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Introduction 

 
This Statement is a response to a letter dated 23rd July, 2013 addressed to Mr T Gibbs from Mr G Bridge on 
behalf of Hale Bank Parish Council.  A copy of the letter has been passed to us for comment and in accordance 
with this request, we have set out below, and in the information attached, a comprehensive response to the 
concerns raised. 
 
We have sought to respond directly to each of the matters raised in Mr Bridge’s letter.  In this regard, where 
possible the matters raised are quoted and a response provided and we have tried to follow the order of Mr 
Bridge’s letter.  Extracts from Mr Bridge’s letter are set out in blue italics with the response provided. 
 
 
Principle of the Proposed Development 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mr Bridge has raised concerns that the application is not the same as originally submitted.  For the purposes of 
clarification the application that is pending determination is that which was submitted in July 2011 and the 
description of development remains unchanged.  However during the course of the determination of the 
application, and in the usual way; in order to try to address issues that have arisen additional information has 
been submitted and minor changes to some of the application drawings have been made.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

HBPC have been told that the application is not new; rather it is the original application that is being reconsidered following 
the High Court’s decision to quash the planning permission granted in 2011. 
 
In your letter to Mrs Egan of HBPC dated 7 June 2013, you state that the application is for “exactly the same development 
as originally submitted in July 2011” and that “only some supporting documents have been updated to ensure all 
information is correct”. You also accuse Mrs Egan of making “false statements”.  
 
Unfortunately some of your own statements are incorrect. For example, your consultation letter dated 21 June 2013 refers 
to “amended site plans”. The Revised Schedule of Application Submissions dated March 2013 lists Block Plan ref. P002 
rev. D (which replaces Plan P002 rev. A) and Site Plan ref. P003 rev. D (which replaces Plan P003 rev. A). 
 
The plans themselves are dated by the Council as having been received on 27 March 2013, well before you sent your 
letter to Mrs Egan on 7 June. The plans specify revisions to general drafting, the south west corner layout, road alignment 
and the acoustic fence, so it is not exactly the same application as you claim. 

 

 
The introduction to Core Strategy Policy CS8 emphasises the “need to guide the future development of 3MG and maintain 
its status as a leading multimodal freight facility in the region by setting out a policy for its future development”. The 
emphasis is thus on its multimodal status, not just on the need for development per se. In the policy itself, one of the key 
elements of 3MG is the development of the HBC Field for “rail served warehousing uses”. This is a clear indication that 
any development on HBC Field will be rail served and will play its part in the 3MG project by making significant use of the 
railway for freight transport. 
 
Although the application proposal is described as being “rail-served”, I have searched the application documents, including 
the Design and Access Statement, the Rail Report and the officer’s report to Committee from August 2011, but I can find 
no confirmation that the rail service has to be used or even that it will be used at all……………………………………. 
 
The only requirement recommended in the Committee report was Condition 31 which simply states that the rail connection 
and siding shall be implemented in accordance with an agreed timetable, but not necessarily before the building is brought 
into use…………………………………. 
 
My whole point is that if the end user does not need or use the rail service, the end user is relevant to the consideration of 
this or any other application for the development of a site that has been specifically designated for a rail related 
development. It is therefore unlikely that the use of the site by a company such as Amazon will comply with Core Strategy 
Policy CS8. HBPC therefore believe that planning permission should be refused in the absence of any Section 106 
Agreement which ensures that the railway is the primary means of moving freight onto and off the site. 
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Mr Bridge refers to Policy CS8 of the adopted Core Strategy and raises questions about the rail siding, its use 
and the relationship with an end user.  Parts of his letter are copied above. 
 
The planning application has been submitted in full and is for a single rail-served storage and distribution unit 
(B8).  The detailed description of the development, set out in Chapter 2 of the ES and elsewhere, confirms that 
the development includes the ‘provision of on plot rail connectivity and sidings’.  Whilst it is widely known that 
Prologis had been in detailed discussions with a particular occupier, the application was assessed, in terms of the 
Environmental Statement and other supporting assessment work, in accordance with the application description 
and it is clearly on this basis that the Council must determine the application.   
 
In this regard the application has been assessed based on reasonable, worst case assumptions.  For example 
paragraph 6.13 of the Transport Assessment explains that in order to assess a worst case impact for traffic 
purposes, it has been assumed that no goods would travel by rail and that higher rates of trip generations have 
been assumed having regard to the TRICS database. 
 
Policy CS8 of the Core Strategy allocates the HBC Field site for B8, rail-served warehouse uses.  In this regard 
rail-served is considered to mean the provision of a dedicated rail siding to serve the operation of the building.  
The application includes a dedicated rail siding which connects the service yard directly to the West Coast Main 
Line and the Council have proposed a condition which would require the construction of the rail siding.  This 
approach would fully accord with Policy CS8 by ensuring that the HBC Field building is rail-served and thereby 
facilitates the use of rail to move freight. 
 
The planning application is consistent in its assumptions about the potential for rail use, although as noted above, 
where appropriate, a different level of rail use has been assumed in order to assess a worst case.  The Rail 
Report explains that the provision of the dedicated sidings could allow for 4 trains per day to serve the site.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The design of the building, its service yard, bays and parking and circulation space allow for flexibility for 
operators to manage the delivery, storage and dispatching of goods.  This functionality is shown clearly on the 
Container Handling diagram attached at Appendix One.  This shows how trains serving the warehouse building 
can be unloaded/loaded and how goods can be transferred into and out of the building. 
 
Noise 
 
A response to Mr Bridge’s concerns in relation to noise are set out in a specific note prepared by Amec attached 
at Appendix Two. 
 
Traffic 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This proposal is for a single warehouse of over 100,000 sq.m. where the LPA say they do not know who the 

end user is. It is therefore impossible to predict with any degree of accuracy what the likely traffic generation 

will be, especially HGVs. 

 

 

If the LPA does not know who the end user is, then the potential impact on traffic flows (and noise) for a 

warehouse of this size cannot be known either. The LPA should not be determining this application without 

the full facts that will enable a balanced decision to be made. 

 

 

 

The notation on Plan P002 rev. D indicates that the dedicated siding will be separated from the application building and its 
servicing yard by a retaining wall. It is not explained how goods can cross this barrier, or if the wall is part of the siding 
design or even if there will be any actual access between the siding and the building. More seriously, the August 2011 
officer’s report confirms that the incoming goods referred to in the Atkins report will be unloaded into the south side of the 
building, which is as far away as possible from the siding and where access from the siding is very restricted. This defies 
all logic and indicates that for this proposal, the sidings would be impractical and almost impossible to use for incoming 
goods, even if the occupier of the building wished to do so. 
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Mr Bridge repeats in his letter, concerns about the robustness of the transport assessment.  As explained above 
the approach to the assessment of traffic impact has been based on worst case assumptions. 
 
Light Pollution 
 
A response to Mr Bridge’s concerns in relation to light pollution are set out in a specific note prepared by PBA 
attached at Appendix Three. 
 
Health Assessment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Environmental Statement presents the assessment of the effects of the application on various factors, this 
includes matters that can affect health.  The preparation of a Health Impact Assessment is an additional tool to 
help to consider the direct and indirect effects of the development on the health of the local population.  It draws 
together the conclusions of other assessment work and draws on the expertise of a variety of professionals. 
 
Clearly effects on health can occur in a variety of ways and will vary depending on an individual’s relationship to a 
scheme.  There will be some potential adverse effects on the health of residents who live close to a scheme, and 
the application seeks to ensure that these are minimised through appropriate mitigation.  This then must be 
balanced with the potential health benefits that will arise through job creation, through investment and 
contributions to the growth of the local economy.  This balanced judgment mirrors that for the application as a 
whole and it is our view that the significant benefits of the application proposal, including the indirect benefits on 
the health of the local population, greatly outweigh the potential harm that may arise as a result of the 
development.   
 
  

Whilst we accept that nobody is likely to become seriously ill as a result of this development, the impact on people’s daily 
lives and their general well-being cannot be underestimated. Worry in itself can be a serious problem and in this case I 
have seen little effort by the authorities or the applicant to reassure residents on a face to face basis that the impact of this 
proposal might not be as bad as they fear. In these situations, people often assume that there is something to hide, so they 
fear the worst. 
 
The Health Impact Assessment itself has not helped, because most of the team are Council staff, so they cannot claim to 
be independent consultants making a truly objective appraisal. 
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APPENDIX ONE: Container Handling Diagram  
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APPENDIX TWO: Amec response in relation to noise issues  

 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Note: The following paragraphs set out a response in relation to noise matters only, to points raised in Hale Bank 
Parish Council’s letter.  Hale Bank Parish Council’s comments are in blue and Amec’s response is in black text. 

 

Section 11.1 of the ‘amec’ report lists the potential impacts from noise and vibration, but on-site impacts 
are limited to the “loading and unloading of freight cargo”. There is no mention of machinery, vehicles 
and people moving around the site, air conditioning fans, etc. 

In February 2013, a Technical Note Addendum was issued by AMEC with supplementary noise information to the 
original assessment including evaluation of potential noise associated with mechanical and electrical (M&E) plant 
located externally to the proposed warehouse building.  The assessment showed that noise due to fixed external 
plant i.e. air conditioning fans are more than 10dB below the existing background noise level at the nearest 
receptors in line with BS4142:1997.  BS4142:1997 methodology and guidance indicates that where such a 
circumstance occurs complaints are considered unlikely. 

In terms of “machinery”, a more detailed assessment has been prepared in the Technical Note dated November 
2013 by AMEC to establish the potential noise impact for site operations including HGV movements and 
operational mobile plant such as forklifts.  It has been assumed, however, that most of the mobile plant used for 
goods transfer will be located internally within the building for the vast majority of the time.  Measures to minimise 
noise from these sources have been provided for inclusion in a site management plan. 

Table 11.2 lists the three residential properties that are nearest the site as representative of the 
surrounding residential areas in general. They are described as being of medium sensitivity. Whilst this 
may be the correct technical procedure, the actual occupiers of these dwellings are likely to be far more 
sensitive to daytime noise than, say, children in a school playground, and in any case especially at night. 

It is standard practice in line with extensive research conducted in the preparation of World Health Organisation 
Guidelines on Community Noise 1999 and Environmental Assessments to assume that residential receptors are 
of medium sensitivity.  More sensitive locations are those where speech communication and resting is critical 
such as Hospitals and care homes for the elderly. 

There is a lot of consideration of the degree to which noise levels may be perceptible. I have dealt with 
several situations where noise generated by a development was so low that it could not be measured. In 
one case it was a constant drone from motors running 24 hours a day, which was accepted by the LPA 
as causing a nuisance even though all normal measured indicators suggested it could not be. 
Enforcement action was taken, causing the use and the noise to cease. 

The currently accepted standardised methodology for assessing noise from industrial processes such as fixed 
plant is BS4142:1997.  The February 2013 Addendum, details an assessment where the M&E plant noise levels 
are at least 28dB below the background noise level which indicates that complaints are unlikely.  The specified 
plant is not tonal and is assumed to operate continuously over the BS4142:1997 assessment periods of 1hr for 
daytime and 5 minutes for night time.  Due to this, a 5dB penalty has not been applied to allow for enhanced 
likelihood of annoyance.  However, even if it was to be applied, the Noise Rating Level would still be more than 
10dB below the background noise level indicating that complaints would still be unlikely due to the operation of 
fixed plant. 

That leads me to my next point. It is not always the volume of a noise that can cause a nuisance. The 
nature of the noise itself can be a significant factor. I lost one appeal relating to the use of a small 
industrial unit in Warrington which was located next to houses, because it would lead to an increase in 
the use of fork trucks. It was the beeping noise they made when reversing which was a major irritation to 
neighbours, even though it was not loud. 
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The nature of fork lift truck reverse alarms could be  addressed by ensuring (through a requirement of the site 
management plan) that  vehicles operating on the site are fitted with broadband white noise reverse warning 
sytems which have no tonal  characteristics.  Also, all loading equipment will be located within the building for the 
vast majority of the time and lorries would be docked in dropped bays.  The use of dock shelters or seals will help 
to further reduce the noise egress from the internal goods transfer activities.  These recommendations are 
referenced in the AMEC Technical Note of November 2013. 

In this application submission, I can find no assessment of the actual characteristics of the noises that 
are likely to emanate from this site. It is all a very general, standard assessment for a typical situation, 
not this particular one. Some noises, such as car doors slamming, engines starting and people chatting 
when walking to and from their cars are ignored altogether, apart from a recommendation that staff be 
‘educated’ to keep quiet. According to the application form, this development will generate “At least 
1,000” new full time equivalent jobs. Even if they are all full time with no part time, this means that over 
300 people will arrive and over 300 will depart within about 30 to 40 minutes, three times a day. This is a 
lot of activity, especially at the 06.00 shift change when most neighbours will still be in bed and ambient 
noise levels are at their lowest. 

On site vehicle HGV movements have been assessed by AMEC in an Addendum dated February 2013 and 
further clarified in a Technical Note produced in November 2013.  The indicator LAmax is normally used to quantify 
the maximum noise level due to a noise source especially sources which are intermittent and short in duration 
such as HGV passes and car doors slamming.  Section 3.1.3 of the February 2013 Addendum details the 
prediction of noise from a maximum noise event resulting from an HGV vehicle pass by which was 52dB LAmax. 
This is below the WHO guidance level of 60dB recommended for outside a bedroom window during the night to 
preserve deep sleep.  The LAmax noise level from a car door slam or car pass by is likely to be much lower than 
that of an HGV pass by.  Thus, LAmax noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors from, for example, car door 
slams are likely to be lower than that calculated for HGV pass bys and would therefore remain at levels that 
would not be expected to cause sleep disturbance. 

On page 21, we are told that shift changes are assumed to occur at 06.00, 14.00 and 22.00. It is also 
claimed that “typically, there will be no planned car movements ….. between 22.00 and 05.00”. This 
cannot be correct, because if a shift finishes at 22.00, staff will be leaving after then, not before. The 
potential for noise during the quiet evening time after 22.00 has therefore been seriously underestimated. 

See response made to previous paragraph. 

Also on page 21, we are told that there will be “minimal” inbound HGV traffic between 21.00 and 07.00, 
whilst lower down the page it says there will be “none”. Yet, in the officer’s report to Committee in 
August 2011, there is no recommendation that any time restriction be imposed on HGV movements. I 
know as a matter of fact than many commercial vehicle drivers prefer to travel through the night when 
traffic is lighter. I also know of several cases where time limits have been imposed, supposedly to protect 
residential amenity, but drivers still arrive in the early hours, so they simply park on the highway with 
engines running until they are allowed access causing an even greater disturbance than what the 
planning condition was trying to avoid. This is another example of how the potential noise impact has 
been underestimated. 

Noise from worst case HGV Movements has been assessed during the night time period in the AMEC Technical 
Note dated November 2013.  This assessment includes a scenario for the noise from HGVs potentially idling at 
the designated waiting area just outside the site entrance. 

At the end of Section 11.5, it is concluded that noise impact on R3 Linner Farm Cottage (and, of course, 
any other nearby dwellings) is of “major adverse significance”, yet at the top of page 25 we are told that 
there are only “minor adverse impacts on receptors of medium importance and sensitivity”, so no further 
mitigation measures are proposed. If I have read it correctly, there is a major inconsistency here, with 
potentially serious consequences for the occupiers of Linner Farm Cottage and their neighbours. 
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For the majority of receptors, the significance of noise impact is at a minor adverse level.  The only property at 
which major adverse impact significance is identified is R3 (Linner Farm Cottage).  The ES noise chapter of July 
2011 does not recommend further mitigation for this property as the absolute noise level due to traffic increase 
being below the Noise Insulation Regulations criteria of 68dB LA10 18-hour.  Therefore no properties would be 
eligible for a Noise Insulation Grant.  The AMEC Technical Note of November 2013 details a worst case 
assessment of HGVs using the access road for the night time period.  This assessment shows that the noise 
levels experienced at Linner Farm are below the recommendations in World Health Organisation Guidelines on 
Community Noise 1999 which indicates that sleep disturbance would not occur. 
 
The officer’s report to Committee in August 2011 refers on page 5 to the temporary use of Hale Bank 
Road for construction traffic, yet in spite of its potentially serious noise consequences, I can see no 
mention of this anywhere in the noise assessment. 

The noise from construction related activities are normally mitigated by using the following methods: 

 Control of noise at source; 

 Reduce the period which activities/noise sources are conducted; 

 Conduct activities during less sensitive time periods, i.e. during the daytime; and 

 Control traffic through designated, less sensitive routes. 
 

.  
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APPENDIX THREE: Peter Brett Associates response in relation to light issues  

 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 
PROPOSED SINGLE RAIL SERVED BUILDING FOR STORAGE AND DISTRIBUTION PURPOSES AT HBC 
FIELD, HALE BANK ROAD, HALE BANK, WIDNES 
 

Note: Hale Bank Parish Council comments are in blue text and Peter Brett Associates response to the comments 
is in black text. 

Light Pollution 

Hale Bank Parish Council comment: No amount of cowls will be able to hide the glow from illuminating a 
31.6 ha site which will be operating 24 hours a day. Lighting on this scale cannot be hidden. Cowls might 
help stop the sideways spread of light, but it does not stop the light reflecting upwards off the ground, 
leaving a general glow in the air for all to see, especially in cloudy conditions. 

PBA response: The impact of lighting from the site is discussed in the Lighting Chapter (14) of the 
Environmental Statement (ES). 

The lighting assessment determines that the site is effectively bounded by a mixture of perimeter environmental 
categories ranging from E2 (Low district brightness areas) to E3 Zones (Medium district brightness areas). 

The lighting assessment accepts that the proposed development will have some impact on its periphery of 
receptors. However, such impact can be brought to minimal levels by the use of mitigation measures so as to 
render the development, from what would generally be attributed as an E3 zoning (when considering access 
roadways and the functional needs and size of the development), down to a development classification of E2 
zoning. 

Mitigation measures are detailed in Section 14.6 of the ES and include: 

 At varying perimeter locations of the site the proposed development retains existing land bunding which 
provides screening of the development. 

 The landscaping designs propose to provide additional similar visual impact reducing land bunding and 
screening so lighting impact from the site is negated particularly in relation to Havelock Cottages and 
Linner Farm Cottages. 

 Activities requiring illumination have been located and orientated to have the least effect on the existing 
or proposed receptors. Advantage is taken of existing screening.  

 Additional visual barriers are proposed to be incorporated by way of tree planting and fencing as 
indicate on the Master Plan. 

 The lighting scheme design uses the lowest appropriate and safe levels to achieve the maintained 
functional requirements for the respective areas and lighting control. These measures constrain the 
development within an E2 zoning. 

 Lighting equipment has been selected which eliminates the upward spread of light, thereby reducing sky 
glow.  

 For road and amenity lighting installations, lights are sited near to and above the horizontal plane of the 
required locations. Lighting has been so positioned to avoid causing glare by ensuring that the main 
beam angle of light towards any potential observer is not more than 45° as expected through the use of 
flat glass light fittings and close optic control of the lighting distribution system. 

 Road and other signage where necessary, will be reflective instead of illuminated. 
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The assessment concludes that: 

 “Sky glow would normally be inevitable due to the very presence of the development into the site, however, the 
use of optic controlled lighting to serve the external areas has been confirmed to negate this. This design strategy 
moves to overcoming the occurrence of light spillage and pollution (achieved by implementing mitigation 
measures detailed above and in Section 14.6 of the ES) . These measures therefore minimise the impact of light 
pollution from the development due to spillage, glare and sky glow.” 

Hale Bank Parish Council comment: I find it surprising that this scale of lighting over such a large site is 
regarded as not having any significant impact of wildlife habitat or foraging. No ecologist I have ever 
dealt with would accept this, even if only for foraging bats at night. 

PBA response: The impact of lighting on ecology (i.e. bats) is discussed in the Ecological Chapter (6) of the 
Environmental Statement (ES).  

The Ecology Chapter of the ES states that: 

“Due to the lack of potential roosts, the open nature of the habitats and their general paucity as a feeding 
resource for bats, the site, as a whole, is evaluated as being of local value for bats.” 

It goes on to conclude that: 

“Bats that may forage and commute in the area will experience increased lighting which may encourage certain 
species, such as pipistrelle who often feed on insects attracted to light sources. As a result the impact magnitude 
of additional lighting on foraging bats is assessed as low (negative) for species deterred by light, but potentially 
low (positive) for species such as pipistrelle. These assessments will result in impacts of minor negative 
significance for species deterred by light and of minor positive significance for species such as pipistrelle.” 

“The planting and habitat creation associated with the development will, as it matures, attract a greater range and 
variety of insect and invertebrate species that will provide a potential food source for bats and birds. The planted 
trees and the built development itself may also provide nesting and bat roosting opportunities over time” 

Hale Bank Parish Council comment: Whilst much detailed assessment is provided, these simple facts 
appear to have been overlooked or are inadequately explained. 

PBA response: As explained above – the effects of sky glow and the impact on ecological receptors (bats) has 
been addressed within the ES. 

 

 


