the nature of the anticipated population change in Sefton through to 2030. Although
the population is projected to increase, the greater part of this is expected to be as a result of people moving in to the Borough,
many of whom will be older people, and not through an increase in births.

Objection 4. - The claimed increase is clearly speculative and cannot be supported by data. It is also the case that people moving
into the Borough should be expected to move into the existing housing stock, which Objection 1 shows is more than sufficient to
accommodate them.

Proposed development in Sefton should not be based on pure speculation.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 627 Response Ref 3 Representor Name C&S Belsham
Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

S.3.3 states - The government’s latest [2012 based] Population Projections suggest limited population growth for Sefton between
2012 (273,697) and 2031 (278,873); an overall increase of around 5,200 or just under 2% over the plan period. The greatest
projected growth will be in the over 65s age group, by around 22,200 or 37.6%, while the over 85 age group is projected to
increase by around 6,900, or 87.0% by 2031. Correspondingly, the number of adults of working age is due to fall by 17,207, or
11.4%. The projected growth in the number of very elderly people (i.e. over 85s) is greater than the anticipated overall
population increase in Sefton. The highest proportions of those over 65 will continue to live in Formby and especially Southport.

Objection 3. - The projected increase in population at 2031 of 5176 (SC's 5200) remains significantly below the population at 1981
thus showing that no further housing is needed.
This does not justify building more houses.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 627 Response Ref 2 Representor Name C&S Belsham

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Based on Sefton's figures there are currently 26400 fewer people in Sefton than in 1981. As there has been no large scale
demolition of housing and in fact more houses have been built since 1981, the housing available currently for the population must
far exceed 26400. Additionally, if the projected figure for 2037 is correct (see Objection 4 below) there will be 20100 fewer
populous than in 1981.

This does not justify building more houses.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 629 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Richard Simmons

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

| wonder why we need so much more accommodation when our local population has been declining and so many empty houses
are up for sale?

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 635 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Graham Nelson

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The housing targets were produced byn obscure mathematical formula that no one understands. They accepted them from their
consultants entirely on trust. Council officers insist that the public should accept the same. When members of the public,
including myself, have requested them to supply the formula, they have refused to provide it. Similarly, the officers have avoided
providing the figures for the data that was input into this formula. This means the public have been unable to verify the accuracy
of the data that is used, and the accuracy of the formula, and therefore, deprived of their right to arrive at a fully informed
decision about whether they accept or reject the housing targets.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 637 Response Ref 5 Representor Name Ken Hopkins

Organisation Name Mactaggart & Mickel Homes Ltd
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The policy should be updated now that the 2012 household projections have been published by the CLG. Mactaggart & Mickel
calculate that from 2017 - 2030, the requirement should rise to 711 units a year from 660.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 637 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Ken Hopkins

Organisation Name Mactaggart & Mickel Homes Ltd
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The 2012 household projections were published in February 2015. mactaggart & Mickel Ltd belive the housing land requirement
shoud be 11,745 units, which equates to 653 units each year before a buffer of 5% or 20% is added. The household projections
should be updated in order that the plan meets the tests of being positively prepared, effective and consistent with national policy.

Summary of Suggested Changes

The housing requirement set ou in policy MN1 should be updated.

Evidence Submitted
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Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 655 Response Ref 2 Representor Name

Organisation Name Nuffield College

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Our clients key areas of objection relate to the following:

1. The housing requirement of 11,070 new homes over the plan period does not reflect the Full Objective Assessed Need (FOAN)
when taking account of the 2012 based Household Projections;

2. The housing requirement is insufficient to address affordable housing needs which the 2014 SHMA identifies as 7,815 homes
over the plan period or 434 dwellings per year;

3. The Council’s approach to addressing historic undersupply by applying the ‘Liverpool Approach’ directly conflicts with NPPF
given there has been underperformance over the last 12 years with the exception of 2007/8. There is a clear record of persistent
under supply of housing in the borough.

As written, this policy cannot be regarded as Justified or Consistent with National Policy given the FOAN cannot be achieved with
this approach.

In addition to the above points, the explanatory text at Paragraph 6.13 should be included within the policy to make it clear the
range of completions can be exceeded and these targets are not regarded as a restrictive phasing policy.

Summary of Suggested Changes

1. The housing requirement needs to be re-assessed to take full account of the 2012 based Household Projections and affordable
housing requirements. The resultant FOAN (when taking full account of these considerations) will reflect the requirements set out
at Paragraph 47 of NPPF.

2. The historic undersupply should be addressed within the first five years of the plan. A 20% buffer is appropriate and in full
accordance with National Planning Policy Framework.

3. The supporting text at Paragraph 6.13 should be incorporated into the policy.

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy n MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 661 Response Ref 1 Representor Name

Organisation Name PSA Developments
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The Plan is not based on fully objectively assessed needs, and as such it provides for nowhere near enough housing or
employment land to accommodate the Borough's future needs and to deliver a sustainable future for Sefton. In addition to the
need for more housing to allow for the 20% buffer as the Council does not have a 5 year housing land supply and has not met its
housing needs when compared to the Regional Strategy requirement over the period 2003 - 2013, the Council needs to plan for
economic growth within the wider Liverpool City Region.

Summary of Suggested Changes

The housing requirement should be increased to refelct Sefton's full objectively assessed needs.

Evidence Submitted
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Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 668 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Andrew Thompson
Organisation Name Morris Homes and Ballygorryveg Ltd

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Morris Homes Northern Ltd and Ballygoryveg Development Ltd do not consider that the housing requiremnt set out in policy MN1
is suffcient for the following reasons:

(i) The household projections as outlined in NLP’s ‘Review of Objectively Assessed Need for Housing in Sefton’ (2104) are not
based on the most up to date available data, as the 2012 based SNHP dataset has been released. This is considered to be of
particular importance because the 2012 SNHP has identified a higher household projection for Sefton borough: the interim 2011
forecast an increase in the number of households in Sefton by approximately 3,993 households; however the 2012 forecasts an
increase of approximately 6,036 households over the same period.

(ii) By seeking to adopt a housing requirement of only 615 dpa, which is at the lower end of the assessed need, the Council is not
seeking to accommodate a sustainable amount of economic growth in the Borough, which may result in loss of jobs, increasing
out-commuting and population decline.

(iii) It is acknowledged in the introductory chapters of the Local Plan that the impact of the expansion plans for the Port of
Liverpool, and other port related development in the City Region over the plan period has not been taken into account (Local Plan
paragraph 1.17), and as a result early review of the Local Plan would take place. Morris Homes Northern Ltd consider that the
Council should also take into consideration the potential impacts of the Liverpool Waters scheme and other port related
development within the Liverpool City Region. Given the close proximity of this port related development to Sefton Borough, and
the scale and nature of investment committed and growth envisaged, it is likely to have a significant impact on housing needs in
Sefton. Further evidencing that the housing requirement for the Borough should reflect the higher end of the identified range in
NLP’s 2014 report, alongside also putting in place appropriate guarantees for an early review of the Local Plan.

(iv) There is a significant need for affordable housing in Sefton, which is calculated as being 434 dpa in the Strategic Housing
Market Assessment (SHMA) (2014). Delivery of 615 dpa as proposed in Policy MN1, will only provide 42.5% of the annual
affordable housing need, where 30% of all dwellings provided will be affordable.

Moreover emerging Policy HC1 applies a variable affordable housing target to reflect viability and affordable housing needs across
Sefton whereby affordable housing provision in Bootle and Netherton is reduced to only 15%. Whilst this approach is supported in
principle, it further diminishes the amount of affordable housing that will potentially be provided over the plan period, leaving a
greater unmet need for affordable homes. One way to meet this need, without bringing into jeopardy the deliverability of sites on
viability grounds, would be to increase the housing requirement. This is acknowledged in the NLP study at paragraph 9.6.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 676 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Salam Kenyani

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues
I do not agree with the housing figures and do not see how they can be justified.
Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 685 Response Ref 2 Representor Name

Organisation Name Taylor Wimpey

Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

TWUK support SMBC’s approach to phasing as set out at paragraph 6.13 of the publication draft.
Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 685 Response Ref 3 Representor Name

Organisation Name Taylor Wimpey
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

TWUK has concerns about the staged approach to housing delivery proposed by the Council. It is considered that a flat rate of
development should be applied across the Plan period which reflects the OAN for the area and other policy considerations. With
there being no phasing and with a number of sites proposed for Green Belt release it is highly likely that there will be a high
number of planning applications on sites early in the plan period which will translate into housing delivery. As a result a flat rate of
housing should be proposed across the Plan period.

Summary of Suggested Changes

The housing requirement will met at the following average annual rates (To be recalculated based on the revised minimum
housing target and a flat approach across the Plan period as described at paragraph 3.15 of this representation):
*2012-2030: xxxx dwellings per annum

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 685 Response Ref 1 Representor Name

Organisation Name Taylor Wimpey
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

At the Housing Market Partnership workshop held by SMBC on 4 March 2015, Officers announced that a review of the 2012
household population projections would be undertaken in relation to the Council’s Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) prior to the
submission of the Local Plan. The Council must satisfy itself that the housing requirement for Sefton of 11,070 dwellings over the
Plan period, as established in draft policy MN1, addresses its OAN having regard to the 2012 household projections. In addition,
the following considerations should be taken into account by the Council.

It is unclear whether the Council has taken into account policy considerations in determining its housing requirement or whether it
has opted for the lowest possible OAN figure plus a 10% uplift. The Council needs to satisfy itself that the plan is positively
prepared taking into account the 2012 population projections.

Summary of Suggested Changes

During the period 2012 — 2030 provision will be made for the development of a minimum of xxxxx new homes in Sefton (to be
recalculated taking into account the recently published 2012 household projections and the considerations set out at paragraph
3.12 of this representation).

Evidence Submitted
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Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 692 Response Ref 3 Representor Name Peter Harper
Organisation Name UKIP Sefton Branch

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

A steadily and consistently falling population in Sefton over the last few decades indicates that there is demonsably no
requirement for any building on Sefton’s Green-Belt. In the 1980s, Sefton’s population was a little over 300,000, but this had
fallen to just under 283,00 by the time of the 2001 Census, with the fall in numbers continuing, so that Sefton’s population was
273,000 by the time of the 2011 Census, i.e. a 9% fall in population from its peak.

Sefton Council’s insistence on making use of the 2001 Census figure in place of the (much lower) 2011 Census figure has no
legitimate basis and presents the clear suggestion that the people who are in position to make the decisions are strongly
motivated to press for more building than is truly required. Since, by definition, the 2011 Census provides the more recent figures,
those figures should be used in place of the 2001 figures.

Apart from the fact that Sefton’s population has already fallen substantially in recent years, consideration should clearly also be
given to the fact that those years have seen a large and continuing trend for a fall in Sefton’s population: even if the population
ceases to fall, there appears to be no reason why it should suddenly rise again, let alone that it should rise so markedly as to
massively exceed the capacity of the previously vacated accommodation to house the increase.

The current existence of a large number of properties for rent, for which tenants cannot be found, clearly indicates that the
supply of local housing already exceeds demand. How does Sefton Council explain this contradiction?

Measures should be put in place to ensure that currently-vacant residential properties across the Borough — of which there are a
large number - are brought back into use and inhabited before the Green Belt gets carved up.

Where are all of the people who are supposedly waiting to fill the proposed huge number of new properties going to come
from? Where are they now?

The current existence of large areas of both vacant and derelict commercial land and properties across Sefton, for which
occupying businesses cannot be found, clearly indicates that the supply of such land and properties already exceeds the relevant
demand. No evidence has been put forward that would indicate from where all of the new demand will come. Only once all of the
available land has been taken up should the creation of further such sites be countenanced - especially where that would require
concreting over Green Spaces and Grade 1 Agricultural Land.

The basis upon which the figure of 510 per year has been reached is very unclear. The consultation exercise is thus considered by
many as being nothing more than a sham exercise, doing nothing more than fulfilling mandatory legal requirements. Robust and
truly independent evidence should be - and should have been - used. The fact that knowledgeable and diligent representatives of
Sefton’s residents — including members of Formby Residents’ Action Group (FRAG) and of the Campaign for the Protection of Rural
England (CPRE) - have been denied access to key meetings and data suggests that Sefton Council has failed to conduct the
collation of evidence in an impartial manner. The input of Sefton residents’ knowledgeable and interested representatives - such
as people in FRAG and in the CPRE — should not only have been allowed, but should have been actively sought. From this point
onward, it is vital that the views of these people are sought and that they are properly considered before final decisions are
reached by Sefton Council.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Policy MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 693 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Michael Eccles
Organisation Name Liverpool City Council

Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

Liverpool City Council acknowledges that Sefton has identified a housing figure of 615 dwellings per annum based on evidence
developed for them by consultants NLP with which to meet their calculated Objectively Assessed Need (OAN). Liverpool further
recognises that this figure reflects the spirit of the subregional strategy embodied in the North West Plan the Regional Spatial
Strategy (RSS). RSS, though revoked in May 2013, placed great emphasis on the role of Liverpool as a regional centre and by
reflecting this; the Sefton Local Plan is also compatible with Liverpool’s housing and economic growth agenda. Liverpool further
notes that Sefton is meeting its OAN in full and will not require assistance from neighbouring authorities to meet its needs.
Liverpool with Sefton and the other districts in the Liverpool City Region have acknowledged that while current and emerging
Local Plans are meeting their own needs for new housing this position will be kept under review. Liverpool City Council will
therefore welcome the opportunity to undertake a joint study into the City Regions requirements for new housing and for new
employment use land and will support the commissioning process for such a joint study commencing in 2016.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 696 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Robin Buckley

Organisation Name Redrow Homes Ltd

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Redrow Homes Ltd does not consider that policy MN1 has been positively prepared or is based on a current objectively assessed
need for the area. It is evident that the Full Objectively Assessed Need (FOAN) projections undertaken by NLP underestimated the
rate of household formation in Sefton. The higher housing growth anticipated in the 2012-based projections together with only a
modest adjustment for the past under-delivery of housing and no account for an increase in economic activity leads to the
conclusion that the FOAN is too cautious. A further corollary is that the level of housing growth set out in the Local Plan would
only provide for less than half of the affordable housing needs as set out in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA). The
2014 SHMA identifies a net shortfall of 434 affordable homes per annum (around 7,800 affordable homes over the period 2012 to
2030).

Summary of Suggested Changes

None suggested.

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 698 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Anthony Swift
Organisation Name Anthony Swift and Kipros Pittaris

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

Whilst Paragraphs 6.12 — 6.14 of the Local Plan provide an explanation as to basis upon which such requirement and provision has
been made, it is considered that insufficient regard has been had to the ‘HEaDROOM Update Report — Review of the Objectively
Assessed Need for Housing in Sefton’ (16 December 2014) produced for the Council by Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners. That report
states that “if asked to express a preference, NLP would consider that a figure of around 615dpa would be most appropriate”.
Nevertheless Paragraph 9.1 of that Report states that having assessed all the scenarios tested it is NLP’s recommendation that an
objective assessment of housing need and demand for Sefton Borough, falls within the broad range 600pa. to 800 dpa, equivalent
to between 10,800 and 14,400 net additional dwellings over the plan period 2012 to 2030”.

The 615dpa housing figure is therefore right at the lower end of that ‘broad range’. In terms of meeting the Council’s affordable
housing needs (as identified in the 2013 SHMH), the lower end of that range would only deliver 50% of the Council affordable
housing target. Given the importance which the Council attaches to the provision of affordable housing, it is considered that the
Local Plan should specify a higher housing requirement than 615dpa.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 699 Response Ref 2 Representor Name P O'Hanlon

Organisation Name Maghull and Lydiate Action Group
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The Maghull and Lydiate Action Group are not opposed to development and recognise the need for additional housing in the
Borough. However, development on the scale proposed by Sefton Council — a total of 11,070 houses in the life of this Plan
enough for 24,354 people at 2.2 people per house - is ludicrous when the population increase is predicted at 5,000.

Sefton Council have declined a "brownfield first" policy but admit that there are sufficient brownfield sites in the Borough to build
6,000 houses. A further 6,000 houses lie empty in Sefton. There is no valid reason whatever to encroach on our agricultural land
which has been identified as being the best agricultural land in this country.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 701 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Brian Rostron

Organisation Name S Rostron Ltd
Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

S Rostron Ltd support policy MN1.
Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted
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Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 702 Response Ref 7 Representor Name

Organisation Name The Peel Group

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The Local Plan and evidence base has continually identified the need for and acute shortfall of employment land in and around the
port, and shows the implications and aspirations of Liverpool2 and the SuperPort concept. However, the employment and logistic
land requirements have not been properly addressed in the Local Plan for Sefton Publication Draft.

The Sefton Economic Strategy 2012-2022 identifies that ‘in short’ the creation of more jobs is a priority to drive overall wealth in
the borough and to push aggregate demand in the economy. The SuperPort (including the Liverpool2 ‘Post Panamax’
improvements) is shown to be a key economic driver, with some 21,000 possible employment opportunities predicted by 2020.

The Sefton Employment Land and Premises Study (2012) (CD14.0) uses past take-up rates to predict future requirements. It
generally identifies a need for industrial premises far outweighed that for offices. The report's recommendations specifically state
that a Green Belt release should be considered for employment land especially around south Sefton and that:

‘The Council should continue to exclude port-related land from the identified land supply. The Council also needs to maintain a
dialogue with Peel Ports regarding its land needs at the Port of Liverpool.’

This clearly recognises that Sefton currently has a lack of employment land over and above the lack of specific sites identified
within and adjoining the port. Excluding port-related activities from local supply outlines the national importance of the Port and
also provides an opportunity to consider sites which otherwise would not have been considered.

Sefton’s Economic Strategy (first performance monitoring report — March 2013) identified that a key objective was to grow
existing businesses and stimulate the economy. This would be achieved by working with the City Region on its key
transformational sectors.

The 2nd Performance Monitoring Report (September 2013) showed that InvestSefton was working to bring forward a key
investment scheme inSefton as a direct result of port expansion. The scheme would see approximately 500,000ft2 of warehousing
developed on Atlantic Park, Netherton.

The 4th Performance Monitoring Report (April - September 2014) showed a decline in employment led activity from Port activities
and showed that a 500,000ft2 requirement for Distribution Centre is still live; however there was no longer adequate space on
Atlantic Park to accommodate it. The report goes on to identify the shortage in supply: ‘With regards to inward investment we
have a shortage of suitably sized sites to accommodate larger distribution and logistics uses. Without a land supply, Sefton cannot
expect a proportionate share of the 20,000 jobs forecast in the sector by 2020.’

The investment by Peel Ports in Liverpool2 (port facilities) is happening and will be open for business in December this year. Its
effect on the distribution network, from port-centric operations to wider distribution requirements will be immediate. However,
there has been no rapid response in terms of land use planning to assist in delivering necessary facilities outside of the immediate
port zone. The need to recognise and attract private sector employment to support port activities needs to be identified in the
local plan. The agenda is very clearly set for the Sefton Local Plan to address this issue. Unfortunately, the Publication Draft
consultation does not adequately respond, potentially leaving a major gap in the Local Plan. This gap needs to be plugged if the
benefits of SuperPort are to be realised.

The LEP study (NAI Global,March 2014) which assessed the land implications arising from the expanded Port of Liverpool
concluded that Liverpool2 will have a “game changing” impact on the Logistics sector in the north of England, creating a significant
new demand of logistics space. The report identifies a requirement of between 634ha and 793ha over the next 20 years, including
400ha of high quality over and above the existing supply.

It does not provide a breakdown by local authority. However, Sefton, as the heart of the maritime economy (and host to the new
Liverpool2 investment), with local socio-economic challenges to address, but with no strategic sites to support, must make some
contribution. Other local authorities are releasing land and the overall extent to which the strategic need will be met is unclear
and is likely to remain so until local plans are in place. An appropriate approach would be for each authority to proactively identify
what contribution it can make through Local Plans through joint working, rather than requiring a sub-regional study before Local
Plans can proceed.

Beyond the key sites within the port estate which are largely immediately deliverable in the short term, there is no further long
term supply of strategic sites within or adjacent to the port estate. As such the strategic land reserve for growth in/around the
port over the medium to longer term, essentially as evidenced by the LEP study, will be compromised. It is necessary to find
additional land in areas with good connections to the port.
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Market advice from Total Logistics suggests that the Switch Island site is best suited to port-centric import and processing,
potentially for the food and/or retail sector. It is potentially also suited to a bespoke inward investor such as an automotive or
other manufacturer requiring a strategic gateway site near the port, with available labour and good highway access. Such
occupiers cannot be known at this stage and cannot be attracted until the principle of development is supported by planning
policy. This creates a catch 22 situation unless the site is removed from the Green Belt or given specific policy support.

What is needed is a range of large sites, with proximity to the port, the transport network, the market catchment and available
workforce. The Switch Island site would meet demand from occupiers who need to be close to the port and associated maritime
cluster, on the strategic inland transport network and with access to available employment. It would be differentiated from other
sites in the region which are typically further inland and more remote to the port cluster. Switch Island would effectively extend
the port cluster to the end of Dunnings Bridge Road.

In Sefton however the opportunities for additional port employment are limited. Switch Island is the only site that has been put
forward through the Local Plan process. It is the only site capable of accommodating large scale logistics/supply chain activities in
an expanded port cluster that stretches up Dunnings Bridge Road and would terminate with a strategic gateway site at Switch
Island. Other draft allocated employment sites in Sefton are peripheral, being not located near the port or on the strategic
highway network, and are not close to the largest area of economic need in South Sefton. There are no feasible alternatives.
Importantly the site would be brought forward by Peel who could utilise synergies with the port.

The Council has already accepted that exceptional circumstances exist to release land for housing and employment in the Local
Plan from the Green Belt. The principle is therefore agreed. The issue is effectively the exceptional circumstances to justify the
scale, nature and location of employment land required as part of the Green Belt review. The evidence presented shows that these
circumstances exist. In summary they are:

I. National, regional/city-regional and local policy on the need to support economic growth; innovation; private sector
employment creation to meet local needs; sectoral growth in transport, logistics and associated supply chains; economic self-
sufficiency; and business competitiveness;

1. Industry evidence of the trends and demand drivers in logistics and supply chains, critically the need for large sites for large
scale logistics operations close to transport networks and available labour;

Ill. The shortage of land for these requirements within the urban area

IV. The urgency of the issue, with no immediately available large scale logistics sites in the Borough, at a time that demand is
evident and likely to grow when Liverpool2 opens later this year;

V. The absence of an alternative route or vehicle for meeting this policy and market need;

VI. The substantial benefits which can arise from meeting the need, in terms of job creation, financial revenues and environmental
opportunities.

Summary of Suggested Changes

The land at Switch Island should be allocated as a strategic site to meet that development need. Identification of Switch Island as a
Strategic Employment Location — to be inserted at Policy MN2 after MN2.49 "MN2.50 Land to the East of Switch Island — 48 ha
(subject to criteria Policy MN9)".

In addition, a clear criteria based policy is also considered necessary so that proposals arising from the impact of the SuperPort can
be appropriately judged. This also allows for decisions to be taken on such large scale proposals at any time rather than through a
later review of the Plan (see representation to policy MN2 for details of the proposed policy).

Peel recognises that the Council has committed to undertaking an ‘Early Review’ of the Local Plan to address SuperPort
employment land. In the event that such a course of action is to be followed, Peel considers that the following policy changes need
to be made to the Local Plan, to ensure the issues are promptly and positively addressed. The suggested changes are provided to
help resolve the issues which have bene identified.

Evidence Submitted

39 documents listed in the Compendium of Evidence.
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Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 703 Response Ref 36 Representor Name Jackie Copley
Organisation Name CPRE Lancashire

Obj/Sup/Com Comment

Summary of Main Issues

The Council has an aspirational policy to maintain the current level of employment in Sefton, which will increase the Housing
Target; we defer further comment on this aspect pending publication of the Council’s revision of the PDLP in the light of the
recently published DCLG SNHP.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 704 Response Ref 1 Representor Name A Donnelly

Organisation Name
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The housing requirement is at the lower end of the range identifed in the NLP Housing Requirement Study. There is also
inconsistency in the way that the 5% buffer has been applied (paragraph 4.37) as it is not the same as the 5% buffer required by
the National Planning Policy Framework. It is acknowledged that the Council has not been able to take into account the 2012
based projections and the Satnam judgement. These suggest a higher housing need. However this should not stop the Council
from submitting its Local Plan. This can be dealt with at a subsequent review. The key point is for the plan to be adopted and to
start delivering new homes.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 706 Response Ref 1 Representor Name Mike McComb

Organisation Name

Obj/Sup/Com Support

Summary of Main Issues

The housing requirement is at the lower end of the range identifed in the NLP Housing Requirement Study. There is also
inconsistency in the way that the 5% buffer has been applied (paragraph 4.37) as it is not the same as the 5% buffer required by
the National Planning Policy Framework. It is acknowledged that the Council has not been able to take into account the 2012
based projections and the Satnam judgement. These suggest a higher housing need. However this should not stop the Council
from submitting its Local Plan. This can be dealt with at a subsequent review. The key point is for the plan to be adopted and to
start delivering new homes.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

25 August 2015 Page 103 of 1409



Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents NLP Housing Needs Assessment
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 707 Response Ref 4 Representor Name Matthew Good

Organisation Name Home Builders Federation

Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The housing requirement and the stepped approach to its delivery are considered unsound. The HBF do not consider that they are
justified by the evidence or consistent with national policy.

The plan sets a housing requirement of 11,070 dwellings over the plan period, which equates to an average of 615 dwellings per
annum (dpa). The policy seeks to deliver this requirement through a stepped approach by providing a lower requirement early in
the plan period 500dpa (2012 to 2017) and increasing to 660dpa later in the plan period (2017 to 2030). The HBF has concerns
with both the overall requirement and this stepped approach, these are set out below.

Housing requirement

In determining the housing requirement the Council has commissioned NLP to undertake and test its objectively assessed need.
The HBF is generally supportive of the methodology employed by NLP and its HEaDROOM model which has been successfully used
at numerous local plan examinations. The latest report, Review of the Objectively Assessed Need for Housing in Sefton (2014 OAN
report) published in December 2014, identifies a number of different scenarios including demographic, employment and supply
led scenarios. These scenarios produce a wide range of potential housing requirements (-189dpa to 1,122dpa).

In assessing the appropriateness of the various scenarios the report concludes (paragraph 7.64) that the objective assessment of
housing need falls within the range 600 to 800dpa. The 2014 OAN report further recommends that a requirement of 615dpa be
regarded as the objectively assessed need for housing within Sefton. The HBF disagrees with this recommendation on a number of
points.

Demographic analysis

The figure of 615dpa is founded upon a baseline demographic figure of 562dpa (paragraph 7.39). This baseline demographic figure
is based upon the Index baseline scenario which provides for a starting point requirement of 502dpa. This sits below the mid-point
of the realistic demographic scenario range (419dpa to 687dpa). The Index baseline scenario is then adjusted upwards to take
account of recent economic trends and a recent lack of housing supply (paragraph 7.38). This results in a baseline demographic
projection of 562dpa.

The 2014 OAN report then goes on to discuss the implications of economic drivers and market signals upon the assessment of
housing need (discussed in greater detail below). The HBF concur with the general methodology employed but consider the Index
baseline scenario to be the wrong starting point.

Following the publication of the 2014 OAN report the government released the 2012 based sub-national household projections
(2012 SNHP). The NPPG, as amended, is clear that these represent the most up to date estimate of future household growth and
should be used as the starting point for determining objectively assessed housing need (ID 2a-016-20150227). In conformity with
the NPPG the HBF consider the 2012 SNHP to be the most relevant starting point for assessing housing needs within Sefton. The
2012 SNHP indicate that over the full projection period (2012 to 2037) annual housing growth of 533dpa is identified for Sefton. If
just the plan period is considered (2012 to 2030) annual growth rates are expected to be higher at 576dpa. This is 14dpa higher
than the baseline demographic projection within the 2014 OAN report.

The HBF consider that the 2012 SNHP should be viewed with caution and only provide a starting point for considering housing
need. This is because as detailed by the NPPG;

‘The household projections are trend based, ie they provide the household levels and structures that would result if the
assumptions based on previous demographic trends in the population and rates of household formation were to be realised in
practice. They do not attempt to predict the impact that future government policies, changing economic circumstances or other
factors might have on demographic behaviour.” (NPPG ID 2a-16-20150227)

Given that the 2012 SNHP are heavily influenced by the recent economic recession and a period of under-delivery within Sefton it
is considered an uplift against the 2012 SNHP is required. In this regard the HBF agrees with the 2014 OAN report which highlights;
‘...recent international migration is likely to have played a lesser role in shifting household formation patterns in Sefton in
comparison with temporary economic and supply-side factors’. (paragraph 7.38).

In conclusion the HBF consider the 2012 SNHP figure of 576dpa should be used as the starting point for determining need but that

an uplift similar in scale to that provided within the report is also required. This would provide a demographic starting point in the
order of 630 to 640dpa.
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Market Signals

The 2014 OAN report discusses market signals in section 4. This is a fundamental element of determining the objectively assessed
need for housing (NPPG ID 2a-019-20140306) and a worsening trend in any of market signals will require upward adjustment to
planned housing numbers (NPPG ID 2a-020-20140306). The HBF agrees with the analysis within the 2014 OAN report that many of
the signals appear low with the exception of rate of development and affordability.

In terms of the rate of development the Council has failed to meet its housing requirement in all but one year since 2003/4. This
has led to under-delivery of 962 dwellings at 2012, in such cases the NPPG advises;

‘If the historic rate of development shows that actual supply falls below planned supply, future supply should be increased to
reflect the likelihood of under-delivery of a plan.” (ID 2a-019-20140306)

The 2014 OAN report notes that affordability has been almost identical to the national rate for many years despite having much
lower house prices. The affordability issues are further highlighted by the 2014 SHMA which identifies a need for 434 affordable
dwellings per annum, or 7,815 over the plan period (figure 7.9). This represents approximately 70% of the overall housing
requirement, this level of affordable housing will not be achieved by the proposed housing requirement (see comments upon
policy HC1 below). In such cases the NPPG advises that;

‘An increase in the total housing figures included in the local plan should be considered where it could help deliver the required
number of affordable homes’. (ID 2a-029-20140306)

In conformity with the 2014 OAN report the HBF therefore considers that there is a strong case for an uplift above the
demographic starting point to take account of market signals. The 2014 OAN report considers that the market signals are of a
moderate nature and as such recommends an uplift of approximately 10%, or more accurately 53dpa which directly correlates
with the under-supply prior to 2012 spread over the 18 years of the plan. The HBF considers that a more pronounced uplift could
be justified given the significant affordability issues experienced within Sefton.

Economic aspirations

A further point for consideration is economic growth. The 2014 OAN report makes no uplift for economic growth but does note in
paragraph 7.67 that;

‘...Sefton Council will need to consider Sefton’s economic role within the sub-region and whether there is a realistic prospect of
this changing through the application of policy. This is particularly the case in the light of the significant growth projected in the
economically inactive population, in particular those over the age of 85.’

The 2014 OAN report further notes that Sefton is not pursuing a ‘jobs-led’ plan but that stabilisation or increasing the workforce
would require an increase in the housing requirement. Albeit this statement is made in recognition of the complex relationships
between jobs growth and housing.

Whilst the HBF agree that the plan does not set any jobs targets, the plan clearly aspires to provide jobs and employment growth
as outlined within its vision and objectives. It is also notable that the LEP anticipates jobs growth within Sefton, it is therefore
considered inconsistent not to include an element of jobs growth within the assessment of housing needs.

The 2014 OAN report considers a number of jobs growth scenarios. All, with the exception of the scenario | (Past trends in jobs
growth), which would lead to a decline in population and workforce, suggest a housing requirement greater than the current
proposals of 615dpa. Whilst the HBF considers the 1,122dpa requirement identified in scenario E (Sefton Experian) to be unlikely
to be achieved other jobs-led scenarios, including the LEP scenarios F (686dpa) and scenario G LEP ‘policy on’ (873dpa) are
considered realistic.

Housing requirement conclusions

The HBF considers that a housing requirement which achieves jobs growth consistent with the range provided by the LEP scenarios
(F and G) to be a realistic. This level of housing supply would not only promote economic growth and job creation but would also
take account of the 2012 SNHP, past under-delivery and go some way to meeting the affordability issues inherent within Sefton.
The HBF consider that this level of housing provision would accord with the NPPF requirements to boost significantly housing
supply and align the Council’s economic and housing strategies.

Stepped requirement

The plan identifies a stepped housing requirement is needed due to high level of demolitions early in the plan period and lead in
times on large sites. Whilst the HBF acknowledges that demolitions will undoubtedly have impacted upon delivery it is noted that
since the commencement of the plan period they have significantly reduced to 53 in 2012/13 and 11 in 2013/14 (2013-14 AMR) or
8% and 2% of the average annualised requirement respectively. The HBF do not consider this so significant that the plan
requirement should be reduced.

The HBF agree that there will be a lead in time for large sites. However, the Council is promoting a wide range of sites through the
plan which will assist in meeting the requirement within the earlier years. The fact that there are several larger sites is not
considered adequate justification to discount delivery early in the plan period. The HBF does not support a stepped housing
requirement and recommends a flat housing requirement.
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Summary of Suggested Changes

Evidence Submitted

Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy  MN1 Housing and employment requirement
Respondent No 712 Response Ref 2 Representor Name Andrew Pepper

Organisation Name Persimmon Homes
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The 2012 ONS sub-national populations projections (SNPP) are considered to significantly under-estimate net international
migration to the UK over the 25 year period 2012 - 2037. This directly affects the 2012 CLG household projections. The household
projections for Sefton should therefore be considered conservative in nature.

The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) states “Household projections published by the CLG should provide the starting point
estimate of overall housing need.”

The 2012-based detailed household headship rate have not yet been published. Although they are expected to show some return
to the long - term pre-recession trends of the 2008-based projections, they will incorporate suppression in household formation,
particularly in younger age groups, created by the severe recession experienced between 2008 and 2013. It is not expected that
the CLG 2012-based headship rates will show the same low level of suppression, however the recession will have contributed to
them being suppressed in some part.

The constrained CLG 2012-based household projections would not therefore be a prudent basis from which to set a housing target
in Local Plan preparation, as it would not be considered to be ‘positively prepared’ in the context of the National Planning Policy
Framework (paragraph 182) or to ‘significantly boost’ housing supply.

Notwithstanding the caution which should be applied to them, the 2012-based CLG household projection shows growth of 580
households per annum in Sefton, 2012-2030. Application of vacancy rates (4.59%) would result in a dwelling requirement of 606
dwellings per annum. However, Annual growth of 606 dwellings would result in a declining working age population.

The Council's NLP ‘Headroom’ report also suggests an uplift of approximately 50 dwellings per annum to alleviate worsening
market signals. Its assessment of economic-led growth indicates a requirement for 800 dwellings per annum just to ensure that
there is no decline in jobs over the Plan period. To meet job growth forecasts the figure could be in excess of 1,100 dwellings per
annum. These two figures could potentially increase once the new CLG 2012-based detailed headship rates (not yet released) are
applied.

From an analysis of the latest publicly available information, official ONS and CLG projections, and the Council’s evidence base, it is
therefore considered that OAN for Sefton is a minimum of 800 dwellings per annum, however to meet forecast job growth in full
the evidence of the NLP report suggests approximately 1, 100 dwellings per annum.

Summary of Suggested Changes

Persimmon considers that the objectively assessed need must be a minimum of 800 dwellings per annum.

Evidence Submitted
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Chapter 6 Plan Order Policy MN1 Other Documents
Policy MN1 Housing and employment requirement

Respondent No 715 Response Ref 6 Representor Name

Organisation Name Countryside Properties (UK) Ltd and Persimmon Homes Lancashire
Obj/Sup/Com Objection

Summary of Main Issues

The housing requirement of 11,070 net additional dwellings over the plan period 2012-2030 is unsound for the reasons set out in
Section 2 of this report. Persimmon and Countryside consider that the objectively assessed need must be a minimum of 800
dwellings per annum.

The housing requirement is not based on the most up-to-date or robust evidence base and would not help to meet the economic
growth aspirations of the Local Plan. Persimmon and Countryside consider that the housing requirem