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1.0	INTRODUCTION

1.1.1 This representation is made of behalf of Urenco UK Ltd (‘UUK’), in relation to the Regulation 18 Local Plan Issues and Options 2025 (‘Reg 18 Plan’) consultation, that is being undertaken between 4 July – 29 August 2025.
1.1.2 UUK has previously provided representations to Cheshire West and Chester (‘CWAC’) for the Local Plan Parts 1 and 2 in 2013 and 2014 respectively.1 The intention of those representations was to request that CWAC entirely remove UUK’s Capenhurst Complex (‘the Complex’) from the Green Belt. The request was refused and CWAC resolved to allocate the Complex as a commercial site in the Green Belt through Policy GBC1.E of the CWAC Local Plan Part 2.
1.1.3 However, the publication of the updated National Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF’) in December 20242, and the revised Green Belt section of the Planning Practice Guidance (‘PPG’) in February 20253, has fundamentally changed Green Belt policy since UUK made the aforementioned representations. If anything, these recent changes to national Green Belt policy serve to strengthen UUK’s position, in that the continued inclusion of the Complex within the Green Belt cannot be justified.











[bookmark: _bookmark0]1 Representor: 0441, Limehouse ID: 787146
[bookmark: _bookmark1]2  https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
[bookmark: _bookmark2]3 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/green-belt

1


1.1.4 In light of the above, this representation has the same objective as those previously provided by UUK, which is to entirely remove the Complex from the Green Belt. While this representation focuses solely on Green Belt policy consideration in the Reg 18 Plan, UUK reserves the right to provide comments on other policy topics in subsequent consultations stages of the CWAC Local Plan.
1.1.5 The remainder of this representation contains:

· UUK’s future development aspirations at the Complex.

· The current development plan position on development in the Green Belt and
the Complex’s allocation in this document.

· A response to CWAC’s suggested policy approaches set out in the Reg 18 Plan and supplementary topic questions relevant to UUK.
· A summary of a grey belt assessment of the Complex previously undertaken by Axis.
· Suggested site-specific wording, in the context of the draft Ellesmere Port policy, to inform / assist in future stages of the Plan-making process, and to guide future development in and around the Urenco Complex; and
· Some concise conclusions.
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2.0	COMPANY BACKGROUND

2.1.1  UUK is an independent, global energy and technology group operating from facilities in the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, Germany and the USA. Its focus is on providing safe, cost-effective and reliable uranium enrichment services for civil power generation within a framework of environmental, social and corporate responsibility. Its goal is to further increase worldwide market share so as to become the leading supplier in the extended global enrichment market.


3.0	SITE CONTEXT

3.1.1 The UUK Complex is located in Capenhurst, approximately 6 km south-west of Ellesmere Port and 10 km north-west of Chester. It lies immediately north of Capenhurst village and comprises circa 100 hectares of land characterised by significantly sized commercial and industrial buildings and associated activity, surrounded by 4 m high security fencing.
3.1.2 The Complex is licensed under the Nuclear Installations Act 1965 as a Nuclear Licensed Site (‘NLS’) and thus regulated by the Office of Nuclear Regulation (ONR). The Complex is also licenced as a Control of Major Accident Hazards (‘COMAH’) site under the COMAH Regulations 2015. As such, the Complex is not accessible to the general public.
3.1.3 The Capenhurst Technology Park, also owned by UUK, is located to the southern area of the Complex, and contains several businesses including scientific engineering and research related to the nuclear fuel industry.
3.1.4 UUK directly employs approximately 1,000 people, is a recognised major employer in the Chester District, and the primary employer within the Mollington Ward area. The company has a long record of open and honest involvement with these communities and is continually seeking ways to advance communications with local people and enhance the benefits they gain from the site’s presence. UUK contributes to the overall well-being of the community by way of financial contributions and the voluntary efforts of staff focussing on three key areas: education, healthy living and the environment.
3.1.5 At present, the main operation undertaken by UUK at Capenhurst is the isotopic enrichment of uranium for use in civil nuclear fuel production. A by-product of the uranium enrichment process is depleted uranium hexafluoride UF6, also known as Tails.
3.1.6 Over the years, the Complex has been subject to considerable redevelopment, the most significant being the Tails Management Facility, the construction of which was completed recently.


4.0	FUTURE DEVELOPMENT AT THE COMPLEX

4.1.1 UUK has ambitious short- to medium-term development aspirations for its Capenhurst site which primarily include the construction of an advanced fuels facility to produce High Assay Low Enriched Uranium (‘HALEU’) for small modular reactors (‘SMRs’) and advanced modular reactors (‘AMRs’).
4.1.2 This development, supported by a £196m co-investment with the UK Government, aims to boost the UK's nuclear fuel supply chain and support the deployment of next-generation nuclear reactors. The facility is planned to be operational by the early 2030s and is expected to create around 400 highly skilled jobs.


5.0	DEVELOPMENT PLAN POLICIES

5.1.1  This section sets out the relevant extant development plan policies Policy STRAT 9 (Green Belt and Countryside) and Policy GBC1 (Commercial Sites in the Green Belt), for ease of reference.
5.2 Cheshire West and Chester Local Plan (Part One) Strategic Policies

5.2.1 Policy STRAT 9 applies to development within the Green Belt and states that:

“The intrinsic character and beauty of the Cheshire countryside will be protected by restricting development to that which requires a countryside location and cannot be accommodated within identified settlements.
Within the countryside the following types of development will be permitted;

· Development that has an operational need for a countryside location such as for agricultural or forestry operations.
· Replacement buildings.
· Small scale and low impact rural / farm diversification schemes appropriate to the site, location and setting of the area.
· The reuse of existing rural buildings, particularly for economic purposes, where buildings are of permanent construction and can be reused without major reconstruction.
· The expansion of existing buildings to facilitate the growth of established businesses proportionate to the nature and scale of the site and its setting.
Development must be of an appropriate scale and design to not harm the character of the countryside.
The general extent of the North Cheshire Green Belt will be maintained. Policy 'STRAT 3 Chester' sets out the proposed release of Green Belt to meet the development needs of Chester. In settlements and areas of the countryside that are within the Green Belt, additional restrictions will apply to development in line with the National Planning Policy Framework.”.


5.3 Cheshire West and Chester Local Plan (Part Two) Land Allocations and Detailed Policies (adopted July 2019)
5.3.1 Policy GBC1 states the following:

“Large scale existing commercial and employment sites located within the Green Belt are identified on the policies map, where the principle of development for the following uses will be supported:
A. Chester Zoo - zoological purposes
B. Countess of Chester Health Park - medical and associated purposes
C. Dale Barracks, Chester - military use
D. Chester Business Park - use class B1a offices
E. Urenco, Capenhurst - uranium enrichment and other related activities, scientific and engineering research covered by use classes B1, B2 or B8
Development proposals within the areas defined on the policies map, that are either in the form of limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed sites, will be supported in line with Local Plan (Part One) Policy STRAT 9 where:
1. there is no greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt and the purpose of including land within it than the existing development; and
2. no open storage will be permitted unless such storage is screened by buildings or landscaping so that it is not visible from outside the site.
Proposals must include landscaping with particular attention paid to the boundaries of the site as defined on the policies map, any road and railway frontages and the boundaries of the individual plots within the site.
Any proposals for development should also be in line with GBC 1.A to GBC 1.E.”

5.3.2 With regards to the Complex, Policy GBC1.E (Urenco Capenhurst) sets out further criteria for the development of sites within the defined boundary in the Proposals Map:


“Development proposals in connection with the use of the site for uranium enrichment and related activities, the decommissioning of redundant facilities, scientific and engineering research covered by use classes B1, B2 or B8, will be supported where they are in line with Local Plan (Part Two) policy GBC 1, and all the following are met where relevant:
1. it allows for operational improvements in connection with the primary use of the site;
2. it takes account of the cumulative impact of other planned development within the site;
3. it considers and mitigates the type and degree of hazardous risks in line with Local Plan (Part Two) policies DM 33 and DM 34;
4. compliance with national and international standards and best practice for the environment, safety and security;
5. the Transport / Highways impacts can be satisfactorily accommodated on the surrounding road network;
6. car parking can be satisfactorily accommodated within the site, having regard to the Council's parking standards;
7. the visual and amenity impacts of the proposed development (lighting, noise)
are minimised.”


6.0	LOCAL PLAN ISSUES AND OPTIONS

6.1.1	This section sets out UUK’s responses to suggested policy approaches (‘SPA’) SS
5 (Spatial Strategy Options), GB 1 (Green Belt and Countryside) and EP 1 (Ellesmere Port), alongside their topic specific questions.
6.2 Response to Suggested Policy Approach SS 5

6.2.1 This section sets out three spatial strategy options that are summarised in suggested SPA SS 5 on page 28 of the Reg 18 Plan, alongside answers to relevant topic questions SS 9; SS 10; SS 11; SS 12; SS 14; SS 15; SS 16; SS 17; SS 18 and SS
19.

6.2.2 For ease of reference, the full text of the Reg 18 SPAs can be found in Appendix A
of this representation.

Relevant Text

6.2.3 The section of SPA SS 5 that is relevant to UUK’s response is set out below:

“To be clear, no decisions have yet been taken about where development might be located. This is a consultation to hear your views about where the new homes and employment land we need to provide for, should be located. Further technical work to assess the suitability and appropriateness of locations and sites will be necessary to determine the most suitable spatial strategy.
The three initial options for growth that we have identified are as follows:

· Option A – Retain the Green Belt

· Option B – Follow current Local Plan level and distribution of development

· Option C – Sustainable transport corridors”

6.2.4 Options A, B and C are set out in full in Appendix A of this representation, for ease of reference.


Key Topic Questions

6.2.5 UUK has elected to respond to the following key topic questions listed below:

i) Questions SS 9 – Have circumstances changed since the adoption of the Local Plan (Part One), that would now justify Green Belt release?
ii) Question SS 10 – Are there any other considerations that we should take account of in relation to future Green Belt policy?
iii) Question SS 11 – Please select the option which is the most appropriate spatial strategy for Cheshire West and Chester:
a. Option A - Retain the Green Belt
b. Option B - Follow current Local Plan level and distribution of development
c. Option C - Sustainable transport corridors
d. None of these
iv) Question SS 12 – Do you have any alternative spatial strategy options that you would like to suggest?
v) Question SS 14 – Do you feel that Option A is an appropriate spatial strategy for the new Local Plan?
vi) Question SS 15 – If you do not feel that Option A is an appropriate spatial strategy option, are there any changes that you could suggest?
vii) Question SS 16 – Do you feel that Option B is an appropriate spatial strategy for the new Local Plan?
viii) Question SS 17 – If you do not feel that Option B is an appropriate spatial strategy option, are there any changes that you could suggest?
ix) Question SS 18 – Do you feel that Option C is an appropriate spatial strategy for the new Local Plan?
x) Question SS 19 – If you do not feel that Option C is an appropriate spatial strategy option, are there any changes that you could suggest?


Response to Topic Question SS 9

6.2.6 The introduction of ‘grey belt’ in the updated NPPF in December 20244, and the updated green belt section of the PPG in February 2025, marks a fundamental change to Green Belt policy since the CWAC Local Plan Parts 1 and 2 were adopted. Therefore, it is UUK’s view that the circumstances have changed by a degree significant enough to justify the release of its Capenhurst Complex from the Green Belt.
Response to Topic Question SS 10

6.2.7 For plan making, CWAC’s future Green Belt policy must consider paragraph 147 of the NPPF regarding whether exceptional circumstances exist to justify changes to the Green Belt. If it is necessary to release Green Belt land, paragraph 148 of the NPPF sets out that plans should give priority to previously developed land, then consider grey belt which is not previously developed, and then other Green Belt locations.
6.2.8 For decision taking, future Green Belt policy must be consistent with paragraph 155 of the NPPF, which would allow land to be classified as grey belt outside of the plan making process.
Response to Topic Question SS 11

6.2.9 As currently drafted, UUK does not consider any of these spatial strategies to be appropriate5. Further details are set out in the questions for these strategies in the joint response to topic questions SS 12; SS 14; SS 15; SS 16; SS 17; SS 18, and
SS 19).
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Response to Topic Questions SS 14 and SS 15

6.2.10 UUK does not consider that the Option A strategy (Retain the Green Belt)6 is appropriate, for the reasons set out in the response to topic question SS 9. As the principle of this strategy cannot be supported, no further changes are proposed. As such, Option A strategy should be discounted from further consideration in preparation of this CWAC Local Plan.
Response to Topic Questions SS 12, SS 16, SS 17, SS 18 and SS 19

6.2.11 UUK’s responses to the above topic questions are interlinked, so these have been answered in single response below.
6.2.12 The Complex is in a sustainable location, being adjacent to Ellesmere Port and located adjacent to an existing train station (Capenhurst). Therefore, a local plan strategy that combines Option B and Option C would more closely align with UUK’s development ambitions.
6.2.13 If the Council was to remove the Complex from the Green Belt, the agreed option must ensure the Complex is not referenced as a commercial site in the Green Belt.
6.3 Response to Suggested Policy Approach EP 1

6.3.1 This section sets out SPA EP 1, as presented in page 98 (of the Reg 18 Plan) and the response to key topic question EP 1, contained in page 99.
Relevant Text

6.3.2 Policy EP 1 (Ellesmere Port) expresses how development in Ellesmere Port has the potential to deliver substantial economic growth. This includes key allocations and policies that include the Complex, as set out below:
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“Urenco and Capenhurst Technology Park: located in the Green Belt, close to the Ellesmere Port settlement boundary. The chosen spatial strategy will determine whether Green Belt boundaries will be amended, it is proposed to retain a policy for the site to allow for a continuation of current uses and for operational improvements within the site.
The approach to the use, design and location of developments in proximity to hazardous installations or pipelines is set out in section 21 'Health and wellbeing'. In exceptional cases it may be necessary to strike a balance between the need for investment and regeneration within the existing urban area and the degree of risk involved.”
6.3.3 For clarity, the spatial strategies are set out in proposed policy approach SS 5, as identified in Section 3.0 of this representation.
Key Topic Questions

6.3.4 Questions EP 1 and EP 2 on Page 99 consider the policy approach EP 1. At this time, UUK only proposes to respond to Question EP 1, which asks:
“Do you agree with the suggested policy approach towards Ellesmere Port, as set
out in EP 1 'Ellesmere Port' above? If not, please suggest how it could be amended?”

6.3.5 UUK’s response to Question EP1 is set out below:

Response to Topic Question EP 1

6.3.6 As set out in Section 2.0 of these representations, UUK has ambitious short- to medium-term development aspirations for its Capenhurst site which primarily include the construction of an advanced fuels facility to produce High Assay Low Enriched Uranium (HALEU) for small modular reactors (SMRs) and advanced modular reactors (AMRs) – the first in Europe.


6.3.7 It is UUK’s strong preference for the safeguarding of individual future projects and general site operations that the available land surrounding the Complex is not allocated or granted permission for sensitive land-uses (i.e. residential). As set out above, the Complex is both a NLS and a COMAH Site and the Regulator (i.e. the ONR) seeks to limit both the potential for developments to pose external hazards to nuclear sites and the radiological consequences to members of the public in the event of a radiation emergency occurring on such sites7. In accordance with this advice, new development around the Complex which could interfere with detailed emergency planning or create external hazards should not be planned.
6.3.8 In light of the above, UUK would urge CWAC as it formulates new policy to give serious consideration to removing the Complex from the Green Belt in order to remove current and future persistent policy tension.
6.3.9 UUK would support the reference of the Complex in any future Ellesmere Port policy, provided this would not harm their future development aspirations but would reserve its right to respond to this policy at the Regulation 19 consultation, once such a policy has been articulated.
6.4 Response to Suggested Policy Approach GB 1

6.4.1 This section sets out the relevant part of SPA GB 1 and the response to key topic question GB 1, as set out in page 134 of the Reg 18 Plan.
Relevant Text

6.4.2 Suggested policy approach GB1 of the Reg 18 Plan proposes a policy relating to Green Belt and countryside. The Complex is in the Green Belt, so UUK has chosen to respond to the Green Belt element of SPA GB 1, which states:
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“Green Belt

The current Local Plan (Part One) policy STRAT 9 may need to be updated if required to set out the approach to grey belt and to reflect Green Belt review evidence (to be prepared) in terms of overall approach and to inset areas/washed over settlements.
The supporting text to Local Plan (Part One) policy STRAT 9 can be reduced as does not need to quote NPPF or to refer to future work in Local Plan (Part Two).
Delete Local Plan (Part Two) policy GBC 1 and cover the commercial sites listed in the policy within the Chester and Ellesmere Port policy sections of the plan, retaining policy requirements if relevant to the site.”
Key Topic Questions

6.4.3 Topic questions GB 1 – 5 set out various questions relating to suggested policy approach GB1 of the Reg 18 Plan. Topic question GB 1 is the most relevant to UUK, which asks:
“Do you agree with the suggested policy approach towards Green Belt and countryside, as set out in GB 1 'Green Belt and countryside' above? If not, please suggest how it could be amended.”
Response to Topic Question GB 1

6.4.4 The existing Local Plan policy STRAT 9 (Green Belt and Countryside) does need to be updated to reflect the incorporation of grey belt as a policy concept and the application of the ‘Appropriateness Test’ set out in Paragraph 155 of the NPPF.


6.4.5 Policy GBC1 of CWAC’s Local Plan (Part Two), policy aligns with the wording of Paragraph 154 g) of the NPPF 20238, as it requires new development to have: “no greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt and the purpose of including land within it than the existing development”. However, noting the changes to Paragraph 154 g) of the NPPF 2024, as set out above, the test contained within Policy GBC1 is now no longer consistent with the extant version of the NPPF.
6.4.6 As such, UUK agrees in principle to the deletion of Policies GBC1 and GBC1.E of the CWAC Local Plan (Part Two) and to instead enshrine the Complex under an Ellesmere Port policy, given the close relationship between the Complex and this settlement.
6.4.7 However, UUK considers the continued retention of the Complex in the Green Belt is counter-intuitive, as the site is characterised by extensively developed previously developed land that does not accord with the relevant purposes of including land within the Green Belt (i.e. criterion a), b) and d)) as set out in Paragraph 143 of the NPPF.
6.4.8 Furthermore, in terms of Footnote 7 of the NPPF, there would be no strong reasons to refuse or restrict development within the Complex on heritage and / or archaeological grounds, noting the quantum of development that already exists within the Complex and level of historic ground disturbance.
6.4.9 In light of the above, UUK considers that the Complex should be classified as grey belt land, and there is a strong case that new development in this location would comply with the Appropriateness Test. As such, future development within the Complex could be considered ‘not inappropriate’ development, in Green Belt policy terms.
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7.0	GREY BELT ASSESSMENT

7.1.1 Axis has undertaken a preliminary grey belt and Appropriate Test assessment of the Complex and the surrounding land under either UUK’s or the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority’s (‘NDA’) ownership.
7.1.2 This assessment comprehensively evidences the fact that the Complex falls within the newly introduced definition of ‘grey belt’. Notwithstanding this, for proposed development within the Complex to not be considered inappropriate development in the Green Belt, it must comply with the ‘Appropriateness Test’ as set out in Paragraph 155 of the NPPF. The outcome of the Complex Appropriateness Test is set out below.
Criterion a – “…would utilise grey belt land and would not fundamentally undermine the purposes of the remaining Green Belt across the area of the plan”.
7.1.3 Axis considers that the Complex does not strongly contribute to purposes a, b and d of the Green Belt as part of its grey belt assessment.
7.1.4 With regards to purpose c); as the Complex is previously developed land in the form of a major developed site, it does not safeguard the countryside from encroachment.
7.1.5 For purpose e); whilst not directly assisting in urban regeneration by the use of derelict and other urban land, the use of Permitted Development Land (‘PDL’) within the site, for a use not compatible with a major urban area, probably does support regeneration.
7.1.6 Given the above conclusions, it is considered that any development proposals within the Complex would not fundamentally undermine the Green Belt purposes.
Criterion b – “There is a demonstrable unmet need for the type of development proposed”
7.1.7 There is a demonstrable need for uranium enrichment and other nuclear research development due to:


i) Recent geopolitical events, particularly the conflict in Ukraine, that has highlighted the need for domestic energy generation for energy security.
ii) The Climate Change Act requires the UK to bring all greenhouse gas emissions to net zero by 2050.
iii) The Sixth Carbon Budget forecasts electricity demand to at least double from 2018 levels to meet the national net zero commitment by 2050. This would require the significant roll out of renewable and low carbon energy, the latter including nuclear power.
iv) The Government is committed to developing Small Modular Reactors (SMRs) and Advanced Modular Reactors (AMRs), which relies on the development of High-Assay Low-Enriched Uranium (HALEU) facilities that are proposed to be built by UUK, and are supported by co-investment with the UK Government.
7.1.8 On this basis, there is a strong case that the redevelopment of grey belt land within the Complex would comply with Criterion b.
Criterion c – “The development would be in a sustainable location…”.

7.1.9 The Complex can be accessed via multi-modal travel that incorporates sustainable non-car modes. As such, it is considered that the Complex is well located in encouraging trips via sustainable alternatives to the private car and is, thus, compliant with Paragraph 110 and 115 of the NPPF.
Criterion d – “…the development meets the ‘Golden Rules’ requirements…”.

7.1.10 This criterion only applies to residential development, so is not applicable in these circumstances.
Conclusion

7.1.11 It is concluded that the land within the Complex should be considered to constitute grey belt land and that development in this location would likely comply with the Appropriateness Test. As such, future development within the Complex could be considered ‘not inappropriate’ development, in Green Belt policy terms.


7.1.12 This grey belt and Appropriateness Test can be shared with CWAC officers, on request, to provide further support to the justification as to why the Complex should be removed from the Green Belt.


8.0	RECOMMENDED POLICY WORDING

8.1.1 As set out above, UUK consider the Complex should be incorporated in an Ellesmere Port policy, which is informed by the SPA EP1 as referenced above, but should be removed from the Green Belt.
8.1.2 In order to inform / assist in future stages of the Plan-making process, UUK would advocate that the draft Ellesmere Port policy should include the following wording relating to future development within and around the Complex:
“Proposals for development and redevelopment at the Urenco Capenhurst complex will be permitted within the area defined on the Proposals Map, provided that all of the following criteria are met:
i) it would comprise uranium enrichment, other related activities, or scientific engineering and research;
ii) it would not result in any significant increase in the overall height of buildings / structures on the site;
iii) it would protect the amenities of nearby residential areas;

iv) it would not result in increased traffic through Capenhurst village either during its construction or operational phase; and
v) it would comply with the other policies within the Plan.

Future development within Ellesmere Port in the vicinity of the Complex should be subject to consultation with the Office for Nuclear Regulation and must not impact on the operability and viability of detailed emergency planning arrangements at the Complex or pose external hazards to the site.”


9.0	CONCLUSIONS

9.1.1 The publication of the NPPF in 2024, alongside the updated PPG on Green Belt in 2025, has fundamentally changed Green Belt policy since CWAC Local Plan Parts 1 and 2 were adopted. On this basis and given the Complex demonstrably meets the tests of grey belt land, the forthcoming CWAC Local Plan must consider removal of the Complex from the Green Belt.
9.1.2 The Complex is considered to be grey belt and there is a strong case that future development within this location meets the Appropriateness Tests set out in Paragraph 155 of the NPPF.
9.1.3 The continued inclusion of the Complex in the Green Belt would significantly constrain UUK’s future growth ambitions, which have national significance given the co-investment with the UK Government.
9.1.4 As such, UUK urges CWAC to consider the following in drafting policies for the Regulation 19 Local Plan:
i) Policy GBC1 and GBC1.E are no longer consistent with the extant version of the NPPF and should be deleted.
ii) The Complex is removed from the Green Belt and, consequently, should no longer be considered as a commercial site in the Green Belt going forward.
iii) The Green Belt policy, which is to be informed by SPA GB1 of the Reg 18 Plan, no longer references Urenco or development at the Complex.
iv) Instead, UUK supports the inclusion of wording within the Ellesmere Port policy, which is to be informed by the SPA EP1 of the Reg 18 Plan, relating to the redevelopment and new development at the Complex.
9.1.5 UUK has drafted policy text within this representation for CWAC officers to consider in drafting the prospective Ellesmere Port policy. UUK would be happy to open dialogue with CWAC Officers to discuss:
i) Why the Complex can be considered grey belt and meets the Appropriateness Tests set out in Paragraph 155 of the NPPF.


ii) The draft wording for the proposed Ellesmere Port policy with regard to existing and future planned development at the Complex.

Appendix A – Full Wording of Suggested Policy Approaches
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SS 5
Spatial strategy options
We have devised three growth options for where development could be located, that would mean updating Local Plan (Part One) policy STRAT 2.
To be clear, no decisions have yet been taken about where development might be located. This is a consultation to hear your views about where the new homes and employment land we need to provide for, should be located. Further technical work to assess the suitability and appropriateness of locations and sites will be necessary to determine the most suitable spatial strategy.
The three initial options for growth that we have identified are as follows:
· Option A – Retain the Green Belt
· Option B – Follow current Local Plan level and distribution of development
· Option C – Sustainable transport corridors
These options are set out in more detail below. There is no right or wrong answer in respect of these options. Each option generates different impacts and has a range of pros and cons.
Each of the three alternatives is illustrative only – they indicate the possible pattern and scale of development which might be required and use a diagram base map to give a visual impression of where growth might take place but without identifying specific locations or sites for development.
All options are capable of accommodating at least 29,000 new homes and 149 hectares of employment land.
A place identified on the plan indicates a potential capacity across a range of different sites – and would not be necessarily delivered as a single site. It should not be assumed that places identified on the plan for ‘500-1,500 homes’, for example, are expected to accommodate as much as 1,500 (it could be significantly less).
Where an option indicates that the development of sites outside of a settlement might be necessary (possibly in the Green Belt and/or the countryside), some potential growth areas are identified in section 5.1 Potential growth areas below.
However, it must be noted that the examiner’s report(i) into the Local Plan (Part One) concluded that additional release of Green Belt land around Chester would have a significant adverse effect on the purposes of including land within the Green Belt including to the historic setting, and that the
amended Green Belt boundary proposed was capable of enduring and would not need to be altered at the end of the plan period (2030).
It is recognised there may be other options/approaches that could be taken and this consultation provides the opportunity for suggesting amendments to the options proposed or suggesting new options.



Option A (SS 5)
Retain the Green Belt
Green Belt covers about 42% of Cheshire West across the north of the borough surrounding Chester, Ellesmere Port, Neston and Parkgate, Helsby and Frodsham and the edges of Northwich, Tarvin,
Kelsall, and Cuddington and Sandiway. Not all countryside (greenfield land) in the borough is covered by Green Belt as identified on the map accompanying this option.
Government advice is that the Green Belt can only be altered in exceptional circumstances, so it is important to demonstrate that all other reasonable options for meeting needs have been fully
explored first, such as using brownfield sites in settlements, increased densities and assessing the potential for growth in neighbouring areas.
This approach therefore assumes that any new development areas are located outside the Green Belt. For housing development it includes:
· Major development in and to the south of Northwich of just over 5,000 homes.
· Significant urban extensions to the south/west of Winsford of more than 11,000 homes.
· Growth around places that are not located in the Green Belt, such as Tarporley, Tattenhall, Malpas and Farndon.
· More limited development to the south/east of Tarvin, Kelsall and Cuddington and Sandiway on sites that are not in the Green Belt.
For employment development it includes:
· Refurbishment and redevelopment of sites in existing employment areas, retaining key employment locations of: Origin, Ellesmere Port; Winsford Industrial Estate; Woodford Park; Gadbrook Park; Chester West/Sealand Industrial Estate.
· For new large scale industrial/warehousing provision, if this did not deliver enough sites for employment needs, then explore greenfield extensions not located in Green Belt. Indicative locations include: south/ west Gadbrook Park; north/east of Winsford Industrial Estate; west Woodford Park; and east of Protos.
· For office development, focus primarily on town centres or established business parks, including Gadbrook Park.
· Outside of the main settlements and market towns, potential for smaller scale employment or mixed use development, appropriate to the scale and function of the settlement, to meet local employment needs.
Potential growth areas for both housing and employment outside of these settlements are shown in section 5.1 Potential growth areas below.



Option B (SS 5)
Follow current Local Plan level and distribution of development
This approach follows the existing Local Plan strategy and settlement hierarchy set out in Local Plan (Part One) Policy STRAT 2, which locates most new development in, or on the edge of the main urban areas, and an appropriate level of new development focused on the smaller settlements which have adequate services and facilities and access to public transport.
A key difference between the Local Plan (Part One) and the new Local Plan is that there is a much more limited supply of previously developed land to accommodate new development, and unlike the last plan, larger areas of Green Belt and/or countryside are likely to be needed.
In developing this option, the government’s new housing target of 28,170 homes has been
distributed according to the relative proportions of the existing local plan housing requirement of 22,000 homes as set out in the Local Plan (Part One).
This option would need to ensure that peripheral development has good sustainable connectivity and design relating to existing built form. While a proportion of development can be accommodated within existing settlements, much of the new development under this option would need to be
located within the Green Belt and/or countryside. For housing development it includes:
· Large urban extensions around: Chester; Ellesmere Port; Northwich and Winsford.
· Total Green Belt release of sites to deliver 11,000 homes.
· Relatively limited development in Cuddington and Sandiway; Farndon; Frodsham; Helsby; Kelsall; Malpas; Neston and Parkgate; Tarporley; Tarvin; and Tattenhall of 3,000 homes in total.
· 2,500 homes across the rest of the rural area, including both Green Belt and non-Green Belt land.
For employment development it includes:
· Refurbishment and redevelopment of sites in existing employment areas, retaining key employment locations of: Origin, Ellesmere Port; Winsford Industrial Estate; Woodford Park; Gadbrook Park; Chester West/Sealand Industrial Estate; and commercial sites in the Green Belt at Urenco and Chester Business Park.
· For new large scale industrial/warehousing provision, if this did not deliver enough sites for employment needs, then explore greenfield extensions. Indicative locations include: south/west Gadbrook Park; north/east of Winsford Industrial Estate; west of Woodford Park; and east of Protos;. In the Green Belt, explore the potential around: Wincham; south of
Ellesmere Port; and north of Clayhill Industrial Estate, Neston.
· For office development, focus on primarily on town centres or established business parks, including: Chester Business Park and Gadbrook Park.
· Outside of the main settlements and market towns, the potential for smaller scale employment or mixed use development, appropriate to the scale and function of the settlement, to meet local employment needs.
Potential growth areas for both housing and employment outside of these settlements are shown in section 5.1 Potential growth areas below.



Option C (SS 5)
Sustainable transport corridors
This option would see new homes focused in and around settlements on the railway network, and on main bus route corridors (based on those routes with a bus service frequency of at least one per hour). Focusing development in locations currently well-served by trains and buses would maximise opportunities for sustainable travel choices and could support future improvements to services, frequency and hours.
In this scenario there would also be brownfield opportunities at all main urban areas including
locations where transport hubs could be improved such as at stations and smaller settlements with stations and/or bus connectivity, including long term aspirations for a new rail station at Gadbrook Park.
This approach could have a greater impact on the Green Belt if multiple developments took place
along corridors potentially adding to the impression of urban sprawl and the merging of settlements.
For housing development it includes:
· A more distributed pattern of development.
· More modest urban extensions around: Chester; Ellesmere Port; Northwich; and Winsford Smaller settlements with a rail station, such as: Cuddington and Sandiway; Helsby;
Frodsham; and Neston and Parkgate would take a bigger role in accommodating development.
· Total Green Belt release of sites to deliver more than 12,000 homes.
· Potential for further development in the rural area and in places along bus corridors including: Farndon; Malpas; Tarporley; Tarvin; and Tattenhall.
· Potential for an enhanced role around rural rail stations including: Acton Bridge; Capenhurst; Delamere; Elton; Hooton; Lostock Gralam; and Mouldsworth.
For employment development it includes;
· Refurbishment and redevelopment of sites in existing employment areas, retaining key employment locations of: Origin, Ellesmere Port; Winsford Industrial Estate; Gadbrook Park; and commercial sites in the Green Belt at Urenco, Capenhurst.
· For new large scale industrial/warehousing provision, if this did not deliver enough sites for employment needs, then explore greenfield extensions, particularly with multi-modal opportunities (port/rail) for freight, or locations close to existing or planned railway stations for passengers. Indicative locations include: Origin eastern employment area; south/west Gadbrook Park incorporating a new railway station; Wincham, Lostock Gralam; south/east of Winsford Industrial Estate; and north of Clayhill Industrial Estate, Neston.
· For office development, focus primarily on town centres or established business parks. This could include well connected sites such as: Chester Business Quarter; and Gadbrook Park subject to a new railway station south/west of Gadbrook Park.
· Outside of the main settlements and market towns, the potential for smaller scale
employment or mixed use development close to local railway stations, appropriate to the scale and function of the settlement, to meet local employment needs.
Potential growth areas for both housing and employment outside of these settlements are shown in section 5.1 Potential growth areas below



GB 1
Green Belt and countryside Countryside
The suggested approach includes the potential to add in other uses appropriate to countryside but will need to ensure the protection of the intrinsic character and beauty of the borough’s countryside.
In addition, it will need to ensure that the protection of rural character is picked up in any update to Local Plan (Part One) policy STRAT 9, or elsewhere, to incorporate elements of Local Plan (Part Two)
policies DM 1 and DM 19 (rural character/not urbanise) and that replacement buildings should be for the same use unless policy compliant.
The supporting text to Local Plan (Part One) policy STRAT 9 can be amended to delete reference to settlement boundaries and Local Plan (Part Two) as going forward the new Local Plan will be prepared as a single plan.
Green Belt
The current Local Plan (Part One) policy STRAT 9 may need to be updated if required to set out approach to grey belt and to reflect Green Belt review evidence (to be prepared) in terms of overall approach and to inset areas/washed over settlements.
The supporting text to Local Plan (Part One) policy STRAT 9 can be reduced as does not need to quote NPPF or to refer to future work in Local Plan (Part Two).
Delete Local Plan (Part Two) policy GBC 1 and cover the commercial sites listed in the policy within the Chester and Ellesmere Port policy sections of the plan, retaining policy requirements if relevant to the site.



EP 1
Ellesmere Port
Development in Ellesmere Port has the potential to deliver substantial economic growth, through continued and new investment in the Origin area, the reuse/redevelopment of vacant or redundant sites and the regeneration of the town centre. Further housing will be delivered to complement the settlement’s role as a key employment location and support the vitality of the town centre.
The new Local Plan will set out the level and location of new development and regeneration, economic growth, industrial decarbonisation and new housing will be priorities.
Key allocations / policies
Locations will be identified to deliver strategic development needs for new housing and employment development, linked to section 5 'Spatial strategy' of the Plan.
Ellesmere Port Origin is a strategic employment cluster with four distinct zones;
· Western Advanced Manufacturing Zone; Automotive and related industries, logistics and distribution (covering current Hooton Park Local Plan (Part Two) policy EP 4 and adjacent areas)
· Central industrial area; industrial and warehousing development (M53 corridor, includes New Bridge Road and Stanlow West in current Local Plan (Part One) policy ECON 1)
· Stanlow and Thornton; important for petrochemical and related industries, low carbon technology, research and development (Stanlow operational areas and Thornton Science Park, current Local Plan (Part Two) policies EP 4 and EP 5)
· Eastern Growth Zone; glass manufacturing, environmental and low-carbon technology, energy and waste resource recovery (Encirc, Protos current Local Plan (Part Two) policy EP 6, and former CF Fertilisers site excluding Green Belt and countryside locations)
Urenco and Capenhurst Technology Park: located in the Green Belt, close to the Ellesmere Port settlement boundary. The chosen spatial strategy will determine whether Green Belt boundaries will be amended, it is proposed to retain a policy for the site to allow for a continuation of current uses and for operational improvements within the site.
The approach to the use, design and location of developments in proximity to hazardous
installations or pipelines is set out in section 21 'Health and wellbeing'. In exceptional cases it may be necessary to strike a balance between the need for investment and regeneration within the
existing urban area and the degree of risk involved.
Transport and Infrastructure
Subject to TA 2 'Key local transport infrastructure priorities' the suggested policy approach will identify the key transport priorities for Ellesmere Port, which may include:
· Maximising opportunities for freight transport on the rail network or via the Manchester Ship Canal
· Encouraging new links to rail and waterway networks
· Supporting improved transport links (including pedestrian and cycle) between the town centre, the Waterfront, Stanlow and Rossfield Park



Appropriate provision should be made for access and parking in line with a review of parking standards and parking zones as set out in TA 1 'Transport and accessibility', where there is a concentration of services, increased sustainable transport options and lower levels of car ownership.
All developments will be required to support physical and landscape improvements to the gateways, corridors and green spaces within Ellesmere Port including along the M53/Shropshire Union Canal
Corridor.
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