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08 POLICY CS4 TARGET

Representations relating to Policy CS4: Economy and Employment, 
specifically relating to employment targets

Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

POLICY CS4 TARGET 001 1 123 A G Wortley
POLICY CS4 TARGET 002 1 145 Anne Gibbons
POLICY CS4 TARGET 003 1 156 Barbara Stephenson
POLICY CS4 TARGET 004 1 199 Darren Seddon
POLICY CS4 TARGET 005 1 214 Dennis Crehan
POLICY CS4 TARGET 006 1 230 Elaine Rowe
POLICY CS4 TARGET 007 1 279 Irene Davis (3)
POLICY CS4 TARGET 008 1 280 Irene Rimmer
POLICY CS4 TARGET 009 1 62 Janet Gore
POLICY CS4 TARGET 010 1 299 Janet Rourke
POLICY CS4 TARGET 011 1 314 Jennifer Mullin
POLICY CS4 TARGET 012 1 341 Julie Anne Parker (1)
POLICY CS4 TARGET 013 1 351 Katy Andrews
POLICY CS4 TARGET 014 1 62 Lesley O’Hara
POLICY CS4 TARGET 015 1 386 M E Wortley
POLICY CS4 TARGET 016 1 488 Rachel Freeman
POLICY CS4 TARGET 017 2 96 Ray Davis (1)

96 Ray Davis (4)
POLICY CS4 TARGET 018 2 517 Sarah-Jane Jarman

554 Trevor Jarman
POLICY CS4 TARGET 019 1 542 Suzanne Lewis

Total 21
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Improvement Notice

To: NAME  Knowsley Metropolitan Borough Council (“the Council”)
ADDRESS Archway Road, Knowsley L36 9YU

This Improvement Notice is issued to Knowsley Metropolitan Borough 
Council on 16 September 2014 following the findings of inadequate 
performance and arrangements for ‘children who need help and 
protection’, for ‘adoption performance’ ‘leadership, management and 
governance’, and for ‘effectiveness of the Local Safeguarding Children 
Board’ as identified in the Ofsted inspection report published 30 June 
2014.

1. This Notice is given to address all the areas for improvement identified in
the report of the inspection of services for children in need of help and
protection, children looked after and care leavers and review of the
effectiveness of the local safeguarding children board published by Ofsted
on 30 June 2014.

2. To comply with this Notice, the following actions are required of the
Council, working with its partner agencies (“partners”) as identified by the
Children Act 2004 (section11), with clear evidence of improvement:

Understanding needs of children, young people and families

3. Ensure that the needs of children and young people in Knowsley are
reviewed and there is a clear statement of what children and young
people can expect from services provided by social care and
partners by:

a. reviewing the Joint Strategic Needs Analysis and communicating a
shared understanding of strategic priorities to staff and partners;
with a clear focus on vulnerable groups who would benefit from help
and protection, care and adoption.

b. setting out a process map of the children and family journey through
the system including key transition points and target performance
indicators;

c. ensuring the views of children and young people, their experiences
and needs are gathered to inform individual care plans, the
commissioning of services, improvements to services and that there
is a system to record and report to the Local Safeguarding Children
Board, the Improvement Board and children and families;

d. ensuring that children and young people are seen alone during
statutory visits and their views recorded;
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e. ensuring social worker’s report on child protection are shared with
the family 24hrs before conferences; and

f. ensuring that children and young people are provided with
information about entitlements and how to complain.

Leadership, Management and Governance 

4. Ensure the Council sets out a statement of their vision and ambition for
children’s services and an improvement plan (‘the Improvement Plan’) which sets
clear objectives, timescales, outcomes and is supported by a data set including
qualitative and qualitative information against performance indicators by 6
October 2014. Consideration should be given to, but not limited by, the
Children’s Safeguarding Performance Information Framework 2012. The
statement and Improvement Plan should be communicated to and implemented
by all staff including those in partner agencies. The Improvement Board (‘the
Board’) is accountable for delivering the Improvement Plan.

5. Ensure leadership, scrutiny and challenge is exercised and impacts on the
quality and effectiveness of safeguarding and looked after children services. By
ensuring that:

a. effective assurance arrangements are in place within the Council and
across the partnership in line with Department for Education (DfE)
statutory guidance ‘Roles and responsibilities of the Director of Children's
Services and the Lead Member for Children Services’ and ‘Working
Together to Safeguard Children’;

b. elected members of the Council understand and deliver their corporate
parent role for looked after children and meet all the statutory
requirements, including statutory visits;

c. the lead member is supported by an experienced peer with a successful
track record of providing political leadership in a Council that has gone
through significant improvement following an inspection;

d. Council senior managers continue to consult staff and partners on the
changes necessary to secure improved children services and that there is
sufficient capacity to enable senior managers to implement the
improvement activity and measure impact;

e. a culture of accountability is developed with managers, staff and partners
holding each other to account with action taken when required to
challenge poor and unacceptable performance; and

f. children’s social care is represented on all key planning forums such as
the Health and Wellbeing Board.

Early Help and Partnership Working

6. Implement a prevention and early intervention strategy to provide
children, young people and families appropriate support from early
help to statutory intervention by:

a. setting clear expectations that partners in health and the police play
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a full and active role in the identification and support of those who 
need early help and protection;  

b. developing and agreeing a local protocol for early assessment as
set out in Working Together to Safeguard Children so all partners
are able to respond to early needs and involve others as required;

c. reviewing and monitoring the understanding, use of thresholds and
criteria, and referral routes (including the take-up of CAF) by
different partners;

d. monitoring referral/re-referral rates and feedback from referrers;
e. commissioning targeted services with partners with mechanisms for

step-up/step-down between early help and statutory social care to
ensure appropriate support and shared case leads across partners;
and

f. monitoring the contributions to, the use and impact of early help as
made by all partners and to regularly report to the Board on this
with recommendations to improve practice.

Quality and effectiveness of Practice

7. Improve the quality, timeliness and consistency of children’s social
care assessments by ensuring that:

a. all assessments by the Council and partners follow the principles
and parameters of a good assessment and are completed within
timescales as stated in Working Together to Safeguard Children;

b. all protocols are agreed and monitored and ensure information is
shared in a timely fashion e.g. after key planning meetings where
decisions are taken; and

c. evidence, rationale and decision making for assessments are timely
in being recorded.

8. Improve the quality, delivery and management of child protection
practice and plans by ensuring that:

a. all partners attend child protection meetings and strategy meetings
and this is escalated and addressed when not occurring;

b. child protection plans comply with the requirements of Working
Together to Safeguard Children including ensuring that all plans
include the views of the child, time bound actions, with assigned
‘owners’, and with measurable, success outcomes for children and
young people;

c. plans include review and evaluation points, with timescales agreed
with other professionals along with information about their
contributions;

d. scrutiny, challenge and capability of Child Protection Conference
Chairs is improved by having regard to statutory guidance;

e. case records are regularly updated, in a timely fashion, to document
any new or amended information, rationale and decisions as they
arise; and

f. evidence of management oversight, decision making and
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appropriate action and chronologies, is set out in detail on each 
case file.

9. Ensure robust permanency, care planning and review of looked after
children at the earliest point by :

a. improving matching processes to ensure that the needs of children
requiring  long term placements are met;

b. implementing a care planning tracker that is subject to regular
review;

c. clear systems are in place to ensure concurrent and parallel
planning for children entering care;

d. reviewing the procedures of the Independent Reviewing Officers to
adhere to statutory guidance and to tackle any delays to the
timescales set out in plans;

e. ensuring there are sufficient foster carers and residential
placements to respond to the needs of looked after children; and

f. monitoring the educational achievement of looked after children
against clear targets.

10. Improve the timeliness of adoptions by ensuring that:
a. clear plans are in place to improve all aspects of adoption

timeliness (local authority decision-making, placement orders,
matching and placement);

b. measures are taken to build on the introduction of recent new
processes to address delays including the production of robust
performance management information; and

c. performance management information and a trajectory of likely
impact on DfE’s adoption scorecard indicators is reported and
reviewed by the Board as part of the data set in paragraph 4.

Quality assurance, audit and management oversight

11.Ensure there is a robust and effective quality assurance framework
to drive and evidence the impact of improvement with families, front line
practitioners and key partner agencies that:

a. uses quantitative and qualitative evidence, with a view to the
effectiveness of practice and the degree to which it is safe;

b. includes regular auditing arrangements of case files, with use of
independent arrangements to review the quality and timeliness of
recording and compliance in individual case records (as set out in
Working Together to Safeguard Children);

c. there is an agreed regular and planned approach (including the size
and scope of audits), to update the Board on audit findings and
analysis, along with recommendations to improve practice, which
should also inform the work of the LSCB; and

d. ensures recommendations and actions are measurable, inform
improvements in practice, workforce development and supervision.

12.Establish effective supervision and management oversight by
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ensuring that:
a. all staff continue to have regular supervision;
b. that supervision is reflective to promote learning, in line with agreed

protocols, with training available for supervisors;
c. social worker responsibilities and workloads are defined and

reviewed with a range of work for staff consistent with their level of
experience and competence (including protected caseloads for
Newly Qualified Social Workers); and

d. all management oversight (such as case discussion, supervision
and audit) is conducted in line with standards set out in Working
Together to Safeguard Children  to ensure safe practice and
decision making on individual child protection cases.

Staff capability and capacity

13.Develop a workforce strategy which is based upon an analysis of need.
The workforce strategy must include clear recruitment and retention
strategies, set out how poor performance and capability isues will be dealt
with and an analysis of skills and training needs required to deliver good
social work.  It should be implicitly linked to the Improvement Plan, and
clearly related to service plans and audit outcomes. The strategy should
be aimed initially at reducing the dependency on agency staff and should
include:

a. support for newly qualified social workers is reviewed to ensure that
it meets need and results in them becoming advocates for the
service in Knowsley;

b. a review of, and improvement to, tools and systems required to
deliver good and agile social work including the electronic
information system; and

c. staff engagement and regular feedback to improve and shape
practice using feedback mechanisms, such as staff surveys and
report the results to the Improvement Board.

Local Safeguarding Children’s Board (LSCB)

14.Strengthen the LSCB so it can ensure that partners work together
effectively and are held to account for their responsibilities by
ensuring that:

a. there is action to improve the effectiveness of the LSCB, to ensure
its compliance with the requirements of Working Together to
Safeguard Children and that partners are fulfilling their obligations
under section 11 of the Children Act 2004;

b. multi-agency practice and individual partner audits are robust, with
reporting to the Improvement Board on any key lessons and
recommendations to improve practice;

c. all partners are committed a shared set of priorities for
safeguarding, child protection, and early help/intervention and
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prevention; 
d. all policies and training are reviewed and delivered to ensure

understanding of thresholds in all agencies;
e. the LSCB learns from national lessons of serious case reviews and

from LSCBs where effectiveness is considered good or outstanding;
and

f. the chair of the LSCB reports progress to the Improvement Board
meeting to inform the Improvement Board Chair’s report to the
Minister.

15.Taking account of the measures set out in this Improvement Notice
the Council is expected to:

a. Establish an Improvement Board (`the Board’) and appoint an
Independent Chair (“the Chair”).  The Board is expected to meet at
least every 6 weeks. If in the future the Improvement Board wishes
to vary the frequency of meetings this must first be agreed by the
Department for Education. An official from the Department for
Education will attend board meetings as a ‘participant observer’.
The Board should include key partner agencies in its membership.
The Council must provide the Chair with administrative support to a
level sufficient for the Chair to undertake his/her role efficiently and
for the Board to operate effectively. This to include provision to
allow,  at least 2 days every month for independent testing and
validation.(either by the Chair directly or an independently
appointed person on behalf of the Chair).

b. The Council must develop an Improvement Plan by 6 October 2014
aimed at delivering improvements. The content of the Improvement
Plan and a record of progress must be kept up to date. The Council
must report to the Board on progress against the objectives in the
plan and can commission updates from partners in order to do this.
Reporting should include analysis and recommendations supported
by reviewing performance trends against key data sets (which
partners should agree) including quality of service and outcomes for
children and young people. The Council should highlight those
objectives which are slow to progress and highlight where
contributions need to be strengthened.

16.The Council should aim for actions included in the Improvement Plan
to be delivered within 18 months of the Ofsted inspection. The
objectives and performance trends will form part of the discussion at
formal review meetings with the Department for Education.

Improvement against the above measures will be assessed as follows:

17.The Improvement Board Chair must provide to the Parliamentary Under
Secretary of State for Children and Families a written progress report
against the areas set out in this Notice by December 2014 and every three
improvement boards thereafter. The Chair’s report should be based on
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independent testing and validation of improvements. 

18. In parallel, the LSCB Chair should also report to the Improvement Board
meeting on progress to improve its effectiveness.

19.Progress reviews will be conducted by DfE officials and take place every
six months until this notice is lifted, or at the specific request of the
Department. Prior to the review, any Improvement Board Chair’s report for
that period will be supplemented by a Council report of progress against
the improvement plan submitted to DfE a week in advance of the review.
Such reviews may result in an amendment to this Improvement Notice and
further action being required.

Failure to comply with this Improvement Notice by the assessment 
dates or poor progress:

20.Should the Council be unwilling or unable to comply with this Improvement
Notice, or should ministers not be satisfied with the Council’s progress at
any stage, ministers may choose to invoke their statutory powers of
intervention (s497A Education Act 1996) to direct the Council to enter into
an appropriate arrangement to secure the improvements required in
children’s services.

Signed on behalf of the Secretary of State

………………………

Dated : September 2014
. 
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From:
Sent: 02 October 2014 22:18
To:
Subject: FW: Ms Rachel Freeman, 

Importance: High

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

From: Rachel Freeman
Sent: 01 October 2014 16:36
To:
Cc:
Subject: RE: Green Space
Importance: High

Hello

Yes, I am emailing with regards to KMBC’s Local Plan. Can you please take this to the Council please?

I am literally sickened to receive the letter from KMBC Policy Manager, Jonathan Clarke regarding the release of the
Knowsley Lane green belt land. Apparently there is a need for houses and offices so I’ve been told. How can this be
the case when there has already been development on the Hillside Estate accessible from Knowsley Lane? Aren’t
there empty houses there waiting to be filled…..and space for further development? Yes, I believe there is which I
saw with my own eyes when I took a walk there a couple of weeks ago.
What are the plans for the patch of land on the corner of Primrose Drive and Knowsley Lane, where Knowsley
Training Centre used to occupy? I suppose more houses hey? Why is there a need for office space, when you have
King’s Business Park again not occupied to full capacity?

Where is the evidence that supports the need for this development? Show me the research and proof that states
hundreds of people want to move to this area and therefore require this development to go ahead……..Show me the
evidence that supports the need for more office space. For some reason, I don’t truly believe that this is a
need….more like a want. More like a stab in the dark to see if it works and hundreds of people flock to Knowsley!
What a gamble if there is not sufficient evidence, and who accepts responsibility if it all goes pear shaped?!!!!!

What if this beautiful piece of land/natural habitat is removed forever by this development and the houses and
offices do not get occupied? What then? I have been informed that 450 houses are to be built, whether that
means purely on Knowsley Lane Green Belt or between the 10 areas, I don’t Know. What I do know is this……..once
that land becomes a housing estate / industrial park and based on an average of two cars per household, the
congestion and pollution will be diabolical for all residents directly on/off Knowsley Lane, Prescot, Knowsley Village,
Huyton. Even accessing / exiting the M57 could be a nightmare…..DOES ANYONE TRULY CARE ABOUT US LITTLE
PEOPLE……….. MONEY TALKS HEY?!
Don’t the people responsible for this development realise that Knowlsey lane is already very busy as it is with the
amount of traffic that goes through in either direction, and their bright idea is to bring more houses, cars…….
POLLUTION AND CONGESTION!!!!

For the people who are making this decision, does it affect YOU or where YOU live? Is YOUR home life going to be
turned upside down? How long will this development take to completion? How would YOU like it, or even cope with
it if this was going to happen opposite YOUR home, where you loved living as a direct result of living opposite a very
calming healthy piece of land where nature occupies.

Before this development reaches completion you expect us to literally be overlooking a building site, with cranes,
diggers, and a whole host of very noisy, large vehicles. Dirt blowing over into our homes/gardens / vermin etc.
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Don’t you think that this will directly impact on residents’ health and wellbeing like mine and my neighbours for
example? AGAIN, DO YOU CARE?

My understanding of any large organisation is that they have a corporate social responsibility to uphold
SUSTAINABILITY as it’s in the public interest to do so. Isn’t environmental protection one of KMBC’s
responsibilities??? Yet this organisation will be responsible for removing this land from the green belt and
destroying it. Is this not a huge contradiction?

I bought my house 3 years ago in 2011. The land search showed no development plans and yet a few months
previous to moving in, a petition to save this land had been in action. Regarding this new development, this is the
first letter I have received. Why have I not been informed sooner about this?? Going back to 2011, had I known
about the development or should I say destruction of this natural habitat, I would have reconsidered buying my
home directly opposite this green belt! I believed for a long time that Knowsley Council did care about its
residents…….and now, I feel totally cheated!!

I’m sure it comes as no surprise that I am one of many, many residents OPPOSED to this development. We are
joining forces and will try to save this unique and much loved/appreciated area of North Huyton.

Rachel

Knowsley Lane resident















































09 POLICY CS4 SUPPLY

Representations relating to Policy CS4: Economy and Employment, 
specifically relating to employment supply

Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 001 1 121 A E Sherlock, Petition 
(60)

POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 002 1 153 Barbara Anderson
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 003 1 178 Charles Alfred Daly
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 004 1 180 Cheryl Cunningham
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 005 1 181 Chris Thompson
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 006 1 199 Darren Seddon
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 007 1 200 Dave Sephton
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 008 1 204 David Dickinson, 

Highways Agency
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 009 1 205 David Holmes (1)
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 010 2 205 David Holmes (7)

454 Patricia McDonald-
Holmes (7)

POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 011 1 28 David Kent
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 012 1 206 David Kernick
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 013 1 112 Debbie King (2)
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 014 1 210 Debbie Lewis (2)
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 015 1 215 Dennis Jones
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 016 1 217 Derek Muirhead
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 017 1 17 Edward Bean
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 018 1 227 Elaine Hanley
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 019 1 232 Elesta Muirhead
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 020 1 243 Eric Stephenson
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 021 1 245 Frances Parry
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 022 1 246 Francis Moore
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 023 1 272 Ian Banawich
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 024 1 274 Ian Holland
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 025 1 279 Irene Davis (3)
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 026 1 287 J Waring
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 027 1 288 Jack and Barbara Creer
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 028 1 290 Jacqueline Lunt
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 029 1 292 James O’Rourke
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 030 1 293 James R Ormond
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 031 1 297 Janet Crehan
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 032 1 299 Janet Rourke
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 033 1 18 Jason Brown
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 034 1 304 Jean Philips
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 035 1 314 Jennifer Mullin
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 036 1 320 Joan Medder
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 037 1 327 John Jones



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 038 1 328 John McCormack
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 039 1 341 Julie Anne Parker (1)
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 040 1 343 June Anders
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 041 1 346 Karen Easton
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 042 1 351 Katy Andrews
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 043 1 352 Kay Brown
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 044 1 354 Keith Easton
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 045 1 357 Keith Sharp
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 046 1 359 Keith Wooding
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 047 1 363 Kirsty Easton
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 048 4 364 Kirsty Meredith

444 Nicola Meredith
468 Paula Meredith
94 T W Bretherton

POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 049 1 78 Lesley Dunn
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 050 1 393 Malika Pachi
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 051 1 403 Marie Ormond
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 052 1 407 Mark Inman
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 053 1 408 Mark Jones
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 054 1 27 Maurice Steele
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 055 1 422 Michael Humphreys
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 056 1 423 Michael James
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 057 1 426 Michelle Inman
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 058 1 431 Mr and Mrs McMullen (1)
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 059 1 431 Mr and Mrs McMullen (2)
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 060 1 433 Myra Hankey
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 061 1 453 Patricia Dobson, Michael 

Bailiff
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 062 1 454 Patricia McDonald-

Holmes (5)
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 063 1 458 Paul Crouch
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 064 1 461 Paul Marshall
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 065 1 466 Paula Day
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 066 1 473 Pauline Jones
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 067 1 474 Pete Lamble
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 068 1 476 Peter Bracken (1)
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 069 1 21 and 80 Peter Monaghan (1)
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 070 1 481 Philip Jennings
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 071 1 482 Philip Jones
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 072 1 483 Philip Williamson
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 073 1 486 R Martin
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 074 1 488 Rachel Freeman
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 075 1 490 Ray and Lesley Harrison
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 076 1 501 Ronald Prescott
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 077 1 503 Roy Easton



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 078 1 504 Roy Hardman
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 079 1 536 Susan Bently
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 080 1 541 Susan Smith
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 081 1 542 Suzanne Lewis
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 082 1 7 Vitti Osbourne, Cronton 

Parish Council
POLICY CS4 SUPPLY 083 1 568 Yvonne Owens
Total 87
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An executive agency of the
Department for Transport

Local Plan Team
Knowsley Council
1st Floor Annexe
Municipal Buildings
Archway Road
Liverpool
L36 9YU

For the attention of Local Plan Team

David Dickinson
Asset Manager

12 November 2014

CONSULTATION ON KNOWSLEY COUNCIL MODIFICATIONS TO THE KNOWSLEY 
LOCAL PLAN: CORE STRATEGY AND SUSTAINABLE URBAN EXTENSIONS 
SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING DOCUMENTS

The Highways Agency (the Agency) would like to thank Knowsley Council for providing 
the opportunity to make comments on the modifications to the Knowsley Local Plan 
Core Strategy and providing the ability to influence the direction of the Supplementary 
Planning Documents that will be prepared for the Sustainable Urban Extensions at 
Knowsley lane, Huyton; East of Halewood; and South of Whiston/land south of the M62. 

This response follows that made by the Agency in October in relation to the draft 
Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD) and Local Development Orders (LDO). 

As requested, we provide our response in the form made available as part of the 
consultation documentation and attach this alongside this cover letter. To summarise 
our response, I provide information below. 

Core Strategy Submission Document Proposed Modifications (Public 
Consultation Version September 2014)

Reason for Highways Agency Response 

You will be aware that the Agency has not previously made any detailed consultation 
comments during the preparation of the Core Strategy document or during the 
Examination in Public. However, it is clear from the modifications to the strategy that 
there are elements of the identified development (the Sustainable Urban Extensions 
(SUEs)), which were previously identified as being “reserved” or “safeguarded”, but are 
now termed as “allocations” within the Core Strategy document. The Agency considers 
this to be a fundamental change to the plan. 

The Agency had previously envisaged that all allocations would be made in The Local 
Plan: Site Allocations and Development Policies document and generally adopts an 
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approach of requiring a suitable evidence base to be developed at that stage of the 
Local Plan process. This situation has clearly changed in respect of the SUEs and as 
such the Agency provides this response. 

Comments on the Sustainable Urban Extensions policies 

The modifications to the Knowsley Local Plan: Core Strategy reveal a new chapter, 6A, 
detailing the SUEs and Safeguarded Land which includes five new policies; SUE 1, 
SUE 2 and SUE 2a) to c).  

Reference is made to the studies undertaken to ensure the most appropriate locations 
for the SUEs, namely the Knowsley and Sefton Green Belt Study and Green Belt 
Technical Report (stated in 6A.3 and 6A.4), which in turn reference the findings of the 
Transport Feasibility Study in regards to the trip generation of each new development. It 
is apparent to the Agency however that the scales, sizes and land uses of the SUEs 
have since been altered within the modified Core Strategy from the data used in the 
Transport Feasibility Study although no evidence of making the relevant alterations to 
the analysis is provided. Table 1 summarises the changes in development scales of 
each of the SUE sites, where it can be seen that, in the main, the scale of development 
proposed at each site is less in the Core Strategy allocation than assessed within the 
Transport Feasibility Study. 

TABLE 1 
Development Scale – Comparison of Core Strategy Proposed Modifications policy 
“allocations” and Transport Feasibility Study

The Agency made comments in relation to the analysis undertaken as part of the 
Transport Feasibility Study in early 2013, with the following providing a general 
overview: 

Without commenting on the detail, the analytical approach appeared suitable.
There were developments which had the potential to have implications on the
operation of the strategic road network (individually and cumulatively).
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In looking at the Cronton Colliery site in detail (the focus of the review at that
time), there were issues identified in relation to the trip generation calculations,
mainly meaning that the trip generating potential had been overestimated in the
study.
Significant impacts at the strategic road network were identified, but the
implications of such impacts would need to be fully considered to enable a view
to be taken in relation to future network implications and measures required to
support the development aspirations.
The study was supported by the Transport Modelling Report (TMR) which
assessed the transport impacts of the development proposals within the Core
Strategy. This identified the areas of concern, which included the Tarbock Island
interchange.
However from the plots from the TMR it was not possible to consider the
influence on the performance at the strategic road network in full and more
detailed information relating to the strategic road network was requested.

To understand the consideration of the Transport Feasibility Study in trip generation 
potential terms when considered against the currently envisaged site potential (i.e. the 
difference in trip generating potential of the difference in development type / scale 
identified in Table 1 above), a comparative analysis of trip generation has been 
undertaken. This is presented in Table 2 below, which for the current scale of 
development identified in the Core Strategy has been undertaken on the basis of 
Highways Agency generic trip rates. As with the findings of Table 1, the trip generating 
potential of each site is in the main significantly less in the Core Strategy allocation than 
assessed within the Transport Feasibility Study. 

TABLE 2 
Trip Generating Potential – Comparison of Core Strategy Proposed Modifications 
policy “allocations” and Transport Feasibility Study

While it can be seen that the Transport Feasibility Study assessed a level of trip 
generating potential greater than the Agency currently envisages, the following issues 
remain: 



Page 4 of 6 

An executive agency of the
Department for Transport

The concerns in relation to the approach adopted within the Transport Feasibility
Study identified in early 2013 remain.
Allied with the above, it is noted that the Transport Feasibility Study
acknowledges possible critical junctions which would need improvement should
the developments proceed. However it is noted that no such direct consideration
was given to the strategic road network and subsequently no specific mention of
the strategic road network is made in the core strategy or the SUE policies
specifically.
There is argument that evidence specifically relating to the current version of the
plan should be prepared to enable a view to be taken in relation to the transport
influences of the allocations and any measures required to support the
development aspirations.
This issue extends to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan – the latest version of
which that the Agency has access to being that from November 2012 which
makes no reference to the SUE sites.

The Agency considers that there is an evidence base basis for the transport policies 
contained within the Core Strategy and that there are a number of policy provisions that 
will ensure that detailed consideration is given to the strategic road network during 
subsequent stages of the planning process, including: 

Policy CS 7 Transport Networks, specifically:
o Section 2c states “New development will be required to be … Where

subject to a planning application(s), accompanied (except in the case of
smaller scale proposals) by Transport Assessments and / or Travel
Plans”.

o Section 4 states “Developer contributions towards strategic transport
schemes and programmes will be sought in accordance with Policy CS 27
‘Planning and Paying for New Infrastructure’, the Developer Contributions
Supplementary Planning Document and/or a Community Infrastructure
Levy Charging Schedule”.

Policy CS 27 and its various provisions.
The provisions of the Ensuring A Choice of Travel SPD.
The new SUE policies (specifically SUE2, SUE2a, SUE2b and SUE2c) SPD and
the stated requirements of the SUE sites.

On this basis, it is considered that, when considering the transport implications of the 
SUE sites in future relevant SPDs, the Agency wish to be fully involved in the extent of 
analysis and advise that the data provided by the Transport Feasibility Study should not 
be relied upon and revised analysis should be undertaken. These should include full 
and accurate representations of the potential locations of influence at the strategic road 
network and any supporting measures required to support specific developments. The 
Agency looks forward to providing their support and comments for the future SUE 
SPDs, particularly in relation to development trip impacts on the SRN. 
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With a view to strengthening this position, the Agency requires that a revision to the 
wording is made within the collection of the SUE policies and Table 3 sets out a 
schedule of these required changes.  

TABLE 3 
Highways Agency required revised wording 
Policy Element Recommended wording change
SUE2: Sustainable Urban 
Extensions – Development 
Principles

1g) Add to the end of the existing wording “… 
including considering the impact of development 
on the strategic road network and identifying 
appropriate supporting measures.”

3 Add to the end of the existing wording “… 
including at the strategic road network.”

SUE2a: Sustainable Urban 
Extension – Knowsley Lane, 
Huyton

3a) Add to the end of the existing wording “… and 
measures to ensure the safe and efficient 
operation of the strategic road network at M57 
Junction 2.”

SUE2b: Sustainable Urban 
Extension – East of Halewood

2a) Add to the end of the existing wording “… and 
measures to ensure the safe and efficient 
operation of the strategic road network.”

SUE2c: Sustainable Urban 
Extension – South of Whiston 
and Land South of M62

2a) Add to the end of the existing wording “… and 
measures to ensure the safe and efficient 
operation of the strategic road network at The 
M62 / M57 Tarbock Interchange.”

The information provided in this cover letter should be read in conjunction with the 
supporting representation form. 

Comments on other modified policies 

Many of the modifications to other policies within the document are reflective of the 
change in approach to the SUEs. As such, specific comments on those elements are 
considered to be covered by the comments made above and in the attached 
representation form relating to the new SUE policies. The comments made in Table 4 
are not subject to a representation form but which the Agency would wish to raise. 

TABLE 4 
Comments on other modified policies
Modification 
Reference

Policy Element Highways Agency Comment

M067 CS 4 Additional 
text in 
section 5

The Agency wishes to express its support of the 
addition to this additional text stating preference 
towards accessible sites well connected with the town 
centre. By promoting such connectivity this 
encourages the use of public transport whilst reducing 
the reliance on the private car and use of the strategic 
road network.

M239 CS 27 Additional 
text in 
paragraph 

The Agency supports the addition to this paragraph in 
regards to the updates and revision of the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) being made open to 
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Modification 
Reference

Policy Element Highways Agency Comment

10.9 public consultation. As the strategic road network and 
highways network have considerable importance 
within the IDP and to future developments, the Agency 
will take particular interest of the opportunity to review 
any updates.

M240 CS 27 New 
paragraph 
10.10A

The Agency would like to express its support of the 
addition to the Core Strategy detailing the need for 
new development proposals to have regard to the 
content of the IDP. The Agency requests to highlight 
the importance of the highways network and strategic 
road network within the IDP.

Sustainable Urban Extensions Supplementary Planning Documents

Our understanding is that the Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs) for the SUE 
sites are yet to be written and are currently open to surveys. These surveys appear to 
be aimed at residents and local businesses rather than strategic organisations such as 
the Highways Agency, and as such a survey response has not been made at this time. 
However, given the scale and nature of these strategic sites and the reliance on the 
SPDs (resulting from the above response to the SUE polices) in providing appropriate 
guidance to a range of matters including transport, the Agency would wish to be fully 
involved in their preparation and will offer intelligence to support their development.  

I trust this response is helpful; however should you require any further information, 
please do not hesitate to contact me and I look forward to receiving confirmation that 
our comments have been received in due course.  

Yours sincerely 

David Dickinson 
NDD North West Asset Development Team 
Email: 



Knowsley Local Plan: Core Strategy 
Proposed Modifications - Consultation
Representations Form 

RETURNING THIS FORM

Please return form to be received by Knowsley Council by 12 noon on Friday 14 November 
2014. Forms received after this time can not be accepted.  

By email: LocalPlan@knowsley.gov.uk
By Post: Local Plan Team, Knowsley MBC, 1st Floor Annexe, Municipal Buildings, 

Archway Road, Liverpool, L36 9YU (postage required)

Please type or print clearly in blue or black ink, and use a separate form for each representation. If 
you use additional sheets, please mark them clearly with your name and organisation.

PLEASE CONSULT THE GUIDANCE NOTES AT THE END OF THIS FORM AND COMPLETE 
ALL QUESTIONS 

PART A – PERSONAL DETAILS

Personal Details* Agents Details*
Title Mr
Name Dave Dickinson

Job Title 
(if appropriate)

Asset Manager

Organisation 
(if appropriate)

Highways Agency

Postal Address

Postcode

Telephone Number

Email Address
Preferred Method of 
Contact

*if an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation boxes in the
middle column, but complete all details of the agent in the right hand column. 

PLEASE NOTE: Personal Information provided as part of a representation cannot be treated as 
confidential, as the Council is required to make representations available for inspection. However 
in compliance with the Data Protection Act the personal information you provide will only be used 
by the Council for the purposes of preparing the Local Plan.



PART B – YOUR REPRESENTATIONS

(Please use duplicates of Part B if your comments relate to more than one modification)

Name and/or Organisation

1. To which proposed modification to the Core Strategy does this representation relate?

Modification Ref Policy Ref Paragraph Ref

2. Do you consider that the proposed modification is…? (please tick relevant box)

Yes No

a) Legally Compliant? (see guidance note 2.2)

b) Sound? (see guidance note 2.3)

3. If you wish to object, please state here why in your view the proposed modification is not
legally compliant or sound (referring to the Government's legal and soundness requirements – 
see notes 2.2 and 2.3). If you wish to support the modification, please use this box to set out 
your comments.

M168
SUE1, 2, 
2a, 2b, 2c

Highways Agency

Section 6A

The Highways Agency makes specific comment on the addition of the SUE policies to the Core 
Strategy. Detailed comment in relation to the additional policies is contained in the cover letter 
dated 12 November 2014, with the following summarising the position of the Agency: 

The change in nature of these sites from “reserved” and “safeguarded” to “allocations” in the
core strategy necessitates the need for the Agency to make comments at this time.
It is assumed that the transport evidence base being relied upon remains to be the
Transport Feasibility Study (the study). With regard to this, the Agency notes:
o The study was prepared some time ago - since then, some of the SUE sites have

changed in development content and scale.
o The study did not offer specific information in relation to the implications of the plan on

the strategic road network. The Agency made comments on the study at an early stage
and it is not believed that these issues have been addressed.

o The study is likely to have considered a quantum of development (and trip generating
potential) greater than likely to arise through that identified in the Core Strategy.
However, there is argument that evidence specific to the current version of the plan
should be prepared to identify impacts and required supporting measures. This matter
extends to the status of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

However, the Agency considers that there is an evidence base and a number of policy
provisions, outlined in the cover letter, that give the Agency the comfort that such matters
can be dealt with in due course. This position should be strengthened with a revision to the
wording of the SUE policies as specified in Table 3 of the cover letter.



4. If you are objecting to the modification please set out how you consider it should be
changed to make it legally compliant or sound (see guidance notes 2.2 and 2.3). Please put 
forward any suggested revised wording to policy or text.

PLEASE NOTE - your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and your suggested change. 

5. If you are objecting or seeking a change to one of the modifications to the Core Strategy
and there is a further public hearing as part of the Examination, would you wish to 
participate in any such hearing? (please tick relevant box)

a) No, I do not want to participate at any further public hearing

b) Yes, I wish to participate at any further public hearing

PLEASE NOTE - if you would like to appear at any further public hearings, this confirmation will be 
used to programme any hearings. The Inspector will determine whether there is a need for any 
further hearings as part of his examination of the Core Strategy. 

Signature David Dickinson Date 12 November 2014

As identified above, the Agency is not objecting to the modification of the plan. However the 
addition of the SUE policies to the document identifying the sites as “allocations” presents a 
significant change as to how these sites would previously have been designated as “reserved” 
and “safeguarded”.

While the Agency has reached the conclusion of not finding the plan “unsound”, this is done so 
on the basis that a number of policy provisions give the Agency the comfort that such matters 
can be dealt with in due course.

In order to support and strengthen this position, the Agency suggests that revised wording is 
made within the collection of SUE policies, as specified in Table 3 of the cover letter, to ensure 
the strategic road network issues are fully considered.      
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Improvement Notice

To: NAME  Knowsley Metropolitan Borough Council (“the Council”)  
ADDRESS Archway Road, Knowsley L36 9YU

This Improvement Notice is issued to Knowsley Metropolitan Borough 
Council on 16 September 2014 following the findings of inadequate 
performance and arrangements for ‘children who need help and 
protection’, for ‘adoption performance’ ‘leadership, management and 
governance’, and for ‘effectiveness of the Local Safeguarding Children 
Board’ as identified in the Ofsted inspection report published 30 June 
2014.

1. This Notice is given to address all the areas for improvement identified in 
the report of the inspection of services for children in need of help and 
protection, children looked after and care leavers and review of the 
effectiveness of the local safeguarding children board published by Ofsted 
on 30 June 2014.

2. To comply with this Notice, the following actions are required of the 
Council, working with its partner agencies (“partners”) as identified by the 
Children Act 2004 (section11), with clear evidence of improvement: 

Understanding needs of children, young people and families

3. Ensure that the needs of children and young people in Knowsley are 
reviewed and there is a clear statement of what children and young 
people can expect from services provided by social care and 
partners by: 

a. reviewing the Joint Strategic Needs Analysis and communicating a 
shared understanding of strategic priorities to staff and partners;
with a clear focus on vulnerable groups who would benefit from help 
and protection, care and adoption. 

b. setting out a process map of the children and family journey through
the system including key transition points and target performance 
indicators;

c. ensuring the views of children and young people, their experiences 
and needs are gathered to inform individual care plans, the 
commissioning of services, improvements to services and that there 
is a system to record and report to the Local Safeguarding Children 
Board, the Improvement Board and children and families;  

d. ensuring that children and young people are seen alone during 
statutory visits and their views recorded;
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e. ensuring social worker’s report on child protection are shared with
the family 24hrs before conferences; and

f. ensuring that children and young people are provided with
information about entitlements and how to complain.

Leadership, Management and Governance 

4. Ensure the Council sets out a statement of their vision and ambition for
children’s services and an improvement plan (‘the Improvement Plan’) which sets
clear objectives, timescales, outcomes and is supported by a data set including
qualitative and qualitative information against performance indicators by 6
October 2014. Consideration should be given to, but not limited by, the
Children’s Safeguarding Performance Information Framework 2012. The
statement and Improvement Plan should be communicated to and implemented
by all staff including those in partner agencies. The Improvement Board (‘the
Board’) is accountable for delivering the Improvement Plan.

5. Ensure leadership, scrutiny and challenge is exercised and impacts on the
quality and effectiveness of safeguarding and looked after children services. By
ensuring that:

a. effective assurance arrangements are in place within the Council and
across the partnership in line with Department for Education (DfE)
statutory guidance ‘Roles and responsibilities of the Director of Children's
Services and the Lead Member for Children Services’ and ‘Working
Together to Safeguard Children’;

b. elected members of the Council understand and deliver their corporate
parent role for looked after children and meet all the statutory
requirements, including statutory visits;

c. the lead member is supported by an experienced peer with a successful
track record of providing political leadership in a Council that has gone
through significant improvement following an inspection;

d. Council senior managers continue to consult staff and partners on the
changes necessary to secure improved children services and that there is
sufficient capacity to enable senior managers to implement the
improvement activity and measure impact;

e. a culture of accountability is developed with managers, staff and partners
holding each other to account with action taken when required to
challenge poor and unacceptable performance; and

f. children’s social care is represented on all key planning forums such as
the Health and Wellbeing Board.

Early Help and Partnership Working

6. Implement a prevention and early intervention strategy to provide
children, young people and families appropriate support from early
help to statutory intervention by:

a. setting clear expectations that partners in health and the police play
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a full and active role in the identification and support of those who 
need early help and protection;  

b. developing and agreeing a local protocol for early assessment as 
set out in Working Together to Safeguard Children so all partners 
are able to respond to early needs and involve others as required;

c. reviewing and monitoring the understanding, use of thresholds and 
criteria, and referral routes (including the take-up of CAF) by 
different partners; 

d. monitoring referral/re-referral rates and feedback from referrers;
e. commissioning targeted services with partners with mechanisms for 

step-up/step-down between early help and statutory social care to 
ensure appropriate support and shared case leads across partners; 
and

f. monitoring the contributions to, the use and impact of early help as 
made by all partners and to regularly report to the Board on this 
with recommendations to improve practice. 

Quality and effectiveness of Practice

7. Improve the quality, timeliness and consistency of children’s social 
care assessments by ensuring that:

a. all assessments by the Council and partners follow the principles 
and parameters of a good assessment and are completed within 
timescales as stated in Working Together to Safeguard Children; 

b. all protocols are agreed and monitored and ensure information is 
shared in a timely fashion e.g. after key planning meetings where 
decisions are taken; and

c. evidence, rationale and decision making for assessments are timely 
in being recorded.  

8. Improve the quality, delivery and management of child protection 
practice and plans by ensuring that:

a. all partners attend child protection meetings and strategy meetings 
and this is escalated and addressed when not occurring;

b. child protection plans comply with the requirements of Working 
Together to Safeguard Children including ensuring that all plans 
include the views of the child, time bound actions, with assigned 
‘owners’, and with measurable, success outcomes for children and 
young people;

c. plans include review and evaluation points, with timescales agreed 
with other professionals along with information about their 
contributions;

d. scrutiny, challenge and capability of Child Protection Conference 
Chairs is improved by having regard to statutory guidance; 

e. case records are regularly updated, in a timely fashion, to document 
any new or amended information, rationale and decisions as they 
arise; and

f. evidence of management oversight, decision making and 
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appropriate action and chronologies, is set out in detail on each 
case file.

9. Ensure robust permanency, care planning and review of looked after
children at the earliest point by :

a. improving matching processes to ensure that the needs of children
requiring  long term placements are met;

b. implementing a care planning tracker that is subject to regular
review;

c. clear systems are in place to ensure concurrent and parallel
planning for children entering care;

d. reviewing the procedures of the Independent Reviewing Officers to
adhere to statutory guidance and to tackle any delays to the
timescales set out in plans;

e. ensuring there are sufficient foster carers and residential
placements to respond to the needs of looked after children; and

f. monitoring the educational achievement of looked after children
against clear targets.

10. Improve the timeliness of adoptions by ensuring that:
a. clear plans are in place to improve all aspects of adoption

timeliness (local authority decision-making, placement orders,
matching and placement);

b. measures are taken to build on the introduction of recent new
processes to address delays including the production of robust
performance management information; and

c. performance management information and a trajectory of likely
impact on DfE’s adoption scorecard indicators is reported and
reviewed by the Board as part of the data set in paragraph 4.

Quality assurance, audit and management oversight

11.Ensure there is a robust and effective quality assurance framework
to drive and evidence the impact of improvement with families, front line
practitioners and key partner agencies that:

a. uses quantitative and qualitative evidence, with a view to the
effectiveness of practice and the degree to which it is safe;

b. includes regular auditing arrangements of case files, with use of
independent arrangements to review the quality and timeliness of
recording and compliance in individual case records (as set out in
Working Together to Safeguard Children);

c. there is an agreed regular and planned approach (including the size
and scope of audits), to update the Board on audit findings and
analysis, along with recommendations to improve practice, which
should also inform the work of the LSCB; and

d. ensures recommendations and actions are measurable, inform
improvements in practice, workforce development and supervision.

12.Establish effective supervision and management oversight by
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ensuring that:  
a. all staff continue to have regular supervision;
b. that supervision is reflective to promote learning, in line with agreed 

protocols, with training available for supervisors;
c. social worker responsibilities and workloads are defined and 

reviewed with a range of work for staff consistent with their level of 
experience and competence (including protected caseloads for
Newly Qualified Social Workers); and

d. all management oversight (such as case discussion, supervision 
and audit) is conducted in line with standards set out in Working 
Together to Safeguard Children  to ensure safe practice and 
decision making on individual child protection cases.

Staff capability and capacity

13.Develop a workforce strategy which is based upon an analysis of need. 
The workforce strategy must include clear recruitment and retention 
strategies, set out how poor performance and capability isues will be dealt 
with and an analysis of skills and training needs required to deliver good
social work.  It should be implicitly linked to the Improvement Plan, and 
clearly related to service plans and audit outcomes. The strategy should 
be aimed initially at reducing the dependency on agency staff and should 
include:  

a. support for newly qualified social workers is reviewed to ensure that 
it meets need and results in them becoming advocates for the 
service in Knowsley;  

b. a review of, and improvement to, tools and systems required to 
deliver good and agile social work including the electronic 
information system; and 

c. staff engagement and regular feedback to improve and shape 
practice using feedback mechanisms, such as staff surveys and 
report the results to the Improvement Board. 

Local Safeguarding Children’s Board (LSCB)

14.Strengthen the LSCB so it can ensure that partners work together 
effectively and are held to account for their responsibilities by 
ensuring that:

a. there is action to improve the effectiveness of the LSCB, to ensure 
its compliance with the requirements of Working Together to 
Safeguard Children and that partners are fulfilling their obligations 
under section 11 of the Children Act 2004;

b. multi-agency practice and individual partner audits are robust, with 
reporting to the Improvement Board on any key lessons and 
recommendations to improve practice; 

c. all partners are committed a shared set of priorities for 
safeguarding, child protection, and early help/intervention and 
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prevention; 
d. all policies and training are reviewed and delivered to ensure

understanding of thresholds in all agencies;
e. the LSCB learns from national lessons of serious case reviews and

from LSCBs where effectiveness is considered good or outstanding;
and

f. the chair of the LSCB reports progress to the Improvement Board
meeting to inform the Improvement Board Chair’s report to the
Minister.

15.Taking account of the measures set out in this Improvement Notice
the Council is expected to:

a. Establish an Improvement Board (`the Board’) and appoint an
Independent Chair (“the Chair”).  The Board is expected to meet at
least every 6 weeks. If in the future the Improvement Board wishes
to vary the frequency of meetings this must first be agreed by the
Department for Education. An official from the Department for
Education will attend board meetings as a ‘participant observer’.
The Board should include key partner agencies in its membership.
The Council must provide the Chair with administrative support to a
level sufficient for the Chair to undertake his/her role efficiently and
for the Board to operate effectively. This to include provision to
allow,  at least 2 days every month for independent testing and
validation.(either by the Chair directly or an independently
appointed person on behalf of the Chair).

b. The Council must develop an Improvement Plan by 6 October 2014
aimed at delivering improvements. The content of the Improvement
Plan and a record of progress must be kept up to date. The Council
must report to the Board on progress against the objectives in the
plan and can commission updates from partners in order to do this.
Reporting should include analysis and recommendations supported
by reviewing performance trends against key data sets (which
partners should agree) including quality of service and outcomes for
children and young people. The Council should highlight those
objectives which are slow to progress and highlight where
contributions need to be strengthened.

16.The Council should aim for actions included in the Improvement Plan
to be delivered within 18 months of the Ofsted inspection. The
objectives and performance trends will form part of the discussion at
formal review meetings with the Department for Education.

Improvement against the above measures will be assessed as follows:

17.The Improvement Board Chair must provide to the Parliamentary Under
Secretary of State for Children and Families a written progress report
against the areas set out in this Notice by December 2014 and every three
improvement boards thereafter. The Chair’s report should be based on
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independent testing and validation of improvements. 

18. In parallel, the LSCB Chair should also report to the Improvement Board
meeting on progress to improve its effectiveness.

19.Progress reviews will be conducted by DfE officials and take place every
six months until this notice is lifted, or at the specific request of the
Department. Prior to the review, any Improvement Board Chair’s report for
that period will be supplemented by a Council report of progress against
the improvement plan submitted to DfE a week in advance of the review.
Such reviews may result in an amendment to this Improvement Notice and
further action being required.

Failure to comply with this Improvement Notice by the assessment 
dates or poor progress:

20.Should the Council be unwilling or unable to comply with this Improvement
Notice, or should ministers not be satisfied with the Council’s progress at
any stage, ministers may choose to invoke their statutory powers of
intervention (s497A Education Act 1996) to direct the Council to enter into
an appropriate arrangement to secure the improvements required in
children’s services.

Signed on behalf of the Secretary of State

………………………

Dated : September 2014
. 
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Knowsley Local Plan: Core Strategy 
Proposed Modifications - Consultation
Representations Form 

RETURNING THIS FORM

Please return form to be received by Knowsley Council by 12 noon on Friday 14 November 
2014. Forms received after this time can not be accepted.  

By email: LocalPlan@knowsley.gov.uk
By Post: Local Plan Team, Knowsley MBC, 1st Floor Annexe, Municipal Buildings, 

Archway Road, Liverpool, L36 9YU (postage required)

Please type or print clearly in blue or black ink, and use a separate form for each representation. If 
you use additional sheets, please mark them clearly with your name and organisation.

PLEASE CONSULT THE GUIDANCE NOTES AT THE END OF THIS FORM AND COMPLETE 
ALL QUESTIONS 

PART A – PERSONAL DETAILS

Personal Details* Agents Details*
Title MR C & MRS K
Name BROWN

Job Title 
(if appropriate)
Organisation 
(if appropriate)
Postal Address

Postcode

Telephone Number

Email Address
Preferred Method of 
Contact

*if an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation boxes in the
middle column, but complete all details of the agent in the right hand column. 

PLEASE NOTE: Personal Information provided as part of a representation cannot be treated as 
confidential, as the Council is required to make representations available for inspection. However 
in compliance with the Data Protection Act the personal information you provide will only be used 
by the Council for the purposes of preparing the Local Plan.



PART B – YOUR REPRESENTATIONS

(Please use duplicates of Part B if your comments relate to more than one modification)

Name and/or Organisation

1. To which proposed modification to the Core Strategy does this representation relate?

Modification Ref Policy Ref Paragraph Ref

2. Do you consider that the proposed modification is…? (please tick relevant box)

Yes No

a) Legally Compliant? (see guidance note 2.2)

b) Sound? (see guidance note 2.3)

3. If you wish to object, please state here why in your view the proposed modification is not
legally compliant or sound (referring to the Government's legal and soundness requirements – 
see notes 2.2 and 2.3). If you wish to support the modification, please use this box to set out 
your comments.

SUE 1 

It is considered the plan is not legally compliant because the level of consultation is insufficient.  The nature of 
change is so extensive that all the residents in Knowsley Village ought to have been notified of the proposed 
change having particular regard to the Governments commitment to deliver real local democracy through the 
localism agenda.

Our property is located on the site “East of Knowsley Ind & Bus Parks” designated as a primary use of 
“Employment”.  We are one of 3 residential properties on the Knowsley Village side of the A580 and to remove this 
section of land from the greenbelt for employment use would significantly affect us.

We would suffer from loss of privacy as the land is adjacent to our back garden, loss of outlook, increased noise 
pollution, increased traffic congestion resulting in difficulties entering and exiting our property onto Knowsley Lane 
(there is already a high level of lorries using Knowsley Lane to enter Knowsley Business Park.

We believe there would be an adverse impact on nature, our garden and the land surrounding it is home to a wide 
variety of birds, bats, stoats, badgers and more recently the pink footed goose have landed in the fields opposite
where they usually rest during their migration period.

Being a resident of Knowsley Village we believe if we were to lose all of the above as a result of proposed 
employment development this would alter the quality of life we enjoy at present living in a semi-rural location and 
would detract from the value of the property. 

We plan to oppose any future planning applications should the land be released from Greenbelt based on the 
above grounds as well as the fact there is an abundance of empty retail premises on Knowsley Business & Ind 
Parks that could be utilised for estimated future employment needs.



4. If you are objecting to the modification please set out how you consider it should be
changed to make it legally compliant or sound (see guidance notes 2.2 and 2.3). Please put 
forward any suggested revised wording to policy or text.

PLEASE NOTE - your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and your suggested change. 

5. If you are objecting or seeking a change to one of the modifications to the Core Strategy
and there is a further public hearing as part of the Examination, would you wish to 
participate in any such hearing? (please tick relevant box)

a) No, I do not want to participate at any further public hearing

b) Yes, I wish to participate at any further public hearing

PLEASE NOTE - if you would like to appear at any further public hearings, this confirmation will be 
used to programme any hearings. The Inspector will determine whether there is a need for any 
further hearings as part of his examination of the Core Strategy. 

Signature Mr Craig Brown & Mrs Kay Brown Date 12-11-14

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary…
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From: Victoria McMullen 
Sent: 21 September 2014 16:30
To:
Subject: Knowsley Lane , Huyton green belt project removel of greenbelt

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

To Whoever this concerns

As Local residents

We Completely and absolutely object to you lifting the greenbelt area so that you can build on the
farmlands of knowsley lane, there are plenty of houses new and old build property's in the Knowsley area
that are not even getting sold and Kings business park is 3/4 empty , the new build propertys on knowsley
lane and hillside are empty.

Instead of building houses and units to be left rotting and wasted why don't you invest in knowsley in a
leisure park similar to victoria park Halton it certainly increased the footfall to widnes and spending , plus
it gives people of all ages and abilities exercise and will give the children of knowsley something better
then houses and football pitches and hanging around the local shops.

Please do not to hesitate to contact ourselves to discuss our complaints , one very disappointed in KMBC
resident

Mr and Mrs McMullen



1

From:
Sent: 13 October 2014 09:10
To:
Subject: FW: Knowsley Lane , Huyton green belt project removel of greenbelt

From: Victoria McMullen
Sent: 22 September 2014 20:58
To:
Subject: RE: Knowsley Lane , Huyton green belt project removel of greenbelt

Thank you Mr.Howarth for your response

It is very kind of you to take the time to read and take on board our concerns,has you can appreciate we
are a young family and we want to see investments in Parks and leisure for young and older people there
is an amazing park called Victoria park in Halton and everyone uses it they even have day services with
learning disability and Mental health hiring bikes out for a couple of pounds which helps with enabling a
person to do work plus it helps with fitness of all ages I suggest yourself and parks and leisure do visit this
place, I believe the people of Knowsley will benefit with these facilities long term has you can appreciate
health is a key factor in Knowsley and through regular exercise this will benefit people and take some
pressure off the nhs long term ....plus children of all ages have something to do and exercise , I pass
several schools daily and see obesity is rife which will in the future impact on services, but when I look
around there isn't much for kids to do in Knowsley and to use the leisure and cultural park can be
expensive to use if parents are struggling Victoria park has tennis courts , skater ramps 2 parks bowling for
older people and green land Ive never seen any trouble there at all.
I have been a knowsley resident all my life but I am disapointed to just see see houses and buisness parks
and football fields has a Knowsley resident I'ld like to see more investment in parks and leisure and
thinking outside the box not just taking away greenbelt areas to build yet more houses that people cannot
afford to buy.

We love our greenbelt areas and should try to maintain and keep them , there are plenty of new houses
that are not being sold the estate I live on the houses that should be for sale go up for rent has nobody is
buying them and the business park that will be over the road from the proposed business park is half
empty .

We do appreciate your response very much and I think its only fair for you to know the reasons why we
are disappointed into what is being proposed.

With Kind regards

Mr and Mrs McMullen
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From:
Sent: 13 October 2014 09:09
To:
Subject: FW: Greenbelt Land on Knowsley Lane

From: Patricia Dobson
Sent: 24 September 2014 09:49
To:
Subject: Greenbelt Land on Knowsley Lane

Dear Mr Howarth

Pattens farm on Knowsley Lane is targetted by the local council to be used for building dwellings and
employent property. We believe there is plenty of disused land which would be far more suitable within the
borough and that it is not right that they are taking green belt land that has been in the area for over 200 years.
We think this is disgraceful and hope you will be attending the meeting on the 9th October 2014 to support
the people who have voted for you to support them.

I would like to hear your views with regard to the proposal of the council taking this land.

Yours faithfully

Patricia Dobson
Michael Bailiff























To whom it concerns
Please see attached my completed form objecting the early release of Green belt within Whiston. I do
believe in development as we all develop however the local plan is about number of homes not how these
contribute and integrate to Knowsley. Housing development is not just about money but on the spirit of
a town and community integration agenda. This local plan just screams Knowsley Council only cares about
the money, keeping develops happy and an easy life! Is this easy for you?

I’m objecting as I believe the plan is not sound based on sustainability and best interest of the community.
The development is to large and is an easier solution than working with other reasonable sites across
Knowsley, Prescot, Whiston and Huyton.

This plan meets the needs of the government and council but not the people who matter.
Occasionally some hard decisions need to be made and stand up to the Government Inspector
saying Knowsley Matters. We live here not them.

Many kind regards
Paula
Paula Day

Sent from Windows Mail















Mr P. Lamble

1st October 2014.

To Whom it may concern.

Re: Proposed residential development on Green Belt land in Whiston.

I write to register my objections to the above proposal.

Yet again we see councils giving up Green Belt land for various schemes, in this case housing
development. There is so little ‘Green’ space
in this country that people are still able to enjoy and Knowsley Council are consider depleting it
even further. Apart from the impact on wildlife,
we continue to build on flood plains with the inherent damage that ultimately causes, not to
mention the chopping down of trees and
hedgerows that allow this planet to breathe. A lot of people would consider this an act of
vandalism.

There are people who will not be happy until until the whole country is concreted over.

I wonder if anyone at the planning offices has even bothered to look at all the brownfield sites
in Knowsley on which once stood factories and
various other developments that are unlikely ever to be used again. The infrastructure such as
roads and utilities are usually in place as well to
support what once stood on the site so cutting down on those costs as well.

I appreciate that people need housing but the world also needs its ‘lungs’ and developments
such as this will cause immense damage if they continue
at the same rate as in the past. When I look at the map of Knowsley, it is not difficult to pick
out areas such as derelict housing and factories which
could be utilised for new housing without having to concrete over ‘Green’ spaces.

I doubt if anyone will take any notice of this letter but at least it’s getting it off my chest. If
however anyone does actually read it, I would appreciate
some kind of reply to my concerns.



Yours ............

P. Lamble.



























Knowsley Local Plan: Core Strategy 
Proposed Modifications - Consultation
Representations Form 

RETURNING THIS FORM

Please return form to be received by Knowsley Council by 12 noon on Friday 14 November 
2014. Forms received after this time can not be accepted.  

By email: LocalPlan@knowsley.gov.uk
By Post: Local Plan Team, Knowsley MBC, 1st Floor Annexe, Municipal Buildings, 

Archway Road, Liverpool, L36 9YU (postage required)

Please type or print clearly in blue or black ink, and use a separate form for each representation. If 
you use additional sheets, please mark them clearly with your name and organisation.

PLEASE CONSULT THE GUIDANCE NOTES AT THE END OF THIS FORM AND COMPLETE 
ALL QUESTIONS 

PART A – PERSONAL DETAILS

Personal Details* Agents Details*
Title Mr
Name Philip Williamson

Job Title 
(if appropriate)
Organisation 
(if appropriate)
Postal Address

Postcode

Telephone Number

Email Address
Preferred Method of 
Contact

email

*if an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation boxes in the
middle column, but complete all details of the agent in the right hand column. 

PLEASE NOTE: Personal Information provided as part of a representation cannot be treated as 
confidential, as the Council is required to make representations available for inspection. However 
in compliance with the Data Protection Act the personal information you provide will only be used 
by the Council for the purposes of preparing the Local Plan.



PART B – YOUR REPRESENTATIONS

(Please use duplicates of Part B if your comments relate to more than one modification)

Name and/or Organisation

1. To which proposed modification to the Core Strategy does this representation relate?

Modification Ref Policy Ref Paragraph Ref

2. Do you consider that the proposed modification is…? (please tick relevant box)

Yes No

a) Legally Compliant? (see guidance note 2.2)

b) Sound? (see guidance note 2.3)

3. If you wish to object, please state here why in your view the proposed modification is not
legally compliant or sound (referring to the Government's legal and soundness requirements – 
see notes 2.2 and 2.3). If you wish to support the modification, please use this box to set out 
your comments.

All relevant All relevant All relevant 

Consultation Process

I would like to make clear that I wholly reject the assertion made in section 1.3 of the guidance notes of 
this form (CS Mods Response Form and Guidance PDF), which states 

"Comments are sought specifically on the proposed 
modifications to the Plan. This is because parts of the Plan which are unchanged have 
already been subject to consultation and discussed at the Examination hearings. " 

I reject this on the grounds that the Council's claims that enough people were informed of the 
consultation process are unfounded, with myself and hundreds if not thousands of others being 
completely unaware of the Consultation Process or the Local Plan even existing until after these 
important consultation periods had ended. 

Also although a lot of information may exist at the specified website address, a lot of residents are 
unaware of it and some do not even have access to or use the internet in the first place, which is what 
the entire consultation process is more or less designed around, excluding further people from the 
process. 

The ‘signage’ around the proposed sites for removal of the green belt, which amounts to a single A4 
sized notification tied to a nearby lamppost along the whole perimeter of the sites do not sufficiently 
inform local residents who live outside the 200m ‘notification zone’.

CONTINUED....



 

4. If you are objecting to the modification please set out how you consider it should be
changed to make it legally compliant or sound (see guidance notes 2.2 and 2.3). Please put 
forward any suggested revised wording to policy or text.

PLEASE NOTE - your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and your suggested change. 

5. If you are objecting or seeking a change to one of the modifications to the Core Strategy
and there is a further public hearing as part of the Examination, would you wish to 
participate in any such hearing? (please tick relevant box)

a) No, I do not want to participate at any further public hearing

b) Yes, I wish to participate at any further public hearing

PLEASE NOTE - if you would like to appear at any further public hearings, this confirmation will be 
used to programme any hearings. The Inspector will determine whether there is a need for any 
further hearings as part of his examination of the Core Strategy. 

Signature Date

If the council has not properly informed its constituents of the consultation process, then there is no way 
that that process can then go on to be legally compliant or sound. Huge swathes of people concerned 
and affected by the Local Plan have not been informed of the consultation until after key phases were 
completed and therefore those phases cannot be considered to be valid.

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary…



Further objections to the Local Plan include the following points:

WILDLIFE 

The wildlife on the greenbelt site must be protected at all costs, but no guarantees have been made about this. At the public
consultation in Whiston, a video of which can be found here: 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=d3WuxRrS1ow&list=UUTaqTuHMu4mtYyoTYUCymrQ 

Jonathan Clark of Knowsley Council stated that the council's own survey commissioned to assess the area found that there is 
significant ancient woodland and valuable wildlife within the greenbelt. He then went on to state that they would 'like' for developers 
to develop on the areas that have less value in this respect, but later in the same video Knowsley Council's representatives 
admitted that any details on where would be developed and where wouldn't would not be a decision for the council but for the 
developers.

In other words, there is no guarantee that the wildlife and woodland would be protected, and what is certain is that at least part of it 
(the supposedly 'less valuable' parts) would be lost.

POPULATION

Knowsley's population has been in decline for several decades and there is no solid evidence that this is going to change. Even 
population projections from Knowsley Council's own data (Sub National Population Projections Update 2014) offer contradicting
guesses and predictions of growth far lower than that would necessitate the exceptional circumstances which would justify 
removing the land in question from greenbelt status. There are already significant numbers of empty properties all over the 
borough, as well as plenty of brownfield that remains undeveloped as well as business properties that remain vacant. In addition to 
this, the councils bigger neighbour Liverpool, which contains far more social, cultural and industrial infrastructure is planning to 
increase the number of dwellings by far more than the projected population growth to attract people to the area. No doubt a number 
of those people will come from Knowsley and other surrounding councils.  

In the local plan no consideration has been given to the necessary social and green infrastructure that is required to accommodate 
the new dwellings. In Halewood in particular, most of the primary schools are already oversubscribed and would be unable to 
accommodate the hundreds of children that would come with 1124 new dwellings. Similar arguments apply to the local GP and 
dentist surgery’s. 

GREENBELT STATUS

One of the five purposes of the green belt is the ‘prevention of urban sprawl into the countryside’, while perhaps not being legally 
classified as ‘countryside’, Yew Tree Farm on lower road is regarded by many of the residents of Halewood as being part of the
countryside, and perhaps not having a history going back a hundred years, it does have a historical value to the people of 
Halewood. The idyllic countryside feel of the Yew Tree Farm shop and coffee barn will now be ruined by being directly opposite to a 
large housing estate instead of the farmland that currently faces it.

The council attempts to assure us that the plan is only to remove the protected land out of greenbelt status, and that this doesn't 
necessarily mean it will be developed. It will be a lot more likely to be developed once it has lost greenbelt status protections 
afforded to it. The idea that taking the status away is in itself an innocuous act is incredibly disingenuous.

BROWNFIELD AND ECONOMIC VIABILITY

According to the government’s own Natural Land Use Database there is enough brownfield sites in the country to accommodate 
over 1.5 million new dwellings and still more for commercial and industrial development. Clearly there is not yet a  requirement to 
build on arable land that is required to feed a growing population.  

The Government Secretary of State Eric Pickles recently went on record to reiterate that councils must protect greenbelt at all costs 
and may only consider developing greenbelt land in extremely exceptional circumstances. Such circumstances have not been 
proven by the Local Plan, and not enough has been done to source alternative land for development. Economic Viability of 
brownfield land should not be a concern of the council, which does not own the greenbelt. Simply stating that developers would 
prefer the more lucrative economic prospect of greenbelt development over developing on brownfield does not fall into exceptional 
circumstances or a last resort justifying its release from. The council states government has forced its hand to develop greenbelt, 
and Government says don't develop on greenbelt. If even government and the council cannot agree on who is the driving force 
behind this plan, then how can the plan be considered legally compliant and sound?

In conclusion, I oppose the legal compliance and soundness of the local plan on the following grounds:

- No guarantees of protection to wildlife or heritage land from developer's future proposals.

- Seriously flawed consultation process which failed to involve the majority of the affected constituents within the consultation 
period.



- Insufficient evidence that the population of Knowsley will increase to the degree that necessitates the scale of development 
considered.

- Insufficient evidence that other sites were properly considered, or that the Government's instruction to protect greenbelt at all 
costs has been adhered to.

The law states that Greenbelt cannot be developed except as a last resort, and the circumstances which constitute this have not 
been proven by any stretch of the imagination. If the government is against greenbelt development, if the council was reluctant to 
use the greenbelt in its plan, and if the people themselves are against the development, how can it go ahead? Do developers now 
have the power to govern our country and our communities? Does economic viability trump both the law and the will of the people? 

In a recent Knowsley town council ‘Local Plan’ meeting, the planning officers stated that the original plan, that only included 
brownfield sites to be developed, was rejected by the Planning Inspector due to a number of brownfield sites being ‘unviable’.
Presumably this means commercially unviable to the housing developers who own the land, i.e. there is insufficient profit for them
to make in building on the land (or less profit to be made than building on the green belt). Might I suggest that if an organisation not 
driven by profit, in fact driven by supplying residents with their housing needs, such as a local authority, purchase this land and 
build social housing on it. This would result in little, or no green belt being developed to meet the area’s needs and would prove the 
council is working for the residents benefits rather than working for the benefit of corporations such as Redrow Homes and Taylor 
Wimpy and wealthy landowners such as  Lord Derby.
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From:
Sent: 02 October 2014 22:18
To:
Subject: FW: Ms Rachel Freeman, 

Importance: High

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

From: Rachel Freeman
Sent: 01 October 2014 16:36
To:
Cc:
Subject: RE: Green Space
Importance: High

Hello

Yes, I am emailing with regards to KMBC’s Local Plan. Can you please take this to the Council please?

I am literally sickened to receive the letter from KMBC Policy Manager, Jonathan Clarke regarding the release of the
Knowsley Lane green belt land. Apparently there is a need for houses and offices so I’ve been told. How can this be
the case when there has already been development on the Hillside Estate accessible from Knowsley Lane? Aren’t
there empty houses there waiting to be filled…..and space for further development? Yes, I believe there is which I
saw with my own eyes when I took a walk there a couple of weeks ago.
What are the plans for the patch of land on the corner of Primrose Drive and Knowsley Lane, where Knowsley
Training Centre used to occupy? I suppose more houses hey? Why is there a need for office space, when you have
King’s Business Park again not occupied to full capacity?

Where is the evidence that supports the need for this development? Show me the research and proof that states
hundreds of people want to move to this area and therefore require this development to go ahead……..Show me the
evidence that supports the need for more office space. For some reason, I don’t truly believe that this is a
need….more like a want. More like a stab in the dark to see if it works and hundreds of people flock to Knowsley!
What a gamble if there is not sufficient evidence, and who accepts responsibility if it all goes pear shaped?!!!!!

What if this beautiful piece of land/natural habitat is removed forever by this development and the houses and
offices do not get occupied? What then? I have been informed that 450 houses are to be built, whether that
means purely on Knowsley Lane Green Belt or between the 10 areas, I don’t Know. What I do know is this……..once
that land becomes a housing estate / industrial park and based on an average of two cars per household, the
congestion and pollution will be diabolical for all residents directly on/off Knowsley Lane, Prescot, Knowsley Village,
Huyton. Even accessing / exiting the M57 could be a nightmare…..DOES ANYONE TRULY CARE ABOUT US LITTLE
PEOPLE……….. MONEY TALKS HEY?!
Don’t the people responsible for this development realise that Knowlsey lane is already very busy as it is with the
amount of traffic that goes through in either direction, and their bright idea is to bring more houses, cars…….
POLLUTION AND CONGESTION!!!!

For the people who are making this decision, does it affect YOU or where YOU live? Is YOUR home life going to be
turned upside down? How long will this development take to completion? How would YOU like it, or even cope with
it if this was going to happen opposite YOUR home, where you loved living as a direct result of living opposite a very
calming healthy piece of land where nature occupies.

Before this development reaches completion you expect us to literally be overlooking a building site, with cranes,
diggers, and a whole host of very noisy, large vehicles. Dirt blowing over into our homes/gardens / vermin etc.
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Don’t you think that this will directly impact on residents’ health and wellbeing like mine and my neighbours for
example? AGAIN, DO YOU CARE?

My understanding of any large organisation is that they have a corporate social responsibility to uphold
SUSTAINABILITY as it’s in the public interest to do so. Isn’t environmental protection one of KMBC’s
responsibilities??? Yet this organisation will be responsible for removing this land from the green belt and
destroying it. Is this not a huge contradiction?

I bought my house 3 years ago in 2011. The land search showed no development plans and yet a few months
previous to moving in, a petition to save this land had been in action. Regarding this new development, this is the
first letter I have received. Why have I not been informed sooner about this?? Going back to 2011, had I known
about the development or should I say destruction of this natural habitat, I would have reconsidered buying my
home directly opposite this green belt! I believed for a long time that Knowsley Council did care about its
residents…….and now, I feel totally cheated!!

I’m sure it comes as no surprise that I am one of many, many residents OPPOSED to this development. We are
joining forces and will try to save this unique and much loved/appreciated area of North Huyton.

Rachel

Knowsley Lane resident
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From:
Sent: 22 October 2014 21:20
To:

Core strategy policies reference CS5, SUE1, SUE2. Modifications Schedule reference M078, M168 and M272. 
Kirkby is surrounded by Industrial estates that are not being fully utilised, the current industrial estates should be surveyed
and utilised fully before building further new ones. 
Taking land out of green belt just to have units standing empty seems stupid when there are more than enough units and 
land on the current industrial estates. Alchemy still has land up for sale and what about utilising the old Kodak site. This 
would provide space for a number of units and would tidy the industrial estate up. 

I object very strongly to the above proposal 

susan smith 









Knowsley Local Plan: Core Strategy 
Proposed Modifications - Consultation
Representations Form 

RETURNING THIS FORM

Please return form to be received by Knowsley Council by 12 noon on Friday 14 November 
2014. Forms received after this time can not be accepted.  

By email: LocalPlan@knowsley.gov.uk
By Post: Local Plan Team, Knowsley MBC, 1st Floor Annexe, Municipal Buildings, 

Archway Road, Liverpool, L36 9YU (postage required)

Please type or print clearly in blue or black ink, and use a separate form for each representation. If 
you use additional sheets, please mark them clearly with your name and organisation.

PLEASE CONSULT THE GUIDANCE NOTES AT THE END OF THIS FORM AND COMPLETE 
ALL QUESTIONS 

PART A – PERSONAL DETAILS

Personal Details* Agents Details*
Title Mrs
Name Vitti Osborne

Job Title 
(if appropriate)

Parish Clerk

Organisation 
(if appropriate)

Cronton Parish Council

Postal Address

Postcode

Telephone Number

Email Address
Preferred Method of 
Contact

*if an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation boxes in the
middle column, but complete all details of the agent in the right hand column. 

PLEASE NOTE: Personal Information provided as part of a representation cannot be treated as 
confidential, as the Council is required to make representations available for inspection. However 
in compliance with the Data Protection Act the personal information you provide will only be used 
by the Council for the purposes of preparing the Local Plan.



PART B – YOUR REPRESENTATIONS

(Please use duplicates of Part B if your comments relate to more than one modification)

Name and/or Organisation

1. To which proposed modification to the Core Strategy does this representation relate?

Modification Ref Policy Ref Paragraph Ref

2. Do you consider that the proposed modification is…? (please tick relevant box)

Yes No

a) Legally Compliant? (see guidance note 2.2)

b) Sound? (see guidance note 2.3)

3. If you wish to object, please state here why in your view the proposed modification is not
legally compliant or sound (referring to the Government's legal and soundness requirements – 
see notes 2.2 and 2.3). If you wish to support the modification, please use this box to set out 
your comments.

M078, M168 
and M272 

CS5 ,SUE1, SUE2, 
SUE2c 

Cronton Parish Council 

The proposed modification is not sound and inconsistent with the NPPF Green Belt Policy. 

The Parish Council objects to the removal of the sites (South of Whiston and Land South of 
M62) from Green Belt to Sustainable Urban Extension.

It is the Parish Council’s policy to safeguard green belt.  The National Planning Policy 
Framework states that the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by 
keeping land permanently open, and that a key attribute of land in the Green Belt is its 
openness. The removal of the sites from Green Belt is totally against the Green Belt policy and 
its purposes.



4. If you are objecting to the modification please set out how you consider it should be 
changed to make it legally compliant or sound (see guidance notes 2.2 and 2.3). Please put 
forward any suggested revised wording to policy or text.

PLEASE NOTE - your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and your suggested change. 

5. If you are objecting or seeking a change to one of the modifications to the Core Strategy 
and there is a further public hearing as part of the Examination, would you wish to 
participate in any such hearing? (please tick relevant box)

a) No, I do not want to participate at any further public hearing

b) Yes, I wish to participate at any further public hearing

PLEASE NOTE - if you would like to appear at any further public hearings, this confirmation will be 
used to programme any hearings. The Inspector will determine whether there is a need for any 
further hearings as part of his examination of the Core Strategy. 

   
Signature         Date 6 November 2014

To protect the countryside, brownfield land in the Borough should be used for the proposed 
developments.

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary…









10 POLICY CS5

Representations Relating to Policy CS5: Green Belt (excluding those relating 
to proposed SUEs – see chapter 17)

Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

POLICY CS5 001 1 108 Chris Edge, Barton 
Willmore for Junction 
Property Ltd

POLICY CS5 002 1 Jane Aspinall, Bellway 
Homes

Total 2

295
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Dear Sirs, 

Please find attached representations on behalf Junction Property Limited (JPL) to the following consultation 
documents:

1. Representations to the Knowsley Local Plan: Core Strategy: Proposed Modifications - Consultation 
(representations form, representations report and Counsels Opinion - 3 pdf files); and  

2. A Representations Form in respect of the South of Whiston (residential) and Land South of M62 (employment 
and Country Park) SPD (1 pdf file). 

Please acknowledge receipt of this email and the attachments in due course. 

Kind Regards, 

Associate

Planning . Design . Delivery 

Please consider the environment before printing this email 

We are exhibiting at the Farm Business Innovation Show 2014! 
Find more information on our stand and seminar here

POLICY CS5 001 ID: 108
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PLEASE CONSULT THE GUIDANCE NOTES AT THE END OF THIS FORM AND COMPLETE 
ALL QUESTIONS  
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Junction Property Ltd 
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KNOWSLEY LOCAL PLAN CORE STRATEGY EXAMINATION 

PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO SUBMISSION DOCUMENTS 

REPRESENTATIONS BY BARTON WILLMORE 

ON BEHALF OF JUNCTION PROPERTY LTD 

NOVEMBER 2014 

 

1 Supporting Representations 

1.1 Junction Property Ltd (JPL) supports most of the proposed modifications now being 

suggested by the Council. 

1.2 JPL welcomes in particular the following proposed modifications for the reasons 

given in evidence to the hearing sessions:  

MO42 The removal of the Sustainable Urban Extensions from the Green 

Belt and their allocation for development as part of the spatial 

strategy identified in Policy CS1 and its accompanying text . 

MO55 Acceptance of the Sedgefield method to calculate the five year 

housing requirement as part of Policy CS3 and its accompanying 

text (also MO56A, MO56B, MO65). 

MO59 Setting out the circumstances which would trigger a review of 

Policy CS3.  (However JPL considers that this should be a Main 

Modification because of its importance to the soundness of the 

Plan rather than a minor modification as currently suggested).
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MO76 Inclusion of the reference to very special circumstances as part of 

Policy CS5. 

MO78 Removal of the Sustainable Urban Extensions from the Green Belt 

as part of Policy CS5. 

M112 Confirmation that measures to mitigate carbon emissions and 

improve air quality will only be sought “where appropriate”.

M157 Confirmation that the release of the Sustainable Urban Extensions 

will no longer be delayed until the longer-term. 

2 Representations Objecting to Specific Proposed Modifications 

2.1 M168: New Chapter 6A on Sustainable Urban Extensions 

2.1.1 JPL welcomes most of the principles set out in Policies SUE1 to SUE2c.  In 

particular it supports the following: 

the immediate release of the sustainable urban extensions to meet 

identified development needs; 

the development of the South of Whiston site for between 1500 and 1800 

dwellings (depending on whether of the Council owned land currently 

identified for a cemetery extension is included in the development area);

the development of the land South of the M62 for employment 

development; and  

proposals must demonstrate a comprehensive approach to site 

development and infrastructure provision, including the matters set out 

in paragraph 6A.18. 
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2.1.2 JPL however OBJECTS to the third part of Policy SUE2 where it says that the 

masterplan required under the policy to accompany any planning applications for 

the site should “accord” with development plan policy “and any associated 

Supplementary Planning Document.”  There is of course no objection to the 

principle that the masterplan should accord with development plan policy.  

However the development plan should not impose a requirement that the 

masterplan for a site must “accord with” the proposed Supplementary Planning 

Document.  Such a requirement would effectively incorporate the supplementary 

planning document into the development plan policy as lack of accordance with it 

would create conflict with Policy SUE2 itself.  This is wholly inappropriate because 

supplementary planning documents are not subject to the same rigorous statutory 

procedures and testing as development plan policies. 

2.1.3 Development plan policies only receive the status accorded to them under Section 

38(6) of the 2004 Act after they have been independently tested and examined , 

and found to meet the tests of soundness set out in national policy.  They are also 

subject to very exacting and lengthy procedures for stakeholder and public 

involvement and consultation.  In contrast, supplementary planning documents are 

not the subject of any independent examination or testing against the tests of 

soundness.  Moreover they are not required to undergo the same rigorous 

requirements for stakeholder and public involvement and consultation. Because of 

these differences, planning law gives development plan policy and supplementary 

planning documents very different statuses in decision-making 

2.1.4 Section 38(6) of the 2004 Act requires that applications for planning permission 

must be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material 

considerations indicate otherwise.  Under this section of the Act, a supplementary 

planning document has only the status of a material consideration to which regard 

should be given.  It is not development plan policy where there is an expectation 
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of accordance unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  As such, a 

proposal which accords with the development plan but is not in accordance with a 

supplementary planning document would still receive the presumption in favour 

under Section 38(6). The proposed modification seeks to reverse this position 

established by statute. The same would apply to the national policy position, and 

in particular the presumption in favour of sustainable development under 

paragraphs 14, 196 and 197 of the NPPF.  

2.1.5 The proposed supplementary planning documents for the sustainable urban 

extensions have not, of course, been prepared yet.  As such, i t is not known what 

matters they will cover or whether their policies and proposals will be consistent 

with national policy and guidance, especially in respect of viability which is so 

important to the delivery of the Core Strategy as a whole .  In such circumstances, 

it is wholly inappropriate for Policy SUE2 to require planning decisions to accord 

with them. We note in this respect that the Council has suggested other proposed 

modifications that remove any requirement for proposals to accord with 

supplementary planning documents. A similar change should be made here.  

2.1.6 To assist the Inspector, we attach Counsel’s Written Opinion which confirms that 

the provisions of Policy SUE2 so far as they relate to the proposed Supplementary 

Planning Documents would be potentially unlawful and may be capable of 

successful challenge in the Courts.   

2.1.7 For these reasons we consider that the proposed modification in this respec t fails 

the tests of soundness and would be potentially unlawful.  

2.2 M169 and M190: Policy CS 15 on Affordable Housing 

2.2.1 The proposed modifications make a distinction between the levels of affordable 

housing required on sites within the current urban area (10%) and on Sustainable 

Urban Extensions (25%).  Proposed Modification 190 says that this distinction is 
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because the Knowsley Economic Viability Assessment (EVA) “suggests” there is a 

generally higher level of development viability in the proposed Sustainable Urban 

Extensions than in the existing urban areas. 

2.2.2 JPL considers that the proposed policy requirement for sustainable urban 

extensions has not been properly justified by viability evidence.  As such, it does 

not accord with national policy. 

2.2.3 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states (paragraph 173) that 

pursuing sustainable development requires “careful attention” to viability and costs 

in plan-making.  It emphasises that plans must be deliverable and to achieve this, 

“the (allocated) sites and the scale of development identified in the plan should 

not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to 

be developed viably is threatened.”  The Framework adds that to ensure viability, 

the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to development “such as 

requirements for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or 

other requirements” should, when taking account of the normal cost of 

development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a will ing developer to 

enable the development to be deliverable.  

2.2.4 The Knowsley EVA fails to undertake the type of exercise required by national 

policy to justify an affordable housing target .  The tables at pages 186 to 188 only 

examine the impacts of individual policy requirements, and no conclusions are 

reached about the cumulative impact of the policy requirements. Nonetheless, if 

the impacts of individual policies in Tables 7.30 to 7.32 are added together, it is 

clear that a 25% affordable housing requirement would not be viable on most large 

housing sites currently in the Green Belt (equivalent to the sustainable urban 

extensions) at the likely density of 30 dwellings per hectare. In this regard the 

Core Strategy does not propose developing the sustainable urban extensions at the 
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unrealistically high density of 40 dwellings per hectare which is the alternative 

figure given in the tables. 

2.2.5 The EVA does contain a “case study” at pages 190 to 191 which purports to 

undertake a cumulative impact assessment of a large housing site in the Green 

Belt. However this case study is totally unreliable as a guide to policy-making 

because: 

1. The case study takes no account of the introduction of zero carbon 

homes in 2016 which will significantly increase construction costs.  This is 

clear from Table 7.33 because it is based on baseline viability which the 

EVA says excludes zero carbon homes.  Instead zero carbon homes is 

treated by the EVA as an additional policy requirement.  This is confirmed 

by Tables 7.30 to 7.32 (pages 186 to 188) which show additional costs 

under the Code Level heading. For clarification, zero carbon homes 

roughly equates to Code Levels 5/6, even after the most recent 

announcements by the Government.  If Zero Carbon Homes is factored 

into Table 7.33, the proposed development would be unviable. In this 

regard, none of the larger sustainable urban extensions are likely to 

begin significant housing construction before 2016.  

2. The case study does not make an adequate allowance for likely 

infrastructure costs.  The baseline viability includes an allowance of 

£7500 per dwelling (Table 7.1, page 127).  In addition, Table 7.33 

includes a further £590.02 per dwelling for additional infrastructure 

required by the case study proposal (health centre/primary school/SUDS).  

Together, it makes a total infrastructure cost for the case study of £8090 

per dwelling.  This figure must be compared with the infrastructure costs 

set out in the Mott MacDonald report for the South of the Whiston 

proposal.  Table 6.1 of the Mott MacDonald Report shows infrastructure 
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costs of £15,300,394 for an 1800 dwelling scheme (which includes the 

Council’s proposed cemetery extension land).  This is an average of 

£8500 per dwelling which is well over the EVA figure for infrastructure in 

the case study.  Moreover there will be other very significant 

infrastructure costs for the South of Whiston proposal which have not 

been costed by Mott MacDonald, including contributions for public 

transport improvements, off-site highway works (such as to the Tarbock

Island junction), and for new and improved education and community 

facilities.  Appendix F (penultimate page) of the Mott MacDonald Study 

confirms that these costs have not been included in their estimates.  

Although no exact figures can yet be given, these further costs are 

unlikely to be less than £5million given the scale of the South of Whiston 

proposal, thereby generating a total infrastructure cost of not less than 

£20,300,000 which is equivalent to over £11,200 per dwelling.  As the 

EVA report shows, such a level of infrastructure costs would not be viable 

with a requirement for 25% affordable housing. This is highly relevant to 

the generality of Policy CS15 because, firstly, there is no evidence that 

South of Whiston is untypical of the other large sustainable urban 

extensions in this respect; and secondly, the South of Whiston site 

constitutes such a large proportion of the total capacity coming forward 

from the sustainable urban extensions. If its development is stalled by 

unrealistic policy burdens, the policies of the Core Strategy will not be 

delivered. 

2.2.6 In conclusion, the clear evidence is that a 25% affordable homes requirement is 

likely to jeopardise the viability of the Sustainable Urban Extensions, especially the 

larger sites, such as South of Whiston, where significant infrastructure will be 

required to bring the sites for development.  In these circumstances, the 

requirement would be contrary to national policy.  
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2.2.7 For these reasons we consider that the proposed modification in this respect fails 

the tests of soundness. 

2.3 MO78, M168 and M272: Former Saunders Garden Centre, Windy 

Arbor Road, Whiston 

2.3.1 The site of the former Saunders Garden Centre should be excluded from the South 

of Whiston Sustainable Urban Extension so that it can be brought fo rward 

immediately and not await the completion of the masterplanning exercise for the 

urban extension as currently required by the proposed modifications for Policy 

SUE2. This masterplanning exercise has not yet begun and there is no timetable 

yet for it. 

2.3.2 The Saunders site is previously developed land.  As such it is very different in 

character from the rest of the developable land within the proposed Sustainable 

Urban Extension which is predominantly greenfield agricultural land. 

2.3.3 The site is a former retail garden centre which closed about 7 years ago.  It is in a 

semi-derelict state and its unkempt appearance detracts from the amenity of the 

wider area. 

2.3.4 The suitability of the site for housing development has been established for many 

years.  As previously developed land, the principle of its redevelopment is in 

accordance with national and local green belt policy.  The site was originally 

granted planning permission for housing development in 2010.  Since then, the site 

has regularly formed part of the Council’s five year supply of deliverable housing 

land.  The site is therefore very different from the remainder of the developable 

parts of the South of Whiston site where the principle of development is dependent 

upon being identified by the Core Strategy as part of the sustainable urban 

extension. 
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2.3.5 The decision of the Council at a late stage to include the garden centre site within 

the South of Whiston site has important implications for its development because 

the current draft of Policy SUE2 would prevent it coming forward for housing 

except as part of a comprehensive proposal for the whole urban extension.  This 

could delay its development for some time as the wider proposal is dependent 

upon the cooperation of a number of landowners and developers. 

2.3.6 The inclusion of the garden centre site within the sustainable urban extension  

ignores the long history of acceptance by the Council that it is suitable for housing 

development as a standalone scheme.  The decision also ignores the amenity and 

other benefits arising from the early redevelopment of the site, including its 

contribution to the five year supply and prioritising the use of previously developed 

land in accordance with national policy and guidance. 

2.3.7 The Council has given no reasons why the site has been included in the sustainable 

urban extension when it has previously been treated as a separate site .  As the 

history shows, it is capable of being developed independently.  It is also not 

required to achieve a satisfactory comprehensive development of the wider area.  

The Council has already agreed the principle of an access to the south off Windy 

Arbor Road close to the junction with the M62, and to the north off Lickers Lane.  

There is no obvious reason why another access onto Windy Arbor Road is 

necessary or desirable.   

2.3.8 In conclusion, there is no reason why the development of this previously developed 

site with its benefits for amenity and deliverable housing supply should be delayed 

until there is an approved masterplan for the whole of the proposed sustainable 

urban extension.  Such a requirement fails key soundness tests of being justified 

and in accordance with national policy.  
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2.3.9 For these reasons we consider that the proposed modifications in this respect fail 

the tests of soundness and would be potentially unlawful 
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Dear Sirs, 

Please find attached representations on behalf Junction Property Limited (JPL) to the following consultation 
documents:

1. Representations to the Knowsley Local Plan: Core Strategy: Proposed Modifications - Consultation
(representations form, representations report and Counsels Opinion - 3 pdf files); and

2. A Representations Form in respect of the South of Whiston (residential) and Land South of M62 (employment
and Country Park) SPD (1 pdf file).

Please acknowledge receipt of this email and the attachments in due course. 
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Associate
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KNOWSLEY LOCAL PLAN CORE STRATEGY EXAMINATION 

PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO SUBMISSION DOCUMENTS 

REPRESENTATIONS BY BARTON WILLMORE 

ON BEHALF OF JUNCTION PROPERTY LTD 

NOVEMBER 2014 

1 Supporting Representations 

1.1 Junction Property Ltd (JPL) supports most of the proposed modifications now being 

suggested by the Council. 

1.2 JPL welcomes in particular the following proposed modifications for the reasons 

given in evidence to the hearing sessions:  

MO42 The removal of the Sustainable Urban Extensions from the Green 

Belt and their allocation for development as part of the spatial 

strategy identified in Policy CS1 and its accompanying text . 

MO55 Acceptance of the Sedgefield method to calculate the five year 

housing requirement as part of Policy CS3 and its accompanying 

text (also MO56A, MO56B, MO65). 

MO59 Setting out the circumstances which would trigger a review of 

Policy CS3.  (However JPL considers that this should be a Main 

Modification because of its importance to the soundness of the 

Plan rather than a minor modification as currently suggested).
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MO76 Inclusion of the reference to very special circumstances as part of 

Policy CS5. 

MO78 Removal of the Sustainable Urban Extensions from the Green Belt 

as part of Policy CS5. 

M112 Confirmation that measures to mitigate carbon emissions and 

improve air quality will only be sought “where appropriate”.

M157 Confirmation that the release of the Sustainable Urban Extensions 

will no longer be delayed until the longer-term. 

2 Representations Objecting to Specific Proposed Modifications 

2.1 M168: New Chapter 6A on Sustainable Urban Extensions 

2.1.1 JPL welcomes most of the principles set out in Policies SUE1 to SUE2c.  In 

particular it supports the following: 

the immediate release of the sustainable urban extensions to meet 

identified development needs; 

the development of the South of Whiston site for between 1500 and 1800 

dwellings (depending on whether of the Council owned land currently 

identified for a cemetery extension is included in the development area);

the development of the land South of the M62 for employment 

development; and  

proposals must demonstrate a comprehensive approach to site 

development and infrastructure provision, including the matters set out 

in paragraph 6A.18. 
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2.1.2 JPL however OBJECTS to the third part of Policy SUE2 where it says that the 

masterplan required under the policy to accompany any planning applications for 

the site should “accord” with development plan policy “and any associated 

Supplementary Planning Document.”  There is of course no objection to the 

principle that the masterplan should accord with development plan policy.  

However the development plan should not impose a requirement that the 

masterplan for a site must “accord with” the proposed Supplementary Planning 

Document.  Such a requirement would effectively incorporate the supplementary 

planning document into the development plan policy as lack of accordance with it 

would create conflict with Policy SUE2 itself.  This is wholly inappropriate because 

supplementary planning documents are not subject to the same rigorous statutory 

procedures and testing as development plan policies. 

2.1.3 Development plan policies only receive the status accorded to them under Section 

38(6) of the 2004 Act after they have been independently tested and examined , 

and found to meet the tests of soundness set out in national policy.  They are also 

subject to very exacting and lengthy procedures for stakeholder and public 

involvement and consultation.  In contrast, supplementary planning documents are 

not the subject of any independent examination or testing against the tests of 

soundness.  Moreover they are not required to undergo the same rigorous 

requirements for stakeholder and public involvement and consultation. Because of 

these differences, planning law gives development plan policy and supplementary 

planning documents very different statuses in decision-making 

2.1.4 Section 38(6) of the 2004 Act requires that applications for planning permission 

must be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material 

considerations indicate otherwise.  Under this section of the Act, a supplementary 

planning document has only the status of a material consideration to which regard 

should be given.  It is not development plan policy where there is an expectation 
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of accordance unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  As such, a 

proposal which accords with the development plan but is not in accordance with a 

supplementary planning document would still receive the presumption in favour 

under Section 38(6). The proposed modification seeks to reverse this position 

established by statute. The same would apply to the national policy position, and 

in particular the presumption in favour of sustainable development under 

paragraphs 14, 196 and 197 of the NPPF.  

2.1.5 The proposed supplementary planning documents for the sustainable urban 

extensions have not, of course, been prepared yet.  As such, i t is not known what 

matters they will cover or whether their policies and proposals will be consistent 

with national policy and guidance, especially in respect of viability which is so 

important to the delivery of the Core Strategy as a whole .  In such circumstances, 

it is wholly inappropriate for Policy SUE2 to require planning decisions to accord 

with them. We note in this respect that the Council has suggested other proposed 

modifications that remove any requirement for proposals to accord with 

supplementary planning documents. A similar change should be made here.  

2.1.6 To assist the Inspector, we attach Counsel’s Written Opinion which confirms that 

the provisions of Policy SUE2 so far as they relate to the proposed Supplementary 

Planning Documents would be potentially unlawful and may be capable of 

successful challenge in the Courts.   

2.1.7 For these reasons we consider that the proposed modification in this respec t fails 

the tests of soundness and would be potentially unlawful.  

2.2 M169 and M190: Policy CS 15 on Affordable Housing 

2.2.1 The proposed modifications make a distinction between the levels of affordable 

housing required on sites within the current urban area (10%) and on Sustainable 

Urban Extensions (25%).  Proposed Modification 190 says that this distinction is 
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because the Knowsley Economic Viability Assessment (EVA) “suggests” there is a 

generally higher level of development viability in the proposed Sustainable Urban 

Extensions than in the existing urban areas. 

2.2.2 JPL considers that the proposed policy requirement for sustainable urban 

extensions has not been properly justified by viability evidence.  As such, it does 

not accord with national policy. 

2.2.3 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states (paragraph 173) that 

pursuing sustainable development requires “careful attention” to viability and costs 

in plan-making.  It emphasises that plans must be deliverable and to achieve this, 

“the (allocated) sites and the scale of development identified in the plan should 

not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to 

be developed viably is threatened.”  The Framework adds that to ensure viability, 

the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to development “such as 

requirements for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or 

other requirements” should, when taking account of the normal cost of 

development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a will ing developer to 

enable the development to be deliverable.  

2.2.4 The Knowsley EVA fails to undertake the type of exercise required by national 

policy to justify an affordable housing target .  The tables at pages 186 to 188 only 

examine the impacts of individual policy requirements, and no conclusions are 

reached about the cumulative impact of the policy requirements. Nonetheless, if 

the impacts of individual policies in Tables 7.30 to 7.32 are added together, it is 

clear that a 25% affordable housing requirement would not be viable on most large 

housing sites currently in the Green Belt (equivalent to the sustainable urban 

extensions) at the likely density of 30 dwellings per hectare. In this regard the 

Core Strategy does not propose developing the sustainable urban extensions at the 
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unrealistically high density of 40 dwellings per hectare which is the alternative 

figure given in the tables. 

2.2.5 The EVA does contain a “case study” at pages 190 to 191 which purports to 

undertake a cumulative impact assessment of a large housing site in the Green 

Belt. However this case study is totally unreliable as a guide to policy-making 

because: 

1. The case study takes no account of the introduction of zero carbon 

homes in 2016 which will significantly increase construction costs.  This is 

clear from Table 7.33 because it is based on baseline viability which the 

EVA says excludes zero carbon homes.  Instead zero carbon homes is 

treated by the EVA as an additional policy requirement.  This is confirmed 

by Tables 7.30 to 7.32 (pages 186 to 188) which show additional costs 

under the Code Level heading. For clarification, zero carbon homes 

roughly equates to Code Levels 5/6, even after the most recent 

announcements by the Government.  If Zero Carbon Homes is factored 

into Table 7.33, the proposed development would be unviable. In this 

regard, none of the larger sustainable urban extensions are likely to 

begin significant housing construction before 2016.  

2. The case study does not make an adequate allowance for likely 

infrastructure costs.  The baseline viability includes an allowance of 

£7500 per dwelling (Table 7.1, page 127).  In addition, Table 7.33 

includes a further £590.02 per dwelling for additional infrastructure 

required by the case study proposal (health centre/primary school/SUDS).  

Together, it makes a total infrastructure cost for the case study of £8090 

per dwelling.  This figure must be compared with the infrastructure costs 

set out in the Mott MacDonald report for the South of the Whiston 

proposal.  Table 6.1 of the Mott MacDonald Report shows infrastructure 
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costs of £15,300,394 for an 1800 dwelling scheme (which includes the 

Council’s proposed cemetery extension land).  This is an average of 

£8500 per dwelling which is well over the EVA figure for infrastructure in 

the case study.  Moreover there will be other very significant 

infrastructure costs for the South of Whiston proposal which have not 

been costed by Mott MacDonald, including contributions for public 

transport improvements, off-site highway works (such as to the Tarbock

Island junction), and for new and improved education and community 

facilities.  Appendix F (penultimate page) of the Mott MacDonald Study 

confirms that these costs have not been included in their estimates.  

Although no exact figures can yet be given, these further costs are 

unlikely to be less than £5million given the scale of the South of Whiston 

proposal, thereby generating a total infrastructure cost of not less than 

£20,300,000 which is equivalent to over £11,200 per dwelling.  As the 

EVA report shows, such a level of infrastructure costs would not be viable 

with a requirement for 25% affordable housing. This is highly relevant to 

the generality of Policy CS15 because, firstly, there is no evidence that 

South of Whiston is untypical of the other large sustainable urban 

extensions in this respect; and secondly, the South of Whiston site 

constitutes such a large proportion of the total capacity coming forward 

from the sustainable urban extensions. If its development is stalled by 

unrealistic policy burdens, the policies of the Core Strategy will not be 

delivered. 

2.2.6 In conclusion, the clear evidence is that a 25% affordable homes requirement is 

likely to jeopardise the viability of the Sustainable Urban Extensions, especially the 

larger sites, such as South of Whiston, where significant infrastructure will be 

required to bring the sites for development.  In these circumstances, the 

requirement would be contrary to national policy.  
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2.2.7 For these reasons we consider that the proposed modification in this respect fails 

the tests of soundness. 

2.3 MO78, M168 and M272: Former Saunders Garden Centre, Windy 

Arbor Road, Whiston 

2.3.1 The site of the former Saunders Garden Centre should be excluded from the South 

of Whiston Sustainable Urban Extension so that it can be brought fo rward 

immediately and not await the completion of the masterplanning exercise for the 

urban extension as currently required by the proposed modifications for Policy 

SUE2. This masterplanning exercise has not yet begun and there is no timetable 

yet for it. 

2.3.2 The Saunders site is previously developed land.  As such it is very different in 

character from the rest of the developable land within the proposed Sustainable 

Urban Extension which is predominantly greenfield agricultural land. 

2.3.3 The site is a former retail garden centre which closed about 7 years ago.  It is in a 

semi-derelict state and its unkempt appearance detracts from the amenity of the 

wider area. 

2.3.4 The suitability of the site for housing development has been established for many 

years.  As previously developed land, the principle of its redevelopment is in 

accordance with national and local green belt policy.  The site was originally 

granted planning permission for housing development in 2010.  Since then, the site 

has regularly formed part of the Council’s five year supply of deliverable housing

land.  The site is therefore very different from the remainder of the developable 

parts of the South of Whiston site where the principle of development is dependent 

upon being identified by the Core Strategy as part of the sustainable urban 

extension. 
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2.3.5 The decision of the Council at a late stage to include the garden centre site within 

the South of Whiston site has important implications for its development because 

the current draft of Policy SUE2 would prevent it coming forward for housing 

except as part of a comprehensive proposal for the whole urban extension.  This 

could delay its development for some time as the wider proposal is dependent 

upon the cooperation of a number of landowners and developers. 

2.3.6 The inclusion of the garden centre site within the sustainable urban extension  

ignores the long history of acceptance by the Council that it is suitable for housing 

development as a standalone scheme.  The decision also ignores the amenity and 

other benefits arising from the early redevelopment of the site, including its 

contribution to the five year supply and prioritising the use of previously developed 

land in accordance with national policy and guidance. 

2.3.7 The Council has given no reasons why the site has been included in the sustainable 

urban extension when it has previously been treated as a separate site .  As the 

history shows, it is capable of being developed independently.  It is also not 

required to achieve a satisfactory comprehensive development of the wider area.  

The Council has already agreed the principle of an access to the south off Windy 

Arbor Road close to the junction with the M62, and to the north off Lickers Lane.  

There is no obvious reason why another access onto Windy Arbor Road is 

necessary or desirable.   

2.3.8 In conclusion, there is no reason why the development of this previously developed 

site with its benefits for amenity and deliverable housing supply should be delayed 

until there is an approved masterplan for the whole of the proposed sustainable 

urban extension.  Such a requirement fails key soundness tests of being justified 

and in accordance with national policy.  
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2.3.9 For these reasons we consider that the proposed modifications in this respect fail 

the tests of soundness and would be potentially unlawful 
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Representations Relating to Policy CS8: Green Infastructure

Reference Copies 
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Submitted By:
Representor 
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Name

POLICY CS8 001 1 11 Kate Wheeler, Natural 
England

POLICY CS8 002 1 359 Keith Wooding
POLICY CS8 003 1 427 Mike Collier, Wildlife Trust

Total 3
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Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD) & 
Local Development Orders (LDO) 
Consultation - Response Form  

PLEASE COMPLETE  ALL QUESTIONS 



To manage the natural assets better – to protect the integrity of all designated nature sites, and to……”



“These capacity estimates take account of constraints within the site allocation including Local Wildlife and 
Geological Sites, and the presence of priority habitats and protected species.”





14 POLICY CS11 

Representations Relating to Policy CS11

Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

POLICY CS11 001 1 105 Matthew Dugdale, 
Emerson for Orbit

Total 1



POLICY CS11 001 ID:105



























15 POLICY CS14 

Representations Relating to Policy CS14

Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

POLICY CS14 001 1 353 Keith Daw
Total 1



POLICY CS14 001 ID:353







16 PWCKV AREA

Representations Relating to the Area Priorities for Prescot, Whiston, Cronton 
and Knowsley Village

Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

PWCKV 1 359 Keith Wooding
Total 1




























