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Parkside Action Group (PAG): Respondent 268

‘Established by and for the local communities of Newton-le-Willows, Winwick, Golborne, Lowton and Croft, to promote reasonable and effective use of the former Parkside Colliery site and surrounding area, to oppose inappropriate development and to enhance quality of life in the communities’

Matter 3A: Economic Development

Sub-Matter (iii)

On what basis have the broad locations for regionally significant economic development in Table 8.1 been selected and are the locations sustainable?  Do they reflect the regional spatial framework and sub-regional policy framework in the draft RSS?  How do they reflect and reinforce the spatial distribution of economic growth, regeneration priorities and the broad housing locations, and what are the transport implications?
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1. Documents

To assist the Panel, we are submitting five documents:

Findings of St Helens UDP Modifications inquiry, 1997, re Parkside [SLD/PAG/1];

Secretary of State’s decision, 2002, re J22 MSAs, with report extracts [SLD/PAG/2];

SRA’s SRFI Policy, 2004, with Dft letter dated October 2005 [SLD/PAG/3];

West Midlands RLS Final Report, 2005 [SLD/PAG/4];

FTA & RFG Forecasts of future demand for rail freight, 2005 [SLD/PAG/5].

The first confirms the continuing Green Belt status of the largely ‘greenfield’ Parkside ‘site’.  The second refers to Railtrack’s embryonic 116-hectare scheme.

The third explains the potential for IMRFTs to be piggybacked by non-rail based activities.  Even so, the SRFI examples shown do not identify any recent terminals squeezed in among substantial settlements.

The fourth epitomises the study we believe should have been undertaken, to examine whether locations like Parkside are needed for freight development and to establish better site selection criteria.  Objections 498 (RT5) and 556 (RT5), from diverse sources, show that we are not alone in finding the RFS [CD TRA14] inadequate.

The fifth illustrates the kind of forward-looking information that is lacking in the RSS Technical Appendix.

2. Rail freight

PAG appreciates that the Panel is concerned with regional spatial principles, not sites.  Yet, as it happens, it is difficult to escape the fact that everybody knows, or thinks they know, where the ‘Former Parkside Colliery’ site is, or, if not, how derelict it is.  There is also a wealth of information which bears on the sensitivity of the location.

Not least, we have had the advantage of workbench testing undertaken through Railtrack’s scheme, now moribund, and subsequent endeavours by Astral, publicised in 2005 and 2006, on a rather larger (SRFI) scale.

Our conclusion is that retention of Parkside as a favoured location would be unsafe, though we have sought to concentrate our attention on the viability of the 107-hectare site referenced by the NWDA in their 2005 SRS AMR [CD REG7].

This equates broadly to the original NCB ownership and the area subject of Railtrack’s interest.  (Differences are accounted for by the Listed Newton Park Farm complex and external road connections.)

Official statistics show 107 hectares represents just 0.36% of the Merseyside Green Belt and ‘only’ 1.20% of the St Helens sector, but 12% of the area around Newton-le-Willows [CD ME4a, page 187].

However, if the Panel adopts the 200-hectare rule of thumb canvassed by Mr Hurley, this series obviously understates the position: the comparators are 0.68%, 2.25% and 22.88%.  (Astral’s land-take, 272 hectares, actually affects an area equivalent to over 31% of Newton’s Green Belt.)

At the general level, we believe that it is inappropriate for intermodal facilities, which are infrastructure projects in the first instance, should be muddled up with other employment sites, irrespective of controversies over numbers of jobs.  This is amply illustrated by the case of Basford, which is presented differently to the four locations in LCR/MCR, and has attracted a number of parallel objections, such as 385 (RT5), 426 (W2, RT5) and 505 (W2).

It is perhaps part of the same confusion which has resulted in ‘designation’ of LCR/MCR locations and, simultaneously, giving them immunity from the requirement to satisfy the tests set out at RT5.1.

In the case of Parkside, one is looking at failures in respect of the sequential test in DP1, Green Belt and much else as well.  The SA itself appears to have missed the significance of a whole series of large bites out of the countryside.  The losses simply have not been quantified.  (Page 43 and Appendix B of the RES [CD ECO14] are actually more forthcoming.)

Indeed, the disjunction with RDF5 and MCR5 (for all its ambiguity) is such that one could be forgiven for thinking that the ‘exceptional substantial strategic change’ canvassed in RDF5 is what is being insinuated now.

SRA advice [SLD/PAG/3] is that intermodal interchanges range up to 30 hectares and non-strategic interchanges up to 250 hectares.  Their characteristics are also widely varying.  The RSS particularly needs to clarify whether ‘intermodal freight terminal’ embraces SRFIs, in the range all the way up to 400 hectares.  It should also more carefully distinguish bulk traffic, rail’s core business, as the SRA does [SLD/PAG/3, 1.8, 2.9, 2.11, 6.2, Appendix B].

As part of the process, present capacity and its distribution should be set down, forecast demand should be properly quantified, shortfalls should be identified (by location) and proposed new capacity should be put forward, together with land-take requirements and options (including reference to ‘brownfield’, ‘greenfield’ and Green Belt implications).

Whilst PAG accepts that the RSS is policy-led, past expectations of growth in general freight and the proportions handled by rail have fallen so far short that caution is required.  On one hand, Channel Tunnel usage has not fulfilled its potential, and is actually falling back.  On the other, the Manchester Ship Canal offers a ‘smarter’ solution for maritime containers.  Over-provision, in the short term, could actually hurt the cause which the RSS is seeking to promote [SLD/PAG/e, 6.14].

3. Parkside’s history

Permission for development was granted exactly fifty years ago (5th October).  Later decisions concerned tipping and coal stocking.

Production did not start until the early 1960s, by which time Lancashire had submitted proposals to establish a Merseyside and South-East Lancashire Green Belt defined by, and to the east of, the WCML cutting.

The Green Belt, eventually formalised in 1982 [sic], the M6 and the quality of the residual agricultural land at Newton Park, between them, constrained the pithead area.  As the UDP Modifications plan [Map] shows, the despoiled area was limited to just 34 hectares, including the railhead from the CML, to the north.

The tipped area alongside the motorway has since been restored and therefore counts as ‘greenfield’, along with most of the area bounded by Oswalds Brook, the A49, WCML and CML, known as Parkside to the NWDA [CD REG7].

4. Location [Diagram, Annexe]

The genesis of the Parkside IMRFT lies in the Merseyside Freight Study (2000), one of the building blocks referred to in the NW RFS [CD TRA14] and the basis of Merseyside’s LTP1.

This had the ambition to provide a new sectioning facility for trains astride the CML, to relieve Crewe and Arpley and assemble trains for onward routeing to the Humber, NE and Scotland.  Railtrack had a new track configuration in mind to support this.  However, even Parkside’s progenitors noted the complexity of the junction arrangements and lack of room to accommodate full-length trains.

The RSS says nothing about such shortcomings (the NWDA is unaware to the point of being gung-ho) and, on the other, it makes no provision to ensure that the special function originally envisaged, the only one that could possibly justify an outlying location, is protected.

Astral’s scheme provides for negligible sectioning and just one train a day on the CML.  A related straw in the wind is objection 639 (RT5), concerning loading gauge improvements.  As it is common ground that pathways are hard to come by [SLD/PAG/3, 6.13], is this the proper way to be proceeding?

The SRFI concept advocates throwing up warehouses to further railway development, for seductive reasons we can all sympathise with.  However, unless kept in hand, it will prove a Trojan horse, or contemporary equivalent, in the NWRA’s back yard [SLD/PAG/3, 4.5].

Locating warehouse activity at the crossroads shown on the Key Diagram may appear superficially logical.  However, it could be bad transport economics (and so bad environmental science), as well as prejudicial to other major strategic considerations.

Reference to the three relevant UDPs [CDs ME4a, ME6, GM11a] shows that Parkside is at the meeting point of three historic Green Belts.  Development of 100 or more hectares would present a profound incursion, compromising the settlements of Newton-le-Willows, Golborne, Lowton, Lane Head, Kenyon, Croft, Winwick, Winwick and Burtonwood.

Already, in the last twenty years, considerable housebuilding has occurred, including redevelopment of commercial and institutional premises along the A49.  Older dwellings also exist along both the A49 and A572, some effectively within the Parkside perimeter [Annexe]. 

Hermitage Green is, by modern standards, a hamlet with outliers.  Winwick, however, has grown northwards (a UDP process anomaly) and by consolidation, quite apart from the Annex C redevelopment of the hospital.

The only relatively large tracts of open countryside remaining lie between Winwick and Burtonwood and east of the M6.

5. Limitations [Diagram]

Because published descriptions exaggerate the extent of ‘brownfield’ land at Parkside, they conceal the significance of potential ‘greenfield’ loss when development is scaled up.

The road and access issues are generally skated over or misrepresented.  One background document even describes the site as already linked to the motorway by dual carriageway (the A49?).

The point of access for rail, on the CML, is some 3.6 kilometres from Winwick Junction, on the WCML, where the four tracks split – even as the crow flies.  The diversion is through the residential heart of Earlestown and Newton-le-Willows, which mostly lie in a basin below Parkside and the railway.  The running distance is some 4.2 kilometres; at Earlestown there is a 15 mph restriction.

Golborne Junction is 1 kilometre away.  However, as all movements to and from the north require a locomotive to run round, effectively it is about 2 kilometres distant.  Parkside is, in fact, ‘directly inaccessible’ from the WCML.

With the honourable exception of Mike Garratt [SLD/PAG/4, pages 30-31, 38, 39-41], there is a curious reluctance to talk about the implications of putting intermodal depots near houses.

The SRA’s 2001 Freight Strategy document, page 26, says they should ‘ideally not [be] adjacent to housing’.  Yet, the RFS [CD TRA14], page 28, simply bristles at the threat of operational restrictions: not surprisingly, this has fed through into the rather mealy-mouthed wording of Appendix RT5.1.

One also has to search the 2004 SRFI document carefully to find qualified reservations about neighbouring uses ‘such as residential’ [SLD/PAG/3, 4.24, 7.8, 7.11, 7.27].  However, as already illustrated, with or without mounding (which affects openness), Parkside clearly fails any reasonable proximity test.

6. The Parkside Action Group

PAG was inaugurated early in 2006, to provide a campaigning focus for residents’ groups and representative bodies with which it maintains informal links.  In part, this reflects the burgeoning scope, and prospective land-take, of Astral’s project.

They have leapfrogged the M6 as far as the present Junction 22.  And the steady shift in thinking away from using the A49 Colliery access, to substantial dependence on a new link to J22, has now culminated in proposals to move the intersection itself, to provide all but direct access to the motorway.

The original Freight Study was quite open about the inevitability of extra traffic on local roads.  Astral continue to grapple with the problem.  Understandably, Warrington have expressed reservations (622, RT5).  The 
West Midlands RLS [SLD/PAG/4, pages 30, 36-37, 39-40] also refers.

PAG holds regular open meetings, at monthly intervals, together with ad hoc public meetings.  It has more recently been establishing a personal membership base, which – pending concrete proposals – stands at about 200.  Even so, of 313 representations logged in respect of Table 8.1, by 42% of the 737 respondents to the RSS, 285 (39%) are outright objections to Parkside.

A ‘mass response’ format, or formats, is open to being belittled as ‘got up’.  However, the objectors include the new Leader of St Helens (293) and 3 Wigan Councillors (240, 242, 704); 5 Parish Councils or equivalent (300, 310, 344, 386 and ,via RT5, 727); and various established community/commercial organisations (30, 286, 390, 485, 627/705).

We also invite attention to sample representations made by individuals: 90, 196-7 (Mr & Mrs John Prescott), 502 (a hint of wildlife), 513*, 529* and 666* [* authors included below], together with the general and particular reservations entered by various corporate bodies such as 556 and, not already referred to, 583 and 584.

We rely upon, but do not have the luxury of being able to repeat, what is already stated there.

Brendan Page*, Andrew Stockton*, Dave Tyas, Glyn Andrew, Ray Bent, Peter Sargeant*, for PAG 

Annexe to Statement

Objection 268: clarifications

In paragraph 1, ‘RT5.1’ should read ‘RT5’.  It is accepted that ‘Parkside Colliery’ is not named, as such.  The identification arises from reading between the lines from the description given in Table 8.1.

‘6.2’ refers to page 189 of CD ME4a; and ‘foot print’ is common parlance for the area of the former Parkside Colliery there referred to, not the PPG3 Annex C usage.

The FTA/RFG publication, referred to at 2, has since been submitted to the EIP Library, as SLD/PAG/5.

The quotation from near the top of the second page is a ‘for instance’ – not an actual passage from the RSS.  RSS paragraph 5.55 actually refers to ‘local stopping markets.’

Unexplained non-RSS acronyms (in order of first appearance)

MSA – Motorway Service Area; SRA – Strategic Rail Authority; SRFI – Strategic Rail Freight Interchange; DfT – Department for Transport; RLS – Regional Logistics Study; FTA – Freight Transport Association; RFG – Rail Freight Group; IMRFT – Intermodal Rail Freight Terminal; RFS – NW Regional Freight Strategy [CD TRA14]; SRS – Strategic Regional Sites; AMR – Annual Monitoring Report; WCML – West Coast Main Line; CML – Chat Moss Line/Liverpool-Manchester Line/Trans-Pennine Line.

Dwellings: Parkside’s immediate zone of influence [Diagram] 

Dwellings within approximately 300 metres of the perimeter have been counted by a combination of site inspection, map scrutiny (Hermitage Green) and study of the 2005 Electoral Roll (Newton-le-Willows).

The main residential area is defined by the A49 and A572 corridors, south of their intersection, without Mere Road or the few dwellings on Southworth Road east of the M6. A data sheet can be made available to show the totals for the roads included.  (The residential school has not been included.)

The count demonstrates that, including Hermitage Green, some 840 units are within the primary zone, of which some 339 (40%) have been constructed in the last twenty years, only one third as a consequence of zoning.  The normally resident population can hardly be less than about 2,000.

Credits
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