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APPLICATION NO:  16/00333/COU 

LOCATION:  Lilycross Care Centre, Wilmere Lane, Widnes 

PROPOSAL: Proposed Change of Use from Care Home (Use Class 
C2) to Asylum Seeker Hostel (Sui Generis) to 
accommodate a maximum of 120 persons  
 

WARD: Farnworth 

PARISH: N/A 

AGENT(S) / 
APPLICANT(S): 

Mr Choudary, Lilycross Homes Limited   

DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
ALLOCATION: 
 
 

Halton Unitary Development Plan (2005)  
Green Belt  
Halton Core Strategy Local Plan  (2013) 
 

DEPARTURE  No 

REPRESENTATIONS: 774 objectors, 11 supporters, 2 petitions 

KEY ISSUES: Green Belt, fear of crime, unsustainable location, traffic 
and highway safety 
 

RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions 

SITE MAP  

 
 

 
1. APPLICATION SITE 
 
The Site and Surroundings 
 
Wilmere Care Centre is located at the junction of the A57 Warrington Road and 
B5419 Wilmere Lane. The site is approximately 0.8km east of Junction 7 of the M62, 
Rainhill Stoops is 1km to the north west, Sutton Manor is 1.2km to the north, and 
Widnes town centre 3.5 km to the south. 
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Planning History 
 
Since the existing building was constructed there have been no other planning 
applications at the site. 
 
Prior to the existing building being constructed the following planning applications 
were received and determined by the Local Planning Authority.  
 
06/00783/FUL (Approved March 2007) - Proposed demolition of existing care home 
and erection of replacement 2.5 storey care home with car parking and associated 
landscaping. 
 
05/00706/COU (Refused October 2005) - Proposed change of use from nursing 
home (class C2) to children’s day nursery (class D1). 
 
05/00190/COU (Approved April 2005) - Proposed change of use of ex-residential 
home to 9 No. flats. 
 
04/01103/FUL (Approved January 2005) - Proposed subdivision of existing 
residential home into 5 No. flats. 
 
04/00571/FUL (Refused August 2004) - Proposed ground floor and first floor 
extensions. 
 
2. THE APPLICATION 
 
Application Documentation 
 
The application has been submitted with the requisite planning application form, 
ownership certificate, agricultural holding certificate, plans and a planning statement. 
Post application documents have been placed on to the register. 
 
The Proposed Development 
 
Halton Borough Council, as the local planning authority, has received a planning 
application for change of use from Care Home (Use Class C2) to Asylum Seeker 
Hostel (Sui Generis) to accommodate a maximum of 120 persons. 
 
The description of development in the application did not include the word ‘Seeker’.  
The word has been added to improve the clarity of the description of development. 
 
If the application is granted Lilycross would be used for Initial Accommodation. The 
Council understands that this would mean:  
 
• It is temporary accommodation for asylum seekers (NOT Syrian refugees – this is 
part of a separate programme) 
 
• It is run by SERCO (or other operator) on behalf of the Home Office, NOT by 
councils (or indeed by the applicant) 
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• It is funded by Government not the Council 
 
• Maintenance is a matter for the owner and SERCO 
 
• Placements are organised by SERCO on behalf of the Home Office 
 
• Asylum seekers are accommodated there for about 1-4 weeks while they make 
their application for asylum and are allocated dispersed accommodation. 
 
• It can accommodate up to 120 asylum seekers at any given time, all ages, families 
and single people 
 
• It is not a long-stay facility so clientele will be constantly changing 
 
• It is not a secure facility 
 
• Food and health requirements are provided on site and funded by Government 
 
• Buses would be provided to move asylum seekers around (to interviews) 
 
At the end of their period in Initial Accommodation, asylum seekers leave, either to 
return home or be placed in ‘dispersed’ accommodation elsewhere in the UK whilst 
their asylum applications are determined. 
 
Asylum seekers in the Initial Accommodation centre would not be allowed to access: 
 
• The local health system (other than in emergencies) 
• Local schools/colleges 
• Local employment 
• Benefits. 
 
Definitions 
 
It may be helpful to set out some definitions in order that members better understand 
the use proposed. 
 
Asylum Seeker - The Refugee Council defines an asylum seeker as: 
 
“someone who has fled persecution in their homeland, has arrived in another 
country, made themselves known to the authorities and exercised the legal right to 
apply for asylum.” 
 
This means that: 
 
•Asylum seekers have applied to live in the UK because they fear persecution in their 
home country 
•The Home Office will consider their case, during which time they can stay in the 
country 
•An asylum seekers’ application may be refused or accepted 
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Asylum seekers can stay in the country whilst their application for asylum is being 
assessed. This may take several months. During this time they can't work, nor 
receive government benefits. 
 
An asylum seeker may have their application for asylum refused, in this case they 
must leave the UK. 
 
If their application for asylum is accepted, they become a refugee and may stay in 
the UK for 5 years. They will be able to seek work. 
 
Refugee - Under 1951 United Nations convention, a refugee is defined as:  
 
“a person who, owing to a well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, 
religion, nationality, membership of a particular social group, or political opinion, is 
outside the country of his nationality, and is unable to or, owing to such fears, is 
unwilling to avail himself of the protection of that country.” 
 
This means that: 
 
•A refugee has proven to the UK authorities that they would be at risk if returned to 
their home country or they are unable to seek protection in their home country 
•A refugee’s fear of persecution has to be well-founded, e.g. they have to have 
experienced the persecution personally or be likely to experience it personally if they 
return to their home country 
•A refugee has had their claim for asylum accepted by the Government  
 
A refugee is granted the right to remain in the UK for five years before their case is 
reassessed. 
 
Syrian Refugees – These are part of a separate programme. These individuals 
have already been granted refugee status and have Humanitarian Protection for 5 
years. Syrian refugees will NOT be accommodated in Initial Accommodation.  
 
Initial Accommodation – Means accommodation provided under section 98 of the 
Immigration and Asylum Act 1999 for Asylum Seekers, for Initial assessment for a 
period of about 1 to 4 weeks prior to provision / placement in dispersed 
accommodation. The Council’s general understanding of Initial Accommodation is 
set out above. 
 
Dispersed Accommodation – provided to asylum seekers, who do not have friends 
or family within the UK, until asylum claim is determined.  
 
COMPASS – In March 2012 the Home Office signed six contracts for the provision 
of accommodation and transportation of asylum seekers. Collectively, the provision 
of these services is known as ‘Commercial and Operating Managers Procuring 
Asylum Support’ or ‘COMPASS’.  In the north west the contract was awarded to 
SERCO. 
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3. CONSULTATION 
 
The proposal has been advertised by way of site notice, and 22 neighbouring 
properties have been consulted by way of letter. A number of statutory bodies have 
also been consulted, namely; 
 

 Environment Agency 

 Cheshire Fire Service 

 Cheshire Police Service 

 Highway Authority 

 St Helens Metropolitan Borough Council 
 
Consultee Responses 
 
The Environment Agency – “We have no objection in principle to the proposed 
development but would make the following comments; 
 
A permit to discharge secondary treated sewage and trade effluent from the sewage 
treatment plant at Wilmere House, Wilmere Lane, Widnes is currently issued to 
Lilycross Homes Ltd. 
 
The proposed new use will result in an increase of flows to the package treatment 
plant. The applicant must ensure the current package treatment plant has sufficient 
capacity to treat the increased flows to a suitable standard which will comply with the 
current permit conditions. If increased, flows could result in the current permit 
conditions being breached a permit variation may be required”. 
 
Cheshire Fire Service – “With reference to the recent Lilycross Homes Limited 
application for a proposed Asylum Hostel, Cheshire Fire & Rescue Service wish to 
highlight the positive benefits of sprinkler systems. The provision of effective 
sprinkler systems would reduce the impact of a fire with benefits to: 
 
• business continuity 
• sustainability 
• the environmental impact 
• the risk to fire fighters 
• the risk to occupants 
• the impact on the wider community 
 
In view of the significant losses incurred as a result of a fire, it is strongly 
recommended that sprinkler systems are installed as part of any plans to redevelop 
this site. The inclusion of sprinklers in the design may open up opportunities such as; 
 
• the potential for reduced insurance premiums 
• greater freedom of design at the planning stage 
• larger compartment sizes 
• reduced fire resistance requirements 
• Reduced constraints with regard to boundary distances 
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Please contact the Fire Protection Inspector for further advice should you consider 
installing sprinklers. 
 
Cheshire Fire & Rescue Service also wishes to stress the importance of fire safety, 
during the proposed construction works, at the development site. 
 
All those with a role for developing and managing construction sites should make 
early consideration of any fire safety requirements in order to minimise risk and 
ensure legal compliance. 
 
Any higher risk areas, such as multi-storey buildings and high risk building such as 
timber frame, should be given particular consideration. 
 
If Cheshire Fire & Rescue Service are notified of a site of this nature, they will be 
aware of the 'temporary risk'. They can then decide on whether the site requires 
initial or on going inspection through the life of the construction project in order to 
manage any emergency response. 
 
Cheshire Fire & Rescue Service is available to consult regarding matters relating to 
the project and would appreciate being kept abreast of progress. If you should 
require any further information or assistance please contact the Fire Protection 
Officer”. 
 
Cheshire Police: Raise no objections to the application. Their detailed response is 
set out in Appendix 1. 
 
Following a meeting with objectors Cheshire Police submitted a revised response. 
This is set out in Appendix 2. Clarification was sought on the differences between 
Appendix 1 and Appendix 2. Cheshire Police confirmed that the essential difference 
was that the Appendix 2 response included an acknowledgement of concerns raised 
by a small group of residents and a small business community. It also referenced the 
desire to seek a service level agreement with the Service Provider on a similar basis 
to the way that the Initial Accommodation scheme in Liverpool is operated. Cheshire 
Police confirmed that they would not be objecting to the proposed development even 
if the proposed Service Level Agreement did not come about or did not come about 
within the terms expressed. 
 
Highway Authority:  
 
“Layout/Highway Safety 
 
The application site is located on Wilmere Lane in the north of Widnes. As a previous 
care home it has an existing access and 24 space car park. The access functions 
safely and Police and HBC Transportation accident data support this.  
 
The applicant has indicated that there will be a staff parking requirement of 
approximately 15 vehicles. In addition there will be two eight seater mini-buses 
operating a daily shuttle service to Liverpool for appointments the will consist of 2 
pick-ups and 2 drop offs per day each (2 in the morning and 2 in the afternoon). 
There would also be an additional mini-bus for local journeys into Widnes 4 times a 
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day. This would not create a significant impact to traffic movements on Wilmere Lane 
and would not provide a road safety concern. The access provides good visibility to 
both the north and south of the access. 
 
Parking 
 
The application proposes to retain the 24 parking spaces that currently exist. Given 
the use class (sui generis,) it is necessary to take a site and use specific approach to 
the parking standard. The applicant has advised that staff parking of 15 vehicles will 
be required. It has also been advised that none of the occupants of the facility will 
have access to a vehicle. Given that there will be two mini-buses serving the site this 
still leaves an adequate number of parking for visitors to the site and enough space 
to ensure that mini-buses can move safely around the site without the need for on-
road parking. Therefore, the 24 number parking spaces would be considered 
acceptable. 
 
Access by sustainable modes 
The site is not well positioned for easy pedestrian access to local facilities, however, 
there are a number of bus stops within easy reach. However, should residents 
choose to walk to local facilities these are 0.8km away.  
There are 3 buses (17, 61 & 61A) which serve Wilmere Lane and provide access to 
both Widnes and St. Helens town centres as well as the (140) bus serving 
Warrington Road (north of the site) which allows transport to both Warrington and 
Rainhill. Given the short time that residents are proposed to be accommodated at 
the facility it is not likely that these services will be used as there will be a mini bus 
service to local facilities provided. 
 
Transport Assessment/Traffic Impact 
 
In this instance neither a Transport Assessment nor a Transport Statement was 
necessary. There are a number of requirements outlined in ‘Guidance for Transport 
Assessment’ where development would require a Transport Assessment. As this 
application would not generate 30 or more traffic movements an hour or 100 per day, 
nor would it be deemed that the local transport infrastructure is inadequate then, it 
would not be necessary for the applicant to provide a Transport Assessment. There 
have recently been road improvements carried out at the junction of Wilmere Lane 
and Warrington Road to improve the capacity at the junction and the movements in 
and out of the site are expected to be lower than the previous use at the site”. 
 
St Helens Metropolitan Borough Council: 
 
“Planning Application Number 16/00333/COU 
Proposed Change of Use from Care Home (Use Class C2) to Asylum Hostel (Sui 
Generis) to accommodate a maximum of 120 persons at Former Lilycross Care 
Centre, Wilmere Lane, Widnes 
 
I refer to the above. I can confirm that I have inspected the documents submitted 
with the proposals and can comment as follows. 
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The application proposes to change the use of a former care home, now vacant, to 
an asylum hostel. The accommodation is to be provided on a temporary basis whilst 
formal checks of the individuals concerned take place. 
With regard to local planning policies, policy CS12 Housing Mix in the adopted 
Halton Local Plan Core Strategy 2013 states that proposals for new specialist 
housing will be encouraged in suitable locations, particularly those providing easy 
access to local services and community facilities. In this case, the applicant has 
failed to recognise the need to provide the accommodation with in  this context. 
Individuals to be accommodated at the site will have minimal resources such that it is 
unlikely to be a suitable environment to meet their needs. 
Policy CS15 of the Halton Local Plan Core Strategy concerns sustainable transport. 
In particular, development should be well connected and achieve high levels of 
accessibility including satisfactory bus, rail, walking and cycling facilities. In this case, 
the applicant has failed to consider this aspect of the scheme making reference only 
to proximity to the motorway and thus private car. The location of the proposed 
development means that it is inaccessible, such that to allow it would be contrary to 
the provisions of this policy. 
On the basis of the above, the Council considers that the development does not 
meet the provisions of the Halton Local Plan Core Strategy 2013 and does not 
constitute sustainable development. The Council is therefore objecting to the 
proposals and requests that the matters raised, as well as material planning 
considerations raised directly by St Helens residents, be taken into consideration 
when the application is considered.” 
 
Representations in Objection  
 
Two petitions and representations from 774 individuals have been received objecting 
to the application, together with an objection from one ward Councillor.  
 
The first petition (online) in objection to the application was headed “Reject plans to 
turn Lilycross care home into an asylum seeker hostel in Widnes Cheshire”. It 
contained 2,706 signatories.  The petition was based on the following grounds: 
 
“Proposed change of use from care home to Asylum Hostel to accommodate a 
maximum of 120 persons at the former Lilycross Care Centre, Wilmere Lane, 
Widnes, Cheshire WA8 5UY. 
 
Planning application no. 16/00333/COU Halton Borough Council We the signed 
oppose this planning application and recommend refusal on the following points. 
 
That the site is unsustainable in terms of:- 
 
The concept of a hostel for asylum seekers is not unacceptable in principle, although 
it is quite clear that the personal, social and physical needs of the proposed 
residents would be best served within a sustainably located town or edge of centre 
location.  
 
The unsustainable location of the site will mean that there must be an increase in 
unregulated traffic movements, which will adversely impact on highway 
safety/pedestrian safety; 



 

9 
 

 
The isolated position of the site that will result in the occupiers having no access to 
any other facilities than those in the Hostel. This will undoubtedly result in people 
leaving the site, trying to find their way around Widnes, Rainhill, St Helens & Bold. 
 
 The over intensification of the site, resulting in an adverse impact on the sites green 
belt location; 
 
 * 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. This proposal conflicts with this vision.  
* The Green Belt serves five purposes. This proposal conflicts with 2 of those 
purposes. Those are.... ● to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas and 
● to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.  
* When considering any planning application, local planning authorities should 
ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special 
circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of 
inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other 
considerations.  
* This proposals will harm this green belt location through its intensification. No very 
special circumstances have been presented by the applicant that would clearly 
outweigh the harm caused; 
 
This proposal will significantly undermine the Council plan making process for this 
part of the Borough and will severely limit its ability to provide a continuous and up to 
date 5 year supply of housing in this part of the Borough.  
 
Halton Council have spent many years regenerating the Borough, and in particular 
north Widnes in terms of its housing allocations. There are further housing 
allocations to be built out in the area, with further allocations planned through the 
development plan process.  
 
The proposal will effect visitors and tourism to the area & will adversely affect the 
current level of local employment with the development itself being situated in a 
prominent position on the main thoroughfare to The Dream & Bold Forest Park.” 
 
A second (paper) petition has been received. This also objected to the application 
and contained 897 signatories. This stated that the application should be refused on 
the same grounds as the e-petition set out above. 
 
Cllr McManus (Farnworth Ward) – Objects on the following grounds:- 
 
“I wish to record my comments on this planning application. 
 
I believe it does not meet the planning requirements of the NPPF or the UDP. 
 
National Planning Policy Framework 
 
NPPF Sect. 3 Supporting a Prosperous Rural Economy 
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Requires the Council to support economic growth in rural areas.  Its objective is to 
create prosperity and jobs.  This includes tourism and leisure developments.  
Currently there are a number of businesses trading on Warrington Road that may be 
affected by the change of use.   
 
St Helens Borough Council has developed the Bold Forest Action Plan.  
This area adjacent to the councils’ boundary and Warrington Road is considered by 
the Plan as a main route to Bold Forest.   
The existence of an ‘asylum hostel’ would create negative perceptions in the minds 
of potential visitors to the area and hence the businesses in the locale would suffer 
loss and employment may be affected. 
 
NPPF Sect. 8 Promoting Healthy Communities 
Para 69. States that having communities where crime and disorder, and the fear of 
crime do not undermine the quality of life is an objective.    
I have received enough comments from residents to know that fear of crime is a 
major concern.  
The site is not a secure one and asylum seekers are free to come and go. Given the 
number of residents at the site and their turnover there is a risk that some crime may 
take place. 
 
Para.70 States the established shops, facilities and services should be able to 
develop in a way that is sustainable.   
My comments at Sect.3 above also relate to this. 
 
NPPF Sect. 9 Protecting Green Belt Land 
Para.87. States that inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green 
Belt and should not be approved except in special circumstances. 
The building on the site was constructed after receiving permission 06/00783.   
The conclusion of the officer’s report to the Development Committee stated ‘The 
proposal is in principle ‘inappropriate development’ in the Green Belt and is therefore 
contrary to local and national policy’. 
 
However they considered there were exceptional circumstances that outweighed any 
harm the building would do.   
 
The new building being an improvement on the existing one. 
The proposal is inappropriate as the original approval was for accommodation of 60 
older people.  The application is for the building to house up to 120 people in the 
same number of bedrooms.   
 
Unitary Development Plan 
 
GE1, para. 3 – the proposal does not match any of the criteria that are appropriate.                        
 
LTC8, the proposal would affect functioning of existing tourism facilities”. 
 
Derek Twigg M.P. –  Has made the following comments:-  
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“I have been contacted by a large number of constituents regarding the above 
application who have expressed concerns about the former Lilycross nursing home 
becoming an Asylum hostel.  I believe there are a number of issues that the Council 
needs to address in determining the planning application. 
 
Many constituents believe it is questionable whether this is an appropriate location 
for an Asylum hostel given it is some distance from any amenities.  
 
Lilycross was built to house 60 elderly persons and the intention is now to house 120 
people.  How can that building house 120 persons some of whom will be families 
and will, I assume, need to be housed in a separate area from single men for 
obvious reasons, including safe guarding of children?  We cannot have people 
packed into this building, that would be unacceptable and no way to treat human 
beings.  It begs the questions whether Serco have a financial incentive to have a 
certain number of asylum seeker in any one building. 
 
I also have a concern about the staffing ratio at the hostel in that I understand there 
will be three on duty at any one time?  I fail to see how this will be adequate for 120 
people with a mix of families and single people, many of whom will be traumatised 
and vulnerable.  Will the Council be pursuing this with Serco/the Home Office? 
What criteria will Serco use to make placements at this proposed asylum facility? 
The property is located on a wide and very busy intersection of the road and I am 
told that the road has been subject to a number of collisions in the past.  Has any 
risk assessment been completed by highways engineers to assess the suitability of 
the location for the many hundreds of asylum seekers who will pass through the 
facilities, unfamiliar with the area and UK traffic. 
 
If the application is approved Halton Council will have safeguarding responsibilities 
for children and adults at the facility.  The children’s and adult safeguarding teams 
are under a great deal of pressure and the Council has severe funding challenges; 
has the Home Office offered to provide additional funding to cover this potential new 
responsibility. 
 
I would be grateful for a response to these important questions”. 
 
Bold Parish Council 
 
I am Clerk to Bold Parish Council and am conveying members’ objection to the 
above proposal. The text below, which exceeds your portal’s word limit, has been 
compiled by council members to represent their views: 
 
Some of the local residents of the 30 plus properties surrounding the application site 
and owners of the 9 businesses in the direct locality have descended upon us this 
weekend raising concerns over the proposed change of use. The major concern is 
that the proposal is in an inappropriate location in which to site a hostel for asylum 
seekers and that there just isn’t the local infrastructure or local amenities to support 
the influx of 120 people, 80% will be mainly males aged 18 - 34 (source of 
information is from the eurostat statistics April 2016), who would greatly out-number 
the local residents. The size of the site (0.4 hectares) and lack of open space within 
it would be insufficient to house 120 people in a building that was purposefully 
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designed to accommodate only 60 and that there is a high likelihood that these 
individuals crammed into this building would have nothing better to do, due to the 
lack of local amenities, than to linger around the local area impacting and detracting 
from the rural setting.  
The site lies on the preferred route into the Bold Forest Park and The Dream and all 
visitors following this well signposted route would have to pass this hostel. 
Information regarding The Bold Forest Area Action Plan is readily available on the St 
Helens website, and as we are on the preferred route we have been included in this 
plan (page 10) https://www.sthelens.gov.uk/planning-building-control/planning-
policy/area-action-plans/ 
  
All the local employers are concerned that as they rely heavily on tourism and 
visitors, this could affect the visitor numbers and hence the long term viability of their 
businesses and the loss of local jobs.  
There is concern that only 3 people will manage a facility for 120 residents which 
seems a remarkably low number, this would mean that to cover a 24 hour period 
there would only be one member of staff present at any time. The local residents 
have also expressed concern over the design of the building intended for 60 
occupants being used for double that amount. The design, by its very nature, must 
be deficient in bathing, catering, dining and recreation areas, for such a potentially 
high number of residents, notwithstanding the possible problems which may be 
encountered with the sewage treatment plant (we have no mains drainage in this 
area). 
  
The application is deficient and makes incorrect assumptions; namely in the location 
and site description (item 2.2), which is blatantly incorrect - the proposal does lie 
within a nucleus of some 30 plus properties, rural businesses, farms, children’s 
nursery and local playing fields. The application fails to mention its close proximity to 
the newly constructed & now occupied Redrow site at Lancaster Place with some 
150 houses and the new Taylor Wimpey site which is under construction at Norlands 
Green, which are both just a short walk away. Indeed potential buyers and obviously 
potential rate payers have been to see us this weekend and are now looking 
elsewhere since this application was posted - news travels fast.  
  
The map in figure 2 in the application statement is outdated and does not show the 2 
sites mentioned above, which are clearly visible on Google Earth. 
Item 7.2 in the planning statement under the heading “other material considerations” 
is therefore incorrect, and item 8.6 in the conclusion ignores the 30 plus houses, 
local businesses etc. and the 2 sites mentioned above and as such “fear of crime” 
(their words not ours) is a planning consideration and must constitute grounds for 
refusal. 
  
In closing it has also been raised that we would be losing a valuable purpose 
designed local asset namely a residential nursing home and with bed blocking being 
such a hot topic at the moment it would suit the local needs more if it was reopened 
in its original format. This would create much more than the 3 jobs stated in the 
application. The home was closed due to bad management, not because the building 
or location was deficient in anyway. 
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Whilst the local residents have great sympathy for these unfortunate individuals, they 
feel that their needs and integration would be better met by a location that could offer 
them easier access to services and local amenities, i.e. post offices, transport links, 
medical facilities, shops, schools & interpreters.  
  
The Parish Council would like its views to be taken into account in considering this 
planning application. 
 
Rainhill Parish Council 
 
Rainhill Parish Council have been contacted by many residents expressing concerns 
regarding the above application. 
 
The main issues raised concern the suitability of the application site for the proposed 
use, in terms of accessibility, ability to accommodate the number of clients proposed, 
lack of services and impact on neighbouring community services. 
 
We understand that these concerns have also been raised directly with yourselves 
and would like reassurance that such concerns will be taken into consideration in 
determination of the application. 
 
Individual Objections 
 
Objections have been received from 774 individual people in response to the 
application. A number of objectors included advice from David Manley Q.C.   The 
objectors have raised the following concerns which are considered to be (or 
potentially to be) material planning considerations:- 
 

 The scale of consultation on the planning application 

 Insufficient amount of information and details of how the site would be 
run/operated 

 An inappropriate Green Belt location 

 The change of use would create an over population and intensification of the 

site detracting from the openness of the Green Belt 

 Insufficient local infrastructure 

 No shops or local services, entertainment facilities or amenities for residents  

 Unsustainable location due to distance form town centres 

 The remote location with very limited transport links 

 Poor accessibility given the likely amount of traffic generated to access and 

service the site 

 Increased traffic would have an impact on highway safety 

 Insufficient parking provision 

 Adverse and detrimental effect on tourism and patronage to local business in 

the area 

 Negative impact on local businesses and a likely subsequent loss of 

employment 
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 Will detract from people wanting to move into the area and buy houses, or 

invest in businesses 

 Poor availability of beds through “bed blocking” in our local hospitals as a 

result of insufficient care homes for the elderly and infirm   

 Lesson to be learned from housing asylum seekers in other hotels 

 Fear of crime 

 Significant safety concerns over housing large numbers of individuals with no 

background security checks  

 Proximity to children’s nurseries, schools and colleges 

 Concerns in relation to mainly male occupants and fear of sexually motivated 

attacks on women and children 

 People / men congregating would be intimidating to residents and passers by 

 Antisocial behaviour, crime and begging reported from existing sites 

elsewhere  

 Housing different cultures together would cause conflict between residents 

 Not enough policing in the area 

 Impact on health services doctors, dentists and other health services  

 Impact on emergency services 

 Impact of schools and education provision  

 Safety and wellbeing of the residents and the hostel due to its location  

 That the proposal does not accord with The House of Commons, Policy for 

the dispersal of Asylum Seekers dated 29th April 2016.  

 Impact on Council’s 5 year Housing Supply  

 Residents would only stay up to 3 weeks meaning throughput of 1000s of 

people a year 

 If granted would bring negative publicity locally and probably nationally 

 Wolverhampton stop notice case 

 Inevitable detrimental effect on local house prices 

 The building should be used for something else such as housing for the 

homeless, for ex-armed forces staff, halfway accommodation 16-18 year olds 

or converted into flats for first time buyers. 

 Should be re-opened and used for a nursing home 

 Will residents be health screened 

 Insufficient staffing of the site 

 I object as a tax payer as they would an impact on services 

 Application is just to make profit 

 The current owners not fit to run a care home so they should not run an 

asylum seeker hostel 

 The Human Rights Act 

 The Sustainable Community Safety Strategy  

 Non-compliance with Policy GE4  
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Material considerations have been addressed in the assessment section of this 

report. 

Representations in Support 

The Council is aware of one online petition in support of the proposal on change.org. 

The petition was never submitted to the Council. 

11 individual representations in support have been received, these have raised the 

following matters (it should be noted these matters include material and non-material 

considerations, but since they are in the main simply disagreeing with the objectors 

raising the same point, it should be obvious which are material and which are not):- 

 We received an unsigned letter through the door which they stated was full of 

untruths. They consider the greenbelt to have too many houses in it, there are 

plenty of bus services running along Wilmere Lane, these objections should 

be challenged. Use of fear to create objections. Diversity needs and depends 

on compassion for others in these times. 

 The traffic impact compared to the care home would be minimal 

 Residents are likely to be transported in coaches which would have less traffic 

than the care home would generate with visitors. 

 With regards to negative impact on business, the presence of asylum seekers 

will not force anybody to spend less money.  The problem is peoples’ 

prejudices. 

 The current building is empty and therefore its change of use would not 

prevent people from accessing residential care, as it currently does not 

contribute to nursing bed provision.  

 Does not agree that room sharing is a problem, the lack of shops and 

amenities is unlikely to be the highest concern to the residents. 

 No new buildings are proposed so the proposal would have no greater impact 

on the green belt than the existing. 

 Regardless of false assumptions, speculations and lack of basis in fact to 

many of their claims, if we accept the idea that they are genuinely held 

planning concerns, it does not reflect any better upon those who have these 

beliefs. To be more concerned about traffic than they are about real people 

who have fled their countries in danger is selfish.  To prioritise baseless 

hypotheticals over the very real basic needs of other human beings because 

they are ‘them’ and not ‘us’ is discrimination and xenophobia. 

 Many of these planning claims are so removed from reality that it would be 

reasonable to suggest that there is an alternative motive behind them. 

 Concerns over well-meaning fears for the welfare of themselves are largely 

fuelled by exaggeration and misinformation regarding the dangers of asylum 

seekers and refugees.  An overwhelming percentage of asylum seekers and 

refugees do not commit crimes and to deny real people help based on 

stereotypes of their race or religion is textbook racism. 
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 The case of Carespec Ltd v Wolverhampton City Council (2016) is not directly 

relevant, as that case was to decide on a technical point of whether or not 

what the hotel wished to do counted as hostel use something which requires a 

different planning permission to a hotel.  It concluded that the use was 

different and therefore the council were justified in ordering a Temporary Stop 

Notice. Whatever motivations the council had for ordering such a notice are 

irrelevant to Halton’s case, as a formal planning application has been filed for 

Lilycross.  

 The reasons the council had for issuing the temporary stop notice were 

concerned with the already precarious state of the locality. The letter which 

you have been sent seeks to argue that Lilycross would be more unsuitable 

because of its relatively rural location, when the concerns of the council were 

about the overcrowding of the area already.  

 The test that law cases apply for whether reasons are suitable for making a 

decision is whether or not they were ‘so outrageous in its defiance of logic or 

accepted moral standards that no sensible person who had applied his mind 

to the question to be decided could have arrived at it’. Clearly therefore, the 

case does not endorse these concerns but just acknowledges that they are 

not outrageously defiant of logic. 

 The hotel was not rejected because it was unsuitable for use as hostel. Mr. 

Justice Coulson instead observed how the use differs from that of a hotel, 

citing factors such as strangers sharing a room as indicative of a hostel being 

different from a hotel. Differing of use does not mean that it is unsuitable – it 

just means that it falls under a different planning category. 

4. PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT 
 
Development Plan Policies 
 
The Development Plan comprises the saved policies of the Halton Unitary 
Development Plan, the Halton Core Strategy Local Plan and the Joint Waste Local 
Plan.   
 
The land is designated as being within the Green Belt, in the Halton Unitary 
Development Plan (UDP) and the key UDP policies, which relate to the 
development, are: - 
 
BE1 General Requirements for New Development 
BE2 Quality of Design 
GE1 Control of Development in the Green Belt 
GE4 Re-Use of Buildings in the Green Belt 
TP12 Car Parking 
LTC8  Protection of Tourism Attractions 
 
The Halton Core Strategy Local Plan policies which are relevant are:- 
 
CS2 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
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CS12 Housing Mix 
CS15 Sustainable Transport 
 
Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD) 
 
The only relevant SPD is Designing for Community Safety (2005) 
 
National Planning Policy Framework 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published in March 2012 to 
set out the Government’s planning policies for England and how these should be 
applied.  
 
Paragraph 196 states that the planning system is plan led. Applications for planning 
permission should be determined in accordance with the development plan unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise, as per the requirements of legislation, but 
that the NPPF is a material consideration in planning decisions. Paragraph 197 
states that ‘in assessing and determining development proposals, local planning 
authorities should apply the presumption in favour of sustainable development’.  
 
Paragraph 14 states that this presumption in favour of sustainable development 
means that development proposals that accord with the development plan should be 
approved, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. Where a development 
plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out of date, planning permission should 
be granted unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the policies in the 
NPPF; or specific policies within the NPPF indicate that development should be 
restricted. 
 
The following NPPF paragraphs are particularly relevant to the consideration of this 
application (and other parts of the NPPF are mentioned elsewhere in this report): 
 
Paragraph 87 states “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”. 
 
Paragraph 88 states “When considering any planning application, local planning 
authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green 
Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the 
Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly 
outweighed by other considerations”. 
 
Paragraph 89 states “A local planning authority should regard the construction of 
new buildings as inappropriate in Green Belt. Exceptions to this are: 
 
● buildings for agriculture and forestry; 
● provision of appropriate facilities for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation and for 
cemeteries, as long as it preserves the openness of the Green Belt and does not 
conflict with the purposes of including land within it; 
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● the extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in 
disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building; 
● the replacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same use and not 
materially larger than the one it replaces; 
● limited infilling in villages, and limited affordable housing for local community needs 
under policies set out in the Local Plan; or 
● limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed 
sites (brownfield land), whether redundant or in continuing use  (excluding temporary 
buildings), which would not have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt 
and the purpose of including land within it than the existing development”. 
 
Paragraph 90 states “Certain other forms of development are also not inappropriate 
in Green Belt  provided they preserve the openness of the Green Belt and do not 
conflict with the purposes of including land in Green Belt. These are: 
 
 ● mineral extraction; 
 ● engineering operations; 
 ● local transport infrastructure which can demonstrate a requirement for a Green 
Belt location; 
 ● the re-use of buildings provided that the buildings are of permanent and  
substantial construction; and 
 ● development brought forward under a Community Right to Build Order”. 
 
Paragraph 32 states “All developments that generate significant amounts of 
movement should be supported by a Transport Statement or Transport Assessment. 
Plans and decisions should take account of whether: 
 
● the opportunities for sustainable transport modes have been taken up 
depending on the nature and location of the site, to reduce the need for 
major transport infrastructure; 
● safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all people; and 
● improvements can be undertaken within the transport network that cost 
effectively limit the significant impacts of the development. Development 
should only be prevented or refused on transport grounds where the 
residual cumulative impacts of development are severe”. 
 
5. GENERAL APPROACH TO MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS  
 
Members are reminded that local panning authorities must determine planning 
applications in accordance with the statutory Development Plan, unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise. If the Development Plan contains material policies 
or proposals and there are no other material considerations, the application should 
be determined in accordance with the Development Plan. Where there are other 
material considerations, the Development Plan should be the starting point, and 
other material considerations should be taken into account in reaching a decision.  
With regard to other material considerations: 
 
"In principle...any consideration which relates to the use and development of land is 
capable of being a planning consideration. 
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Whether a particular consideration falling within that broad class is material in any 
given case will depend on the circumstances" (Stringer v MHLG 1971). Material 
considerations must be genuine planning considerations, i.e. they must be related to 
the development and use of land in the public interest. The considerations must also 
fairly and reasonably relate to the application concerned (R v Westminster CC 
exparte Monahan 1989). 
 
Material considerations are many and extraordinarily varied. They include 
all the fundamental factors involved in land-use planning. 
 
What weight can be given to a material consideration? 
 
The law makes a clear distinction between the question of whether something is a 
material consideration and the weight which is to be given to a material 
consideration. Whether a particular consideration is material will depend on the 
circumstances of the case and is ultimately a decision for the courts. Provided it has 
regard to all material considerations, it is for the decision maker to decide what 
weight is to be given to the material considerations in each case, and (subject to the 
test of reasonableness) the courts will not get involved in the question of weight. 
 
The NPPF advises that the government is committed to ensuring that the planning 
system does everything it can to support sustainable economic growth. Also, that 
planning should operate to encourage and not act as an impediment to sustainable 
growth (Paragraph 19). This is an example of where “significant weight should be 
placed on the need to support economic growth through the planning system”. 
 
6. ASSESSMENT 
 
Development Plan Policy and Principle of Development 
 
The site is located within the Green Belt. Saved Green Belt policies GE1 and GE4 of 
the Unitary Development Plan are therefore of relevance.   
 
UDP policy GE1 part 1 states:- 
 
“Planning permission will not be given for inappropriate development within the 
Green Belt, as defined on the Proposals Map, except in very special circumstances”. 
 
This is compliant with NPPF. UDP policy GE1 part 3 seeks to describe types of 
development which would not be inappropriate in the Green Belt.  Elements of policy 
GE1 part 3 do not comply with NPPF. The relevant part of policy GE1 part 3 is GE1 
part 3c. This states that development in the Green Belt will be regarded as 
inappropriate unless it is for any of the following purposes: the re-use of buildings, in 
compliance with Policy GE4. 
 
Policy GE1 part 3c recognises that the re-use of buildings in certain circumstances 
will not be regarded as inappropriate provided that they comply with policy GE4. The 
application complies with all of the criteria set out in Policy GE4. This should be clear 
from the table below. However, most of the criteria within policy GE4 go beyond 
paragraph 90 of NPPF.  
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NPPF paragraph 90 states that the listed forms of development are not inappropriate 
forms in the Green Belt provided they preserve the openness of the Green Belt and 
do not conflict with the purposes of including land in the Green Belt. Neither UDP 
policy GE1 nor GE4 reflect the wording of NPPF paragraph 90. The listed forms of 
development within paragraph 90 include “the re-use of buildings provided that the 
buildings are of permanent and substantial construction”. 
 
Policies GE1 part 3c and GE4 should therefore be considered to be out of date other 
than in respect of elements of policy GE4 criterion a, and criterion b which echo the 
requirement in NPPF paragraph 90 that a building must be of permanent and 
substantial construction.  
 
UDP policy GE4 states that the reuse of buildings in the Green Belt will be permitted 
providing that all the criteria in the policy can be satisfied. 
 
 

GE4 Criteria Comments 

a An up-to-date survey has been 
carried out by a qualified structural 
engineer certifying that the 
building is capable of use for the 
proposed purpose without major 
or complete reconstruction and 
can be expected to last for many 
years with normal repair and 
maintenance. 
 
 
 
 
b The existing building is considered 
by the local planning authority to 
be a substantial building and that 
its re-use would not harm the visual 
amenities of the Green Belt by 
inappropriate use of materials or design. 
 
 
c The proposed use will  not result in 
the subsequent erection of ancillary 
buildings, structures, fences or 
similar developments that would 
harm the openness and the visual 
amenities of the Green Belt. 
 
 
 
 
 

a. This has been complied with. One 
objection has alleged non-compliance 
with policy GE1 and GE4, because of the 
failure of the applicant to supply any 
confirmation from a structural engineer 
that the building is capable of use for the 
proposed purpose without major or 
complete reconstruction.  Since the 
application was made a certificate has 
been received that complies with UDP 
policy GE4 part 1a. 
 
 
b. The Local Planning Authority does 
consider that the existing building is a 
substantial building. The Local Planning 
Authority does not consider that the re 
use of the building would harm the visual 
amenities of the Green Belt by 
inappropriate use of materials or design. 
 
c. The proposed development would not 
give rise to any extensions or external 
alterations in any event.  Should 
extensions or alterations be proposed in 
the future they would be assessed 
against relevant policies applicable at the 
time. The only permitted development 
rights which might give rise to such 
development is Schedule 2, Part 2 ‘Minor 
Operations’, it is proposed to impose a 
condition removing these permitted 
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d The proposed use will  not result in 
significant extensions or alterations 
to its appearance or character. 
 
e Any scheme of conversion should 
respect the original character of 
the building. The number of 
openings should be kept to a 
minimum and materials matching 
those of the original structure 
should be used. Careful attention 
should be paid to the treatment of 
any full height or large scale door 
openings. 
 
f The Local Planning Authority is 
satisfied that it can maintain 
effective future control over the 
appearance of the building within 
its curtilage. To  this end, conditions 
withdrawing development rights 
(under the appropriate General 
Permitted Development Order and 
Use Classes Order) will normally 
be imposed should the proposal be 
approved. 
 
g An adequate curtilage is provided 
to accommodate parking, servicing 
and other ancillary requirements 
without causing harm to the visual 
amenities of the Green Belt. 
 
h Adequate access to a road of 
suitable standard is provided. 
 
i The building has suitable services, 
or that the provision of such 
services would not cause material 
detriment to the visual amenities 
of the Green Belt. 

development rights.  
 
d. As stated above this has been 
complied with. 
 
 
e. Not applicable as the application does 
not include any alterations relevant to 
this criterion. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
f. The Local Planning Authority is so 
satisfied, see criterion c above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
g. The Local Planning Authority is 
satisfied this has been complied with. 
 
 
 
 
h. This has been complied with. 
 
 
i. The Local Planning Authority are 
satisfied that the building has suitable 
services. 
 

  
 
The proposed development is, therefore, considered to comply with green Belt policy 
as set out in saved policies GE1 and GE4 of the Halton Unitary Development Plan.  
 
NPPF paragraph 215 states “In other cases and following this 12-month period, due 
weight should be given to relevant policies in existing plans according to their degree 
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of consistency with this framework (the closer the policies in the plan to the policies 
in the Framework, the greater the weight that may be given)”. Therefore, only limited 
weight can be given to the saved policies GE1 and GE4. 
 
National Planning Policy Framework  
  
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), published in March 2012, sets out 
the Government’s planning policies for England. It replaces all previous National 
Planning Policy Statement and Guidance. It is a material consideration in the 
determination of all planning applications. 
 
NPPF Section 9, paragraphs 79-92 relate to the protection of Green Belt land. 
Paragraph 79 identifies that the Government attaches great importance to the Green 
Belt. Paragraph 80 identifies that the Green Belt serves five purposes which are set 
out below under the heading ‘Does the proposal conflict the purposes of including 
land in the Green Belt?’. 
 
 
Paragraph 88 states “When considering any planning application, local planning 
authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green 
Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the 
Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly  
outweighed by other considerations”. 
 
Paragraph 89 states that, “A local planning authority should regard the construction 
of new buildings as inappropriate in Green Belt”. 
 
Paragraph 90 of the NPPF states:-  
 
“Certain other forms of development are also not inappropriate in Green Belt 
provided they preserve the openness of the Green Belt and do not conflict with the 
purposes of including land in Green Belt. These are: 
 
 ● mineral extraction; 
 ● engineering operations; 
 ● local transport infrastructure which can demonstrate a requirement for a  

Green Belt location; 
 ● the re-use of buildings provided that the buildings are of permanent and  

substantial construction; and 
 ● development brought forward under a Community Right to Build Order”. 
 
Does the proposal preserve the openness of the Green Belt? 
 
The first proviso applying to development within paragraph 90 NPPF is that the 
proposal preserves the openness of the Green Belt. It is, therefore, necessary to 
determine whether this is the case. 
 
The recent case of R. (on the application of Lee Valley Regional Park Authority) V 
Epping Forrest and Valley Grown Nurseries Ltd  [2016] EWCA Civ 404, is of 
relevance to this application, as it is a material consideration to examine how Green 
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Belt policy should be interpreted. The following extracts are from the judgment of 
(Lindblom LJ). 
 
“16. The interpretation of planning policy is ultimately the task of the court, not the 
decision-maker. Policies in a development plan must be construed “objectively in 
accordance with the language used, read as always in its proper context”, and “not 
… as if they were statutory or contractual provisions” (see the judgment of Lord 
Reed in Tesco Stores Ltd. v Dundee City Council [2012] UKSC 13, with which the 
other members of the Supreme Court agreed, at paragraphs 18 and 19). The same 
principles apply also to the interpretation of national policy, including policies in the 
NPPF (see, for example, the judgment of Richards L.J. in Timmins, at paragraph 
24)”. 
 
“17.  The first sentence of paragraph 88 of the NPPF must not be read in isolation 
from the policies that sit alongside it. The correct interpretation of it, I believe, is that 
a decision-maker dealing with an application for planning permission for 
development in the Green Belt must give “substantial weight” to “any harm to the 
Green Belt” properly regarded as such when the policies in paragraphs 79 to 92 are 
read as a whole (consistent with the approach taken, for example, in the judgment of 
Sullivan L.J., with whom Tomlinson and Lewison L.JJ. agreed, in Redhill Aerodrome 
Ltd. v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government [2015] P.T.S.R. 
274, at paragraph 18). Reading these policies together, I think it is quite clear that 
“buildings for agriculture and forestry”, and other development that is not 
“inappropriate” in the Green Belt, are not to be regarded as harmful either to the 
openness of the Green Belt or to the purposes of including land in the Green Belt. 
This understanding of the policy in the first sentence of paragraph 88 does not 
require one to read into it any additional words. It simply requires the policy to be 
construed objectively in its full context – the conventional approach to the 
interpretation of policy, as the Supreme Court confirmed in Tesco v Dundee City 
Council”. 
 
“19. …..the five categories of development specified in paragraph 90 are all subject 
to the general proviso that they preserve the openness of the Green Belt and do not 
conflict with the purposes of including land in the Green Belt”. 
 
“20. As Dove J. said (in paragraph 61 of his judgment), the fact that an assessment 
of openness is “a gateway in some cases to identification of appropriateness” in 
NPPF policy indicates that “once a particular development is found to be, in principle, 
appropriate, the question of the impact of the building on openness is no longer an 
issue”. Implicit in the policy in paragraph 89 of the NPPF is a recognition that 
agriculture and forestry can only be carried on, and buildings for those activities will 
have to be constructed, in the countryside, including countryside in the Green Belt. 
Of course, as a matter of fact, the construction of such buildings in the Green Belt 
will reduce the amount of Green Belt land without built development upon it. But 
under NPPF policy, the physical presence of such buildings in the Green Belt is not, 
in itself, regarded as harmful to the openness of the Green Belt or to the purposes of 
including land in the Green Belt. This is not a matter of planning judgment. It is 
simply a matter of policy. Where the development proposed is an agricultural 
building, neither its status as appropriate development nor the deemed absence of 
harm to the openness of the Green Belt and to the purposes of including land in the 
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Green Belt depends on the judgment of the decision-maker. Both are inherent in the 
policy”. 
 
In the case of Timmins and Lymn v Gedling BC [2014] EWHC 654 (Admin) the 
nature of “openness” was considered by Green J as follows:  
 
“70.The issue [i.e. openness] was considered, albeit in a somewhat different context, 
in Heath & Hampsted Society v London Borough of Camden [2007] EWHC 977 
(Admin) (3rd April 2007). There Sullivan J (as he then was) was concerned with a 
challenge to the grant of permission for the demolition of a 2 story building and with 
its replacement by a 3 story building in the Vale of Heath, Hampstead, London. 
Under the existing guidance (paragraph 3.6 of PPG2) a replacement dwelling was 
not necessarily inappropriate provided the new dwelling "is not materially larger than 
the dwelling it replaces". The dispute before the Court was whether the Officers' 
report correctly identified and applied the test of materiality and whether, if it did, the 
decision of the planning committee was one that was reasonably open to them to 
take: See Judgment paragraphs [9] and [10]. If the conclusion was that the new 
building was not materially larger than the original building then there was no need to 
consider the merits of the application (which included its visual impact); but if the 
conclusion was that the new building did materially outstrip the dimensions of the 
original building then the merits of the development would need to be considered. 
These considerations would include:  
"its visual impact and, in the circumstances of the present case, whether the new 
dwelling would preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the conservation 
area…".” 
 
“71.In paragraph 21 the Judge explained the difference between openness and 
visual impact in the context of paragraph 3.6 PPG2:  
 

"21. Paragraph 3.6 is concerned with the size of the replacement dwelling, not 
with its visual impact. There are good reasons why the relevant test for 
replacement dwellings in the Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land is one 
of size rather than visual impact. The essential characteristic of Green Belts 
and Metropolitan Open Land is their openness (see paragraph 7 above). The 
extent to which that openness is, or is not, visible from public vantage points 
and the extent to which a new building in the Green Belt would be visually 
intrusive are a separate issue. Paragraph 3.15 of PPG 2 deals with "visual 
amenity" in the Green Belt in those terms: 
 
"The visual amenities of the Green Belt should not be injured by proposals for 
development within or conspicuous from the Green Belt which, although they 
would not prejudice the purposes of including land in Green Belts, might be 
visually detrimental by reason of their siting, materials or design".” 

  
The fact that a materially larger (in terms in footprint, floor space or building 
volume) replacement dwelling is more concealed from public view than a 
smaller but more prominent existing dwelling does not mean that the 
replacement dwelling is appropriate development in the Green Belt or 
Metropolitan Open Land". 
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72.In paragraph 22 the Judge explained that openness was a concept which related 
to the absence of building; it is land that is not built upon. Openness is hence 
epitomised by the lack of buildings but not by buildings that are unobtrusive 
or camouflaged or screened in some way:  
 

"22. The loss of openness (i.e. unbuilt on land) within the Green Belt or 
Metropolitan Open Land is of itself harmful to the underlying policy 
objective. If the replacement dwelling is more visually intrusive there will be 
further harm in addition to the harm by reason of inappropriateness, which will 
have to be outweighed by those special circumstances if planning permission 
is to be granted (paragraph 3.15 of PPG 2, above). If the materially larger 
replacement dwelling is less visually intrusive than the existing dwelling then 
that would be a factor which could be taken into consideration when deciding 
whether the harm by reason of inappropriateness was outweighed by very 
special circumstances". 

 
73.It is clear from the (added) italicised part of this quote that measures taken to limit 
the intrusiveness of the development whilst not affecting the assessment of 
openness may nonetheless be relevant to the "very special circumstance" weighing 
exercising. Hence openness and visual impact are different concepts; yet they can 
nonetheless relate to each other. The distinction is subtle but important.  
 
“74.Any construction harms openness quite irrespective of its impact in terms 
of its obtrusiveness or its aesthetic attractions or qualities. A beautiful 
building is still an affront to openness, simply because it exists. The same 
applies to a building this is camouflaged or rendered unobtrusive by felicitous 
landscaping”. 
 
Note that emphasis to the text in the judgment has been added to the text in this 
report. 
 
The above principles need to be applied to the facts of this case.   
 
Given that NPPF paragraph 90 provides that re-use of existing buildings can 
constitute appropriate development if they preserve openness it must be 
contemplated that openness can also be affected even though there is no new 
building. If it were to be decided that the proposed change of use would fail to 
preserve openness it could not constitute appropriate development in the Green Belt 
and would require very special circumstances to justify approval. No very special 
circumstances have been claimed or identified. 
 
There are no changes proposed to the exterior of the building or to the external 
layout. The car parking layout remains unaltered. To this extent, the openness of the 
Green Belt would be preserved. The question arises, therefore, whether the 
proposed change of use itself can impact on openness.  It has been alleged that the 
proposed use constitutes an intensification so as to have a material impact on 
openness such as to constitute inappropriate development. 
 
The headline figures are that the previous use involved 60+ people at the site and 
the proposed use would be for 120+ people. The previous care home use would be 
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expected to have generated a significant number of people visiting residents. With 
the proposed use it would be expected that there would be fewer visitors. It is not 
considered that the vehicle movements and parking associated with the proposed 
use would materially affect the preservation of openness of the Green Belt.  
 
It is not considered that the increased numbers of people within the building could 
represent an intensification which would materially affect the openness of the Green 
Belt. It is considered that the current openness of the Green Belt would be 
preserved.  
 
The only other aspect of intensification could be the probable increase of individuals 
moving about within the grounds and walking about on the highway network. It is not 
considered that people present outside  the building would impact on the openness 
of the Green Belt. This view is consistent with NPPF paragraph 81 which states: 
 
“Once Green Belts have been defined, local planning authorities should plan 
positively to enhance the beneficial use of the Green Belt, such as looking for 
opportunities to provide access; to provide opportunities for outdoor sport and 
recreation; to retain and enhance landscapes, visual amenity and biodiversity; or to 
improve damaged and derelict land”. 
 
This paragraph encourages access to Green Belt. 
 
It follows that using the headline figure of numbers of people does not translate into 
any necessary intensification such as to materially impact on openness.  
 
Does the proposal conflict with the purposes of including land in Green Belt? 
 
Paragraph 80 NPPF states that Green Belt serves five purposes. These are:  
 
1. to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; 
2. to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 
3. to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 
4. to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 
5. to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and 
other urban land. 
 
For development to be considered as not inappropriate for the purposes of NPPF 
paragraph 90 it must not conflict with the purposes of including land in the Green 
Belt. 
 
It is clear that the proposed development does not conflict with any of these 
purposes. 
 
General Conclusion on Paragraph 90 NPPF 
 
The proposed development is not inappropriate development in the Green Belt.  
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Halton Sustainable Community Strategy 
 
The LPA may treat other policy as material to planning decisions.  This can include 
policy contained in the Community Strategy or other non-development plan policies.  
However, the weight to be given to other policy will depend on the circumstances of 
the case and it will not be given much weight against the Development Plan, 
Supplementary Planning Documents or Government policy. 
 
An objection has been received suggesting that the application conflicts with the 
Council’s Sustainable Community Strategy, specifically relating to Halton’s Vision 
which is: 
 
“Halton will be a thriving and vibrant Borough where people can: 
• Learn and develop their skills  
• Enjoy a good quality of life with good health  
• Benefit from a high quality, modern urban environment  
• Have the opportunity for all to fulfil their potential  
• Develop greater wealth and equality, sustained by a thriving business 

community  
• Live in safer, stronger and more attractive neighbourhoods”. 
 
Objectors have not put forward any arguments to substantiate alleged conflict with 
the Council’s Sustainable Community Strategy, there is no obvious connection 
between this objection and the application.  Some of the related themes have been 
dealt with elsewhere in this report. Very little weight can be given to this objection. 
 
Sustainability 
 
Policy CS2 of the Halton Core Strategy Local Plan States “When considering 
development proposals, the council will take a positive approach that reflects the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in NPPF”. 
 
As stated above, paragraph 14 of the NPPF states that “at the heart of NPPF there is 
a presumption in favour of sustainable development, which should be seen as a 
golden thread running through both plan making and decision making”.  Sustainable 
development is principally defined in paragraph 7 of the NPPF.  Paragraph 7 states 
“There are three dimensions to sustainable development: economic, social and  
environmental”.  
 
Conclusions in relation to sustainable development are dealt with elsewhere in this 
report. 
 
Access to Shops and Services 
 
Objections received to the application raise concerns over there being insufficient 
local infrastructure for the proposed number of residents, that there are no shops, 
local services or amenities for residents, it is a remote location with limited transport 
links, and there is poor accessibility to the site.  These issues can essentially be 
described as objections on the ground of the site being in an unsustainable location. 
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Residents would be at the site for a relatively short period, and during that time 
meals would be provided onsite, and transport provided when necessary (for 
example to go to Home Office meetings, health checks, to places of worship, or to 
town centres).  Residents are unlikely to have their own car or other means of 
transport due to the nature of their circumstances, and will be reliant on the transport 
provided for them.  So, in theory, all of their essential needs would be provided for.  
 
Initial Accommodation for asylum seekers is not secure accommodation and 
residents are free to come and go as they please.  They will have time to 
themselves, so it is only natural that they may wish to access other services, shops, 
or recreational facilities in their own free time.  They may also wish to explore the 
local area, understandably this would be a new country, culture and environment for 
them, and it is only human nature to be inquisitive and to want to do this.  
 
The application site is 1.4km from at the Black Horse Round-a-bout, and 
approximately 1.5km from the shopping centre at Four Acre Lane, Clock Face, and 
either one would take approximately 30 minutes to walk to.  The nearest park or 
recreational open space would be Sutton Manor Woodland and the Dream, to the 
north of the site which falls within St Helens MBC, this would be approximately a 15 
minute walk. 

If residents have their own means to access public transport then the nearest bus 
stop is just outside the entrance gates to the site on Wilmere Lane.  Currently, this is 
served by the following bus services 17, 17b, 61 and 61A, the routes and frequency 
of these are set out below.  The services could also provide for staff or visitors. It is 
not considered that the proposed development would give rise to a significant 
number of trips. 

 

17 Widnes – St Helens via Peelhouse 
Lane, Lockett Rd, Birchfield Rd, 
Sutton Manor, Clock Face 

Hourly 

17A Widnes - St Helens via Farnworth Hourly 

61 Widnes Prescot – Huyton – Liverpool 
via Farnworth, Rainhill, Whiston, 
Wavertree 

Every 20 minutes 

61A Murdishaw – Runcorn – Widnes – 
Prescot – Huyton  via Runcorn 
Shopping Centre, Farnworth, Rainhill 
and Whiston. 

Every 20 Minutes 

The concerns must also be put in the context that this is an existing site, and an 
existing building. Planning permission was granted for the 60 bed residential care 
home in 2008. Understandably, this is a change of use application, and the nature of 
the use still has to be considered on its own merits. Whilst the site might be 
considered to be relatively isolated compared to a town centre location, it is relatively 
close to a local centre and has good public transport links.   
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The wider strategic requirement by SERCO to provide Initial Accommodation for the 
northwest region also needs to be considered.  When asylum seekers leave their 
initial accommodation they are then housed in dispersed accommodation across the 
region.  Taking this into account, the site’s location in close proximity to junction 7 of 
the M62, provides the applicant with excellent access to the M57, the M6 and the 
wider North West where asylum seekers can be transported to their dispersed 
accommodation after their very short stay in initial accommodation. 

Based on the information above, the application could not be justifiably refused on 
grounds of sustainability as it applies to its social dimension. The proposal is 
considered to comply with Policy CS2 and CS15 of the Halton Core Strategy Local 
Plan and Paragraphs 7, 14 and 70 of the National Planning Policy Framework in 
terms of accessibility. 

Housing Land Supply  

Representations have been received alleging that the proposal would significantly 
undermine the Council’s plan making process for this part of the Borough and would 
severely limit the Council’s ability to provide a continuous and up-to-date 5 year 
supply of housing land in this part of the Borough. 

The 5 year housing land supply is for the Borough as a whole rather than any 
particular part of the Borough, the proposal would have no impact on the 5 year land 
supply.   

The application site and surrounding area is in the Green Belt and would not be 
expected to contribute to the 5 year land supply whilst this area remains within the 
Green Belt. Furthermore, there is no evidence that the use of the site as proposed 
would deter investment in other housing sites in the general area and thus harm the 
housing land supply. It is not considered that there is any merit in this objection. 

Fear of Crime, Anti-Social Behaviour and Public Safety 

Objections have been received from local residents in Halton and St Helens in 
relation to:  fears  based on significant safety concerns over housing large numbers 
of individuals with no background security checks; the proximity of the site to 
vulnerable people in nurseries, schools and colleges; concerns that the hostel will 
house mainly male occupants raising fears of sexually motivated attacks on women 
and children; concerns that men congregating in groups would be intimidating to 
local residents and passers-by; and concerns that that there is not enough policing in 
the area. 

Such fears relate to crime, anti-social behaviours and concerns over public safety. 
Two aspects of public safety have been raised. These relate to Health Screening 
and Security Checks.  As stated above, residents of the facility are health screened 
during their stay. Security and other checks are carried out as far as reasonably 
possible. It should be pointed out that the experience of an initial asylum hostel in 
Liverpool, which was established in 2000, is that these have not been issues of 
concern.  



 

30 
 

To the extent that the objection that the previous history of the applicant and his 
ability to run an initial asylum seekers hostel might be taken as an expression of 
public fear, it can be repeated that the applicant would not be running the hostel and 
has no contract with the Home Office to do so.  

These fears, emanating from a proposed development, are capable of being a 
material planning consideration to a planning decision.   Three Court of Appeal 
cases can illustrate this point. Two were reported in 1998 and the third in 2005. 

Newport BC v The Secretary of State for Wales and Browning Ferris Environmental 
Services Ltd [1998] Env RL 174 concerned a proposed chemical waste treatment 
plant. This case was considered a few months later in West Midlands Probation 
Committee v Secretary of State for the Environment (1998) P&CR 589 which 
concerned a proposed extension to a bail and probation hostel.  Smith v First 
Secretary of State [2005] EWCA Civ 859 concerned a gypsy caravan site. 

In the Smith case Buxton LJ distinguished earlier cases. He stated that “ .. a caravan 
site is not like a polluting factory or bail hostel, likely of its very nature to produce 
difficulties for its neighbours.” The court held that fear and concern had to be real. 
This required that the fear and concern had to have some reasonable basis, though 
falling short of requiring that the fear outcome to be proved as inevitable or highly 
likely and that the object of that fear and concern had to be the use, in planning 
terms, of the land. It was held that it could not be right to view land use for the 
purpose of a gypsy caravan site as inherently creating the real concern that attached 
to an institution as a bail hostel. In the absence of this inherent condition of the land 
the evidence had to be considered very carefully. In the Smith case it was held that if 
the concern for the future rested not wholly on extrapolation from past events, but at 
least partly on assumptions not supported by evidence as to the characteristics of 
future occupiers, it could not be taken into account. 

The important relevant findings in the Smith case were that (i) fear and concern must 
have some reasonable basis though falling short of requiring the feared outcome to 
be proved as inevitable or highly likely, and (ii) the object of the fear and concern 
must be the use in planning terms of the land. Whilst the court suggested that some 
uses (such as a bail hostel) were likely of their very nature to produce difficulties, it is 
not necessary for the use to fall within this category – all that the court held was that 
if the use did not fall within this category the evidence would require very careful 
exploration. 

The advice given to objectors by David Manley QC has also been taken into 
account.  

The Council should address this issue by asking the following questions; 

i) May the proposal give rise to problems with respect to crime, anti-social 
behaviour and public safety?  

ii) Is there public concern about the proposal giving rise to such problems? 

iii) If so, are there reasonable grounds for these concerns? 
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iv) What weight should be given to this issue? 

In response to these questions it is considered that the answers should be as 
follows: 

i) There is no evidence that the proposal is likely to give rise to these 
problems. This is based on the representations provided by Cheshire 
Police, as set out in Appendices 1 and 2.  The assertions given by 
objectors are not substantiated. For example the press reports of incidents 
in Germany cannot be used to justify a claim that similar issues would 
arise out of this proposal. The representations given by Cheshire Police 
are to be preferred. The London School of Economics report, which is 
referred to below, (which focused on crime) is also relevant. 

ii) It is patently obvious that there is public concern about the proposal giving 
rise to such problems.  

iii) There are no reasonable grounds for such concern. This is based on the 
same reasons as in i) above. This in no way denies that the feelings are 
real. 

iv) The issue of weight  

The issue of weight was addressed by Aldous LJ in the Newport case in which he 
stated: “... he [the inspector] should have accepted that the perceived fears, even 
though they were not soundly based upon scientific or logical fact, were a relevant 
planning consideration and then gone on to decide whether, upon the facts of the 
particular case, they were of so little weight as to result in the conclusion that refusal 
by the council was unreasonable.”  

NPPF Paragraph 58 states inter alia that planning decisions should aim to ensure 
that developments create safe and accessible environments where crime and 
disorder, and the fear of crime, do not undermine quality of life or community 
cohesion.  It follows from the above that little or no weight should be given to these 
fears in the present case. It is not considered that the proposed development would 
undermine quality of life or community cohesion.  

The proposal could not therefore be rejected on the grounds of NPPF Sect. 8 
‘Promoting Healthy Communities’ and Para 69 which states fear of crime should not 
undermine the quality of life.  

Crime and Immigration: Evidence from large scale immigrant waves. 

One objector to the proposed development has cited a paper prepared by the 
London School of Economics as providing evidence linking immigration and crime. 
This was a 2013 paper entitled “Crime and Immigration: Evidence from large scale 
immigrant waves” by Bell, Fasani and Machin. 

The paper analysed data from two large flows of immigrants. The first immigration 
flow was a wave of asylum seekers in the late 1990s and early 2000s. The second 
wave was an inflow of workers from EU accession countries (referred to as the A8 
wave) that occurred from 2004 onward. 
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We are concerned here with conclusions relating to asylum seekers. The paper 
concluded that there was no increase in violent crime associated with the wave of 
asylum seekers but that there appeared to be a significant positive effect from the 
asylum wave on property crime. 

Care needs to be taken with the word “significant” when used in a statistical report. 
In principle, a statistically significant result simply means that it is a result that is not 
attributed to chance. 

Nevertheless, the paper concluded that though “we find consistently positive effects 
from the asylum wave on property crime, the average size of the effect is not 
substantial. The size of the effect did vary in areas which received substantial inflows 
of asylum seekers. The effect, such as it was, of property crime was associated with 
low labour force participation rates, high unemployment and low wage levels. 

The relevance of the paper needs to be considered in the context of the current 
application. 

The most obvious issue is that the paper did not address asylum seekers in initial 
accommodation hostels: it addressed asylum seekers who were dispersed in the 
community over the country as a whole. There is no logical basis for extrapolating 
the data in the paper and using it to justify an argument about a different cohort of 
people. Even if this were not the case, the paper concluded that the impact on 
property crime was not substantial. 

Two of the authors of the paper (Dr. B. Bell and Professor S. Machin) produced a 
further briefing paper in November 2013 for the Migration Observatory at the 
University of Oxford. Two points should be made about the briefing note. First, there 
is a section which points out that there has been a continuous reduction in property 
crimes since 2002 whilst at the same time there has been an increase in the foreign-
born share of the population. Secondly, the briefing paper states that estimates 
suggest that a one percent increase in the asylum seeker share of the local 
population is associated with a 1.1% rise in property crime. Since asylum seekers 
accounted for only around 0.1% of the population, the macro effects were small.  

Furthermore, the paper is based purely on statistics and does not present the full 
details of the crimes.  For example, it is not known whether these property crimes 
were carried out by asylum seekers against local residents, or whether it was the 
asylum seekers themselves who had been the victims.  Or possibly that the crimes 
were isolated to within the hostels where the crimes had been carried out by 
residents against fellow residents.  This research paper, whilst considered to be a 
material consideration should be given little weight.    

Increased Traffic, Parking and Highway Safety 
 
Objections have been received on the grounds that: the proposed development 
would generate more traffic and that would have a detrimental impact on the already 
busy junction of Wilmere Lane and the A57 Warrington Road; the proximity of the 
existing vehicle access to the junction; and parking provision. Concerns have also 
been raised over pedestrian safety, the safety of the asylum seekers at a busy 
junction, and proximity of junction 7 on the M62. 
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The Highway Authority has been consulted and raises no objections to the proposed 
use of the site as an asylum seeker hostel. 
 
The proposed development is not considered to be more intensive than the existing 
permitted use, and there is considered to be sufficient capacity in the junction. 
 
With regards to the proximity of the access to the junction, this is an existing access 
and there are no proposals to alter it.  As explained above, the proposed 
development is not expected to be more intensive, and a significant impact on 
highways safety grounds could not be substantiated.  
 
With regards to parking, there are currently 24 car parking spaces onsite including 
two disabled spaces.  Given that the residents are unlikely to have access to their 
own cars due to their circumstances, the 24 spaces are considered to be sufficient 
for staff and visitors. 
 
With regards to the pedestrian safety of the asylum seekers, the existing junction 
provides for acceptable crossing points, and sufficient footways to access the site.  
Furthermore, it is understood that the operator SERCO would brief residents upon 
their arrival regarding access to the local area. Objections on the grounds of 
pedestrian safety could not be sustained. 
 
Impact on Tourism 
 
Objections have been received in relation to the perceived adverse and detrimental 
effect the development would have on tourism and patronage to local businesses in 
the area.  Particular reference has been made by objectors to Harefield Water 
Gardens, Alpaca Farm, Coffee Barn and Farm Shop, reference has also been made 
to the impact on visitors to ‘The Dream’ and Sutton Manor and St Helens MBC 
adopted Bold Forest Park Area Action Plan. 
 
The Bold Forest Park Area Action Plan does not form part of the Development Plan 
for Halton Borough Council, however, it is a material consideration. 
 
Objectors are concerned that the existence of an ‘asylum hostel’ would create 
negative perceptions in the minds of potential visitors to the area and hence the 
businesses in the locale would suffer loss and employment may be affected. 
 
It should be noted that whilst St Helens MBC has objected to the proposal on the 
grounds of location, transport and sustainability, it has not objected on the grounds 
of impact on Tourism or the delivery of the Bold Forest Action Plan. 
 
Reference has been made by objectors to policy LTC8 ‘Protection of Tourism 
Attractions’ of the Unitary Development Plan and section 3 of the NPPF which 
relates to  ‘Supporting a Prosperous Rural Economy’, and requires local planning 
authorities to support economic growth in rural areas, outlining objectives so as to 
create prosperity and jobs, including tourism and leisure developments. Policy LTC8 
states: 
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‘Development that would affect an existing tourist attraction will not be permitted if it 
would be likely to detract from the function, appearance or setting of the attraction.’ 
 
The reasoned justification for this policy states:-  
 
“Although Halton is not a major tourism destination, tourism does have a role to play 
in the Borough’s economy. It is, therefore, important that development that would 
have a negative effect on the tourism potential of its existing attractions is resisted”. 
 
“This would include proposals that would reduce public access to a site or building, 
reduce the attractiveness of the surrounding environment, destroy buildings or 
features of interest, or result in noise, smells or disturbance which would detract from 
the visitor experience”. 
 
The proposal is to utilise an existing building, there is no new built development 
proposed that would diminish the attractiveness of the surrounding environment.  
Activities would be contained within the building and existing grounds, these would 
not result in noises, smells or disturbances that would detract from the visitor 
experience to local attractions. 
 
Whilst impact on tourism and the above policies are material planning considerations 
there is insufficient evidence to justify use of these policies as grounds for refusal, 
and there is insufficient evidence to conclude that the proposal is contrary to policy 
LTC8 or section 3 of the NPPF.  Nor can it be demonstrated that the proposed 
development is contrary to the Bold Forest Park Area Action Plan.  The proposal 
should be considered to be sustainable in the meanings of NPPF paragraphs 14 and 
7 in terms of its economic dimension. 
 
Impact on Local Businesses and Employment 
 
Objections have been received from local residents concerned that the proposed 
development would have a negative impact on local businesses and a likely 
subsequent loss of employment.  Specific reference has been made to  
paragraph 19 of NPPF which states:- 
 
“The Government is committed to ensuring that the planning system does everything 
it can to support sustainable economic growth. Planning should operate to 
encourage and not act as an impediment to sustainable growth. Therefore significant 
weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth through the 
planning system”. 
 
Similarly to the tourism section above, there is insufficient evidence to support claims 
that the use of this building as initial accommodation for asylum seekers would 
impact on local businesses or cause the loss of employment. These cannot be 
substantiated as grounds for refusal, and the proposal cannot be considered 
contrary to NPPF in this respect. This is not to downgrade fears which have been 
expressed about possible impact on local businesses. 
 
On the other hand, it should also be noted that the site is currently vacant and 
therefore does not employ anyone.  If planning permission is granted the application 



 

35 
 

states that at any one time there would be two support staff on site and a site 
manager.  On top of this, there would be a requirement for catering staff, cleaners, a 
requirement for transportation and the general maintenance and upkeep of the 
premises, all of which require staff and provide potential employment opportunities.  
 
Bringing the building back into use would obviously bring more people to the area, 
not only the residents seeking asylum, but the staff and visitors to the site who will 
potentially spend money in the area.   
 
It could, therefore, be argued that bringing this building back into use would have 
positive impacts on the local economy and employment.  The proposal should be 
considered to be sustainable in the meanings of paragraphs 14 and 7 of the NPPF in 
terms of it economic dimension. 
 
Retention of Existing Use 
 
Representations have been received that the premises should be reopened and 
used for a nursing home. This should be corrected to care home as the site was 
granted planning permission for use as a care home. Alternatively, the building 
should be used for something else such as housing for the homeless, for ex armed 
forces staff, halfway accommodation for 16 - 18 year olds or converted into flats for 
first time buyers. The desirability of preserving an existing use of land can be a 
material consideration if there is a reasonable probability that such use will be 
preserved if permission for a new use is refused.  
 
The site is not currently used. Furthermore, there are no proposals for alternative 
uses other than the current application. The use of the site as a care home could be 
resumed without any further need for planning permission. However, there is no 
evidence that this is likely to happen as the premises have remained vacant since 
October 2015. 
 
Little weight can be given to this representation. 
 
Over-development of the site 
 
The proposed development does not involve new building or extension to the car 
parking provision at the site. Other factors such as traffic movements have been 
taken into account. Notwithstanding that there would be an intensification of use, the 
increase in numbers of persons using the site for the proposed use is not considered 
to amount to over-development. 
  
Residential and Visual Amenity 
 
There are a number of residential properties within the vicinity of the site, the nearest 
of them being on Jubitts Lane and Harefield Farm.  Other than reoccupying an 
existing residential building the proposal would, on balance, not have a detrimental 
impact upon the residential amenity and the character of the area. Indeed, bringing 
the building back into use would, on balance, have a positive impact on the character 
of the area, if left vacant overtime the property could be become dilapidated and a 
target of vandalism and anti-social behaviour. 



 

36 
 

 
As explained in the section above, the proposal is to utilise an existing building, there 
is no new built development proposed that would diminish the attractiveness of the 
surrounding environment.  Activities would be contained within the building and 
existing grounds, these would not result in noises, smells or disturbances that would 
detract from the amenity of the area.   
 
There is another aspect of residential amenity in relation to the impact of crime and 
disorder, this is dealt with in a separate section of this report. 
 
The proposed development is not considered to have a detrimental impact on the 
visual amenities of the area and is considered to comply with policy BE1 of the 
Halton Unitary Development Plan. 
 
Scale of Consultation 
 
Objections have been received on the grounds that the scale of consultation on the 
application has not been sufficient. For this type of planning application Article 15 (5) 
of the ‘The Development Management Procedure Order 2015’ requires the following 
publicity to be carried out:- 
 
‘(a) by site display in at least one place on or near the land to which the application 
relates for not less than 21 days; or  
(b) by serving the notice on any adjoining owner or occupier’. 
 
The Local Planning Authority posted two site notices outside of the application site, 
one on the 50 mph sign directly at the entrance to the site, and a second at the traffic 
signal controlled junction on the corner of Wilmere Lane and Warrington Road. 
Furthermore, 22 letters were sent out to properties within the vicinity of the site.  In 
this respect, the Local Planning Authority has not only fulfilled its statutory 
requirements, it has actually exceeded them.   
 
The level of consultation is perfectly acceptable for the scale and type of 
development and any further or more extensive consultation by the Local Planning 
Authority could not be justified.   
 
In conclusion, there are therefore no grounds to refuse or defer the application based 
on the consultation process which has taken place in accordance with the statutory 
requirements.  The scale of responses to the application demonstrates that the scale 
of consultation was more than sufficient.  
 
Level of Information Submitted with the Application 
 
Objections have been received raising concerns that an insufficient amount of 
information has been submitted with the application, and that there should be more 
information in relation to how the site would be operated. 
 
When applicants submit a planning application, paragraph 022 National Planning 
Practice Guidance sets out the national information requirements outlining what 
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should be submitted with a planning application.  These requirements are as 
follows:- 
 
• Plans and drawings. 
• Ownership Certificate and Agricultural Land Declaration. 
• Design and Access Statement (for some planning applications). 
 
With regards to a design and access statement this is only required in the following 
instances: 
 
• Applications for major development, as defined in article 2 of the Town and Country 
Planning (Development Management Procedure (England) Order 2015 
• Applications for development in a designated area, where the proposed 
development consists of:  

o one or more dwellings; or 
o a building or buildings with a floor space of 100 square metres or more. 

• Applications for listed building consent. 
 
The proposed change of use does not fall under any of these categories above, and 
therefore a design and access statement is not required. 
 
Therefore, in accordance with the National Information Requirements, the applicant 
has submitted a completed application form with the completed ownership and 
agricultural holdings certificates, and the following plans:- 
 
1:1250 site location plan 
Existing site layout plan (scale 1:100),  
Existing elevations (Scale 1:100),  
Existing floor plans for all three floors (scale 1:100).     
 
This is a change of use application, no internal or external physical alterations are 
proposed, and therefore, proposed plans are not required as there are no changes. 
 
Local planning authorities can set local validation requirements. However, Halton 
Borough Council has not set any specific validation requirements for this type of 
application.  Therefore, the submitted information above met the requirements to 
validate the application. 
 
However, as well as the above information, the applicant has submitted a planning 
statement.  The planning statement provides written details of the site’s location and 
context, a description of the existing building and site, its planning history, a 
description of the development proposal and a review of relevant planning policy and 
material considerations. 
 
The nature of this application has produced many representations that: make 
assumptions about asylum seekers; ask questions about their origins; specific details 
of their circumstances; and raise queries in relation to the detailed operation of such 
an establishment.   
 



 

38 
 

Much of this requested information goes above and beyond what can reasonably be 
expected to be found within a planning application.  That said, the local planning 
authority has a duty to consider all material planning considerations that have been 
raised in these representations.  This has required research by the local planning 
authority and the identification of other information that is already out in the public 
domain to understand the nature of the proposed use and to inform Development 
Control Committee members. 
 
It should also be noted that as well as the information submitted with the planning 
application, Halton Borough Council’s website provides background information 
about Asylum Seekers and Refugees: It also provides a briefing note produced by 
SERCO (the company intending to operate the Lilycross site).   
 
Whilst this information has not been submitted by the applicant, it does provide 
background information and is a material consideration. 
  
Furthermore, during the course of processing the planning application, clarification 
has been sought on matters in relation to drainage, staffing, vehicle movements and 
a structural survey.  This information has been addressed in the relevant sections of 
this report.  
 
Based on the above, there is sufficient information for the local planning authority to 
determine the planning application.  
 
Standards of Accommodation 
 
The Local Planning Authority does not currently have any adopted standards for 
room sizes within its Development Plan Policies. 
 
However, it should be noted that central government has published the ‘Technical 
housing standards – nationally described space standard (DCLG March 2015).’  It is 
up to the local planning authority to decide whether to adopt such standards in 
emerging Local Plans if they so wish. 
 
Paragraph 10 of this document outlines the technical requirements: sub-paragraph 
‘d’ states “in order to provide two bed spaces, a double (or twin bedroom) should 
have a floor area of at least 11.5 m2”.   
 
All of the bedrooms within the Lilycross building are a minimum of 12 m2.  So whilst 
the local planning authority has no current adopted standards, the room sizes do 
meet those set out in the national standard above. 
 
The amenity of residents, both in terms of indoor space/ facilities and outdoor space, 
is covered by Home Office requirements and the Local Planning Authority has no 
evidence that standards are defective.  
 
The Council understands that a full catering service would be employed at the site 
and residents would not need to provide or cook their own food, and would not need 
to share kitchen facilities.  This issue has been raised as to whether the building 



 

39 
 

would require licensing by the local authority as House in Multiple occupation under 
the Housing Act 2004. This will be determined by the local authority in due course. 
 
Drainage 
 
The site’s foul drainage is currently provided by way of an onsite package sewage 
treatment plant.  A package sewage treatment plant uses micro-organisms to break 
down the organic matter in the sewage. The discharge of the treated liquid from the 
site into Bowers Brook is controlled by the Environment Agency. The discharge 
consent granted by the Environment Agency has lapsed. A new discharge consent 
would be required prior to occupation of the premises. The response from the 
Environment Agency, which is quoted in the consultation section of this report, 
mistakenly stated that the current consent was still in force. However, the 
Environment Agency confirmed that it had no objection in principle to the proposed 
development, subject to certain comments, as stated above. All of the drainage 
information received following receipt of the application has been forwarded to the 
Environment Agency. 
 
The package sewage treatment plant must be adequately sized to work properly. 
Representations have been received alleging that the proposed use could not be 
accommodated using the existing drainage system.  Specifically, the allegation is 
that an additional package sewage treatment plant would be required.  The Council 
requested further evidence on this point and the applicant commissioned a drainage 
engineers report on this topic. The conclusion of the report was that the existing 
sewage system could accommodate the proposed development. The further 
evidence included details of actual metered water use from an existing SERCO site 
which has a maximum occupancy of 156 people. This has been verified by the 
Council’s own consultant. 
 
The objectors who made representations in relation to drainage have been provided 
the further information from the applicant, and the reports commissioned by the 
Council.  In response the objectors have submitted further representations upholding 
their objections in relation to drainage.  
 
Impact on Local Services and Health and Wellbeing of Ayslum Seekers 
 
Objections have been received raising concerns that the proposed development 
would impact on already stressed local services such as doctors, dentists and other 
health services, emergency services, schools and education provision. 
 
As explained above, during their short stay in initial accommodation, asylum seekers 
do not have access to local healthcare, G.P.s, or dentists.  The Home Office and 
SERCO provide health care and work in partnership with Urgent Care 24 (UC24) 
which is based in Liverpool.  Residents would only access local services in 
emergencies. 
 
Further concerns have been raised in relation to the safety and wellbeing of the 
asylum seekers whilst residing in a hostel in this location.  As explained above, the 
site would be staffed 24/7. There will be at least 2 Support Workers on site 24 hours 
a day. During the day this will increase significantly due to a manager; Maintenance; 
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cleaning; catering and transport staff coming and going. Health care provision would 
be provided by SERCO.  Health checks and screening would be carried out by 
UC24, and if any physical or mental issues are identified then it would provide the 
necessary care provision.  
 
During their stay in Initial Accommodation asylum seekers would not attend school 
and, therefore, the proposal does not have an impact on school and education 
provision. 
 
Policy CS12  
 
Representations have been received, including an objection from St Helens 
Metropolitan Borough Council, on the grounds that the change of use would be 
contrary to policy CS12 ‘Housing Mix’ of the Halton Core Strategy Local Plan.  
 
The first part of the policy states: 
 
‘On sites of 10 or more dwellings, the mix of new property types delivered should 
contribute to addressing identified needs as quantified in the most up-to-date 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment, unless precluded by site specific constraints, 
economic viability or prevailing  neighbourhood characteristics’. 
 
The proposed development is not for a scheme of 10 or more dwelling houses, and 
therefore the first part of the policy is not relevant to this application. 
 
The second part of the policy states: 
 
‘Proposals for new specialist housing for the elderly, including extra-care and 
supported  accommodation, will be encouraged in suitable locations (and sites 
allocated in the Delivery  and Allocations Local Plan, as appropriate), particularly 
those providing easy access to local  services and community facilities’. 
 
The letter of objection from St Helens MBC states that Policy CS12 says ‘proposals 
for new specialist housing will be encouraged in suitable locations, particularly those 
providing easy access to local services and community facilities’. 
 
The representation from St Helens clearly misquotes the policy and misinterprets the 
purpose of policy CS12, as it has neglected the fact that the second part of the policy 
specifically refers to ‘housing for the elderly’. As this proposal is not for the housing 
of the elderly the second part of the policy does not apply to this case. 
 
The third part of the policy states:- 
 
‘There will be a presumption against further Residential Care Accommodation 
resulting in or exacerbating an oversupply’. 
 
Residential Care Accommodation in the policy relates to facilities for the elderly 
where a number of people live, often in single rooms and have access to on-site care 
facilities. The purpose of this part of the policy is to prevent the provision of more 
Residential Care Accommodation that would exacerbate an oversupply.  
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The proposal is to provide Initial Accommodation for asylum seekers, and not any 
new Residential Care Accommodation for the elderly. The very nature of the 
application, which is to change the use of a vacant care home, means that it could 
not possibly be contrary to this policy.  In fact, this part of the policy is not relevant to 
this case. 
 
The fourth and final part of policy CS12 states:- 
 
‘To reduce reliance on specialist housing in the future and to allow residents to live 
within their own homes for as long as they are able, the Council will encourage the 
delivery of homes which meet Lifetime Homes standards’. 
 
This final part of the policy relates to encouraging the construction of new dwellings 
to meet Lifetime Homes standards.  The application is not for the construction of new 
dwellings, but for the change of use of an existing building to Initial Accommodation 
for asylum seekers. This part of the policy, therefore, does not apply to this case.  
 
In summary, policy CS12 is not relevant to this planning application and does not 
provide any grounds to refuse the application. 
 
The House of Commons, Policy for the dispersal of Asylum Seekers 
 
Objections have raised the issue that the proposal does not accord with The House 
of Commons, Policy for the dispersal of Asylum Seekers dated 29th April 2016.  For 
clarity, the proposed development is not for dispersed accommodation, but for an 
Initial Assessment accommodation. Initial Accommodation is provided to asylum 
seekers for the period before being provided dispersed accommodation. Currently, 
Halton Borough Council does not have any dispersed accommodation. This 
objection is therefore misconceived. 
 
Carespec Ltd v Wolverhampton City Council [2016] EWHC 521 (Admin)  
 
Some objectors have alleged that the above case can be used to justify a refusal of 
the application. 
 
The Wolverhampton case is about a judicial review of a decision to serve a 
temporary stop notice. The application was rejected by the judge in robust terms. 
This was not a case about determining an application for planning permission. 
 
The Wolverhampton case demonstrates that the actions of a local authority must be 
rational and based on the facts of the particular case. The facts in the 
Wolverhampton case are quite different from the facts in the Lilycross application 
(paragraphs 8 to 13 of the judgement make this clear). 
 
The most useful aspect of the Wolverhampton case is its excellent description of the 
difference between a hotel and a hostel. 
 
The judgment cannot be used as a justification of a refusal of the application. 
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Human Rights  
 
Many of the objectors have raised, in general terms, the issue of their human rights 
as a primary consideration. In relation to impacts upon occupants of residential 
properties and businesses regard has been given to the qualified rights under Article 
8 and Article 1 of the First Protocol to the European Convention on Human Rights 
(ECHR) as incorporated by the Human Rights Act 1998, when reaching conclusions 
on the various topics considered in this report. The fundamental rights of these 
individuals must be balanced against the legitimate interests of asylum seekers, the 
wider community and the public interest.  

Consideration has been given to the extent to which any interference with human 
rights would be proportional. The interference anticipated would be in accordance 
with the law. As regards Article 8, the grant of permission would not result in the loss 
of any individual’s home. The interference with the human rights of individuals would 
be proportionate.  
 
Public Sector Equality Duty  
 
Objections have been received asserting that approval of the application would be 
inconsistent with the public sector equality duty as defined in section 149 Equality 
Act 2010. 
 
Section 149(1) of the 2010 Act provides:  
 
"A public authority must, in the exercise of its functions, have due regard to the need 
to – 
(a) eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct that is  
prohibited by or under this Act;  
(b) advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant protected  
characteristic and persons who do not share it;  
(c) foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected 
characteristic and persons who do not share it." 
 
Section 149(3) provides:  
 
"Having due regard to the need to advance equality of opportunity between persons 
who share a relevant protected characteristic and persons who do not share it 
involves having due regard, in particular, to the need to – 

(a) remove or minimise disadvantages suffered by persons who share a relevant 
protected characteristic that are connected to that characteristic;  
 

(b) take steps to meet the needs of persons who share a relevant protected 
characteristic that are different from the needs of persons who do not share it;  

 
(c) encourage persons who share a relevant protected characteristic to 

participate in public life or in any other activity in which participation by such 
persons is disproportionately low."  
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Section 149(4) provides that the steps involved in meeting the needs of disabled 
persons that are different from the needs of persons who are not disabled include, in 
particular, steps to take account of disabled persons' disabilities.  
 
Section 149(5) provides:  
 
"Having due regard to the need to foster good relations between persons who share 
a relevant protected characteristic and persons who do not share it involves having 
due regard, in particular, to the need to – 
(a) tackle prejudice, and  
(b) promote understanding."  
 
Section 149(7) provides that the relevant protected characteristics are— 
 
• age;  
• disability;  
• gender reassignment;  
• pregnancy and maternity;  
• race;  
• religion or belief;  
• sex;  
• sexual orientation. 
 
There are six principles which apply to the discharge of the public sector equality 
duty. The first two are that the local planning authority must be aware of its duty to 
have due regard to the identified goals before and at the time of the exercise of its 
function.  The further principles are that the duty must be exercised in substance with 
rigour and an open mind (it is not a matter of “ticking boxes”), it is not delegable, it is 
a continuing duty, and it is good practice to keep a record. 
 
A formal impact assessment has not been considered to be required. 
 
Of the three matters within section 149(1) of the 2010 Act which an authority must 
have due regard to the only matter which could potentially have relevance to the 
application is the duty to have due regard to the need to foster good relations 
between persons who share a relevant protected characteristic and persons who do 
not share it. However, persons who might share relevant protected characteristics 
have not been identified. The premises were last occupied by elderly people resident 
at the care home but the premises have been empty for some time and there is no 
evidence of a likely resumption of that use. Many of the previous residents would 
doubtless have had the relevant protected characteristic of disability.  
 
With regards to the proposed use, race is a relevant protected characteristic. The 
local planning authority has had due regard (in accordance with section 149(5)) to 
the need to tackle prejudice and promote understanding.  
 
The application has been considered in the light of any potential equality impacts. It 
is concluded that the impact of the application upon those with protected 
characteristics within the community would be proportionate and the requirements of 
the Public Sector Equality Duty have been met.  



 

44 
 

 
5.  SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
It is often necessary to make a determination after balancing a number of competing 
issues and making a judgement as to which should carry most weight. Only material 
considerations may be taken into account.  
 
The first question is whether the proposed development is in accord with the 
development plan. If it is, then the proposed development should be approved 
unless there are material considerations which outweigh the statutory “presumption 
in favour of the development plan”. 
 
It should also be noted that the NPPF introduced another presumption, a policy 
presumption – the “presumption in favour of sustainable development”. This 
presumption is to be applied (except in cases which do not apply here) in assessing 
and determining development proposals. 
 
So, the following questions need to be addressed: 
1. Is the proposal in accord with the development plan?   
2. Does the proposal represent sustainable development? 
3. What are the material considerations both for and against the proposed 

development? 
4. What weight should be given to these material considerations in carrying out 

the balancing exercise? 
 
The principle of the development is considered to be acceptable and complies with 
Policy GE1 and GE4 of the Halton Unitary Development Plan insofar as they are still 
relevant, and policy CS2 of the Halton Core Strategy Local Plan. The proposed 
development is consistent with all other relevant local plan policies. 
 
The proposed development is sustainable. 
 
A number of material considerations have been identified in this report.  
 
The proposed development does not conflict with the five purposes of including land 
within the Green Belt as identified in paragraph 80 of the NPPF.  The proposed 
development would preserve the openness of the Green Belt.  The re-use of the 
building is not inappropriate development in the Green Belt by virtue of paragraph 90 
of the NPPF. Nevertheless, to ensure that openness is preserved into the future, it is 
necessary to impose a condition restricting permitted development rights, this is 
dealt within the next section. 
 
Planning is concerned with land use in the public interest.  There are no health and 
wellbeing impacts of any substance associated with consideration of this application.  
The protection of private interests, such as house prices, are factors toward which no 
weight should be attributed. 
 
There is insufficient evidence to support objections that the proposed use would 
have a detrimental impact on tourism, local businesses, employment and the local 
economy and the proposal is not considered to be contrary to UDP policy LTC8 or 
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section 3 of the NPPF.  Furthermore, the bringing back into use of a vacant building 
is more likely to have a positive impact on the economy by way of providing jobs and 
spending in the local area. 
 
The existing car park is considered to provide sufficient car parking. Significant 
highways safety impacts cannot be demonstrated, and the proximity of the site to a 
bus stop and the provision of transport by the operator SERCO is considered to be 
acceptable.  The application cannot be refused on highway safety or transportation 
grounds, or sustainability grounds. The proposal is considered to comply with Policy 
CS2 of the Halton Core Strategy Local Plan and Paragraph 197 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework. 
 
Fear of crime, anti-social behaviour and public safety can be material planning 
considerations and needs to be taken into account in the determination of this 
planning application.  However, the evidence provided in this particular case does 
not provide sufficient grounds to refuse the application based on the fear of crime, 
anti-social behaviour or public safety perceived by residents.  The proposal cannot, 
therefore, be rejected on the grounds of NPPF Sect. 8 ‘Promoting Healthy 
Communities’ and paragraph 69 which states fear of crime should not undermine the 
quality of life. 
 
The conclusions on the remaining matters have been dealt with elsewhere in this 
report. 
 
Considerable weight must be given to compliance with the development plan and 
compliance with NPPF.  
 
NPPF paragraph 215 requires that due weight be given to relevant policies in the 
existing plans according to their degree of consistency with the Framework – the 
closer the policies in the plan to the policies in the framework the greater the weight 
that may be given. As stated above only limited weight can be given to the saved 
UDP policies GE1 and GE4. 
 
Section 38 (6) Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 require the application 
to be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise. The weight to be given to representations made 
against the proposed development (individually and collectively) do not outweigh the 
presumption in favour of development which is in accordance with the development 
plan or in accordance with NPPF.  
 
The application is, therefore, recommended for approval subject to conditions the 
reasons for which are set out in the next section. 
 
Conditions 
 
The imposition of conditions on planning permissions must comply with legislation 
and the NPPF (and where applicable, the development plan). 
 
NPPF paragraphs 203 to 206 relate to planning conditions and obligations. Planning 
authorities should consider whether otherwise unacceptable development could be 
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made acceptable through the use of conditions or planning obligations. No planning 
obligations are considered appropriate in this case. 
 
NPPF paragraph 206 can be highlighted in particular. This states that planning 
conditions should only be imposed where they are necessary, relevant to planning 
and to the development to be permitted, enforceable, precise and reasonable in all 
other respects. 
 
The proposed standard time limits condition is in accordance with section 91 of the 
1990 Act. The plans condition, listing relevant drawings, complies with NPPF and 
sections 70 and 72 of the 1990 Act. It is important to be clear as to the physical 
layout within which the proposed use is to operate. 
 
The proposed use restriction to ‘Initial Accommodation for Asylum Seekers’ complies 
with NPPF and sections 70 and 72 of the 1990 Act. Issues relating to anything other 
than Initial Accommodation have not been analysed. Any change of use outside of 
the meaning of (the sui generis use of) Initial Accommodation must be the subject of 
a formal application for planning permission. 
 
The proposed condition restricting permitted development rights is designed to 
prevent future development which could have an impact on openness. 
 
6. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
That the application be approved subject to conditions:- 
 

1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of 
three years from the date of this permission. 
 
Reason:- In order to comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990. 
 

2. The development hereby approved shall be carried out in accordance with the 
following plans and drawings received on 10th August 2016:- 
 
1:1250 Site Plan 

 
Reason: - To ensure that the work is carried out in accordance with the 
approved plans and within the parameters of the grant of planning permission, 
and to comply with Policies BE1 and BE2 of the Halton Unitary Development 
Plan, the Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 

3. The use hereby approved shall be limited to a hostel for Initial 
Accommodation of Asylum Seekers and for no other use. 

 
In this condition ‘Initial Accommodation’ means accommodation provided 
under section 98 of the Immigration and Asylum Act 1999 for Asylum Seekers, 
for Initial assessment prior to provision / placement in dispersed 
accommodation. 
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Reason:-  The proposed use restriction to ‘Initial Accommodation for Asylum 
Seekers’ complies with NPPF and sections 70 and 72 of the 1990 Act. Issues 
relating to anything other than Initial accommodation have not been analysed. 
Any change of use outside of the meaning of (the sui generis use of) Initial 
accommodation must be the subject of a formal application for planning 
permission.   
 

4. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General 
Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (“the 2015 Order”) (or any 
order revoking and re-enacting that Order with or without modification), no 
development within classes A, B, C, D and F of Schedule 2, Part 2 (Minor 
Operations) of the 2015 Order shall be permitted. 

 
Reason:- To preserve the openness of the Green Belt and to comply with 
NPPF. 
 

SUSTAINABILITY STATEMENT  
 
As required by:   
•  Paragraph 186 – 187 of the National Planning Policy Framework;   
•  The Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure)  
(England) (Amendment No.2) Order 2012; and   
•  The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) (Amendment)  
(England) Regulations 2012.   
This statement confirms that the local planning authority has worked proactively  
with the applicant to secure development that improves the economic, social and  
environmental conditions of Halton. 
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