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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.01 Knowsley Council is currently working towards the production of a Core 

Strategy Development Plan Document, which once completed will form 

the central strategy of the Knowsley Local Plan and provide strategic 

planning policy for the development of Knowsley over a 15 year plan 

period.   

 

1.02 The Council prepared a Core Strategy Preferred Options Report which 

was published for consultation in summer 2011.  To inform this Preferred 

Options Report a wide range of evidence and supporting documentation 

was prepared.   It is intended that this study will also be used as evidence 

to inform the final version of the Knowsley Core Strategy in the first 

instance, and also support any Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) or 

other planning obligation work undertaken by Knowsley Council as part 

of the formation of the Core Strategy and other Local Plan policies.   

 

1.03 Keppie Massie, in conjunction with Tweeds Quantity Surveyors (part of 

the WYG Group) and ARUP, have been commissioned by Knowsley 

Council to consider the economic viability of new development in the 

Borough.  Our work seeks to determine the likely profitability of each 

form of typical future development set within the existing planning policy 

framework.  This will establish the baseline viability position and consider 

the level of development “surplus” or “headroom” that is available to 

meet planning policy obligations.    
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1.04 This study and the resultant report then considers the key policies in the 

Core Strategy that have implications for financial viability.  It seeks to 

assess the likely cost to development of these policy options and provide 

conclusions and recommendations about which policy options could be 

taken forward, including the potential introduction of a CIL tariff, without 

undermining the viability of future development.   

 

1.05 The report outlines the background to this process, the methodology 

adopted, the forms of development tested, the assumptions made 

together with the results of the baseline viability testing and Core 

Strategy policy options assessments.  

 

1.06 Using the results from the Core Strategy options testing, we then 

recommend policy solutions for the Council and consider the 

appropriateness of implementing a CIL charging schedule in Knowsley to 

meet future infrastructure requirements.   
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1.1 Economic Viability Requirements 

 

1.1.1 Expanding on the (now superseded) requirements of Planning Policy 

Statement 3: Housing (PPS3) which stated that Local Planning Authorities 

(LPAs) needed to undertake an informed assessment of the economic 

viability of any thresholds and proportions of affordable housing 

proposed and that of the Blyth Valley decision
1
 (which augmented the 

need for a robust and credible evidence base), the National Planning 

Policy Framework (NPPF)
2
  (paragraph 173) states that:- 

 

 “Pursuing sustainable development requires careful attention to viability 

and costs in plan-making and decision-taking. Plans should be 

deliverable. Therefore, the sites and 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. 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 willing land owner and willing developer to 

enable the development to be deliverable.” 

 

  

                                                      
1
 Blyth Valley Borough Council and Persimmon Homes (North East) Limited, Barratt Homes Limited, 

Millhouse Developments Limited [2008] EWCA Civ 861 (Case No: C1/2008/1319) 

2
 National Planning Policy Framework (CLG 2012) 
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1.1.2 In addition to the above, the NPPF (paragraph 174) states that:- 

 

 “Local Planning Authorities should set out their policy on local standards 

in the Local Plan, including requirements for affordable housing. They 

should assess the likely cumulative impacts on development in their area 

of all existing and proposed local standards, supplementary planning 

documents and policies that support the development plan, when added 

to nationally required standards. In order to be appropriate, the 

cumulative impact of these standards and policies should not put 

implementation of the plan at serious risk, and should facilitate 

development throughout the economic cycle. Evidence supporting the 

assessment should be proportionate, using only appropriate available 

evidence.” 

 

1.1.3 This report provides an analysis of the deliverability and economic 

viability (satisfying the requirements of the NPPF) of the development 

specific policies contained within the emerging Knowsley Core Strategy 

(together with any other possible future policies identified by the 

Council), which the Council are likely to want to include within the final 

Core Strategy Development Plan Document. 
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1.1.4 The Local Housing Delivery Group has recently published advice for 

planning practitioners titled “Viability Testing Local Plans”
 3

.  This 

guidance recommends that (page 10):- 

 

 “The approach to assessing plan viability should recognise that it can only 

provide high level assurance that the policies within the plan are set in a 

way that is compatible with the likely economic viability.  It cannot 

guarantee that every development in the plan period will be viable, only 

that the plan policies will be viable for the sufficient number of sites upon 

which the plan relies in order to fulfil its objectively assessed needs.” 

 

1.1.5 In compliance with the advice set out within the NPPF (paragraph 175) 

which states that “where practical, CIL charges should be worked up and 

tested alongside the Local Plan”, (as previously identified above and 

expanded further below) this report will consider the appropriateness of 

implementing a CIL tariff in its context of development viability. 

 

1.2 Community Infrastructure Levy 

 

1.2.1 The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) was introduced by the Planning 

Act 2008. The CIL Regulations
4
 came into force on 6 April 2010 and were 

subsequently amended on 6 April 2011
5
. CLG undertook consultation on 

further amendments to the Regulations between October and December 

2011, which are expected to come into force later in 2012.  

 

  

                                                      
3
 Viability Testing Local Plans – Advice for Planning Practitioners (Local Housing Delivery Group, 2012) 

4
 Statutory Instruments 2010 No. 948 ‘The Community Infrastructure Regulations (2010)  

5
 Statutory Instruments 2011 No. 987 ‘The Community Infrastructure Regulations (2011) 
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1.2.2 According to CLG’s CIL Summary
6
, “the CIL is a new levy that local 

authorities in England and Wales can choose to charge on new 

developments in their area” in order to fund infrastructure that the 

Council, local community and neighbourhoods want, whether it be new 

roads, schools or park improvements.   

 

1.2.3 As a result of the CIL Regulations, Charging Authorities (for Knowsley, this 

is Knowsley Council) are able to set a development charge on a net 

additional floor area basis for the creation of new dwellings and for all 

other uses above 100m² (subject to minimum requirements and 

exceptions), provided that the economic viability of development is not 

compromised.  CLG’s CIL Guidance
7
 states that “Regulation 14 requires 

that a charging authority, in setting CIL rates, ‘must aim to strike what 

appears to the charging authority to be an appropriate balance between’ 

the desirability of funding infrastructure from CIL and ‘the potential 

effects (taken as a whole) of the imposition of CIL on the economic 

viability of development across its area”.  

 

1.2.4 CIL rates should therefore be related to what the property market can 

afford to pay, given the economic viability of development within the 

subject Charging Authority boundary. 

 

  

                                                      
6
 Community Infrastructure Levy Summary (CLG, 2010) 

7
 Charge Setting and Charging Schedule Procedures (CLG, 2010) 
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1.2.5 CLG’s CIL Guidance states that there is no set term for the review of a 

Charging Schedule, which can remain in place for an indefinite period. In 

order to fully capture changing economic circumstances and property 

market variation, under ideal circumstances, if introduced, we would 

expect a Charging Schedule to be under constant review. However, a 

change to a Charging Schedule requires further public consultation and 

must be examined by an independent examiner.  The legislation does 

however allow for an annual inflationary increase in accordance with the 

national Tender Price Index
8
 of construction costs, published by the 

Building Cost Information Service (BCIS) of the Royal Institution of 

Chartered Surveyors (RICS). 

 

1.2.6 If introduced, the Charging Schedule at the outset needs to be 

sufficiently considered and robust to ensure that it remains relevant and 

appropriate to the Borough for a significant period without the need for 

fundamental review.  We have been mindful of this in our methodology 

and approach, albeit it is not possible to anticipate significant changes in 

the property market in future years, and inevitably periodic review of any 

tariff introduced is likely to be necessary. It is therefore anticipated that, 

if implemented, the Charging Schedule would remain in place for at least 

2 years, although the property market will need to be closely monitored 

during this period.  This is complementary to the “plan, monitor, 

manage” approach which the Council will be seeking to apply through 

the implementation of its Local Plan policies. 

 

  

                                                      
8
 Tender Price Index (Building Cost Information Service, 2012) 
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1.3 Format of Report 

 

1.3.1 For ease of reference the report is structured based on the following 

sections:- 

 

1.3.2  Section 2 – Planning Policy Context 

 Here we have provided an overview of existing planning policy together 

with a short summary relating to the Knowsley Local Plan Core Strategy. 

 

1.3.3 Section 3 – Overview of Knowsley 

 This section provides general information about the social and economic 

characteristics of Knowsley together with an overview of both the 

residential and non-residential property markets. 

 

1.3.4 Section 4 – Methodology and Baseline Development Scenarios 

 In this section we outline the financial appraisal methodology that has 

been adopted together with the rationale for the development scenarios 

tested. 

 

1.3.5 Section 5 – Financial Appraisal Assumptions  

 Based on the existing planning policy framework, Section 5 outlines the 

key assumptions that we have made in preparing our financial 

assessments. 

 

1.3.6 Section 6 – Baseline Viability Results and Findings 

 This section provides in tabular form the results of both the residential 

and non-residential viability testing, together with our commentary 

regarding the results and our thoughts regarding future economic trends 

and sensitivity.   
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1.3.7 Section 7 – Core Strategy Policy Options and Viability 

 Within this section we have outlined the key Core Strategy options that 

have implications for viability and an overview of the methodology 

adopted in costing the Core Strategy policies, together with the resultant 

implications for viability.   

 

1.3.8 Section 8 – Core Strategy Preferred Policy Options Analysis 

 Building on the work carried out in Section 7, Section 8 considers the 

benefits and draw backs of the Core Strategy Policy options which are 

placed within a SWOT Analysis Framework.  Conclusions are then drawn 

about appropriate final Core Strategy policy options and the implications 

for the introduction of a CIL tariff. 

 

1.3.9 Section 9 – Conclusions and Recommendations 

 Here we provide conclusions regarding the baseline viability testing and, 

building upon this, the key Core Strategy policy options.  Reference is 

made to the introduction of CIL together with consideration of variations 

in this charge by use and location.  
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2.0 PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT 

 

2.01 In preparing our assessments we have had regard to relevant planning 

policy documents for the Borough including the existing Unitary 

Development Plan, Supplementary Planning Documents and also the 

emerging Knowsley Local Plan.   The forms of development tested and 

their location reflect existing planning documents and identified sites.  

Assumptions that have been made in relation to the form and density of 

development tested are compliant with planning policy requirements.  

For completeness we have briefly summarised the key planning 

documents as follows. 

 

2.02 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

 

2.03 Adopted in March 2012, the NPPF (paragraphs 1 and 2):- 

  

 “Sets out the Government’s planning policies for England and how these 

are expected to be applied. It sets out the Government’s requirements for 

the planning system only to the extent that it is relevant, proportionate 

and necessary to do so. It provides a framework within which local people 

and their accountable councils can produce their own distinctive local and 

neighbourhood plans, which reflect the needs and priorities of their 

communities.  
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 Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be 

determined in accordance with the development plan, unless material 

considerations indicate otherwise. The National Planning Policy 

Framework must be taken into account in the preparation of local and 

neighbourhood plans, and is a material consideration in planning 

decisions. Planning policies and decisions must reflect and where 

appropriate promote relevant EU obligations and statutory 

requirements.” 

 

2.04 In the context of the above, there are a number of policies contained 

within the NPPF which warrant further attention including the 

presumption in favour of sustainable development.  Within the NPPF, 

sustainable development is defined as having three dimensions which 

give rise to the need for the planning system to perform a number of 

different roles, as follows (paragraph 7):- 

 

 An economic role - contributing to building a strong, responsive and 

competitive economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right type is 

available in the right places and at the right time to support growth and 

innovation, and by identifying and coordinating development 

requirements, including the provision of infrastructure;  

A social role - supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by 

providing the supply of housing required to meet the needs of present 

and future generations, and by creating a high quality built environment 

with accessible local services that reflect the community’s needs and 

support its health, social and cultural well-being; and 

An environmental role - contributing to protecting and enhancing our 

natural, built and historic environment; and, as part of this, helping to 

improve biodiversity, use natural resources prudently, minimise waste 

and pollution, and mitigate and adapt to climate change including 

moving to a low carbon economy. 
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2.05 The NPPF therefore advocates that all policies in Local Plans must follow 

an approach of the presumption in favour of sustainable development, 

and therefore have regard to the above ‘role’ of the planning system. 

 

2.06 North West Regional Spatial Strategy  

 

2.07 The Regional Spatial Strategy for the North West of England (RSS
9
) sets 

out broad, strategic policies that apply to the whole North West region.  

Although it is proposed to be abolished, at the time of writing it remains 

part of the Development Plan for Knowsley.  In the context of the ‘Outer 

Part of the Liverpool City Region’ which includes Knowsley, Policy LCR 3 

states that City Region Plans and strategies should:- 

 

• Focus economic development in the town/cities as set out in RDF1 

and at other locations which accord with the spatial principles 

(policies DP1-9), Policies W2, W3 and LCR1. Particular attention 

should be given to addressing worklessness;  

• Support significant intervention in areas where housing market 

restructuring is required in line with the approach set out in 

Policies L3 and L4;  

• Expand the quality and choice of housing in line with the approach 

set out in Policy L4; 

• Maintain and enhance the roles of the regional towns, key service 

centres and local centres in accordance with Policy RDF2; Identify, 

define and maintain the role of suburban centres in accordance 

with RDF1 and spatial principles DP1-9. 

  

                                                      
9
 The North West Plan: Regional Spatial Strategy to 2021 (GONW, 2008) 
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2.1 Unitary Development Plan 

  

2.1.1 The Knowsley Replacement Unitary Development Plan (UDP)
10

 was 

adopted by Knowsley Council in June 2006 and is the currently adopted 

local Development Plan for the Borough. The UDP is accompanied by a 

Proposals Map which contains land allocations including those for uses 

such as housing and economic development.   The majority of UDP 

policies were saved in accordance with direction from the Secretary of 

State in 2009 and will remain in place until policies within the Local Plan 

ultimately replace them.  

 

2.1.2 The main policies of the UDP relevant to this study include the following:- 

 

2.1.3 Residential Policies 

  

2.1.4  Policy H2: identifies sites allocated for housing development. 

  

2.1.5 Policy H3: specifies policy requirements in relation to North Huyton and 

Tower Hill Action Areas. 

  

2.1.6 Policy H4: deals with the development opportunity site at Valley Road in 

Kirkby.   

 

  

                                                      
10

 Knowsley Replacement Unitary Development Plan (Knowsley MBC, 2006) 
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2.1.7 The housing related policies contained in the UDP do not make any 

provision for affordable housing.  Paragraph 5.8 of the Plan suggests that 

it is not considered necessary to include in the Plan a policy requiring the 

provision of affordable housing as a matter of course in housing 

development sites across the whole borough
11

.    

 

2.1.8 Employment Policies 

 

2.1.9 Policy EC1: identifies the following strategic employment locations:- 

• Huyton Business Park 

• Roscoes Wood 

• South Prescot Action Area 

• Halewood 

• Knowsley Business Park 

• Knowsley Industrial Park 

• Kings Business Park 

• Kirkby, Prescot and Huyton Town Centres 

 

2.1.10 The policy suggests that major office development should follow the 

sequential approach to location with town centres being considered first 

then edge of town centres and finally strategic employment locations 

well served by transport.   The policy also suggests a change of use for 

redevelopment of existing employment land and premises to other uses 

would be resisted unless there is no likely demand for the land or 

premises in employment use or the proposal has overriding 

regeneration, environmental or amenity benefits.    

 

  

                                                      
11

 This is because at the time of drafting UDP policies, the available evidence indicated that Knowsley 

has a relatively large supply of affordable housing, and more market housing was needed within the 

Borough.  



15 

 

2.1.11 In terms of the strategic employment locations paragraph 6.13 contains a 

summary of the specific opportunities within these locations as follows:- 

  

Huyton Business Park Business or industrial uses which would enhance a 

gateway location near to the M62/M57 interchange. 

South Prescot Action 

Areas A & C 

Redevelopment in Area A to provide B1, B2 and/or B8 

uses and in area C to provide one or more of the 

following uses: business and residential uses. 

Halewood New large scale industrial warehouse uses particularly 

those which would benefit from proximity to Liverpool 

John Lennon Airport, the railway and/or strategic road 

freight networks. 

Knowsley Business Park New business, industrial or storage uses which are 

compatible with a high quality landscaped business park. 

Knowsley Industrial 

Park 

New business, industrial and/or storage uses, 

particularly those which would benefit from proximity to 

strategic road freight network and/or the Knowsley Rail 

Freight Terminal 

Kings Business Park New business or hotel uses and suitable industrial uses 

which are compatible with a high quality business park 

setting and with the designation of the site as a regional 

investment site. 

 Table 2.1 

 

2.1.12 Policy EC2: sites allocated for employment development.  This policy 

outlines a total of 35 different sites allocated for employment 

development providing 105.2 hectares. 

 

2.1.13 Policy EC4: A regional investment site – Kings Business Park specifically 

deals with new development within Kings Business Park.  In particular the 

policy confirms that outline planning permission has been granted for the 

following uses:- 

 

• Business Uses (Use Class B1) 

• Suitable forms of industrial use (Use Class B2) and hotel use (Use 

Class C1) 
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2.1.14 The policy suggests that a new development is to be of a high quality 

design and layout reflecting the status of the site.    

 

2.1.15 Town Centres and Shopping 

  

2.1.16 The UDP policies in relation to town centres and shopping identify a 

hierarchy of centres within Knowsley which are as follows:- 

 

Town Centres 

Huyton 

Kirkby 

Prescot 

 

        ↓ 

District Centres 

Halewood 

Page Moss 

The Croft, Stockbridge Village 

 

        ↓ 

Local Centres and 

Shopping parades 

 

 

2.1.17 Policy S1: Retail and Town Centre development strategy deals with the 

forms of development which are relevant to Knowsley.    
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2.1.18 In particular, proposals for retail development and other town centre 

uses must protect or enhance the vitality and viability of the existing 

centres and be appropriate for the scale and role of each centre.  Within 

Kirkby, Huyton and Prescot town centres; policy suggests provision of 

shops and a range of other town centre uses consistent with maintaining 

the position of these centres in the Merseyside shopping hierarchy, and 

reducing the need for Knowsley residents to travel to other centres 

outside of the Borough.  Within district centres, the policy suggests the 

provision of town centre uses but at a smaller scale to meet the needs of 

the catchment area of the centre.    

 

2.1.19 Within local centres the policy indicates the provision of small scale town 

centre uses within Use Classes A1, A2, A3, A4, A5, B1, C3, D1 and a range 

of other miscellaneous town centre uses.   

 

2.1.20 All proposals for major retail and town centre use development must be 

in locations which are or which are capable of being made easily 

accessible by public transport, walking and cycling.   

 

2.1.21 Policy S4: Kirkby Town Centre Action Area deals with more detailed 

proposals in relation to Kirkby Town Centre Action Area.  It identifies 

comprehensive development or redevelopment including a major food 

store, professional financial services uses, food and drink, offices, hotel, 

institutional and residential uses, assembly and leisure and a petrol filling 

station.    

 

2.1.22 The UDP also includes specific policies in relation to Prescot Town Centre 

(Policy S5), Local Centres and Parades (Policy S7).  
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2.1.23 The UDP deals with a number of other policy matters relevant to our 

viability assessments, and in particular these include:- 

 

• Chapter 8 – Transport 

• Chapter 9 – Green Belt in the Rural Economy 

• Chapter 10 – Urban Greenspace, Sport and Recreation 

• Chapter 11 – Development Quality and the Built Environment 

• Chapter 12 – Minerals, Waste and Energy 

 

2.2 Local Plan  

 

2.2.1 Core Strategy 

 

2.2.2 Since the adoption of the UDP and in response to the 2004 Planning and 

Compulsory Purchase Act, the Council has been working towards the 

production of a Core Strategy Development Plan Document. This 

document, once completed, will form a central strategy of the Local 

Plan
12

 and provide strategic planning policy guidance for the 

development of Knowsley over a 15 year planning period.  In summer 

2011 a consultation was undertaken on a Core Strategy Preferred 

Options Report
13

.  This set out the Council’s preferred approach to a wide 

variety of policy matters including housing and employment growth, 

regeneration, town centres, sustainability and infrastructure.  The 

consultation was supported by a range of evidence and supporting 

documents, including an Interim Infrastructure Delivery Plan
14

. 

  

                                                      
12

 Previously known as the “Local Development Framework” or “LDF”. The terminology of “Local Plan” 

was introduced through legislative and regulatory changes in 2012, and refers to policies within the 

development plan only.  

13
 Knowsley Core Strategy Preferred Options Report (Knowsley MBC, 2011) 

14
 Knowsley Interim Infrastructure Delivery Plan (Knowsley MBC, 2011) 
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2.2.3 It is anticipated that the final version of the Core Strategy, along with its 

evidence base and supporting assessments, will be submitted for 

examination and be adopted by the Council in 2013.   This study forms a 

key part of that evidence base.  

 

2.2.4 As the latest published version of the Core Strategy available at the time 

of preparing this document, the Core Strategy Preferred Options Report 

has been used in order to inform our study.  In particular we have 

considered the effect on development, and particularly development 

viability of a number of Core Strategy policy options which have an 

impact on development within the Borough.   

 

2.2.5 Section 7 of our report contains in detail the Core Strategy policy options 

that we have considered and their particular impact on development 

viability.    

 

2.3 Supplementary Planning Documents 

 

2.3.1 A number of Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs) have been 

adopted for Knowsley which accompany the UDP by providing more 

detail on specific planning issues. It is anticipated that adopted SPDs will 

be revised, and additional SPDs produced, to support the Core Strategy. 

The following adopted documents are particularly relevant to this study:- 
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2.3.2 Greenspace Standards and New Development SPD  

 

2.3.3 Greenspace Standards and New Development Supplementary Planning 

Document (SPD)
15

 outlines the requirements for greenspace provision in 

relation to new residential development.  In particular the policy 

differentiates between small (less than 300 persons) and large (greater 

than 300 persons) residential developments for the purpose of 

determining the greenspace requirements.  The policy requires that an 

off-site contribution is made for small residential developments with on-

site provision for large residential schemes together with a commuted 

sum payment to reflect 15 years of future maintenance.    

 

2.3.4 For the purpose of calculating the commuted sum payment for off-site 

provision, the guidance makes reference to areas of surplus and deficit
16

 

with different rates being used to calculate the payments in each.  In 

calculating the greenspace requirements and commuted sum payments 

for our assessments, we have had regard to the requirements detailed in 

this adopted SPD. 

  

                                                      
15

 Greenspace Standards and New Development Supplementary Planning Document (Knowsley MBC, 

2007) 

16
 This is based on the latest available Greenspace Audit produced by the Council, which calculates 

existing provision across a range of typologies, to determine which areas are well served, and which 

areas suffer from a shortage of greenspaces.  
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2.3.5 Ensuring a Choice of Travel SPD  

 

2.3.6 The Ensuring a Choice of Travel SPD
17

 outlines a number of transport 

related requirements including parking standards for all types of new 

development.  In addition the SPD differentiates between minor, 

medium, large and major developments and in the context of set 

requirements in relation to Design and Access Statements, minimum 

accessibility standards assessments, transport assessments and 

statements, travel plans and quality assessments.  This document has 

guided the assumptions that we have made regarding the parking and 

circulation requirements of the developments that we have tested. 

 

2.4 Core Strategy Evidence Base 

  

2.4.1 A number of evidence base documents, prepared to support the Core 

Strategy, have influenced some of our assumptions in this report and our 

findings in relation to both baseline viability and core strategy policy 

option viability.  The key documents are discussed as follows. 

 

  

                                                      
17

 Ensuring a Choice of Travel Supplementary Planning Document (Knowsley MBC, 2010) 
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2.4.2 Housing 

  

2.4.3 The Knowsley Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Update 

(SHLAA) illustrates the availability of residential development sites 

throughout Knowsley as required by the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF).  CLG’s SHLAA Practice Guidance (2007) states that 

the SHLAA has three functions: to identify sites with potential for 

housing; assess their housing potential; and assess when they are likely 

to be developed.  The 2011 Knowsley SHLAA
18

 (base date April 2010, the 

most up to date study at the time of preparing this report) identified a 

total of 113 suitable sites that could deliver 5,557 units over a 15 year 

period.  Although the majority of sites identified by the SHLAA are not 

formally allocated, its results have helped to inform our conclusions 

about the likely forms, size and location of residential development in 

the future. In addition, the Knowsley Strategic Housing Market 

Assessment (SHMA)
19

 has also informed our conclusions about the type 

and mix of dwellings that need to come forward in the future, in order 

that the Knowsley housing market is balanced in the longer term. This 

includes recommendations about the provision of both market and 

affordable housing.   
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 Knowsley Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 2011 (Knowsley MBC, 2011)  

19
 Knowsley Strategic Housing Market Assessment (David Couttie Associates, 2010) 
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2.4.4 Knowsley Council has drawn together the above evidence, along with 

other sources of evidence (including national statistics and a study 

relating to sub-regional needs
20

) to establish its position in relation to 

housing need and land availability, in the short, medium and long term. 

This process is set out within a draft Technical Report
21

 produced to 

support the Core Strategy. The conclusion of this study is that Knowsley 

Council does not have sufficient land suitable for residential 

development available within the urban area, to meet identified needs in 

the longer term. This is a major spatial issue for the Core Strategy to 

consider, as outlined below.  

 

2.4.5 Employment Land 

 

2.4.6 The Joint Employment Land and Premises Study
22

 provides an update 

regarding the land allocations for employment uses.  The conclusions of 

this study, along with other evidence, has been considered by the Council 

in planning for longer term employment needs. This process, as for 

residential development, concluded that there is insufficient land 

available within the urban area of Knowsley to accommodate the 

employment development needed to meet needs. This issue was set out 

within a draft Technical Paper
23

 prepared to support the Core Strategy 

Preferred Options Report, underlining one of the major spatial issues for 

the Core Strategy to tackle.  
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 Liverpool City Region Housing and Economic Development Overview Study (GVA, 2011) 

21
 Draft Technical Report: Planning for Housing Growth in Knowsley (Knowsley  MBC, 2011) 

22
 Joint Employment Land and Premises Study (BE Group, 2010) 

23
 Draft Technical Report: Planning for Employment Growth in Knowsley (Knowsley MBC, 2011) 
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2.4.7 In addition we have also considered the report titled ‘Delivering a New 

Future for Knowsley Industrial Park – Strategic Framework
24

’ and the 

Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Option Study
25

, which set out how 

regeneration tools and new technologies can contribute to the 

revitalisation of Knowsley’s economy, and the environment of some of 

the Borough’s largest industrial areas.  We have sought to place 

commercial development within the policy context framed by the studies 

and the existing allocation within the UDP.  This has informed our 

assumptions about the type and location of future development. 

 

2.4.8 Retail 

 

2.4.9 The Knowsley Town Centres and Shopping Study
26

 provides an 

assessment of the future capacity for retail and other leisure related 

developments in the Borough across town centres, district centres and 

local centres.  The report highlights the current and future roles of town, 

district and local centres, in order that the Borough’s centres play an 

appropriate role to serve local needs.  This particular study has informed 

our assumptions about the type, scale and location of future retail 

developments in the Borough. 
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 Delivering a New Future for Knowsley Industrial Park – Strategic Framework (DTZ, 201) 

25
 Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Option Study (Arup, 2009) 

26
 Knowsley Town Centres and Shopping Study (Roger Tym & Partners, 2009 and 2010) 
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2.4.10 Spatial Issues 

 

2.4.11 In considering the form, scale and location of future new development in 

Knowsley we have also had regard to the findings of the draft Knowsley 

and Sefton Green Belt study
27

 prepared by Envision and Knowsley 

Council in 2011.  This draft study assesses the ability of land currently 

located within the Knowsley Green Belt to contribute to delivering new 

residential and employment development in the longer term. The Core 

Strategy Preferred Options Report draws on this evidence to set out a 

preferred approach to a selection of Green Belt locations which could be 

subject to review and potential release from the Green Belt, to meet 

residential and employment needs in the longer term. The final report of 

this study has not yet been finalised, however the results of the draft 

study are important in our consideration of the scale and type of 

potential future development sites both for residential and employment 

development in Knowsley. 
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 Knowsley and Sefton Green Belt Study (Envision and Knowsley Council 2011) 
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3.0 OVERVIEW OF KNOWSLEY 

 

3.01 Knowsley is a Metropolitan Unitary Authority located within the 

Liverpool City Region. It comprises several distinct urban settlements, a 

number of rural villages, several town and district centres, a variety of 

large employment areas and a significant area of Green Belt (including 

the historic Knowsley Hall Estate).  To the west of the Borough is the City 

of Liverpool, to the north are the Boroughs of Sefton and West 

Lancashire, to the east is St Helens and to the south east is the Borough 

of Halton. 

 

3.02 Knowsley’s urban form is mixed, with settlements like Prescot, Cronton 

and Knowsley Village retaining considerable elements of their historic 

character, while the larger towns of Huyton and Kirkby comprise 

substantial areas of post war housing, including large 1960s and 1970s 

estates of overspill housing from the city of Liverpool. The Borough 

contains high levels of social housing, and also has issues with housing 

choice and affordability. Since the 1970s, Knowsley has suffered from job 

losses due to the decline of the manufacturing industry, and from 

significant population loss. Various industrial estates, residential areas 

and town centres have been identified as being in need of regeneration. 

However, since the early 1990s, the population has stabilised. This has 

been as a result of the successful implementation of the Council’s 

stabilisation strategy, which has included significant levels of house 

building (particularly in the 1990s), implementation of area based 

regeneration programmes and several high-profile inward economic 

investments into the Borough. 
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3.03 Knowsley has a population of approaching 150,000
28

 within 

approximately 65,000 households, and around 56,000 people work in the 

Borough. The Borough is ranked as the 4
th

 most deprived in the country 

(as indicated in the Index of Multiple Deprivation, 2012), with 45 of the 

Borough’s Lower Super Output Areas amongst the top 10% most 

deprived in England. The above ranking is attributed on the basis that 

45% of the LSOAs contained within Knowsley are considered amongst the 

most deprived in the country.  Despite considerable efforts to promote 

the regeneration of the Borough, it still has (compared to most other 

districts) high levels of worklessness, poor levels of educational 

attainment, and significant issues associated with health.  

 

3.04 The Borough has an extensive network of open countryside and 

greenspaces, with around 54% of the Borough area being designated as 

Green Belt. It contains a number of areas of bio-diversity and geo-

diversity interest, as well as the Knowsley Hall Estate which is designated 

as an area of special landscape interest. Parts of the Borough are prone 

to flooding, while other areas are affected by the legacy of minerals 

extraction and other past industrial activity.  

 

3.05 Knowsley benefits from its location at the heart of the Liverpool City 

Region. The Borough has excellent transport connections; including the 

key arterial routes of the M62 (to Liverpool, Manchester and across the 

North of England), the M57/A5300 and A580, and several railway lines 

which traverse the Borough from west to east. In addition, Knowsley is 

located within close proximity to Liverpool John Lennon Airport (directly 

to the south) and the Port of Liverpool. 
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 In accordance with mid-year estimates issued by ONS, but the emerging findings of the Census 2011 

show a smaller population figure. 
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3.1 Property Market Evidence 

 

3.1.1 Residential 

 

3.1.2 At present, relatively low levels of economic growth, together with the 

UK financial institutions’ continued reluctance to ease their restrictive 

lending criteria, has led to a continuation of depressed house prices 

following the recession observed between 2008 Q2 and 2009 Q2.  The 

contraction in real income has affected overall levels of household 

expenditure and has had a quantifiable effect on property values. 

 

3.1.3 According to the Land Registry
29

, the average house price in Knowsley is 

approximately 65% of the national average (on an all property basis in 

April 2012), with the average house price at £103,773, as illustrated by 

Table 3.1 below.  Furthermore, the average price of a residential dwelling 

is below that of the regional average, which currently stands at £110,954 

in the North West of England. 

 

Area Detached Semi-

Detached 

Terraced Maisonette/Flat All 

Knowsley £164,265 £94,665 £65,829 £77,768 £103,773 

North 

West 

£215,583 £113,188 £66,812 £105,376 £110,954 

England & 

Wales 

£257,767 £151,073 £120,862 £149,508 £160,417 

Table 3.1 – Comparison of average house prices in Knowsley against the regional and 

national averages (Source: Land Registry House Price Index, April 2012)  
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 Land Registry House Price Index (Land Registry, April 2012) 
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3.1.4 In line with national trends, the Land Registry House Price Index reports 

that average house prices across the Borough declined from a high of 

£135,431 in October 2007 to £100,707 in July 2011, although they have 

recovered slightly since. The number of transactions has reduced from an 

average of 200 per month in 2007 to an average of around 77 

transactions per month in 2011. 

 

3.1.5 It can therefore be observed that the housing market in Knowsley is likely 

to be weaker than many areas of the UK. House prices remain below that 

of both the regional and national averages, and are indicative of the 

continuing adverse effects of low economic growth within the regions 

that specialise in manufacturing. 

 

3.1.6 Our analysis of prices achieved for new houses across Knowsley and the 

adjoining areas suggests that there are spatial differences in terms of 

value.  New build schemes in South Huyton and Prescot have achieved 

sales values of up to £2,260/m² (£210/ft²), whilst developments in North 

Huyton are at values of below £1,507/m² (£140/ft²)
30

.  

 

3.1.7 We are aware of a number of new residential developments within the 

Knowsley Borough (and also neighbouring area) which are currently 

being built out or have recently been completed.  These developments 

include the following:- 

 

• Montreal Gardens, North Huyton (Gleeson Homes) 

• Princess Park, North Huyton (Keepmoat Homes) 

• Quiston Grange, Whiston (Dorbcrest Homes) 

• Roby Park, South Huyton (Bellway Homes) 
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 Information gathered from Land Registry House Price Data, Interviews with Local Agents, and 

Rightmove Plus 
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• Speakman Gardens, Prescot (Taylor Wimpey/George Wimpey) 

• The Venue, North Kirkby (Persimmon Homes) 

• Willowbrook Park, North Kirkby (David Wilson Homes) 

• Bellefields, West Derby (Bellway Homes) 

 

3.1.8 Montreal Gardens comprises a development by Gleeson Homes in North 

Huyton.  The latest phase comprises the development of around 115 

units.  Asking prices are in the order of £1,615/m² (£150/ft²).  Sales in 

Phase 1 of the development are at a similar level to the asking prices, 

with recent sales at prices in the order of £1,507/m² (£140/ft²). 

 

3.1.9 Princess Park comprises a development of 50 dwellings in North Huyton. 

The scheme has now been completely built out by the developer, 

Keepmoat, with unit sales of around £95,000 for a two bed semi-

detached dwelling, £116,995 for a three bed semi-detached house and 

rising to around £135,000 for a 3 bed detached property. The values 

referred to above equate to a value of between £1,500/m² (£140/ft²) and 

£1,615/m² (£150/ft²). 

 

3.1.10 The Quiston Grange development, which is currently being built out by 

Dorbcrest Homes comprises around 52 dwellings off Two Butt Lane in 

Whiston. Recent sales have ranged between £200,000 and £220,000 for 

3 bed, 3 storey mews dwellings, to between £285,000 and £320,000 for 4 

bed, 2.5 storey detached dwellings. Values are generally in the order of 

around £2,260/m² (£210/ft²).  
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3.1.11 Roby Park is located off Roby Road in one of the more attractive 

residential locations in the Borough, and is located within close proximity 

to the M62 motorway. The development comprises a total of 52 

dwellings, and is in the process of being built out. Asking prices for a 

typical 2 storey 4 bed detached dwelling range between £275,000 and 

£330,000, which is reflective of a price of £2,315/m² (£215/ft²).  Sales 

remain below this threshold however in recent months; ranging between 

£180,000 and £245,000 for predominantly smaller 4 bed detached 

dwellings (relative to the above) which equate to values of between 

£1,830/m² (£170/ft²) and £2,260/m² (£210/ft²). 

 

3.1.12 Speakman Gardens, together with the adjacent Manor Court, are both in 

the process of being built out by Taylor Wimpey Homes and George 

Wimpey Homes  respectively.  When completed the development will 

comprise a total of 413 units. Recent sales indicate values of around 

£2045/m² (£190/ft²) which translates to between £140,000 and £160,000 

for a 3 bed mews property, and £200,000 for a 4 bed detached dwelling.  

 

3.1.13 The Venue comprises a now fully built out development in North Kirkby, 

which was completed by Persimmon Homes. The development 

comprises 120 units, of which 82 are houses and 38 apartments. 

Development commenced in 2005 before completion in 2010. The last 

phase of development achieved prices of around £100,000 - £110,000 for 

3 bed semi-detached dwellings, equating to a price of between 

£1,400/m² (£130/ft²) and £1,615/m² (£150/ft²).  
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3.1.14 The latest phase of David Wilson Homes’ Willow Brook Park development 

comprised a development of around 35 dwellings along Meadowsweet 

Road and Campion Grove towards the west of the existing development. 

The majority of units sold towards the end of 2010/beginning of 2011, 

and achieved values to the order of £1505/m² (£140/ft²). 

 

3.1.15 Bellefields is located in an affluent suburb of Liverpool just beyond the 

Knowsley Boundary.  The development comprises a development of 74 

no 3, 4 and 5 bed detached dwellings.   We understand that a small 

number of houses have sold at prices equating to £2206/m² (£205/ft²) to 

£2,260/m² (£210/ft²), whilst asking prices range between around 

£344,000 and £420,000 which equate to around £2,370/m² (£220/ft²).  

 

3.1.16 Included at Appendix 1 is an overview of the research that we have 

undertaken in relation to the Residential Property Market in Knowsley 

with specific reference to new housing developments. 

 

3.1.17 Non-Residential 

 

3.1.18 The UK economic outlook has weakened throughout the last six months, 

due in part to worries about uncertainty in European markets and the 

impact of the Coalition Government’s deficit reduction plan. This has 

culminated in negative economic growth of -0.3% in Q4 2011 and -0.2% 

in Q1 2012
31

 over the last two consecutive quarters, and as a result the 

UK economy is again officially in recession.  
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 HM Treasury (HM Treasury, June 2012) 
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3.1.19 Given such economic uncertainty, GVA property consultants report
32

 that 

rental growth has declined across all asset classes in 2011 with the 

exception of retail warehouses. Despite negative rental growth, yields 

according to both GVA and CBRE
33

 have remained stable.  Having regard 

to the above, it is anticipated that demand for commercial space will 

remain relatively weak for the foreseeable future. It is considered 

unlikely that significant levels of speculative development will take place 

throughout Knowsley in the immediate future, and development will 

instead comprise either bespoke units for a specific purpose with a pre-

let agreement in place or for owner occupation. 

 

3.1.20 Prime industrial rents in the North West currently range between 

£5.75/ft² and £6.00/ft² in hotspots such as Trafford Park and Warrington. 

Both the VOA
34

 and Jones Lang La Salle
35

 report that prime rents in 

Liverpool remain at around £4.75/ft². Prime rents in Knowsley appear to 

be in the region of £4.75/ft² for smaller units (below 15,000ft²), with 

larger units achieving lower rents of around £3.50/ft². Units located in 

areas of current oversupply for example in Huyton Business Park are 

likely to achieve lower rents owing to the amount of vacant 

accommodation and hence the improved bargaining position of the 

occupier. Established trading locations such as Knowsley Industrial Park, 

Kirkby generally perform better than others such as Huyton Business 

Park.  
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 GVA Economic and Property Market Report Quarter 4 (GVA, 2011). 

33
 CBRE Market View: UK Prime Rent and Yield Monitor Quarter 2 (CBRE, 2011) 

34
 Valuation Office Agency: Property Market Report 2011 (VOA 2011) 

35
 Jones Lang LaSalle: UK Industrial Trends Today 2011 (JLL 2011) 
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3.1.21 Despite recent downbeat economic growth figures, DTZ
36

 report that 

short term indicators suggest that industrial take-up in the North West 

throughout the first quarter 2012 has remained steady, with 1.7M ft² let 

in Q1. This figure is over 20% higher than the quarterly average, and an 

average letting size of over 100,000 ft² (which indicates demand in 

particular for larger units and more specifically for distribution). The 

largest deal of the year has been at Austin Park in Knowsley, where 

430,000 ft² has recently been purchased. In the absence of any new 

supply coming to the market and if current take-up levels continue, very 

little new build stock is expected to remain past the summer of 2012.  

 

3.1.22 The aforementioned DTZ report states Grade A industrial stock is 

calculated to have 1.2 million ft² of available stock in the North West, and 

as a result tenants are turning to better quality grade B stock to satisfy 

their requirements and land sales/build-to-suit are becoming the only 

option to secure quality accommodation in excess of 200,000 ft². New 

availability will continue to be eroded with occupiers generally able to 

secure very competitive terms.  
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 Property Times: UK Industrial Q1 2012 (DTZ, 2012) 
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3.1.23 Prime office rents in Liverpool are currently at around £19/ft², whilst King 

Sturge 
37

 report that out of town accommodation achieves rents of 

between £9/ft² and £13/ft². Asking rents for units within the Prescot 

Business Park and Kings Business Park are towards the upper end of this 

range, and are reflective of the age and specification of the 

accommodation provided. It is anticipated that new build 

accommodation in Knowsley of the right quality and in an attractive 

location could possibly outperform the £13/ft² benchmark, although any 

new offices within predominantly industrial areas such as within the 

Huyton Business Park or Knowsley Industrial Park are likely to be less 

valuable given the surrounding industrial uses. Similarly town centre 

office rents are below the £10/ft² mark owing to limited demand. 

 

3.1.24 Retail rents in Liverpool City Centre are amongst the highest in the North 

West, with prime rents at around £265/ft².
38

  Rental growth at both 

national and regional level appears to have stalled in the wake of a series 

of major high street retailers entering administration. This has included 

brands such as Clinton Cards, Game and La Senza. Colliers report that 

trading conditions have worsened amidst increased inflation and 

stagnant wage growth, which has culminated in reduced expendable 

income and reduced sales. 
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 King Sturge: UK Office Markets 2011 (King Sturge, 2011) 
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 Colliers: Great Britain Retail Autumn 2011 (Colliers CRE, 2011) 
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3.1.25 Whilst larger retail destinations such as the Trafford Centre and Liverpool 

One have continued to trade well, Colliers predict that secondary retail 

locations will continue to suffer as a result of fewer shopping trips and 

continued competition from supermarkets and online retailers. Within 

the regional retail hierarchy, the North West Regional Spatial Strategy
39

 

identifies the town centres located in Knowsley comprising Prescot, 

Huyton and Kirkby as third tier retail locations, beneath that of the 

secondary retail locations including St Helens, Wigan and Warrington 

nearby.  

 

3.1.26 St Chads Parade in Kirkby appears to trade well in the absence of a 

supermarket within close proximity (and commands rents in the region 

of £25/ft²), while Prescot Town Centre appears to have fared poorly as a 

result of competition from Tesco and the adjacent Cables Retail Park, 

achieving rents in the region of £15/ft² and with a high number of vacant 

units. In retailing terms Huyton’s performance is towards the middle of 

both the other town centres, although there has been a noticeable fall in 

the number of national retailers occupying space signifying reduced 

demand for units.  

 

3.1.27 Appendix 1 contains an overview of the Commercial Property Research 

that we have undertaken and the transactional evidence that we have 

considered in the preparation of this assessment. 
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 The North West of England: Regional Spatial Strategy to 2021 (GONW, 2008) 
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4.0 METHODOLOGY AND BASELINE DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS 

 

4.01 To arrive at fully informed conclusions regarding the baseline viability of 

development in Knowsley, and hence the levels of development 

surpluses, it has been necessary to prepare in the first instance an 

evidence base that is robust, legible and fully supported by facts.  Our 

approach has been to undertake extensive research into the variables, 

both cost and revenue, that a developer would consider in financially 

appraising any development scheme.  We have then utilised an industry 

recognised appraisal tool and method to test the viability of each of the 

development scenarios having regard to the current planning policy 

framework.  A detailed overview of our methodology is contained at 4.1 

below. 

 

4.02 In deciding the most appropriate forms of development to test, we have 

given regard to typical uses and forms of development in the Planning 

Authority area.  This has involved analysing both historic planning 

permissions, and also reviewing future development sites identified in 

the SHLAA, the Joint Employment Land and Premises Study (JELPS), the 

Town Centre and Shopping Study (TCSS) and the UDP.  In conjunction 

with Council Officers, we have then assessed the type and size of 

schemes that are anticipated to come forward during the Core Strategy 

Plan period, so that we could formulate hypothetical schemes to test 

those that are relevant and typical to the Borough or are expected to be 

relevant in the future. 
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4.1 Appraisal Methodology 

 

4.1.1 In preparing the baseline viability assessments, we have adopted the 

Residual Valuation Approach.  This is where the value of the completed 

development is assessed and the cost of undertaking the development 

(including the cost of land, finance and planning obligations) is deducted, 

along with a target developer’s profit return.  The residual sum that is left 

represents the development surplus or “headroom”.  Consideration of 

this then allows an informed decision to be made about the viability of 

the development in general, and in particular, the ability to fund other 

planning policy options, involving additional costs for development, 

including developer contributions policies and also the prospect for the 

introduction of a CIL tariff. 

 

4.1.2 Table 4.1 provides a simple diagram illustrating this approach:- 

 

Gross Development Value (value of the completed development scheme) 

Less 

Cost of Development (inclusive of build costs, fees, finance, land cost) 

Less 

Other Costs (inclusive of existing planning obligations) 

Less 

Developers Target Profit 

= Development Surplus or “Headroom” 

Table 4.1 – Residual Valuation Approach  
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4.1.3 This methodology is recognised and supported by the Royal Institution of 

Chartered Surveyors (RICS) in relation to the valuation of development 

land.  The recently published RICS Guidance Note ‘Financial Viability in 

Planning’ 
40

 defines viability for planning purposes as (paragraph 2.1.1) 

“an objective financial viability test of the ability of a development project 

to meet its costs including the cost of planning obligations, whilst 

ensuring an appropriate site value for the land owner and a market risk 

adjusted return to the developer in delivering that project”.   

 

4.1.4 The guidance note defines site value as (paragraph 2.3.1) follows: “site 

value should equate to the market value subject to the following 

assumption; that the value has regard to development plan policies and 

all other material planning considerations and disregards that which is 

contrary to the development plan”. 

 

4.1.5 When undertaking area wide viability testing, the guidance suggests that 

a second assumption needs to be applied to this definition, namely 

(paragraph 2.3.3): “Site value may need to be further adjusted to reflect 

the emerging policy/CIL charging level.  The level of the adjustment 

assumes that site delivery would not be prejudiced.” 

 

4.1.6 We have also adopted the RICS definition of Market Value, namely 

(paragraph E.1.1): “The estimated amount for which a property should 

exchange on the date of valuation between a willing buyer and a willing 

seller in an arm’s-length transaction after proper marketing wherein the 

parties had each acted knowledgeably, prudently and without 

compulsion”. 
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 RICS Guidance Note ‘Financial Viability in Planning’ (RICS August 2012) 
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4.1.7 The document Viability Testing Local Plans
41

 suggests that viability testing 

of Local Plans does not require a detailed viability appraisal of every site 

anticipated to come forward over the plan period.  As a consequence of 

the potentially widely different economic profiles of sites within the local 

area, it suggests (page 11):- 

 

 “A more proportionate and practical approach in which local authorities 

create and test a range of appropriate site typologies reflecting the mix of 

sites upon which the plan relies.”  

 

4.1.8 In preparing the baseline residual appraisals, it has been necessary to 

make certain assumptions, both in relation to the form of development 

and also the variables adopted in each of the appraisals based upon a 

significant quantity of data.  Inevitably, given the diverse character of the 

property market in Knowsley, the data does not necessarily fit all 

eventualities and every development site will be unique.  It has therefore 

been necessary to draw upon our development experience and use our 

professional knowledge to derive a data set that best fits the typical 

characteristics of development in the Borough and can be considered 

reasonable.  In addition to this, we have included a range of “Beacon 

schemes” which represent potential outliers to the expected 

development trends, including mixed use schemes.  
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 Viability Testing Local Plans – Advice for Planning Practitioners (Local Housing Delivery Group, 2012) 
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4.1.9 It should be noted that when adopting the Residual Valuation Approach, 

the end result is extremely sensitive to even the smallest of changes in 

any of the assumptions which feed into the appraisal process.  We are 

satisfied however that our approach and the assumptions that we have 

made are appropriate to the property market characteristics within 

Knowsley and represent the most reasonable approach given the 

available evidence at the time of preparing this study.  This is fully 

justified within this study.  

 

4.2 Baseline Development Scenarios  

 

4.2.1 Residential 

 

4.2.2 Residential development in Knowsley typically falls into two distinct 

categories.  The first is small infill development, usually on previously 

developed sites and typically ranging in size from 10 dwellings up to 

nearer 50 dwellings.  The second comprises larger scale residential 

developments of over 100 units.  Indeed, having regard to the sites that 

have been identified in the SHLAA and the characteristics of the locations 

identified to meet future development needs within the Green Belt 

Study, it is anticipated that a number of significant development sites 

may be released for development during the life of the Core Strategy and 

in some cases could provide in excess of 1,000 new dwellings. These 

large strategic development sites are typically either housing clearance 

sites within the existing urban area, or alternatively Green Belt sites 

which may have had limited development in the past such as agricultural 

buildings, but are now required to meet longer term housing (and/or 

employment) needs. 
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4.2.3 Characteristically the form of residential development within the 

Borough alters with distance from the recognised Town Centres of 

Huyton, Kirkby and Prescot, which historically have been surrounded by 

denser forms of development with a greater number of apartments and 

mews properties.   

 

4.2.4 Our analysis of the most recent residential planning applications in the 

Borough reflects densities of around 30 – 40 dph away from these town 

centre locations.  The SHLAA has assumed that the majority of future 

residential developments sites will be developed at 30 dph with a limited 

number at 40 dph.  We have therefore undertaken our baseline viability 

testing for housing developments on the basis of densities at both 30 and 

40 dwelling (dph).  This is in accordance with previous national guidance 

in relation to housing density. 

 

4.2.5 In discussions with the Council, we have also established an estimated 

typical mix of house types.  As informed by the SHMA, it is anticipated 

that family housing is likely to be the most relevant form of development 

in the future. 2 and 3 bed mews and semi-detached properties and 4 bed 

detached properties are required to re-balance the housing market.  We 

have also recognised a small number of 1 bed house types in the larger 

schemes tested constructed over garages or access roads through to 

parking courts.  Based on the recommendations of the SHMA, we have 

adopted the following market dwelling mix for the market housing 

developments tested. 

 

No Bedrooms 1 2 3 4+ 

% Market Housing 10% 30% 40% 20% 

 Table 4.2 – Summary of SMHA Dwelling Mix 
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4.2.6 The SMHA also recognises the emergence of smaller household sizes and 

an ageing population.  It suggests that there is a requirement for both 1 

and 2 bed properties to serve these needs. To address this we have also 

considered two different forms of apartment development for testing.  

The first, is a small infill development comprising 10 units; the second a 

larger scheme of 50 dwellings.  In each case we have assumed that the 

developments will all be a mix of one (25%) and two (75%) bedroom 

apartments.  We have not assumed any differential in site density by 

location for the apartment developments. 

 

4.2.7 In addition, we have undertaken baseline testing for a small development 

of 10 no. 2 bedroom bungalows which reflects opportunities for 

provision of accommodation to meet the housing needs of older people, 

also as identified in the SHMA. 

 

4.2.8 The hypothetical development scenarios we have formulated for the 

baseline residential viability testing are therefore reflective of the form of 

residential development, either recently undertaken or anticipated to be 

completed in Knowsley in future years.  
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4.2.9 Table 4.3 illustrates the dwelling sizes that we have adopted for the 

purpose of the baseline testing.  These have been prepared having 

regard to the Housing Quality Indicators used as a measure by the Homes 

& Communities Agency, and also broadly with reference to the sizes of 

dwelling in new developments within the Borough.  Table 4.4 below 

summarises the number of dwellings, mix and total floor space of each 

development scenario. 

 

Gross 

Internal 

Area 

1 bed 

house 

2 bed 

house 

3 bed 

house 

4+ bed 

house 

2 bed 

bungalow 

1 bed 

apt 

2 bed 

apt 

m² 51.10 74.32 85.94 102.19 62.02 48.77 60.39 

ft² 550 800 925 1100 668 525 650 

Table 4.3 – Summary of Dwelling Sizes 
 

 

Scheme 1 

bed 

2 bed 3 bed 4+ bed Total 

Units 

Total Floor 

space (m²) 

Total Floor 

space (ft²) 

1 1 3 4 2 10 822 8,850 

2 2 8 10 5 25 2,067 22,250 

3 5 15 20 10 50 4,111 44,250 

4 10 30 40 20 100 8,222 88,501 

5 25 75 100 50 250 20,555 221,252 

6 50 150 200 100 500 41,110 442,504 

7 100 300 400 200 1000 82,220 885,009 

8 150 450 600 300 1500 123,330 1,327,513 

9 (apts) 2 8 N/A N/A 10 690 7,428 

10 (apts) 16 34 N/A N/A 50 3,401 36,614 

11 

(bungalows) 

N/A 10 N/A N/A 10 620 6,676 

 Table 4.4 – Summary of Residential Schemes tested 
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4.2.10 Non-Residential Uses 

 

4.2.11 In devising our schedule of other development types to be tested, we 

have reviewed recent planning applications and discussed the forms of 

development that are likely to come forward during the Core Strategy 

plan period with the Council. In addition we have also had regard to the 

various evidence base studies that have been undertaken including:- 

 

• The Joint Employment Land and Premises Study (2010) 

• Town Centres and Shopping Study (2009 and 2010) 

• Delivering a New Future for Knowsley Industrial Park – Strategic 

Framework (2010) 

 

4.2.12 This has been supplemented by discussions with agents and developers 

in order to fully assess the type of non-residential development that is 

likely to be built during the anticipated lifetime of the Core Strategy.  

Such discussions have further influenced the assumptions made in terms 

of the likely size and specification of the development typologies tested. 
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4.2.13 The Town Centres and Shopping Study concluded that there was a 

requirement for both new comparison and convenience retail floor space 

in the Borough, and assessed the following requirements and 

distributions:- 

 

• The TCSS recognises that at present the Borough has a retention 

rate of 17.1% for inhabitants shopping for comparison goods, and 

suggests that there is an additional requirement for between 

27,100 m² and 44,400 m² between 2008 and 2021, and a further 

41,000 m² to 62,200 m² for the period between 2008 and 2026.  

Both the aforementioned figures are dependent on moderately 

increased and significantly increased retention levels. Using the 

latter ‘significantly increased’ retention scenario, the TCSS 

recommends that the distribution of comparison floor space be 

allocated (all between 2008 and 2026): 

- 39,700 m² in Kirkby Town Centre 

- 9,900 m² in Prescot (Sewell Street) 

- 6,800 m² in Huyton Town Centre 

• The TCSS suggests that there is a modest requirement for 

additional convenience floor space, provided that retention levels 

can be increased, for 5,800 m² to 12,200 m² to be built out 

between 2008 and 2021, rising to between 8,500 m² and 14,700 m² 

over the long term between 2008 and 2026. 

• Scope for growth to support around 15 to 20 new food and drink 

outlets between 2008 and 2021. 

 

4.2.14 In addition, the retail study identified potential demand for a small scale 

cinema and at least one neighbourhood bingo club within the Borough. 
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4.2.15 Based on planning policy documents, the evidence base and discussions 

with Council Officers, we have considered baseline development 

scenarios for the Borough based on retail, offices and industrial and for 

leisure related development including a hotel.  In addition, we have 

considered a car showroom, health clinic, petrol station and residential 

institutional uses. 

 

4.2.16 Table 4.7 below contains a summary of the non-residential developments 

that have been tested as part of the baseline viability assessment. 

 

4.3 Development Scenario Site Areas 

 

4.3.1 For each development scenario, we have calculated the typical area of 

land required to undertake the development.  This site area is then used 

to inform the land acquisition costs and also the cost of external site 

works.  In calculating the relevant site areas, we have had regard to 

planning policy requirements concerning matters such as density, car 

parking standards and greenspace requirements.   
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4.3.2 In relation to the residential development sites we have adopted the 

methodology taken from the SHLAA to arrive at an appropriate gross and 

net developable site area.  This methodology is summarised in Table 4.5. 

 

Total Site Area Net Developable Area 

Less than 0.4 ha 100% of developable area 

0.4 ha to 2 ha 90% of developable area 

Sites over 2 ha 75% of the developable area 

Table 4.5 – Net Developable Areas (SHLAA 2011 Update) 

 

4.3.3 For the residential developments the net developable area has been 

calculated at densities of 30 and 40 dph, and then the gross site area 

calculated with reference to the above Table 4.5. The respective site 

areas are contained in Table 4.6.  

 

Scheme No 

Units 

Total Built 

Area (m²) 

Net Site 

Area (ha) 

30 dph 

Gross Site 

Area (ha) 

30 dph 

Net Site 

Area (ha) 

40 dph 

Gross Site 

Area (ha) 

40 dph 

1 10 822 0.33 0.33 0.25 0.25 

2 25 2,067 0.83 0.93 0.63 0.70 

3 50 4,111 1.67 1.85 1.25 1.39 

4 100 8,222 3.33 4.44 2.5 3.33 

5 250 20,555 8.33 11.11 6.25 8.33 

6 500 41,110 16.67 22.22 12.5 16.67 

7 1000 82,220 33.33 48.89 25 33.33 

8 1500 123,330 50.00 66.67 37.5 50.00 

9 10 690 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 

10 50 3,402 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.58 

11 10 620 0.33 0.33 0.25 0.25 

 Table 4.6 – Gross and Net Site Areas at 30 and 40 dph 
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4.3.4 In relation to the non-residential developments, we have had regard to 

relevant planning policy and in particular the Ensuring a Choice of Travel 

SPD.  In addition based on both our and Tweeds’ experience, together 

with an analysis of previous developments in the Borough, we have 

analysed typical development footprints in comparison with site areas to 

form a view as to the ratio of built footprint compared to site area.  

 

4.3.5 For the non-residential developments we have summarised the 

development scenarios, built areas and also the assumed site area for 

the development in Table 4.7.   

 

Development Type Built Area (m²) Built Area (ft²) Land Area 

(m²) 

 

Hotel 1,857 20,000 2,164 

Food and Drink 557 6,000 1,781 

Comparison Retail 186 2,000 454 

Comparison Retail 929 10,000 1,962 

Comparison Retail 4,645 50,000 9,420 

Convenience Retail 186 2,000 522 

Convenience Retail 929 10,000 2,297 

Convenience Retail 7,432 80,000 18,183 

B1 (Town Centres) 464 5,000 559 

B1 (Town Centres) 1,857 20,000 2,007 

B1 (Out of Town) 464 5,000 661 

B1 (Out of Town) 1,857 20,000 2,436 

B2 (General Industrial) 464 5,000 801 

B2 (General Industrial) 2,323 25,000 3,683 

B2 (General Industrial) 9,287 100,000 14,462 

B8 (Storage/Distribution) 4,645 50,000 6,090 

B8 (Storage/Distribution) 13,935 150,000 17,538 

B8 (Storage/Distribution) 23,225 250,000 28,245 

Bingo 465 5,000 1,042 

Cinema 1,858 20,000 5,441 

Health Centre 929 10,000 1,204 

Car Showroom 697 7,500 5,246 

Residential Institution 3,344 36,000 2,929 

Petrol Station 93 1,000 2,027 

 Table 4.7 - Summary of Non-Residential Development Site Areas 
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5.0 FINANCIAL APPRAISAL ASSUMPTIONS 

 

5.01 In this section, we have outlined the assumptions that have been 

adopted in our appraisals, both in relation to the Residential and Non-

Residential Development Scenarios. 

 

5.1 Land Values  

 

5.1.1 Land value is difficult to assess for a number of reasons.  Firstly, 

development land value is an utterly derived value, with land being 

bought as a factor of production in the course of development.  The price 

is generally determined by the development potential of the site.  

Secondly, the comparison of land value in terms of prices paid for sites is 

extremely difficult because of the large number of site specific variables 

that will impact upon the price paid.  For example, the amount of 

remediation or other abnormal costs are likely to differ from site to site.  

Hence, any evidence of land transactions needs to be treated with a 

degree of subjectivity as adjustments may be necessary for factors such 

as abnormal site conditions, contamination and development density.  
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5.1.2 The document ‘Viability Testing in Local Plans’ advocates
42

 the use of 

‘threshold land value’.  This should represent the value at which a typical 

willing landowner is likely to release land for development, before the 

payment of taxes.  The guidance suggests that threshold land value 

needs to take account of the fact that future plan policy requirements 

will have an impact on land values and landowner expectations, and 

therefore using a market value approach as a starting point carries the 

risk of building in assumptions of current policy costs rather than helping 

to inform the potential for future policy.  As a result it suggests that 

market values can be a useful ‘sense check’ and suggests that the 

threshold land value is based on a premium over current use values and 

credible alternative use values.  The latter would be most appropriate 

where there is competition for land among a range of alternative uses 

such as in town centres. 

 

5.1.3 The RICS Guidance Note ‘Financial Viability in Planning’ explains that for a 

development to be financially viable, any uplift from the current use 

value of land that arises when planning permission is granted should be 

able to meet the cost of planning obligations, whilst at the same time, 

ensuring an appropriate site value for the land owner and a risk adjusted 

return to the developer for delivering the project.  The return to the land 

owner will be in the form of a land value increase in excess of current use 

value.  The land value will be based on market value which will be risk 

adjusted, so it will normally be less than current market prices for 

development land on which planning permission has been secured and 

planning obligation requirements are known.  The guidance note 

recognises that the market value will be by definition at a level at which 

the landowner would be willing to sell. 

  

                                                      
42

 Viability Testing Local Plans – Advice for Planning Practitioners (Local Housing Delivery Group, 2012) 
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5.1.4 In arriving at our assessments of land values in Knowsley, we have had 

regard to available transactional evidence both in Knowsley, and also in 

the wider North West area where relevant and similar market conditions 

exist.  We have undertaken extensive research using Land Registry data 

and other databases such as EGi.  We have also had regard to Valuation 

Office Property Market Surveys and have undertaken interviews with 

agents active in the local area. 

 

5.1.5 There has generally been limited development activity both in Knowsley 

and the North West as a whole recently, hence the amount of 

transactional evidence in relation to land is very limited.  To a degree 

therefore it is necessary to make market adjustments based on our 

market experience. 

 

5.1.6 Residential Land Values 

 

5.1.7 The future residential development sites within the Borough are likely to 

be urban sites, or in the longer term, Green Belt sites lying outside of the 

existing built up area.  Having regard to the characteristics of Knowsley, a 

typical urban site will have been previously developed and most likely 

would have been in previous residential or commercial use.  Smaller sites 

may have been subject to some form of leisure or institutional use.  A 

number of development sites will have been former schools and in a 

number of instances significant areas of cleared former housing (either 

poor quality social or older stock).  There is also the prospect of a number 

of previously undeveloped urban sites coming forward for development 

during the life of the Core Strategy, for example former school playing 

fields. This is reflective of both the residential allocations within the UDP, 

and also the sites which constitute the current iteration of the SHLAA. 

 

  



53 

 

5.1.8 Having regard to the likely characteristics of urban development sites we 

have identified two possible categories – “previously developed” (also 

known as “brownfield”) and “greenfield”.  We have had regard to these 

classifications for the purpose of our testing. 

 

5.1.9 In arriving at a market value for previously developed land in this case, 

both the land owner and the developer would have regard to a site’s 

current use value, albeit a landowner would be seeking uplift in value 

above this level.  Conversely, a developer would be reluctant to pay a full 

residential value for the site, having regard to the risk and cost involved 

in obtaining planning consent and the likely developer contributions 

being sought by the Council.  In arriving at an assessment of market value 

it is therefore necessary to have regard to both evidence of current use 

values as well as evidence from sites with residential planning 

permissions and then make reasonable adjustments to reflect factors 

such as the land owner’s aspirations, the developer’s concerns, risks 

inherent in the development process, and planning obligations. 

 

5.1.10 Within Knowsley, we would expect current values for previously 

developed land in the urban areas with extant planning consents to be in 

the region of £370,000/hectare (£150,000/acre) to £618,000/hectare 

(£250,000/acre).  The definition of viability in the context of planning 

recognises the issue of a landowner receiving an appropriate site value, 

which whilst being less than full residential value is likely to be higher 

than current use value.  Having regard to this we have considered the 

level of site value at which a landowner is likely to release a site for 

development in the urban area. In the circumstances we believe that it is 

reasonable to assume a site value for urban land based on 

£865,000/hectare (£350,000/acre) for higher value areas in the Borough 

and a figure of £494,200/hectare (£200,000/acre) for the lower value 

locations.   
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5.1.11 It is anticipated that previously developed urban sites will be subject to 

higher development costs than greenfield sites due to demolition and 

other abnormal costs.  This factor has been addressed in Tweeds 

assessment of construction costs which is contained at Appendix 2.  As a 

result adjusting land values to reflect these costs would in effect be 

double counting.  In any event having regard to the definition of a 

‘threshold value’ and in the context of a willing seller, the owners of sites 

in urban locations will be mindful of the current and alternative use 

values for their sites (which are likely to be similar for both land types).  

They will only release their sites for development once the level of bid 

over and above the value on this basis reaches the ‘threshold value’.  As a 

result we do not believe that there is likely to be any significant 

difference in the release value of land in urban areas between previously 

developed and greenfield sites.   
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5.1.12 The Core Strategy, based on the Green Belt Study, has identified a 

number of Green Belt sites outside of the existing built-up area which are 

required to come forward for development in future.  At the present 

time, these sites will normally be used for agricultural and grazing 

purposes with site values on this basis typically in the region of £25,000 - 

£50,000/hectare (£10,000 - £20,000/acre) or less.  It is probable a 

number of such sites have had development expectations, since they are 

at the edge of the urban area and in some cases may already be subject 

to option agreements.  Naturally, any land owner is unlikely to sell such 

sites for that level of agricultural value and clearly a land owner will be 

seeking an uplift in value if they are to consider releasing the site for 

development.  With reference to the RICS guidance and that from the 

Housing Delivery Group, it would be inappropriate to assume land values 

based on sites with full planning permission, and in reality the site value 

for viability purposes will lie somewhere between this and current value.  

In addition many Green Belt sites will require significant initial 

expenditure on services and infrastructure to enable them to be 

developed for residential purposes.  We believe that for Green Belt 

locations it would be reasonable to assume a value in the region of 

£247,105/hectare (£100,000/acre) to £370,000/hectare (£150,000/acre) 

as being the level at which a landowner would consider releasing a site 

for development.   

 

 Urban Green Belt 

 (£/ha) (£/acre) (£/ha) (£/acre) 

Higher Value Area 865,000 350,000 370,000 150,000 

Lower Value Area 494,200 200,000 247,105 100,000 

 Table 5.1 – Residential Land Value Assumptions 
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5.1.13 A number of Green Belt locations may have been previously developed, 

for example agricultural buildings and we are aware of at least one Green 

Belt location in the Borough where due to previous uses there are likely 

to be major contamination issues.  The slightly higher construction costs 

associated with developing previously developed land are explained in 

Tweeds Report at Appendix 2.  Previously developed land in Green Belt 

locations is likely to have been connected with former agricultural uses 

or redundant previous commercial uses for example a colliery.  In the 

case of this latter category of sites, the site is likely to be redundant for 

the previous commercial use and the range of alternative uses is likely to 

be limited.  As a result we do not believe in the majority of cases there is 

likely to be any significant difference in the release value between 

greenfield and previously developed Green Belt locations.  A summary of 

the residential land values assumed for the Borough is contained at table 

5.1. 

 

5.1.14 Non-Residential Land Values 

 

5.1.15 Consideration of current use values has also been applied to the sites for 

non-residential development to assess the commercial land values. Over 

the last few years, there have been limited land sales in Knowsley as a 

result of limited development activity in the non-residential development 

sector. Having regard to this, considered adjustments have been made in 

order to reach land values based on both the reported transactional 

evidence and our market experience within the area. 
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5.1.16 Potential commercial development sites are most likely to be vacant 

previously developed land, opportunity sites within or adjacent to 

existing industrial areas, or alternatively, for the longer term, locations 

that have been identified in the Green Belt Study.  In Knowsley, typical 

previously developed sites include former industrial premises located in 

existing industrial and business park locations such as Knowsley Industrial 

Park and Huyton Business Parks. There are however a number of 

greenfield sites identified in the UDP and the Employment Land Study 

including a significant area of land to the east of the Jaguar Land Rover 

factory at Halewood, alongside the greenfield locations identified in the 

Green Belt study for longer term employment uses.  

 

5.1.17 In arriving at our assessment of market value, current use values have 

been considered and allowances made to reflect both the land owner’s 

aspirations and the developer’s concerns. The specific characteristics of 

each form of development have been taken into account. For example, 

larger consolidated plots in highly accessible locations are likely to 

command a premium given their suitability for supermarket 

development or for retail warehouse development. Similarly, car 

showrooms are likely to locate away from the town centre in highly 

accessible locations (and therefore pay a premium in excess of a normal 

industrial site), as would restaurants/public houses.  
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5.1.18 Table 5.2 below provides a summary of the land values based on market 

value for non-residential uses that we have adopted, together with an 

explanation of the differences (excluding office and industrial 

development).   

 

Type Land Value 

(price/hectare) 

Land Value 

(price/acre) 

Rationale 

Hotel £740,00 £300,00 Use requires highly accessible 

location in close proximity to key 

public transport interchanges or main 

arterial routes. 

Food and 

Drink 

£740,000 £300,000 Use requires highly accessible 

location in close proximity to key 

public transport interchanges or main 

arterial routes. 

Large Retail 

> 929 m² 

(10,000 ft²) 

£1,235,000 £750,000 Use requires highly accessible 

location in close proximity to key 

public transport interchanges or main 

arterial routes. Requires significant 

plot sizes and often built in 

conjunction with a number of units 

on Retail Parks. Competition for land 

from Supermarkets. 

Small Retail 

< 929 m²  

(10,000 ft²) 

Town Centre 

£4,942,000 £500,000 A main town centre use. Typical plots 

comprise small sites. 

Small Retail 

< 929 m²  

(10,000 ft²) 

Local & 

District 

Centres 

£740,000 £300,000 Located outside of Town Centre 

within close proximity to existing 

parade of shops. Use requires fairly 

accessible location which is preferably 

located within close proximity to key 

public transport interchanges or main 

arterial routes. 

Supermarket £2,471,000 £1,000,000 Use requires highly accessible 

location in close proximity to key 

public transport interchanges or main 

arterial routes. Requires significant 

plot sizes. Competition for land from 

other Supermarket operators/retail 

uses. 
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Type Land Value 

(Price/Hectare) 

Land Value 

(Price/Acre) 

Rationale 

Bingo £740,000 £300,000 Located outside of Town Centre 

within close proximity to existing 

leisure/retail provisions. Use requires 

fairly accessible location which is 

preferably located within close 

proximity to key public transport 

interchanges or main arterial routes. 

Cinema £740,000 £300,000 Located outside of Town Centre 

within close proximity to existing 

leisure/retail provisions. Use requires 

fairly accessible location which is 

preferably located within close 

proximity to key public transport 

interchanges or main arterial routes. 

Health 

Centre 

£495,000 £200,000 No significant spatial requirements 

other than population threshold. 

Car 

Showrooms 

£495,000 £200,000 Use typically requires road frontage 

for passing trade along arterial 

routes. 

Residential 

Institutions 

£495,000 £200,000 No significant spatial requirements. 

Petrol 

Station 

£740,000 £300,000 Use requires highly accessible 

location in close proximity to main 

arterial routes. 

 Table 5.2 – Summary of Non-Residential Land Values (Excluding Office and Industrial) 
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5.1.19 In the context of industrial and office development, within the research 

undertaken we have observed variations in land values across the 

different industrial estates and commercial locations. We have therefore 

used the following land values within the appraisals based on the market 

evidence we have collected.  It is not anticipated that any industrial 

development is likely to be brought forward in Town Centre locations 

during the life of the Core Strategy hence no testing has been carried out 

and no land values have been identified in the table below. 

 

Location Office (A2, B1a) Industrial 

(B1b, B1c, B2, B8) 

Land Value 

(price/hectare) 

Land Value 

(price/acre) 

Land Value 

(price/hectare)

Land Value 

(price/acre) 

Town Centre £740,000 £300,000 N/A N/A 

Kings Business Park £495,000 £200,000 £430,000 £175,000 

Knowsley Industrial 

Park/ Knowsley 

Business Park 

£370,000 £150,000 £310,000 £125,000 

Halewood £370,000 £150,000 £370,000 £150,000 

Huyton Business Park £250,000 £100,000 £250,000 £100,000 

Prescot Business Park £430,000 £175,000 £370,000 £150,000 

 Table 5.3 – Summary of Office and Industrial Development Land Values Applied 

 

5.1.20 For the purpose of testing in Green Belt locations we have assumed a 

land value of £370,000/hectare (£150,000/acre) for all commercial uses, 

with the exception of locations where it was considered that industrial 

values fell below the threshold identified above. In this instance, the 

lower of the two values was used. Therefore in the context of sites which 

may be released for industrial development in Green Belt locations close 

to Knowsley Industrial Park/Business Park, we have adopted a land value 

of £310,000/hectare (£125,000/acre).  Similarly, in Green Belt locations 

in proximity to Huyton Business Park a land value of £250,000/hectare 

(£100,000/acre) has been adopted for office and industrial development. 
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5.2 Acquisition Costs 

 

5.2.1 In addition to the land values detailed above, we have also assumed land 

acquisition costs based on 1% of purchase price for agent’s fees and legal 

fees at 0.75%.  This is in line with normal market practice and rates.  In 

addition we have assumed the payment of stamp duty in accordance 

with HMRC thresholds and rates. 

 

5.3 Timing of Land Acquisition 

 

5.3.1 Our appraisals assume that the land is acquired on day 1 of the 

development programme and hence the purchase carries finance costs 

from the outset.  For most smaller developments considered this would 

be usual practice. However, it should be noted that for the large 

residential developments above 50 units it would be unusual for a 

developer to acquire the entirety of such large sites from day 1.  A large 

development site would normally be the subject of a phased acquisition 

programme, with the land only being drawn down by the developer as 

required.  As a result, land acquisition costs are more likely to be phased 

over the development period and so the cost of finance would be 

reduced with a corresponding increase in the amount of development 

surplus. 

 

5.3.2 The following paragraphs explain the specific assumptions adopted in the 

baseline financial appraisals for both the residential and non-residential 

development.  Summary Tables of the appraisal variables are contained 

at Appendix 3. 
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5.4 Residential Appraisal Assumptions 

 

5.4.1 Development Programme 

 

5.4.2 In our experience we anticipate that a developer would seek to construct 

and sell around 30-40 dwellings per annum and this is consistent with the 

methodology employed by the Knowsley SHLAA.  Due to the size, 

timescale for development and prospects for an improvement in 

property market conditions during the development programme; we 

anticipate that for the largest residential sites a developer would be 

more optimistic about the prospects for sale and hence we have 

increased the sales and corresponding construction rate to around 70 

dwellings per annum. In addition, it should also be noted that for the 

very largest schemes (1000 and 1500 dwellings), the development may 

be split between several developers (e.g. so each has 500 dwellings to 

construct and sell). This would clearly affect the construction and sales 

periods, and for the purpose of the viability testing we have increased 

sales rates to reflect this with a consequent reduction in the construction 

programme. 
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5.4.3 Table 5.4 illustrates the overall development programmes that we have 

assumed. 

 

No Units Construction (months) Sales Start Sales (months) 

10 9 month 6 4 

25 12 month 6 9 

50 17 month 6 17 

100 34 month 6 34 

250 63 month 6 63 

500 100 month 6 100 

1000 167 month 6 167 

1500 250 month 6 250 

10 apartments 8 month 8 3 

50 apartments 13 month 13 16 

 Table 5.4 – Residential Development Programme 

 

5.4.4 Sales Values 

 

5.4.5 In order to inform our assessments of the value of the residential 

schemes to be tested, we carried out detailed research in to residential 

property values within Knowsley.  An overview of this evidence is 

contained at Appendix 1.  We have also investigated the possibility of 

varying trends in value in different parts of the Borough.  The evidence 

shows differing levels of value across the Borough which have been 

reflected in our testing to understand the impact that this has on the 

level of development surplus or ‘headroom’. 

 

5.4.6 We have also been mindful that approaches to planning obligations, 

including a CIL tariff if considered appropriate, need to be relevant for a 

number of years and hence the level of value to be adopted should be 

robust.  Figure 5.1 comprises a plan of the Borough of Knowsley, 

illustrating typical average values across the respective wards based on 

our research.  With reference to this, it is clear that generally values tend 

to be lowest in Kirkby and North Huyton.  Values are notably higher in 

South Huyton, Prescot, Knowsley Village, Whiston and Cronton.  
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  Figure 5.1 – Map of Residential Value Bands in Knowsley 
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5.4.7 Consequently, we have concluded that it would be appropriate to 

undertake viability testing for residential development based on three 

different zones of value, which align broadly with Area Partnership 

boundaries adopted by the Council.  These boundaries were chosen as 

the preferred spatial areas for analysis as they provide clear, delineated 

areas.  Table 5.5 summarises the Partnership Areas located in each of the 

three value zones and the value/m² and /ft² for residential development 

adopted for the purpose of the appraisals. 

 

Zone Wards Sales Value/m² Sales Value/ft² 

1 Kirkby and North Huyton £1,615 £150 

2 Halewood £1,830 £170 

3 South Huyton, Prescot, 

Knowsley Village, Whiston, 

Cronton 

£2,099 £195 

 Table 5.5 – Summary of Residential Sales Values by Zone 

 

5.4.8 In carrying out the viability testing for the bungalows we have reflected a 

likely premium payment above the prices for more typical two storey 

market housing.  This reflects the limited supply of this form of 

development and hence the premium payment purchasers are prepared 

to make to secure this form of dwelling.  On this basis we have assumed 

an increase in the sales value of £107.64/m² (£10/ft²) across all zones. 
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5.4.9 Density 

 

5.4.10 Following discussions with Council Officers, and adopting the approach 

within the SHLAA 2011 Update we undertook baseline viability testing 

assuming densities of 30 and 40 dwellings per hectare across all three 

zones of value, to illustrate the effect of development density on 

viability. 

 

5.4.11 Affordable Housing 

 

5.4.12 The baseline viability testing was undertaken on the basis that all of the 

dwellings were market housing; no allowance was made for the inclusion 

of any affordable housing.  This reflects the Council’s baseline policy 

position within the UDP, with no affordable housing planning policy 

currently adopted. 

 

5.4.13 Construction Costs 

 

5.4.14 The construction costs that have been adopted have been prepared by 

Tweeds Quantity Surveyors and are detailed in their report titled Tweeds’ 

Knowsley EVA/CIL – Costing Report at Appendix 2.  These costs are based 

on current building regulation requirements and are inclusive of 

substructures, super structures, all external works, incoming services and 

drainage, preliminaries, fees and a contingency and have been calculated 

based on a cost/m².   
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5.4.15 The rate also includes for the provision and maintenance of public open 

space on the larger sites above 50 dwellings. The Greenspace Standards 

and New Development SPD states that an on-site provision of public 

open space should be provided when a residential development 

comprises accommodation for more than 300 persons (provided that 

there is not a surplus in that particular locality, which is set out in the 

SPD). This basis of calculation allocates a number of persons to each size 

of dwelling, namely a 1 bed dwelling equates to 2 persons, a 2 bed 

dwelling to 3 persons, a 3 bed dwelling to 4 persons and a 4 bed dwelling 

to 5 persons. 

 

5.4.16 Applying the above figures to development matrices, we have calculated 

that whilst Scheme 3 (comprising 50 dwellings) will house 185 persons 

and fall below the threshold for the on-site delivery of public open space, 

Scheme 4 (comprising 100 dwellings) will house 370 persons and 

therefore trigger the delivery of an on-site provision. Please see the Table 

5.6 below in order to see our workings.  The lines highlighted indicate a 

requirement for on-site delivery of public open space. 

 

Scheme Number of Dwellings Number of Persons 

1 10 37 

2 25 93 

3 50 185 

4 100 370 

5 250 925 

6 500 1,850 

7 1,000 3,700 

8 1,500 5,500 

9 10 27 

10 50 137 

 Table 5.6 – On-site Public Open Space Requirements 

 

5.4.17 The future maintenance cost is on the basis of a commuted sum payment 

based on future maintenance for 15 years.   
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5.4.18 The overall rate/m² varies with density because as density reduces the 

dwelling, plot area and the road area allocated to each dwelling increases 

and thus costs increase accordingly.  In addition, Tweeds have made an 

additional allowance for the differing development land types that have 

been identified.  These reflect for example additional clearance and 

potential abnormal development costs that are likely to be encountered 

on previously developed land. 

 

5.4.19 For completeness, Tables 5.7 and 5.8 below detail the rate/m² dwelling 

construction costs that we have adopted for the residential 

developments.    

 

Scheme No 

Units 

Total Built 

Area (m²) 

Urban -  

Previously 

Developed 

Urban - 

Greenfield 

Green Belt- 

Previously 

Developed 

Green Belt - 

Greenfield 

1 10 822.2 £1,094 £1,069 £1,072 £1,036 

2 25 2,067 £1,013 £989 £991 £956 

3 50 4,111 £980 £957 £959 £925 

4 100 8,222 £957 £934 £936 £900 

5 250 20,555 £922 £899 £902 £866 

6 500 41,110 £893 £870 £873 £838 

7 1,000 82,220 £873 £850 £853 £818 

8 1,500 123,330 £859 £837 £839 £805 

11 10 620.2 £1,218 £1,193 £1,196 £1,156 

 Table 5.7 – Summary of Residential Construction Costs at 30 dph 
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Scheme No 

Units 

Total 

Built Area 

(m²) 

Urban -  

Previously 

Developed 

Urban - 

Greenfield 

Green Belt- 

Previously 

Developed 

Green Belt - 

Greenfield 

1 10 822.2 £1,074 £1,050 £1,052 £1,020 

2 25 2,067 £993 £970 £971 £939 

3 50 4,111 £961 £938 £940 £908 

4 100 8,222 £935 £912 £914 £881 

5 250 20,555 £900 £878 £879 £847 

6 500 41,110 £871 £849 £851 £820 

7 1,000 82,220 £851 £830 £832 £801 

8 1,500 123,330 £838 £817 £818 £788 

11 10 620.2 £1,192 £1,165 £1,170 £1,134 

 Table 5.8 – Summary of Residential Construction Costs at 40 dph 

 

5.4.20 The apartment developments (schemes 9 and 10) have been assessed 

based upon a rate of £1,093/m² for the smaller development of 10 units, 

and £973/m² for the large development of 50 units.  These rates have 

been used across all four land types. 

 

5.4.21 The construction cost data did not indicate any difference in the cost of 

development between the 3 value zones, and so as a result the same 

construction cost rates were used across all areas. 
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5.4.22 S.106 and Other Planning Requirements 

 

5.4.23 In accordance with the Greenspace Standards and New Development 

SPD, the following greenspace contributions have been assumed for off-

site provision. As discussed above, this comprises the developments 

which provide dwellings for less than 300 persons (using the 

aforementioned calculations), and accounts for inflationary increases. 

This figures quoted below refer to the charges between April 2011 and 

March 2012. 

 

No 

Dwellings 

No Persons Urban-Previously 

developed & greenfield 

Green Belt-Previously 

developed & greenfield 

10 37 £467.58*37 =  

£17,300.46 

£802.77*37 = 

£29,702.49 

25 93 £467.58*93= 

£43,484.94 

£802.77*93 = 

£74,657.61 

50 185 £467.58*185 = 

£86,502.30 

£802.77*185= 

£148,512.45 

10 Apts 27 £467.58*27 = 

£12,624.66 

£802.77*27 = 

£21,674.79 

50 Apts 137 £467.58*137 = 

£64,058.46 

£802.77*137 = 

£109,979.49 

 Table 5.9 – Off-site Greenspace Contributions 
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5.4.24 In the context of development within urban areas that are small enough 

to warrant an off-site payment, it has been assumed that urban 

developments will be situated in Substantial Residential Areas (as 

identified within the SPD). The majority of SRAs contain a surplus of 

green open space (as outlined within the SPD), and therefore the 

requirements are reduced and based on a maintenance cost only. Whilst 

we note that there are exceptions to this rule, the vast majority of urban 

sites identified are located within areas of surplus green open space and 

therefore the reduced rate has been applied to all forms of urban 

development. The full SRA deficit rate has been adopted for all forms of 

Green Belt development, which includes the cost of provision and 

maintenance. 

 

5.4.25 For all other developments tested, it has been assumed that on site 

provision will be made and the cost of this together with a commuted 

sum payment based on 15 years maintenance has been included in 

Tweed’s overall construction costs. 
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5.4.26 No other S106 payments have been included in our appraisals nor have 

we made any additional allowance for off-site highway works that may 

be required.  This is because we have not been able to gather a detailed 

and robust evidence base in terms of anticipated payments.  Having 

discussed this with the Council, we understand that variable and 

intermittent payments have been received for such matters.  We have 

therefore chosen to present the surplus in isolation of such costs for this 

stage of the study.  It should be noted that if such payments are required 

to bring forward a particular development site then the associated 

surplus may be reduced once such payments are considered.  To allow 

consideration of a possible range of site specific off site highway and 

other infrastructure contributions, we have undertaken further viability 

testing at Section 7 of our study, and the results of this are contained in 

tables 7.1 – 7.7. 

 

5.4.27 Sales and Marketing Costs 

  

5.4.28 Disposal costs, including sales and marketing expenses, have been 

assumed at a rate of 3.5% of the Gross Development Value of the market 

housing. This is in line with typical development industry rates for 

housing development.   
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5.4.29 Finance 

  

5.4.30 For the larger hypothetical schemes and the apartments, we have 

assumed that finance could be obtained at a rate of 7% inclusive of 

arrangement and monitoring fees.  A rate of 6% has been used for the 

smaller schemes (1 and 2) together with the bungalows, reflecting their 

reduced risk profile.  These rates reflect the cost of finance currently 

available in the development market for development of this type. 

 

5.4.31 Developer’s Profit and Overhead 

 

5.4.32 In assessing the appropriate level of developer’s profit, we have had 

regard to both the size and form of the proposed development and the 

likely risk associated with the development as a result.  The level of profit 

requirement will principally reflect the risk of constructing a particular 

development site and as a result a developer will typically require 

different levels of profit as reward for risk across different sites. 

 

5.4.33 Many factors will govern risk in relation to a development site, these 

include location, the local property market, the size and scale of the 

development, potential contamination and other abnormal costs and the 

type of accommodation being provided. Other considerations affecting 

risk could include the planning status of the site, and specifically whether 

a planning consent is in place for the proposed scheme. 
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5.4.34 In terms of residential development, a smaller residential development 

would be considered less risky than a large scale strategic residential 

development site. On a larger site it may take many years for the 

developer to build out and complete the sale of all of the houses.  There 

could be significant changes (for better or worse) in the property market 

during the lifetime of the development. Therefore, the risk associated 

with having capital tied up in the development is carried for many 

years.  As a result, a developer would require a higher profit return than 

on the smaller development site.  

 

5.4.35 The industry standard measure of profit return is typically based on a 

percentage of either Gross Development Value (GDV) or cost.  In certain 

instances developers may use an internal rate of return as an additional 

check measure.  In our experience profit based on GDV is more 

commonly used for residential developments although not exclusively, 

whilst a return based on cost is more typical for commercial 

development. 

 

5.4.36 Based on market experience, residential developments would tend to 

command a profit return of 15-20% GDV, which for larger developments 

would also include a developer’s overhead.   
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5.4.37 The HCA Guidance Note ‘Investment and Planning Obligations: 

Responding to the Downturn’
43

 suggests that a figure of 16% of values 

rather than cost may be targeted for private residential sales.  The HCA’s 

User Manual 
44

 accompanying their Development Appraisal Tool suggests 

a typical figure at that time (July 2009) of 17.5-20% GDV, but this is given 

as a guide only as the manual suggests that profit will depend on the 

state of the market and the size and complexity of the scheme.  It is 

notable that the manual, to accompany the new HCA Development 

Appraisal Tool, refrains from giving any form of guidance on the measure 

of any appraisal variables. 

 

5.4.38 Looking at planning decisions, the level of developers profit hasn’t 

specifically been considered as a point of debate.  However, Planning 

Inspectors in certain instances have made reference in decisions to the 

level of profit adopted and what is typical, including the following 

examples: 

 

Flambard Way, Godalming
45

 (a mixed development of 225 flats and 

commercial accommodation): the inspector refers to an industry norm of 

15-20% profit and although not explicitly stated this seems to be based 

on cost; 

Flemingate, Beverly
46

 (a mixed use development): Here the Inspector 

accepted 15% of cost; 

                                                      
43

 HCA Guidance Note ‘Investment and Planning Obligations: Responding to the Downturn’ (HCA, 

2009) 

44
 HCA Economic Appraisal Tool User Manual (HCA, 2009) 

45
 Planning Inspectorate Decision in relation to ’Waverley Borough Council appeal by Flambard 

Development Limited’ APP/R3650/A/08/2063055 (Planning Inspectorate 2008) 

46
 Planning Inspectorate Decision in relation to Application by CP Group, Wykeland Group and 

Quintain Estates & Development PLC, LPA: East Riding of Yorkshire’ APP/E2001/V/08/1203215 

(Planning Inspectorate 2008) 
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Clay Farm
47

 (2,300 dwellings and retail, health centre, education): Here 

the Local Planning Authority suggested a profit return based on 20% of 

cost or 16% of GDV. 16% GDV was considered by the Council to be 

consistent with the profit based on GDV in the HCA document detailed 

above.  The Inspector appears to accept the LPA’s approach albeit the 

key point at issue related to whether the scheme should be assessed on a 

residual land value basis, or based on the actual historic purchase price; 

Former Royal Hotel, Newbury
48

 (35 sheltered apartments):  The Inspector 

here decided that the profit range of 17.5%-20% of GDV detailed in the 

HCA EAT user manual was the correct level of profit for this 

development. 

 

5.4.39 As the above demonstrates, the profit return requirement is not at a 

fixed level and will vary from site to site, depending upon the risk profile 

which is driven by many factors.   

 

5.4.40 On the basis of the above, a 15% GDV profit calculation has been applied 

for the smaller housing schemes (1-2) comprising 10 and 25 units, 

together with scheme 9 comprising 10 apartments and also scheme 11 of 

10 bungalows. Having regard to the above, we anticipate that typically 

the industry would require a higher level of profit for the remaining 

larger development schemes.  Therefore, in relation to these schemes 3 

to 8, and scheme 10 for 50 apartments we have assumed a developer’s 

profit return (inclusive of overheads) based on 20% GDV. 

 

 

  

                                                      
47

 Planning Inspectorate Decision in relation to ‘Applications by Countryside Properties PLC & 

Countryside Properties (UK) Ltd to Cambridge City Council’  APP/Q0505/A/09/2103599 and APP/ 

Q0505/A/09/2103592  (Planning Inspectorate, 2009) 

48
 Planning Inspectorate Decision in relation to ‘Former Royal Hotel, Newbury, Gillingham, Dorset SP8 

4QJ’ APP/N1215/A/09/2117195 
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5.5 Non-Residential Appraisal Assumptions  

 

5.5.1 Development Programme 

 

5.5.2 The development programme for non-residential sites will vary 

depending on the specific characteristics of each scheme.  The 

programmes that we have assumed range from 4 months for a 464 m² 

(5,000 ft²) industrial unit to 14 months for a 7,429 m² (80,000 ft²) 

supermarket. For further analysis of the assumptions made please see 

Table 5.10 below. 

  

Development Type Built Area 

(m²) 

Built Area 

(ft²) 

Construction Period 

Hotel 1,857 20,000 10 months 

Food and Drink 557 6,000 5 months 

Comparison Retail 186 2,000 5 months 

Comparison Retail 929 10,000 9 months 

Comparison Retail 4,645 50,000 12 months 

Convenience Retail 186 2,000 5 months 

Convenience Retail 929 10,000 9 months 

Convenience Retail 7,432 80,000 14 months 

B1 (Town Centres) 464 5,000 7 months 

B1 (Town Centres) 1,857 20,000 10 months 

B1 (Out of Town) 464 5,000 7 months 

B1 (Out of Town) 1,857 20,000 10 months 

B2 (General Industrial) 464 5,000 4 months 

B2 (General Industrial) 2,323 25,000 9 months 

B2 (General Industrial) 9,287 100,000 12 months 

B8 (Storage/Distribution) 4,645 50,000 10 months 

B8 (Storage/Distribution) 13,935 150,000 12 months 

B8 (Storage/Distribution) 23,225 250,000 14 months 

Bingo 465 5,000 7 months 

Cinema 1,857 20,000 12 months 

Health Centre 929 10,000 10 months 

Car Showroom 697 7,500 8 months 

Residential Institutions 3,344 36,000 14 months 

Petrol Station 93 1,000 5 months 

 Table 5.10 – Summary of Non-Residential Developments and Construction Periods 
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5.5.3 Sales Values 

 

5.5.4 In order to inform our assessments of the value of the commercial 

schemes to be tested, detailed research of all commercial property types 

was carried out. We discovered clear differences between the values of 

the property typologies that would be likely to come forward for 

development. 

 

5.5.5 As part of this exercise, we also had regard to the possibility of spatial 

differences in terms of values across the Borough.  Whilst we did observe 

spatial differences in terms of the value of town centre/out of town 

retail, offices and industrial accommodation; we noted that most new 

development had taken place around accessible key public transport 

interchanges and main arterial routes, which are dispersed throughout 

the Borough, and this is a trend that is expected to continue.   
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5.5.6 Tables 5.11, 5.12 and 5.13 below illustrate the property values and build 

costs used for each form of development and any spatial differences in 

value.  For ease of reference these are divided between 

leisure/miscellaneous uses, retail and offices and industrial. 

 

Type  
Size 

(m²) 

Rent 

(/m²) 

Capital 

Value (/m²) 

Build Cost 

Green 

Belt 

(/m²) 

Urban 

Green-

field 

(/m²) 

Urban 

Previously 

Developed 

(/m²) 

Hotel Whole 

Borough 

1,857 £121 £1,939 £1,297 £1,319 £1,339 

Food and 

Drink 

Whole 

Borough 

557 £237 £2,960 £1,788 £1,806 £1,827 

Bingo Whole 

Borough 

465 £161 £2,014 £1,750 £1,775 £1,797 

Cinema Whole 

Borough 

1,857 £229 £2,542 £1,509 £1,537 £1,558 

Health Centre Whole 

Borough 

929 £183 £2,287 £1,542 £1,565 £1,586 

Non-

residential 

Institutional 

Whole 

Borough 

3,344 N/A £1,077 £1,341 £1,363 £1,383 

Car 

Showroom 

Whole 

Borough 

697 £108 £1,346 £943 £982 £1,006 

Petrol Station Whole 

Borough 

93 N/A £10,753 £4,653 £4,727 £4,758 

 Table 5.11 – Summary of Values and Costs for Leisure/Miscellaneous Uses 
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Type 

  

 

Size 

(m
2
) 

 

 

Rent 

(/m
2
) 

 

 

Capital 

Value 

(/m
2
) 

Build Cost 

Green 

Belt 

(/m
2
) 

Urban 

Greenfield 

(/m
2
) 

Urban 

Previously 

Developed 

(/m
2
) 

Small 

Comparison 

Retail 

 

 

 

 

Kirkby Town 

Centre 

186 £242 £2,849 N/A £1,305 £1,326 

Huyton Town 

Centre 

£199 £2,343 N/A £1,305 £1,326 

Prescot Town 

Centre 

£161 £1,900 N/A £1,305 £1,326 

District Centres £151 £1,773 £1,279 £1,305 £1,326 

Local Centres £129 £1,292 £1,279 £1,305 £1,326 

Medium 

Comparison 

Retail 

Whole 

Borough 

929 £194 £3,229 £1,170 £1,195 £1,216 

Large 

Comparison 

Retail 

Whole 

Borough 

4,645 £194 £3,229 £1,017 £1,063 £1,084 

Small 

Convenience 

Retail 

Kirkby Town 

Centre 

186 £242 £3,460 N/A £1,169 £1,190 

Huyton Town 

Centre 

£199 £2,845 N/A £1,169 £1,190 

Prescot Town 

Centre 

£161 £2,307 N/A £1,169 £1,190 

District/Local 

Centres 

£151 £2,153 £1,142 £1,169 £1,190 

Medium 

Comparison 

Retail 

Whole 

Borough 

929 £194 £3,229 £1,036 £1,062 £1,083 

Supermarket Kirkby 7,432 £194 £3,229 £682 £708 £729 

 

 Table 5.12 – Summary of Retail Values and Costs by Use 
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Type 

  

 

Size 

(m
2
) 

 

 

Rent 

(/m
2
) 

 

 

Capital 

Value 

(/m
2
) 

Build Cost 

Green 

Belt 

(/m
2
) 

Urban 

Greenfield 

(/m
2
) 

Urban 

Previously 

Developed 

(/m
2
) 

Small 

Office 

 

 

 

 

Town Centre 464 £92 £1,076 N/A £1,450 £1,471 

Kings Business 

Park/South Prescot 

£151 £1,773 £1,658 £1,682 £1,704 

Knowsley Business 

Park/Halewood 

£129 £1,520 £1,658 £1,682 £1,704 

Huyton Industrial 

Park 

£108 £1,226 £1,658 £1,682 £1,704 

Large 

Office 

Town Centre 1,857 £92 £1,076 N/A £1,369 £1,390 

Kings Business 

Park/South Prescot 

£151 £1,773 £1,515 £1,539 £1,559 

Knowsley Business 

Park/Halewood 

£129 £1,520 £1,515 £1,539 £1,559 

Huyton Industrial 

Park 

£108 £1,266 £1,515 £1,539 £1,559 

Small B2 Knowsley Ind. 

Park/Halewood/ 

Kings Business 

Park/South Prescot 

464 £59 £696 £1,034 £1,058 £1,083 

Huyton Industrial 

Park 

£54 £633 £1,034 £1,058 £1,083 

Medium 

B2 

Knowsley Ind. 

Park/Halewood/ 

Kings Business 

Park/South Prescot 

2,323 £48 £570 £687 £711 £731 

Huyton Industrial 

Park 

£43 £507 £687 £711 £731 

Large B2 Knowsley Ind. 

Park/Halewood/ 

South Prescot 

9,287 £43 £507 £552 £576 £596 

Huyton Industrial 

Park 

£38 £443 £552 £576 £596 

Small B8 Knowsley Ind. 

Park/Halewood/ 

South Prescot 

4,645 £48 £547 £632 £655 £676 

Huyton Industrial 

Park 

£38 £443 £632 £655 £676 

Medium 

B8 

Knowsley Ind. 

Park/Halewood/ 

South Prescot 

13,935 £43 £507 £487 £510 £531 

Huyton Industrial 

Park 

£32 £380 £487 £510 £531 

Large B8 Knowsley Ind 

Park/Halewood 

23,225 £43 £507 £420 £443 £466 

 Table 5.13 – Summary of Industrial/Office Values and Costs by Use 
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5.5.7 Construction Costs 

 

5.5.8 The construction costs that have been adopted in the viability appraisals 

have been prepared by Tweeds Quantity Surveyors and included in their 

report at Appendix 2.  For ease of reference, Tables 5.11, 5.12 and 5.13 

above summarise the build costs we have adopted.  These costs, 

calculated on a cost/m² basis, are inclusive of substructures, super 

structures, all external works, incoming services and drainage, 

preliminaries, fees and a contingency.  The build cost reported is inclusive 

of external works, including car parking. 

 

5.5.9 Sales and Marketing 

 

5.5.10 Given the variation in types of development proposed, different sales 

and marketing costs have been attributed to the different schemes 

dependent on normal market practice. For small industrial 

developments, offices, retail and leisure space; marketing costs of 5.00% 

of the rental value have been included, together with letting agents and 

legal fees of 10.00% and 5.00% respectively.  Agent’s fees have been 

increased to 15.00% in respect of the industrial accommodation 

exceeding 464 m², (5,000 ft²) as it is anticipated there will be a joint-

agency instruction on the larger units.  Sales disposal fees have been 

included at a rate of 1.75% (1.00% being attributed to agent’s fees and 

0.75% to legal fees). Such fees are considered reasonable at the present 

time and comprise the standard market charges.  SDLT has been included 

as appropriate at usual HMRC rates. 
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Purchase Price SDLT Rate 

 

Up to £150,000 

-annual rent < £1,000 

0% 

Up to £150,000 

-annual rent > £1,000 

1% 

Over £150,000 - £250,000 1% 

Over £250,000 - £500,000 3% 

Over £500,000 4% 

 Table 5.14 - Stamp Duty Land Tax Thresholds 

 

5.5.11 Finance 

 

5.5.12 A finance rate of 6% has been uniformly applied across all commercial 

development, which is inclusive of arrangement and monitoring fees. 

This quantum reflects the profile of commercial developers and the 

characteristics of the development, due to the fact that we anticipate 

that the majority of developments will be built out by a larger developer. 

The rate at which institutions are lending is at an historic high relative to 

the Bank of England Base Rate (currently at 0.5%) and London Inter-Bank 

Offer Rate (currently at 1.2% over 6 months). From our experiences in 

the market, financial institutions appear reluctant to lend to riskier 

developers, and so interest rates as high as 12% can be offered. 

Notwithstanding the above, from our knowledge of the market, rates of 

around 6.0% are typically offered to larger developers with marginal 

differences observed relative to the size of scheme. 
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5.5.13 Developer’s Profit and Overhead 

 

5.5.14 In assessing the appropriate level of developer’s profit, we have had 

regard to both the size and form of the proposed development and the 

likely risk associated with the development as a result.  As identified 

above in reference to the assumptions made in relation to developers 

profit in the residential appraisals, the level of profit requirement will 

principally reflect the risk associated with a particular development site 

and as a result a developer will typically require different levels of profit 

as reward for risk across different sites. 

 

5.5.15 In the context of most forms of commercial development, the developer 

will typically seek a profit requirement of approximately 20% on cost. The 

figure is widely used, and has been applied to all forms of non-residential 

development that we have tested.  
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6.0 BASELINE VIABILITY RESULTS AND FINDINGS 

 

6.01 This section sets out the results and findings from the initial baseline 

viability assessments for both the residential and non-residential 

development schemes. In each case the results presented illustrate the 

development surplus or ‘headroom’ that may be available for additional 

planning obligations including CIL, for the particular scheme tested, 

based on a rate per square metre (£x/m²).  Any requirements for off-site 

infrastructure for the particular development would also need to be 

funded from this development surplus.    

 

6.1 Baseline Residential Viability Results 

 

6.1.1 Tables 6.1 – 6.7 below illustrate the results of our viability assessments 

rounded to the nearest £.  For ease of reference, we have presented the 

results to accord with the residential property value zones summarised in 

Figure 5.1 and Table 5.2. The results show the development surplus or 

‘headroom’ on the basis of a rate/m².  

 

6.1.2 The tables also include a column illustrating the development surplus 

both as a percentage of construction cost and also GDV.  The tables have 

then been colour coded to demonstrate viability as follows:- 

 

Red not viable and demonstrates a loss or deficit 

Amber marginal development which shows a development surplus 

equivalent to between 0-5% of GDV.  In such cases a relatively 

small increase in costs or reduction in revenue could make the 

scheme unviable 

Green the development is viable and has a development surplus which is 

equivalent to or greater than 5% of GDV 
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Zone 1 At 30 DPH 

Urban–Previously Developed Urban–Greenfield Green Belt-Greenfield Green Belt–Previously Developed 

Scheme No Units 
Floor Area  

(m²) 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1 10 822 -£27 -1.69 -1.96 -£3 -0.19 -0.22 £117 7.25 9.32 £82 5.08 6.35 

2 25 2067 £42 2.61 3.17 £65 4.05 5.00 £188 11.66 15.89 £154 9.56 12.67 

3 50 4111 -£17 -1.05 -1.29 £5 0.30 0.38 £127 7.89 10.94 £95 5.89 7.95 

4 100 8222 £28 1.76 2.25 £49 3.04 3.95 £186 11.49 16.78 £153 9.49 13.45 

5 250 20555 £58 3.59 4.70 £77 4.77 6.35 £210 13.03 19.46 £181 11.18 16.24 

6 500 41110 £75 4.64 6.16 £92 5.72 7.70 £222 13.77 20.80 £196 12.14 17.89 

7 1000 82220 £74 4.57 6.06 £89 5.48 7.36 £215 13.31 19.95 £193 11.92 17.52 

8 1500 123330 £62 3.83 5.03 £73 4.55 6.03 £196 12.15 17.91 £178 11.05 16.02 

11 10 bungalows 620 -£113 -6.56 -7.17 -£137 -7.98 -8.58 £40 2.30 2.78 £1 0.04 0.04 

Table 6.1 – Summary of Residential Viability Results in Zone 1 at 30 dph 
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Zone 2 At 30 DPH 

Urban–Previously Developed Urban–Greenfield Green Belt-Greenfield Green Belt–Previously Developed 

Scheme No Units 
Floor Area  

(m²) 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1 10 822 -£19 -1.02 -1.34 £6 0.31 0.41 £235 12.84 20.66 £200 10.93 17.05 

2 25 2067 £50 2.71 3.29 £73 3.98 4.91 £301 16.45 24.00 £267 14.60 20.74 

3 50 4111 -£24 -1.29 -1.79 -£2 -0.10 -0.14 £226 12.34 21.19 £194 10.58 17.64 

4 100 8222 £17 0.90 1.14 £37 2.04 2.61 £279 15.26 23.56 £247 13.51 20.31 

5 250 20555 £37 2.03 2.60 £56 3.07 3.99 £295 16.14 25.27 £265 14.51 22.15 

6 500 41110 £44 2.40 3.09 £61 3.34 4.36 £297 16.23 25.46 £271 14.80 22.70 

7 1000 82220 £27 1.48 1.89 £42 2.27 2.93 £274 14.95 22.99 £252 13.75 20.75 

8 1500 123330 -£1 -0.04 -0.06 £11 0.58 0.82 £239 13.05 22.68 £221 12.10 20.69 

11 10 bungalows 620 -£180 -9.32 -9.88 -£156 -8.06 -8.66 £141 7.29 9.39 £101 5.20 6.52 

Table 6.2 – Summary of Residential Viability Results in Zone 2 at 30 dph 
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Zone 3 At 30 DPH 

Urban–Previously Developed Urban-Greenfield Green Belt-Greenfield Green Belt–Previously Developed 

Scheme No Units 
Floor Area  

(m²) 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1 10 822 £192 9.14 12.05 £216 10.30 13.79 £446 21.23 33.29 £411 19.56 29.89 

2 25 2067 £258 12.29 16.90 £281 13.40 18.71 £509 24.27 39.96 £476 22.66 36.34 

3 50 4111 £167 7.97 11.06 £189 9.00 12.68 £417 19.85 33.00 £384 18.31 29.69 

4 100 8222 £200 9.54 13.53 £221 10.52 15.15 £463 22.07 38.09 £431 20.52 34.50 

5 250 20555 £209 9.98 16.70 £229 10.89 18.50 £468 22.28 46.94 £438 20.86 42.67 

6 500 41110 £203 9.69 13.78 £221 10.51 15.12 £430 20.50 34.45 £456 21.74 37.33 

7 1000 82220 £166 7.93 11.00 £181 8.62 12.07 £413 19.67 32.60 £391 18.62 30.34 

8 1500 123330 £118 5.64 7.58 £129 6.17 8.36 £358 17.04 27.06 £340 16.22 25.42 

11 10 bungalows 620 £30 1.36 1.63 £54 2.46 2.99 £352 15.95 23.10 £313 20.03 14.18 

Table 6.3 – Summary of Residential Viability Results in Zone 3 at 30 dph 
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Zone 1 At 40 DPH 

Urban–Previously Developed Urban-Greenfield Green Belt-Greenfield Green Belt–Previously Developed 

Scheme No Units 
Floor Area  

(m²) 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1 10 822 £43 2.67 3.24 £66 4.11 5.09 £157 9.73 12.93 £126 7.80 10.10 

2 25 2067 £112 6.91 8.85 £134 8.29 10.81 £229 14.20 20.05 £198 12.28 16.89 

3 50 4111 £55 3.37 4.40 £76 4.72 6.27 £170 10.52 15.14 £140 8.64 12.11 

4 100 8222 £101 6.25 8.48 £122 7.54 10.40 £230 14.19 21.55 £199 12.35 18.25 

5 250 20555 £129 8.00 11.11 £147 9.13 12.88 £253 15.64 24.31 £226 14.00 21.21 

6 500 41110 £145 8.95 12.60 £161 9.98 14.25 £262 16.25 25.49 £239 14.81 22.71 

7 1000 82220 £141 8.72 12.24 £154 9.55 13.56 £252 15.62 24.25 £232 14.39 21.94 

8 1500 123330 £126 7.80 10.80 £137 8.48 11.86 £231 14.34 21.84 £216 13.37 20.07 

11 10 bungalows 620 -£44 -2.54 -2.90 -£18 -1.04 -1.21 £93 5.43 6.82 £58 3.39 4.15 

Table 6.4 – Summary of Residential Viability Results in Zone 1 at 40 dph 
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Zone 2 At 40 DPH 

Urban–Previously Developed Urban-Greenfield Green Belt-Greenfield Green Belt–Previously Developed 

Scheme No Units 
Floor Area  

(m²) 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1 10 822 £94 5.15 6.45 £118 6.43 8.18 £287 15.70 22.66 £256 14.00 19.72 

2 25 2067 £157 8.60 11.26 £180 9.82 13.06 £357 19.52 29.82 £326 17.83 26.55 

3 50 4111 £88 4.80 6.39 £110 5.99 8.10 £283 15.47 23.98 £253 13.82 20.88 

4 100 8222 £129 7.03 9.64 £149 8.16 11.36 £336 18.37 29.80 £307 16.75 26.48 

5 250 20555 £148 8.08 11.24 £166 9.08 12.80 £351 19.17 31.51 £324 17.72 28.45 

6 500 41110 £153 8.37 11.68 £170 9.27 13.11 £350 19.14 31.46 £327 17.87 28.77 

7 1000 82220 £134 7.30 10.05 £147 8.03 11.15 £324 17.71 28.43 £305 16.64 26.27 

8 1500 123330 £103 5.61 7.55 £114 6.20 8.41 £287 15.70 24.41 £272 14.86 22.81 

11 10 bungalows 620 -£31 -1.62 1.87 -£5 -0.26 -0.31 £211 10.91 14.73 £176 9.10 11.99 

Table 6.5 – Summary of Residential Viability Results in Zone 2 at 40 dph 
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Zone 3 At 40 DPH 

Urban–Previously Developed Urban-Greenfield Green Belt-Greenfield Green Belt–Previously Developed 

Scheme No Units 
Floor Area  

(m²) 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1 10 822 £305 14.52 20.60 £328 15.63 22.54 £498 23.72 38.71 £467 22.24 35.43 

2 25 2067 £366 17.43 25.79 £388 18.49 27.79 £566 26.95 46.43 £535 25.48 42.80 

3 50 4111 £279 13.28 19.90 £300 14.31 21.79 £474 22.58 39.32 £444 21.13 35.90 

4 100 8222 £312 14.88 22.85 £333 15.87 24.74 £520 24.77 44.84 £490 23.35 41.22 

5 250 20555 £320 15.26 23.57 £338 16.13 25.25 £523 24.92 45.24 £497 23.66 41.99 

6 500 41110 £313 14.89 22.87 £329 15.68 24.37 £510 24.28 43.58 £486 23.18 40.78 

7 1000 82220 £273 13.00 19.41 £286 13.63 20.54 £463 22.07 38.09 £444 21.14 35.92 

8 1500 123330 £222 10.56 15.21 £232 11.07 16.06 £406 19.34 31.89 £391 18.62 30.33 

11 10 bungalows 620 £179 8.12 10.56 £206 9.31 12.30 £422 19.12 29.03 £387 17.53 25.99 

Table 6.6 – Summary of Residential Viability Results in Zone 3 at 40 dph 
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Apartments – All Zones 

Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 3 

Scheme No Units 
Floor Area  

(m²) 
Surplus /m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 
Surplus /m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 
Surplus /m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

9 10 690 -£111 -8.20 -8.80 -£29 -1.91 -2.19 £146 8.27 10.77 

10 50 3402 -£120 -8.93 -10.04 -£69 -4.53 -5.35 £85 4.85 6.45 

Table 6.7 – Summary of Residential Viability Results – Apartments All Zones
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6.1.3 Having considered the results from the baseline residential viability 

testing, we have identified a number of trends and themes from the 

data.  In particular the data demonstrates differences in viability with 

respect to the following:- 

 

• Urban and Green Belt locations 

• Density of development 

• Differing value areas 

• Size of development 

 

6.1.4 In relation to each of these categories we have provided a brief summary 

of the findings below. 

 

6.1.5 Urban and Green Belt Locations 

 

6.1.6 With reference to the residential viability results tables, all residential 

development in Green Belt locations is identified as viable.  This is 

principally due to the lower input land values associated with the 

development of the sites but is also reflective of generally higher 

construction costs in urban areas.  This is principally due to the 

redevelopment of previously developed sites where there is additional 

cost in dealing with matters such as demolition and remediation.   
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6.1.7 It should be noted however that development of Green Belt sites (except 

where they are located close to the existing urban area) are likely to 

incur a greater requirement for new off-site infrastructure such as roads 

and services to enable the release of the site for development.  This is 

particularly the case for larger Green Belt sites or locations furthest from 

the existing urban boundary, which will necessitate significant 

infrastructure investment to service the development site.  These off-site 

infrastructure costs would need to be accounted for within the available 

development surplus, and their effects are considered later in the study 

at Section 7. 

 

6.1.8 Density of Development 

 

6.1.9 Our results reflect development undertaken at both 30 and 40 dwellings 

per hectare.  In relation to development at 40 dwellings per hectare 

generally all development is viable, the exceptions being scheme 3 (50 

units) in Zones 1 and 2 and also scheme 1 (10 units) in Zone 1.  

Development at 40 dwellings per hectare is generally more efficient in 

construction cost terms.  The reduced site area means that there are 

fewer external areas, hence the cost of external works is generally less.  

In addition due to the smaller site area the input land cost is also less for 

the developments at 40 dwellings per hectare. 

 

6.1.10 Having regard to the evidence of sales values at these densities, there is 

no significant difference evident in sales revenues between schemes 

constructed at 30 dwellings per hectare when compared with those at 40 

dwellings per hectare.  As a result, the input revenues within our 

assessments are therefore the same at each density and hence with the 

lower construction costs and input land values at the higher density, the 

results show greater viability than at 30 dwellings per hectare. 
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6.1.11 Differing Value Areas 

 

6.1.12 The evidence that we have compiled in relation to both input land values 

and sales revenues from the completed dwellings indicates a 

differentiation across the Borough both for sales revenues and land 

values:- 

 

- Zone 1 (comprising Kirkby and North Huyton) has the lowest input 

land values both for urban and Green Belt locations and also returns 

the lowest sales revenues.   

- Zone 2 (Halewood) and Zone 3 (Preston, Whiston, Cronton, Knowsley 

Village and Prescot) generally have the same input land values, 

however, sales revenues in Zone 3 are consistently higher than those 

in Zone 2. 

 

6.1.13 The overall impacts of these factors are evident in the results with the 

development of urban sites in Zones 1 and 2 broadly delivering similar 

results in terms of viability.  At 30 dwellings per hectare, development is 

predominantly marginal with the results as a percentage of GDV and (at a 

rate /m²) ranging from -1.69% (-£27/m²) to 5.72% (£92/m²) in Zone 1 and 

-1.29% (-£24/m²) to 3.98% (£73/m²) in Zone 2, dependent upon scheme 

size and land characteristics. 

 

6.1.14 At 40 dwellings per hectare, reflecting the lower construction costs and 

input land values identified earlier, viability improves across the two 

zones with in almost all cases viable development occurring.  In Zone 1, 

the respective results both as a percentage of GDV and also a rate/m² 

range from 2.67% (£43/m²) to 9.98% (£161/m²) and in Zone 2 are 4.8% 

(£88/m²) to 9.82% (£180/m²) dependent upon scheme size and land 

characteristics. 

 

  



96 

 

6.1.15 The higher sales revenues in Zone 3 mean that development of urban 

areas here is more viable than either in Zones 1 and 2.  In Zone 3, the 

development surplus ranges from 5.64% (£118/m²) to 13.40% (£281/m²) 

at 30 dwellings per hectare.  The respective results at 40 dwellings per 

hectare are 10.56% (£222/m²) to 18.49% (£388/m²), dependent upon 

scheme size and land characteristics. 

 

6.1.16 Across all zones of value, development in Green Belt locations is viable 

with viability increasing in line with values across the three zones.  The 

results demonstrate the following ranges of development surplus.  In 

Zone 1, viability at 30 dwellings per hectare ranges from 5.08% (£82/m²) 

to 13.77% (£222/m²).  Viability rises at 40 dwellings per hectare to a 

range of 7.8% (£126/m²) to 16.25% (£262/m²). 

 

6.1.17 Within Zone 2 viability in Green Belt locations is higher than in Zone 1 

with the respective results showing the following ranges.  At 30 dwellings 

per hectare the development surplus range is equivalent to a range of 

10.58% (£194/m²) to 16.45% (£301/m²).  At 40 dwellings per hectare 

viability improves to a range of between 13.82% (£253/m²) to 19.52% 

(£357/m²).   

 

6.1.18 The most viable development occurs in Green Belt locations in Zone 3, 

where at 30 dwellings per hectare the surplus ranges from 16.22% 

(£340/m²) to 24.27% (£509/m²).  At 40 dwellings per hectare the 

respective range is 18.62% (£391/m²) to 26.95% (£566/m²). 
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6.1.19 In relation to Green Belt development as referred to earlier, this surplus 

would need to be adjusted to reflect the likely off-site infrastructure 

required to open up Green Belt sites for development, particularly in 

those areas that are distant from the existing urban edge.  This issue is 

considered later at Section 7. 

 

6.1.20 Size of Development 

 

6.1.21 In considering the pattern of viability results there are three main points 

to note.  

 

6.1.22 In relation to scheme 1 which is the smallest development of 10 units, 

this generally performs as one of the poorer schemes in viability terms.  

This may be explained by the fact that there are limited economies of 

scale in smaller developments and with the higher site set up costs this 

results in pro rata the smaller scheme being more expensive to develop. 

 

6.1.23 In relation to scheme 3 which comprises 50 units, this also performs 

poorly across all sets of results.  This may be as a result of the greenspace 

requirements for this development.  The size of the site means that there 

is an element of on-site provision required whilst in addition to this there 

is also a policy requirement for a payment towards off site requirements.  

This appears to affect the viability of this particular form of development. 

 

6.1.24 Scheme 8 which comprises 1,500 units, is also of note.  In all cases, 

viability starts to fall away once the development size increases to over 

500 units, and particularly over the 1,000 units threshold.  This is less 

pronounced in cases where the input land value is lower. 

  



98 

 

6.1.25 The reason for this decline in viability appears to be due to the treatment 

of land acquisition costs.  For ease of comparison each appraisal assumes 

the land is acquired on day 1 of the development.  In reality, this is 

unlikely for the larger sites which may be acquired on a phased basis with 

land payments spread over a number of years.  As a result of this 

treatment of land value, the larger developments are carrying land 

acquisition costs and the associated finance for a much longer period 

which pro rata begins to affect viability relative to an increased duration 

of the development programme. 

 

6.1.26 For completeness we have also considered developments comprising 

entirely of bungalows and apartments.  In relation to a small 

development of 10 bungalows our results show development is not 

viable in the urban areas of zones 1 and 2.  In zone 3, development in the 

urban area is marginal at 30dph and viable at 40dph.  In the Green Belt 

locations development is viable in zones 2 and 3, although becomes 

more marginal in certain instances in zone 1. 

 

6.1.27 The results for apartment developments show that in general new 

developments comprising entirely apartments are not currently viable 

except for a small development of 10 units in the higher value location of 

zone 3. 

 

6.2 Baseline Non-Residential Viability Results 

 

6.2.1 As discussed in Section 4.0, we have tested a total of 22 commercial 

development schemes which we consider are indicative of the types of 

development likely to be built in Knowsley during the lifespan of the Core 

Strategy.  
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6.2.2 The results of our viability assessments are presented within the tables 

below. Similar to the residential results presented above, the results 

show the development surplus or ‘headroom’ available for additional 

planning obligations or CIL, on the basis of a rate/m². It is important to 

note that these results are presented without any allowance for S106 

obligations, highways contributions or other planning requirements 

except as outlined in Section 5.  This issue is addressed further in Section 

7. 

 

6.2.3 As the following tables 6.8 – 6.12, the majority of commercial schemes 

tested are not currently viable in Knowsley.  

 

6.2.4 There is however an identifiable split in terms of viability by use. Whilst 

the office and industrial schemes tested all make losses, a number of the 

retail and other miscellaneous schemes produce a surplus and are 

therefore considered financially viable.  In addition to the above, a 

number of the leisure schemes tested appear to be marginal and provide 

a small surplus. 

 

6.2.5 Please see below for an individual analysis of each type of development, 

with the results contained within the following tables. The results tables 

illustrate the surplus applicable to each form of development considered 

on an £/m² basis, and also presents the surplus as a proportion of both 

costs and revenue (GDV).  Some development schemes have not been 

tested within some of the different types of location considered (for 

commercial), where it is envisaged that such form of development is 

unlikely to take place.  For example, given the characteristics of each of 

the defined Town Centres (Kirkby, Huyton and Prescot), Green Belt 

development (whether it be office or retail accommodation) simply 

cannot take place.  In these cases the relevant cells in the results tables 

have simply been left blank. 
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Greenbelt-Greenfield Urban-Greenfield Urban-Previously Developed 

Type Area 
Floor Area  

(m²) 
Surplus /m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 
Surplus /m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 
Surplus /m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Comparison 

Retail 

Kirkby Town Centre 186    £513 18.74 29.02 £493 17.99 27.54 

Huyton Town Centre 186    £141 6.27 8.14 £122 5.40 5.62 

Prescot Town Centre 186    -£168 -9.09 -9.84 -£188 -10.20 -10.91 

District Centres 186 £69 3.72 4.67 -£58 -3.15 -3.65 -£79 -4.26 -4.87 

Local Centres 186 -£368 -28.76 -25.66 -£494 -38.56 -31.63 -£514 -40.19 -32.54 

Whole Borough 929 £1,160 37.41 81.48 £808 26.08 45.55 £788 25.42 43.89 

Whole Borough 4,645 £1,246 40.18 93.10 £871 28.08 50.82 £849 27.37 48.91 

Convenience 

Retail 

Kirkby Town Centre 186    £1,049 31.54 60.88 £1,028 30.92 58.99 

Huyton Town Centre 186    £531 22.51 35.43 £510 21.73 33.80 

Prescot Town Centre 186    £218 9.75 13.25 £198 8.84 11.86 

District/Local Centres 186 £480 22.98 38.07 £241 11.53 16.06 £221 10.55 14.49 

Whole Borough 929 £1,277 41.20 97.80 £870 28.08 50.81 £850 27.42 49.03 

Kirkby 7,432 £1,507 48.62 140.08 £940 30.33 48.24 £920 29.68 55.33 

Table 6.8 - Retail Viability Results 
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6.2.6 The majority of forms of retail development are considered viable. The 

only forms of development considered unviable at the present time 

comprise comparison retail accommodation in Prescot Town Centre, 

together with the same use in District Centres and Local Centres.  

Although the requirements for off-site highway works or contributions 

may affect viability in certain instances, this may be particularly 

pronounced in the development of a supermarket or out of town retail 

centre. 

 

6.2.7 Our results show that the forms of development that appear to be 

particularly viable include the larger retail units and those located in 

Kirkby Town Centre. Indeed, from the market commentary provided 

above, we are aware that in the absence of supermarket accommodation 

in Kirkby, St Chads retail parade appears to trade well with higher rents 

relative to the other Town Centre locations considered. For example, the 

development of 185m² of retail accommodation in Kirkby provides a 

surplus of between £495/m² and £513/m² (around 18% of cost) for 

comparison retail, and between around £1,028/m² and £1,049/m² 

(around 31% of cost) for convenience retail. 

 

6.2.8 In general, convenience retail appears to be more viable that that of 

comparison retail. This is principally due to the low yield that would be 

achieved on any investment sale which is due in part to the anticipated 

better covenant strength of a convenience retailer (i.e. Tesco 

Express/Sainsbury’s Local). 
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6.2.9 In respect of the larger units, the development of retail warehouses (for 

both comparison/convenience use) comprising 929 m² generate a 

surplus of between £788/m² and £870/m² (for Urban-Previously 

Developed/Urban Greenfield development) at around 45% of cost. 

Schemes located on Green Belt-Greenfield provide a greater surplus 

owing the reduced land costs, and generate surpluses in excess of 

£1,150/m² (at around 80% of cost) for both convenience and comparison 

retail. 

 

6.2.10 In addition to the above, the development of a 4,645 m² comparison 

retail unit generates a similar surplus to the development of 929 m² of 

comparison retail floor space. The development of a 7,432 m² 

supermarket in Kirkby generates a surplus of between £920/m² and 

£940/m² (around 47% of cost) on Urban-Previously Developed/Urban-

Greenfield sites, which increases towards £1,507/m² (140% of cost) on 

Green Belt sites. 

 

6.2.11 From the above results, there appears to be a split in terms of the 

viability between smaller town centre units which are less viable 

(particularly comparison retail) and larger units which are more viable. 

 



103 

 

 

Greenbelt-Greenfield Urban-Greenfield Urban-Brownfield 

Type Area 
Floor Area  

(m²) 
Surplus /m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 
Surplus /m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 
Surplus /m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Office 

Accommodation 

Town Centre 465    -£765 -74.15 -47.08 -£786 -76.17 -47.75 

Kings Business Park 465 -£438 -25.76 -23.61 -£479 -28.17 -25.26 -£500 -29.39 -26.08 

Halewood 465 -£620 -42.53 -33.79 -£644 -44.17 -34.64 -£644 -44.17 -34.64 

Knowsley Business 

Park 
465 -£620 -42.53 -33.79 -£644 -44.17 -34.64 -£664 -45.60 -35.37 

Huyton Industrial 

Park 
465 -£781 -64.31 -43.56 -£805 -66.28 -44.30 -£826 -68.00 -44.93 

South Prescot 465 -£620 -42.53 -33.79 -£654 -44.91 -35.02 -£675 -46.34 -35.73 

Town Centre 1,858    -£683 -66.13 -44.25 -£704 -68.15 -44.99 

Kings Business Park 1,858 -£308 -18.08 -17.83 -£347 -20.42 -19.68 -£367 -21.58 -20.57 

Halewood 1,858 -£485 -33.23 -28.51 -£508 -34.86 -29.49 -£528 -36.21 -30.29 

Knowsley Business 

Park 
1,858 -£485 -33.23 -28.51 -£508 -34.86 -29.49 -£528 -36.21 -30.29 

Huyton Industrial 

Park 
1,858 -£646 -53.17 -38.95 -£670 -55.13 -39.82 -£690 -56.77 -40.52 

South Prescot 1,858 -£485 -33.23 -28.51 -£516 -35.41 -29.82 -£536 -36.77 -30.61 

Table 6.9 – Office Viability Results
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6.2.12 As previously identified, all of the forms of office development 

considered are unviable. This is not surprising given the lower rental 

levels and increasing vacancy rates observed across the Borough (and 

indeed on a regional basis) following the last recession in 2008/2009 (see 

the market commentary in section 3.1.6). In addition to the above, under 

the previous government (up until around 2010) a large portion of office 

(and industrial) development was subsidised via grant funding which was 

available from the NWDA and other such agencies provided certain 

criteria were met.  In the absence of such public sector funding and with 

general market deterioration the viability of office development has been 

diminished.  This is further discussed in paragraph 6.2.16.  

 

6.2.13 The deficits observed range between -£308 /m² (-17.83% of cost) and –

£786/m² (-47.75% of cost), with the larger deficits evident on Urban-

Previously Developed land in Town Centre locations, which incur slightly 

increased build costs and reduced revenues relative to other locations in 

the Borough.  
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Greenbelt-Greenfield Urban-Greenfield Urban-Brownfield 

Type Area 
Floor Area  

(m²) 
Surplus /m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 
Surplus /m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 
Surplus /m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

B2 Accommodation 

Huyton Industrial 

Park 
465 -£597 -95.30 -53.35 -£621 -99.13 -54.33 -£667 -106.55 -56.11 

Knowsley Industrial 

Park 
465 -£560 -81.27 -49.37 -£584 -84.74 -50.42 -£609 -88.36 -51.47 

Halewood 465 -£570 -82.83 -49.85 -£616 -89.43 -51.76 -£619 -89.93 -51.90 

Kings Business Park 465 -£570 -82.81 -49.84 -£605 -87.87 -51.32 -£630 -91.49 -52.33 

South Prescot 465 -£560 -81.27 -49.37 -£584 -84.74 -50.42 -£609 -88.36 -51.47 

Huyton Industrial 

Park 
2323 -£364 -74.92 -47.34 -£388 -79.84 -48.93 -£428 -87.91 -51.34 

Knowsley Industrial 

Park 
2323 -£341 -62.36 -42.80 -£354 -64.76 -43.73 -£374 -68.40 -45.08 

Halewood 2323 -£341 -62.36 -42.80 -£382 -69.87 -45.61 -£385 -70.37 -45.78 

Kings Business Park 2323 -£341 -62.36 -42.80 -£382 -69.87 -45.61 -£394 -71.94 -46.33 

South Prescot 2323 -£341 -62.36 -42.80 -£354 -64.76 -43.73 -£374 -68.40 -45.08 

Huyton Industrial 

Park 
9290 -£348 -81.80 -49.53 -£371 -87.18 -51.13 -£392 -92.09 -52.50 

Knowsley Industrial 

Park 
9290 -£267 -48.84 -36.95 -£314 -57.33 -40.76 -£311 -56.82 -40.54 

Halewood 9290 -£275 -50.21 -37.60 -£298 -54.38 -39.49 -£318 -58.20 -41.12 

South Prescot 9290 -£267 -48.84 -36.95 -£314 -57.33 -40.76 -£311 -56.82 -40.54 

Table 6.10 – Industrial Viability Results (B2) 
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 Greenbelt-Greenfield Urban-Greenfield 

 

Urban-Previously Developed 

 

Type Area 

 

Floor Area 

(m²) 

 

Surplus /m² 
Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus % 

Costs 
Surplus /m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus % 

Costs 
Surplus /m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus % 

Costs 

B8 Accommodation 

Huyton Industrial 

Park 
4645 -£276 -64.94 -43.87 -£300 -70.53 -45.92 -£320 -75.20 -47.51 

Knowsley Industrial 

Park 
4645 -£232 -47.69 -36.40 -£256 -52.58 -38.69 -£275 -56.66 -40.47 

Halewood 4645 -£251 -51.67 -38.27 -£275 -56.57 -40.43 -£295 -60.65 -42.12 

South Prescot 4645 -£232 -47.69 -36.40 -£256 -52.58 -38.69 -£275 -56.66 -40.47 

Huyton Industrial 

Park 
13935 -£264 -72.38 -46.48 -£271 -74.41 -47.17 -£292 -80.14 -49.02 

Knowsley Industrial 

Park 
13935 -£176 -36.09 -30.22 -£214 -44.01 -34.56 -£235 -48.28 -36.69 

Halewood 13935 -£176 -36.09 -30.22 -£198 -40.77 -32.85 -£219 -45.04 -35.08 

South Prescot 13935 -£176 -36.09 -30.22 -£214 -44.01 -34.56 -£235 -48.28 -36.69 

Knowsley Industrial 

Park 
23225 -£104 -21.32 -20.37 -£126 -25.96 -23.75 -£171 -35.26 -29.73 

Halewood 23225 -£111 -22.86 -21.53 -£134 -27.51 -24.82 -£156 -32.16 -27.85 

Table 6.11 – Industrial Viability Results (B8) 
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6.2.14 As per the development of office accommodation, all of the industrial 

schemes tested prove unviable in accordance with our tests. In general 

terms, the results indicate that the losses incurred on a £/m² basis are 

likely to be smaller for larger accommodation types. The greatest losses 

incurred are for the smaller units comprising 465 m². Such units generate 

a loss equivalent to above 50% of cost.    

 

6.2.15 The largest deficit is observed in respect of the 465 m² units on Urban-

Previously Developed sites, at excess of -85% of cost. The smaller deficits 

relate to the development larger B8 accommodation in greenfield 

locations. In the case of the 23,225 m² units tested in Halewood and the 

Knowsley Industrial Park, these show a deficit of around -20% of cost. 
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6.2.16 Notwithstanding that development is not considered to be financially 

viable at this point in time it is possible that some, if limited, office and 

industrial development may come forward in the future.  Such 

development is likely to be motivated by specific circumstances such as 

an existing owner occupier wishing to expand or other business 

requirements necessitating development of that type in that location, for 

example to be near a specific piece of existing infrastructure, or for 

business agglomeration reasons.  It is also possible that development 

could be brought forward assisted by grants or external funding, as has 

occurred extensively in Knowsley in previous years. This type of 

development is not typical of the market and does not accord to normal 

development viability criteria.  Effectively, the business operation 

requiring the accommodation supplements the financial shortfall from 

other means.  Accordingly, it is not appropriate to take such prospects of 

development into account in this instance.   When applying normal 

development viability criteria, office and industrial development is not 

viable and as such it is considered that substantive speculative market 

development will not take place in this respect.  This assessment is 

supported by the absence of recent speculative development in 

Knowsley, other than in very isolated instances, which has taken place in 

the past without public sector investment and/or gap funding supported 

by grants. 
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Greenbelt-Greenfield Urban-Greenfield Urban-Brownfield 

Type Area 
Floor Area  

(m²) 
Surplus /m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 
Surplus /m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 
Surplus /m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Hotel Whole Borough 1858 £85 4.58 7.03 £20 1.09 1.33 £2 0.08 0.10 

Food and 

Drink 
Whole Borough 557 £312 10.98 15.18 £175 6.18 8.01 £155 5.46 7.01 

Cinema Whole Borough 1858 £204 8.36 11.15 £62 2.55 3.16 £42 1.73 2.11 

Residential 

Institution 
Whole Borough 3344 -£715 -69.15 -45.35 -£749 -72.51 -46.53 -£771 -74.65 -47.25 

Bingo Whole Borough 465 -£323 -16.66 -16.67 -£433 -22.39 -21.18 -£455 -23.51 -22.01 

Health Clinic Whole Borough 929 £102 4.66 5.92 £64 34.85 3.61 £44 23.81 2.44 

Car 

Showroom 
Whole Borough 697 -£228 -17.65 -17.48 -£362 -27.99 -25.14 -£385 -29.79 -26.33 

Petrol Station Whole Borough 93 £2,877 27.84 50.17 £1,965 19.04 29.61 £1,935 18.75 29.02 

Table 6.12– Leisure/Miscellaneous Viability Results
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6.2.17 The types of Leisure and Miscellaneous development considered provide 

fairly mixed results in terms of viability. The development of uses 

including petrol stations and bars/restaurants (labelled food and drink) 

are financially viable, whilst the development of cinemas, health centres 

and hotels are considered marginal, and the development of residential 

institutional accommodation, bingo halls and car showrooms is 

considered unviable. 
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6.3 Economic Profiling and Sensitivity Analysis 

 

6.3.1 It is intended that emerging planning policy will remain in place beyond 

the current economic cycle and indeed it is anticipated that the Local 

Plan Core Strategy will remain in place for up to 15 years after 

implementation, although this will be subject to regular monitoring and 

review. Consideration therefore needs to be given to the robustness of 

current viability testing, and the decisions which are based upon it, in the 

context of the potential period that the planning policy may remain in 

place and the inevitable, but as yet unknown, economic variations that 

will take place during this time.  Clearly, the timing and nature of such 

future economic cycles cannot be accurately predicted particularly given 

the lengthy plan periods involved.  At this stage therefore consideration 

will be given to various possible economic cycles that may take place 

over this period and to assess the impact that these may have on the 

viability of development.  With this in mind, the aim is to seek as far as 

possible to ensure that the decisions made at the time of preparation of 

this report are not anomalous in the context of changing circumstances 

in the future. In order to undertake this assessment it is considered that 

the most effective approach is to look back over past economic cycles 

and, with that data, model development viability based on the 

characteristics of similar cycles going forward.  It is not to say however, 

that this approach is a substitute to further real time viability testing 

during the life of the plan period, which would be essential in order to 

accurately assess the viability of development in the future.   
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6.3.2 Some assistance in relation to this approach is contained within the 

advice published by the Local Housing Delivery Group
49

 (which comprises 

a cross industry group of stakeholders with an interest in house building 

in England) which states that:- 

 

 “Forecasting things like house prices or costs is notoriously difficult over 

the shorter term and subject to wider inaccuracies over the medium and 

longer term. The best a Council can realistically seek to do is to make 

some very cautious and transparent assumptions with sensitivity testing 

on the robustness of those assumptions. In doing so, it is important that 

variations against baseline costs, as well as values, are tested, and based, 

where appropriate, on construction costs and other indices.”  

 

6.3.3 The purpose of this section is to provide a high level overview as to the 

likely impact of property market cycles over the time-frame of the Plan. 

Using the best evidence available upon which to base a model, historical 

data, we have sought to measure the effect on viability of changes to the 

key variables which underpin an economic viability study (with regards 

residential development), namely house prices, land values, and build 

costs and interest rates. This will profile the changes in economic 

circumstances which are likely to be observed throughout the duration of 

a property market cycle, which is likely to feature peaks and troughs in 

respect of each of the key variables. 

 

6.3.4 By assessing market change over a 21 year period we will seek to model 

changes which may take place over the plan period. However, it should 

be noted that the modelling is intended to represent a degree of change 

and not timing of that change.  Whilst the modelling is considered 

against time, this has been included only for the sake of presentation.  

 

                                                      
49

 Viability Testing Local Plans – Advice for Planning Practitioners (Local Housing Delivery Group, 2012) 
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6.3.5 The table below tracks house price changes through the Nationwide 

House Price Index for the North West of England
50

; build cost changes via 

the Building Cost Information Service Tender Price Index
51

; and land 

prices through a Valuation Office Agency (VOA) Index
52

.  For the purposes 

of this exercise and having regard to development land pricing being 

based on a derived demand, we have chosen not to use a land price 

index based on development land which would necessary reflect policy 

requirements and as such undermine the objectives of the modelling 

exercise.  Instead we have used a base land price position relating to the 

VOA Industrial Land Index.  This index was only published until 2009 and 

to bring it up to date we have extended the dataset to the present day by 

using the reported land price changes on a quarterly basis reported by 

the VOA
53

 and our own opinions so as to enable comparison between the 

data series.  

   
  Table 6.13 

                                                      
50

 Regional House Price Index (Nationwide Building Society 2012) 

51
 Tender Price Index (Building Cost Information Service, 2012) 

52
 Property Market Report – July 2009 (Valuation Office Agency 2009)  

53
 Property Market Report – January 2011 (Valuation Office Agency 2011) 
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6.3.6 Whilst the BCIS tender price accounts for changes in inflation, the 

changes in House Prices and Land Values do not account for the changes 

in the value of money. Both of the above figures have therefore been 

weighted using the Consumer Price Index (CPI) and brought back down 

to 1990 values so as to enable comparison. 

 

6.3.7 In order to track economic cycles, we have picked three separate dates at 

which to analyse economic and market conditions and hence use as a 

model for future cycles. This has been done at 7 year intervals, which 

include:- 

 

- Q1 1990 (1 January 1990) 

- Q1 1997 (1 January 1997) 

- Q1 2004 (1 January 2004) 

- Q1 2011 (1 January 2011) 

 

6.3.8 From the costs provided by Tweeds and the revenues adopted within the 

baseline appraisals (please see above), we have benchmarked the 

variations in costs to 1990 levels. In addition to the above, we have 

included a likely borrowing rate, reflecting the Bank of England Base 

Rate, the London Inter-Bank Offer Rate (LIBOR) and the perceived 

premium over and above these headline rates likely to have been offered 

to developers at each of the above intervals. 
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6.3.9 The Summary Table (6.14) below tracks the changes in costs and values 

adopted at each of the aforementioned intervals based on 1990 values, 

together with the interest rates adopted.  

  

Date Variance 

in Build Cost 

Variance 

in Land Value 

Variance 

in House Prices 

Interest Rate 

Adopted (%) 

Q1 1990 100 100 100 N/A 

Q1 1997 99.3 82.9 76.4 8.5 

Q1 2004 148.1 96.2 159.9 6.5 

Q1 2011 162.2 98.8 151.6 6.5 

 Table 6.14 

 

6.3.10 The graphs below track the impact of the changes in viability over time 

based on the results from Scheme 4 (100 dwellings) which are contained 

in tables 6.19 and 6.20.  The results show that the economic viability of 

development decreases over the period between 1990 and 1997 

(equivalent to 2011 – 2018), as house prices fall in real terms relative to 

build costs. However, viability increases in the last two periods and rises 

in house prices exceed that of build costs.  

  

 Changes to Viability on Urban-Previously Developed Land 

 

  
  Table 6.15 
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Changes to Viability on Urban-Greenfield Land 
  

  
  Table 6.16 

 

 Changes to Viability on Green Belt-Greenfield Land 

 

  
  Table 6.17 
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 Changes to Viability on Green Belt-Previously Developed Land 

 

  
  Table 6.18 

 

6.3.11 The results show that development viability will change depending on 

economic cycles.  Generally, the current assessment levels used as the 

basis for the present policy consideration represent a reasonable 

moderate to low position over the series of modelled economic cycles. 

Accordingly, it is considered that this assessment represents a robust 

basis for policy consideration which may not have been the case if the 

current assessments had been at the extremes of the economic 

variations.  Indeed the modelling suggests that whilst the viability of 

development can change significantly over a relatively short period of 

time, throughout a significant portion of the timescale examined there 

was an increase in the viability of development. For example, the average 

surplus obtained for Scheme 4 (including those drafted in respect of both 

densities, all four zones and across all 4 site allocations) in the baseline 

appraisals amounted to £230.75/m² (12.07% of GDV). This figure reduced 

to -£22.81/m² (-1.94% of GDV) in first period, before increasing towards 

£601.63/m² (19.94% of GDV) in the second period and £377.56/m² 

(13.01% of GDV) in final period tested. 
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6.3.12 If the property market cost profiles and all other variables considered 

were to replicate the patterns observed over the 21 years, then viability 

would be reduced in 2018, before increasing towards the end of the time 

scale in 2025 and 2032. Having said this, the modelling does not seek to 

predict when economic cycles will take place.  It may be the case that in 

the event of a significantly improved set of economic conditions, the 

viability of development could increase from its present position to levels 

which result in increased scope for the Council to implement further or 

more far reaching policies.  Clearly that would be a matter for additional 

real time viability testing at that point, which emphasises the value of 

ensuring that viability evidence is as up to date as possible. 

 

6.3.13 As described earlier, there are limitations to this form of analysis and this 

impact assessment has been undertaken for illustrative purposes in order 

to assess the robustness of the current viability modelling over various 

hypothetical economic cycles. It is unlikely that the market will react in 

exactly the same way in the future to how it has behaved in the past. 

Property prices, land values, build costs and interest rates are all complex 

variables and are each linked to a number of macro-economic factors 

and locally specific circumstances. In order then to gauge viability in the 

future, further viability studies would need to be undertaken at regular 

intervals. Though this section has attempted to look at the impact of 

viability by scenario-testing each of the main variables, the results should 

be taken in the context of the limitations of this type of analysis. 
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Table 6.19 – Changes in Viability Over Time – Example Scheme 4 (100 dwellings) @ 30 dwellings per hectare 

  

 

Urban- Previously Developed Urban- Greenfield Greenbelt- Greenfield Greenbelt- Previously Developed 

Zone 
 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1 

2011 (Baseline Viability) £28.40 1.76 2.25 £49.11 3.04 3.95 £185.55 11.49 16.78 £153.14 9.49 13.45 

2018 (Based on 1997) -£181.41 -14.32 -15.53 £192.45 15.20 24.23 -£53.12 -4.19 -5.11 -£82.85 -6.54 -7.75 

2025 (Based on 2004) £287.22 11.12 16.15 £318.15 12.32 18.20 £474.65 18.38 29.83 £417.21 16.16 25.31 

2032 (Based on 2011) £93.97 3.84 5.04 £100.59 4.11 5.41 £255.15 10.42 14.98 £202.18 8.26 11.51 

2 

2011 (Baseline Viability) £16.54 0.90 1.14 £37.25 2.04 2.61 £279.12 15.26 23.56 £247.12 13.51 20.31 

2018 (Based on 1997) -£212.65 -15.21 -15.97 -£192.53 -13.77 -14.68 £12.72 0.91 1.15 -£18.77 -1.34 -1.65 

2025 (Based on 2004) £345.27 11.80 17.30 £402.44 13.75 20.76 £651.70 22.27 38.57 £603.27 20.61 34.71 

2032 (Based on 2011) £131.09 4.73 6.28 £168.14 6.06 8.20 £421.68 15.20 23.46 £369.11 13.31 19.95 

3 

2011 (Baseline Viability) £200.16 9.54 13.53 £220.87 10.52 15.15 £463.15 22.07 38.09 £430.74 20.52 34.50 

2018 (Based on 1997) -£75.68 -4.72 -4.51 -£55.57 -3.46 -3.35 £49.69 9.33 10.29 £118.20 7.37 7.96 

2025 (Based on 2004) £666.97 19.87 33.05 £697.88 20.79 35.12 £947.06 28.22 54.49 £898.70 26.78 50.31 

2032 (Based on 2011) £414.94 13.04 19.48 £448.77 14.10 21.40 £707.86 22.25 38.52 £654.90 20.58 34.64 
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Urban- Previously Developed Urban- Greenfield Greenbelt- Greenfield Greenbelt- Previously Developed 

 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

2011 (Baseline Viability) £100.97 6.25 8.48 £121.67 7.54 10.40 £229.04 14.19 21.55 £199.33 12.35 18.25 

2018 (Based on 1997) -£124.70 -10.11 -11.22 -£107.63 -8.73 -9.83 -£14.63 -1.19 -1.46 -£43.49 -3.53 -4.22 

2025 (Based on 2004) £366.52 14.19 21.57 £398.43 15.43 23.89 £516.46 20.00 33.33 £472.14 18.28 29.62 

2032 (Based on 2011) £151.23 6.18 8.37 £177.86 7.27 9.99 £309.15 12.63 18.75 £260.60 10.65 15.35 

2011 (Baseline Viability) £128.68 7.03 9.64 £149.39 8.16 11.36 £336.04 18.37 29.80 £306.50 16.75 26.48 

2018 (Based on 1997) -£116.86 -8.36 -9.46 -£96.74 -6.92 -7.96 £62.15 4.44 5.88 £33.29 2.38 3.07 

2025 (Based on 2004) £489.86 16.74 26.46 £520.76 17.79 28.60 £715.20 24.44 43.98 £670.87 22.92 40.16 

2032 (Based on 2011) £257.87 9.30 13.15 £291.71 10.52 15.13 £494.27 17.82 28.65 £445.71 16.07 25.13 

2011 (Baseline Viability) £312.30 14.88 22.85 £333.00 15.87 24.74 £519.83 24.77 44.84 £490.11 23.35 41.22 

2018 (Based on 1997) £20.11 1.25 1.59 £40.23 2.51 3.24 £199.12 12.41 18.37 £183.19 11.42 16.66 

2025 (Based on 2004) £785.30 23.40 41.34 £816.20 24.32 43.67 £1,010.63 30.11 60.36 £966.31 28.79 56.22 

2032 (Based on 2011) £538.49 16.92 26.81 £572.33 17.99 28.99 £774.89 24.35 43.73 £726.34 22.83 39.90 

Table 6.20 – Changes in Viability Over Time – Example Scheme 4 (100 dwellings) @ 40 dwellings per hectare 
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7.0 CORE STRATEGY POLICY OPTIONS AND VIABILITY 

 

7.01 As discussed earlier within the report, we have reviewed the Knowsley 

Core Strategy Preferred Options Report dated June 2011, with a view to 

identifying the proposed policies which may affect the economic viability 

of development over the projected period of the plan. 

 

7.02 Policies which may impact on the cost of new development and hence 

viability include the following:- 

 

• Transport Networks (CS7) 

• Affordable Housing Provision (CS15) 

• Design Standards, Quality and Accessibility In New Development 

(CS17 & 19) 

• Urban Greenspaces (CS21) 

• Sustainable and Low Carbon Development (CS 22 and 23) 

• Managing Flood Risk (CS24) 

• Management of Mineral Resources (CS25) 

• Planning For and Paying For New Infrastructure (CS27) 

 

7.03 In this section we have provided a brief overview of these Core Strategy 

policies together with commentary about how they may affect 

development economics.  As appropriate where credible evidence exists 

we have identified the costs associated with the policy option and 

undertaken modelling to demonstrate the effect on overall development 

viability. 
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7.04 As agreed with Council Officers, the viability modelling for this stage of 

this study has been carried out at a high level, and undertaken with 

respect to small (10 units), medium (100 units) and large (1,000 units) 

residential developments, to demonstrate the effect that policy options 

have on different sizes of development.  In addition we have undertaken 

this modelling across all value zones and at both 30 and 40 dph.  This 

enables us to consider the impact of policies in high or low value areas, 

or at low densities.  Given that a number of the commercial schemes 

tested already provided a deficit without accounting for any of the above 

Policy Objectives, the impact of such policies on the economic viability of 

development predominantly focuses on viable forms of development 

such as residential.  Notwithstanding this, the impact of the Policy 

Options are considered in the retail and mixed use schemes that are 

considered within the case studies detailed later within this section of 

the report. 

 

7.05 Guidance contained in the document Viability Testing Local Plans
54

  

suggests that any assessment of the impact of plan policies needs to be 

an iterative process, with assumptions being revised if the assessment 

suggests too much development is unviable. 

 

7.06 It recognises that the assessment needs to bring together and consider 

the cumulative impact of the Core Strategy Policies, and acknowledges 

that whilst many policy requirements are not straightforward to cost, it is 

still important that attempts are made to consider the impact of all 

policies that may result in a development cost or benefit. 

 

  

                                                      
54

 Viability Testing Local Plans – Advice for Planning Practitioners (Local Housing Delivery Group, 2012) 
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7.07 In many instances it is impractical to test certain policy requirements on 

a high level basis.  This is due to the direct relationship between specific 

site characteristics such as location and the ability and cost to achieve 

the particular policy requirements.  To account for such circumstances, 

we have undertaken a number of specific case studies relating to sites 

that are likely to come forward for development during the plan period 

to consider what effect these more site specific policy aspects are likely 

to have. 

 

7.08 At the end of this section we have included a composite table of results 

which brings together the assessed policy costs, against the baseline 

surplus. This enables consideration of what policy options, either 

singularly or in combination, can be achieved without exceeding the 

baseline development surplus and thereby undermining development 

viability. 

 

7.09 For ease of reference we have structured this section so as to consider 

each Core Strategy Position option in turn. 
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7.1 Transport Networks (CS7) 

 

7.1.1 In respect of Transport Networks, Preferred Option (CS7) states the 

following:- 

 

7.1.2 The Council will use its planning powers and other interventions to 

support a sustainable and integrated transport system that will:- 

• Support the economy by facilitating efficient movement of people 

and goods within the Borough and linking to Liverpool City Centre, 

the Port of Liverpool, Liverpool John Lennon Airport and other 

destinations in the surrounding area; 

• Help meet the development needs of the Borough through to 2027; 

• Ensure people can get to where they need to go by choice of 

walking, cycling and public transport; 

• Enhance road safety; 

• Seek to reduce carbon emissions; and 

• Improve health and wellbeing of local people. 

 

7.1.3 In addition to the above, the Preferred Options report states that new 

development will be required to be:- 

• Located and designed to prioritise accessibility and sustainable 

models of travel through a choice of walking, cycling, public 

transport, incorporate access for private vehicles, and ensure larger 

scale proposals (attracting a lot of visitors, customers and/or 

employees) are located in the most accessible locations; 

• Accompanied (except in the case of smaller scale proposals) by 

Transport Assessments and/or Travel Plans; 

• In compliance with adopted parking standards for different types 

and scales of new development, and; 

• Inclusive of emerging new technologies that will mitigate of 

minimise carbon emissions.  
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7.1.4 In relation to future strategic transport schemes and programmes the 

policy suggests that the Council will work with national, regional and sub-

regional partners to give priority to schemes which would provide for:- 

• Further transport infrastructure that is necessary to support the 

future expansion of Liverpool John Lennon Airport consistent with 

its Surface Access Strategy and national aviation policy; 

• Improvements to the rail network including: electrification of 

existing lines; enhancements to stations and passenger interchange 

facilities; provision of Park and Ride facilities; and expansion and/or 

improvement of the Knowsley Rail Freight Terminal; 

• Line 1 of the Merseytram scheme linking Kirkby to Liverpool 

Liverpool City Centre; 

• Enhanced provision for buses, including improved bus stations, and 

the enhancement of the principal bus routes through Quality Bus 

Partnerships and Quality Bus Contracts; 

• Enhanced provision of walking and cycling routes as part of the 

Green Infrastructure network (see Preferred Option CS8); and 

• The roll out of infrastructure for low carbon emission vehicles.  

 

7.1.5 The above policy has implications for new development in a number of ways.  

Firstly it will influence location, with any future development being 

encouraged in well located sites for transport purposes (both public and 

private).  New development will also need to comply with adopted parking 

standards.  At a strategic level, the policy acknowledges a number of priority 

schemes such as improvements to the rail network, enhanced bus services 

and further transport infrastructure to support the expansion of the airport. 
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7.1.6 Our baseline viability testing reflects high level testing of accessible sites 

and hence acknowledges the viability of development in well located 

sites for transportation purposes.  This element of the policy is therefore 

already reflected in the baseline viability testing we have undertaken. 

 

7.1.7 The adopted parking standards for Knowsley are presently contained in 

the ‘Ensuring a Choice of Travel’ SPD.  We understand that these 

standards are intended to be carried forward under the new policy 

framework.  The site typologies we have tested as part of the baseline 

viability exercise have been prepared and costed having regard to the 

requirements contained in the ‘Ensuring a Choice of Travel’ SPD.  As a 

result, policy standards are already reflected in the viability results 

contained in the Section 6.  In this respect, we do not consider there is 

likely to be any additional impact on development economics of this 

aspect of policy under the Core Strategy. 

 

7.1.8 In addition to the above, we have considered the impact of contributions 

to off-site highways works and other transport infrastructure in relation 

to residential development and also the viable commercial schemes.  

Unviable commercial schemes have been omitted from this analysis due 

to the fact that if a scheme is considered unviable and in deficit, 

assessing the impact of increased costs as a result of Policy Objectives 

will only increase the deficit on a scheme that is already considered 

unviable. 
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7.1.9 We anticipate that as a consequence of this policy there may be 

requirements to make contributions towards off site highway and 

transport infrastructure works, particularly for larger development sites 

and in Green Belt locations.  Such contributions can be sought through 

Section 106 agreements, or through Section 278 agreements, and will be 

negotiated on a case by case basis through the planning application 

process. In order that we can consider the effect of contributions towards 

these matters on viability we have undertaken viability testing in relation 

to the small (10 dwellings), medium (100 dwellings) and large (1,000 

dwellings) residential development schemes incorporating the following 

payments per dwelling. 

 

7.1.10 We have used a sliding scale for S106/S278 contributions, which vary 

according to the size of the development.  For small developments (in this 

instance 10 dwellings) it is considered unlikely that significant 

infrastructure works will be required as the marginal cost on existing roads 

will be nominal.  A feature of small development sites is that they are likely 

to be located on, or in close proximity to existing highways.  

Notwithstanding the above, as more dwellings are built out there is a 

greater chance that some roads will need to be built out and existing 

highway provisions upgraded so as to deal with the impact of increased 

traffic.  Therefore for developments comprising 100 and 1,000 dwellings, a 

greater quantum of £5,000 and £7,000 per dwelling has been adopted 

following consultation with Tweeds. 

 

Dwellings Cost per dwelling - Urban Cost per dwelling - Green Belt 

10 £1,000 £1,500 

100 £1,000 £5,000 

1,000 £1,000 £7,000 

 Table 7.1 – S106/278 Contributions Assumed per Dwelling 
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7.1.11 The results of our testing for residential development are contained in 

tables 7.3 – 7.8. With reference to these results, the impact of the 

contributions adopted doesn’t appear to affect the overall economic 

viability of development in most of the scenarios considered. In general 

terms, a payment of £1000 per dwelling in the urban areas results in an 

additional cost of between £12/m² (in Scheme 1) and £8/m² (in Scheme 

7).  This is a small proportion of the overall development cost. 

 

7.1.12 Despite the increased contribution applied towards off site highway and 

transport infrastructure works in the Green Belt scenarios considered 

(comprising a cost of between £1,500 per dwelling for Scheme 1 and 

£7,000 per dwelling for Scheme 7) the viability of development is not 

significantly affected. In the majority of the development scenarios 

considered within each zone, the development surplus remains in excess 

of £200/m². The additional S106/S278 contributions towards off site 

highways works provide an additional cost of around £18/m² in Scheme 

1, £55/m² in Scheme 4 and £53-55/m² in Scheme 7.  

 

7.1.13 In relation to the viable retail developments £50/m² has been applied for 

larger retail schemes for units of 929 m², 4645 m² and 7432 m².   Please 

see table 7.2 below for a breakdown of the S106/S278 costs applied.  

From our experience, larger retail schemes (including out of town retail 

parks and supermarkets) typically pay higher levels of S106/S278 

contributions towards off site highways and transport infrastructure 

works owing to the impact of development on the surrounding roads of 

numerous trips and traffic associated with the type of development. A 

lower contribution of £25/m² has been applied towards the smaller retail 

units (comprising 186 m²).   
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7.1.14 In the context of the viable retail developments considered, an additional 

cost of between £25/m² and £50/m² has little impact on the viability of 

development. The effect on overall development surplus ranges from 

between around £24/m² and £49/m² and development remains viable. 

 

Size of Retail Unit (m²) S106/S278 Charge 

186/m² £25/m² 

929/m², 4,645m² & 7,432m² £50/m² 

  Table 7.2 – S106/278 Contributions Assumed For Retail Development
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Table 7.3 – Impact of S106/278 Highways & Transport Payments – Zone 1 @ 30 dwellings per hectare 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Urban- Previously Developed Urban- Greenfield Green Belt- Greenfield Green Belt- Previously Developed 

Scheme 
 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1 

Baseline Viability -£27.37 -1.69 -1.96 -£3.01 -0.19 -0.22 £117.04 7.25 9.32 £81.96 5.08 6.35 

Section 106 / 278 Payment -£39.22 -2.43 -2.78 -£14.86 -0.92 -1.07 £99.26 6.15 7.80 £64.18 3.98 4.91 

4 

Baseline Viability £28.40 1.76 2.25 £49.11 3.04 3.95 £185.55 11.49 16.78 £153.14 9.49 13.45 

Section 106 / 278 Payment £17.45 1.08 1.37 £38.16 2.36 3.04 £130.80 8.10 11.27 £98.39 6.09 8.25 

7 

Baseline Viability £73.75 4.57 6.06 £88.51 5.48 7.36 £214.85 13.31 19.95 £192.52 11.92 17.52 

Section 106 / 278 Payment £65.91 4.08 5.38 £80.72 5.00 6.57 £160.18 9.92 14.16 £137.16 8.50 11.88 
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Table 7.4 – Impact of S106/278 Highways & Transport Payments – Zone 2 @ 30 dwellings per hectare 

 

 

 

 

Urban- Previously Developed Urban- Greenfield Green Belt- Greenfield Green Belt- Previously Developed 

Scheme 
 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1 

Baseline Viability -£18.71 -1.02 -1.34 £5.65 0.31 0.41 £235.04 12.84 20.66 £199.96 10.93 17.05 

Section 106 / 278 Payment -£30.56 -1.67 -2.18 -6.20 -0.34 -0.45 £217.26 11.87 18.80 £182.18 9.96 15.30 

4 

Baseline Viability £16.54 0.90 1.14 £37.25 2.04 2.61 £279.12 15.26 23.56 £247.12 13.51 20.31 

Section 106 / 278 Payment £5.59 0.31 0.38 £26.30 1.44 1.83 £224.61 12.28 18.12 £192.37 10.51 15.13 

7 

Baseline Viability £27.08 1.48 1.89 £41.61 2.27 2.93 £273.65 14.95 22.99 £251.58 13.75 20.75 

Section 106 / 278 Payment £19.39 1.06 1.34 £33.93 1.85 2.37 219.86 12.02 17.67 £197.61 10.80 15.61 
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Table 7.5 – Impact of S106/278 Highways & Transport Payments – Zone 3  @ 30 dwellings per hectare 

 

 

  

 

Urban- Previously Developed Urban- Greenfield Green Belt- Greenfield Green Belt- Previously Developed 

Scheme 
 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1 

Baseline Viability £191.86 9.14 12.05 £216.23 10.30 13.79 £445.62 21.23 33.29 £410.54 19.56 29.89 

Section 106 / 278 Payment £180.01 8.58 11.22 £204.37 9.74 12.94 £427.84 20.38 31.55 £392.76 18.71 28.23 

4 

Baseline Viability £200.16 9.54 13.53 £220.87 10.52 15.15 £463.15 22.07 38.09 £430.74 20.52 34.50 

Section 106 / 278 Payment £189.21 9.01 12.70 £209.92 10.00 14.29 £408.40 19.46 32.14 £375.98 17.91 28.85 

7 

Baseline Viability £166.45 7.93 11.00 £180.88 8.62 12.07 £412.80 19.67 32.60 £390.86 18.62 30.34 

Section 106 / 278 Payment £158.81 7.57 10.45 £173.25 8.25 11.50 £359.37 17.12 27.23 £337.36 16.07 25.14 
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Table 7.6 – Impact of S106/278 Highways & Transport Payments – Zone 1 @ 40 dwellings per hectare 

 

Urban- Previously Developed Urban- Greenfield Green Belt- Greenfield 
Green Belt- Previously 

Developed 

Scheme 
 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 
Surplus £/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplu

s % 

GDV 

Surplus 

%  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus 

% GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1 

Baseline Viability £43.03 2.67 3.24 £66.42 4.11 5.09 £157.10 9.73 12.93 £125.91 7.80 10.10 

Section 106 / 278 

Payment 

£31.18 1.93 2.32 £54.54 3.38 4.14 £139.32 8.63 11.30 £108.14 6.70 8.55 

4 

Baseline Viability £100.97 6.25 8.48 £121.67 7.54 10.40 £229.04 14.19 21.55 £199.33 12.35 18.25 

Section 106 / 278 

Payment 

£90.02 5.58 7.49 £110.72 6.86 9.38 £174.29 10.79 15.60 £144.58 8.95 12.60 

7 

Baseline Viability £140.82 8.72 12.24 £154.23 9.55 13.56 £252.13 15.62 24.25 £232.41 14.39 21.94 

Section 106 / 278 

Payment 

£133.02 8.24 11.48 £146.47 9.07 12.79 £197.68 12.24 18.07 £177.51 10.99 15.93 
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Table 7.7 – Impact of S106/278 Highways & Transport Payments – Zone 2 @ 40 dwellings per hectare 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Urban- Previously Developed Urban- Greenfield Green Belt- Greenfield Green Belt- Previously Developed 

Scheme 
 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1 

Baseline Viability £94.19 5.15 6.45 £117.57 6.43 8.18 £287.33 15.70 22.66 £256.15 14.00 19.72 

Section 106 / 278 Payment £82.34 4.50 5.59 £105.72 5.78 7.29 £269.55 14.73 20.96 £238.37 13.03 18.10 

4 

Baseline Viability £128.68 7.03 9.64 £149.39 8.16 11.36 £336.04 18.37 29.80 £306.50 16.75 26.48 

Section 106 / 278 Payment £117.73 6.43 8.75 £138.43 7.57 10.44 £281.29 15.37 23.79 £251.74 13.76 20.77 

7 

Baseline Viability £133.64 7.30 10.05 £146.89 8.03 11.15 £324.06 17.71 28.43 £304.54 16.64 26.27 

Section 106 / 278 Payment £125.96 6.88 9.41 £139.22 7.61 10.51 £270.34 14.77 22.65 £250.69 13.70 20.66 
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Urban- Previously Developed Urban- Greenfield Green Belt- Greenfield Green Belt- Previously Developed 

Scheme 
 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1 

Baseline Viability £304.76 14.52 20.60 £328.15 15.63 22.54 £497.90 23.72 38.71 £466.72 22.24 35.43 

Section 106 / 278 Payment £292.91 13.96 19.64 £316.30 15.07 21.55 £480.13 22.87 36.82 £448.94 21.39 33.62 

4 

Baseline Viability £312.30 14.88 22.85 £333.00 15.87 24.74 £519.83 24.77 44.84 £490.11 23.35 41.22 

Section 106 / 278 Payment £301.34 14.36 21.87 £322.05 15.34 23.73 £465.07 22.16 38.31 £435.36 20.74 35.00 

7 

Baseline Viability £272.91 13.00 19.41 £286.08 13.63 20.54 £463.16 22.07 38.09 £443.74 21.14 35.92 

Section 106 / 278 Payment £265.28 12.64 18.76 £278.46 13.27 19.88 £409.77 19.52 32.28 £390.28 18.59 30.28 

Table 7.8 – Impact of S106/278 Highways & Transport Payments – Zone 3 @ 40 dwellings per hectare 
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Greenbelt-Greenfield Urban-Greenfield Urban-Previously Developed 

Type Area 

S106/S27

8 

Highways 

Payment 

& 

Transport 

Payment 

Floor Area  

(m²) 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Comparison 

Retail 

Kirkby Town Centre 

£0/m² 

186 
   £513 18.74 29.02 £493 17.99 27.54 

£25/m²    £488 17.85 27.26 £468 17.09 25.81 

Whole Borough 

£0/m² 

929 
£1,160 37.41 81.48 £808 26.08 45.55 £788 25.42 43.89 

£50/m² £1,111 35.82 75.41 £759 34.49 41.62 £739 23.83 40.04 

Whole Borough 

£0/m² 

4,645 
£1,246 40.18 93.10 £871 28.08 50.82 £849 27.37 48.91 

£50/m² £1,196 38.59 86.24 £821 26.49 46.61 £799 25.78 44.80 

Convenience 

Retail 

Kirkby Town Centre 

£0/m² 

186 
   £1,049 31.54 60.88 £1,028 30.92 58.99 

£25/m²    £1,024 30.79 58.61 £1,003 30.18 56.77 

Huyton Town Centre 

£0/m² 

186 
   £596 22.51 35.43 £576 21.73 33.80 

£25/m²    £571 20.90 33.47 £551 20.15 31.89 

Prescot Town Centre 

£0/m² 

186 
   £218 9.75 13.25 £198 8.84 11.86 

£25/m²    £194 8.65 11.59 £173 7.74 10.23 

Whole Borough 

£0/m² 

929 
£1,277 41.20 97.80 £870 28.08 50.81 £850 27.42 49.03 

£50/m² £1,228 39.61 90.61 £821 26.49 46.60 £801 25.84 44.96 

Kirkby 

£0/m² 

7,432 
£1,507 48.62 140.08 £940 30.33 57.22 £920 29.68 55.33 

£50/m² £1,458 47.03 129.57 £891 28.74 52.64 £871 28.09 50.86 

Table 7.9 – S106/S278 Retail Viability Results 
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7.1.15 The Core Strategy Policy does identify a number of significant strategic 

transport infrastructure policies which may be taken forward during the 

plan period.  Having regard to the scale and characteristics of these 

strategic options, we anticipate that in most cases individual 

developments are likely to provide an element of funding to the 

particular project but not the entire cost.  Many of these projects are 

contained within Knowsley’s Infrastructure Delivery Plan, and we 

anticipate are projects suitable to be taken forward with funding raised 

through a Community Infrastructure Levy or another developer 

contributions tariff that Council may seek to introduce.   

 

7.2 Area Based Regeneration (CS9-CS14) 

 

7.2.1 These particular preferred options deal specifically with new 

development in certain regeneration areas.  Policy CS9 deals specifically 

with North Huyton and Stockbridge Village and provides the framework 

within which comprehensive regeneration in these areas will be carried 

out in an integrated manner.  The policy indicates the need for 

appropriate masterplanning of the area and regeneration that will 

include significant new housing, the regeneration of Stockbridge Village 

Centre with new leisure, community, education and training facilities 

together with small scale retail and transport and public open space 

provision. 
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7.2.2 Preferred Option CS10 deals with the regeneration of Kirkby Town 

Centre, acknowledging the need for comprehensive regeneration to 

enhance viability and vitality.  This regeneration acknowledges the 

inclusion of a wider mix of town centre uses, services and facilities with 

new retail, employment uses and leisure facilities.  In addition the policy 

acknowledges improvements to the bus station and public transport 

interchange facilities, together with new public realm improvements and 

the potential future delivery of Merseytram line 1 route. 

 

7.2.3 Preferred Option CS11 deals with the regeneration of Knowsley Industrial 

and Business Parks.  The policy indicates the support for regeneration by 

encouraging a mix of new employment development with B1 business 

uses at gateway locations and B1, B2 and B8 storage and distribution 

uses elsewhere in appropriate locations.  The policy also advocates the 

industrial park as a priority zone to promote the production of 

renewable, low carbon decentralised energy.  The policy also advocates 

provision of a small local service centre for shopping and services 

together with road access and public realm enhancements and the 

potential for the growth of a Knowsley Rail Freight Terminal. 

 

7.2.4 Preferred Option CS12 deals with the regeneration of Tower Hill.  This 

policy advocates new housing development together with enhanced 

design quality and integration with surrounding areas and Kirkby Town 

Centre.  In addition, small scale enhancements are envisaged to retail, 

leisure, health and community facilities.  Public open space will be 

provided together with infrastructure improvements and the potential 

for delivery of a new transport interchange is also identified. 
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7.2.5 Preferred Option CS13 deals with South Prescot as a principal 

regeneration area.  The policy supports comprehensive redevelopment 

of South Prescot for mixed uses on previously developed land.  These 

uses include B1 on gateway sites together with new residential 

development, public realm enhancements and green infrastructure 

improvements. 

 

7.2.6 Preferred Option CS14 deals with regeneration within Prescot Town 

Centre.  Supporting the future viability and vitality of the town centre by 

encouraging a mix of town centre uses including key services, residential, 

employment uses and leisure.  In addition, linkages and integration with 

Cables Retail Park will be improved and new retail development and 

other town centre uses encouraged with priority given to the 

intensification of the retail function along Eccleston Street and the 

immediate surroundings together with Sewell Street corridor.  

 

7.2.7 Many of these policy options are already factored into the baseline 

viability testing that we have undertaken.  We have, however, considered 

the implications of a higher standard of design quality together with 

other infrastructure works in these locations in the case study examples 

that follow later in this report at Section 7.9. 

 

7.3 Affordable Housing Provision (CS15) 

 

7.3.1 The present planning policy framework of the UDP does not contain any 

policies relating to specific Affordable Housing provision in new 

development. 
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7.3.2 Preferred Option CS15 Delivering Affordable Housing changes this 

position and seeks to achieve affordable housing as part of new market 

housing development.  In its Preferred Options iteration, the policy 

states: 

 

7.3.3 i. Affordable Housing Provision 

 

7.3.4 Within all proposed market sector housing developments which have a 

capacity of 15 dwellings or more, a minimum of 25% affordable housing 

will be sought.  This will be subject to the following:- 

• A lower proportion of affordable housing will only be permitted 

where it is clearly demonstrated that affordable housing provision 

is being maximised within the development and that 25% provision 

would render the development not financially viable; 

• Sub-division of adjoining sites and/or building at lower densities to 

avoid compliance with the requirement for affordable housing 

provision will not be acceptable; 

• Affordable housing should be provided on site and must be fully 

integrated with and not distinguishable from market housing 

provided; 

• The tenure of affordable housing provided will be mixed between 

intermediate and social rented housing in accordance with 

evidence regarding local housing needs; 

• A financial contribution in lieu of on-site provision will only be 

acceptable in exceptional circumstances; 

• All new affordable housing will be made available in perpetuity in 

partnership with Registered Providers; and 

• The size and design of affordable housing provided as part of 

market housing development will accord with Preferred Option 

CS17.  
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7.3.5 ii. Securing Affordable Housing Contributions 

 

7.3.6 The Council will seek legal agreements with developers to secure 

affordable housing contributions, the mechanisms of which will be set 

out within a future Supplementary Planning Document. 

 

7.3.7 iii. Partnership Working with Registered Providers 

 

7.3.8 The Council will work with Registered Providers and other agencies to 

provide new affordable housing developments, using public sector 

funding streams where appropriate. Support will be given to Registered 

Providers in making the most efficient use of housing stock and land 

holdings, by supporting renewal initiatives and addressing issues of 

housing vacancy, under and over-occupation.  

 

7.3.9 In addition, Policy CS17 Housing Sizes and Design Standards points to an 

indicative housing mix taken from the recommendations of the Knowsley 

SHMA.  This recommends that for development of 15 units or more the 

following mix of dwelling sizes should be sought for new housing (both 

market and affordable) in Knowsley. 

 

Housing Type/Size 1 bedroom 2 bedroom 3 bedroom 4 bedroom 

plus 

Market Housing 10% 30% 40% 20% 

Affordable Housing 

Social Rented 

20% 50% 20% 10% 

Affordable Housing  

Intermediate 

20% 70% 10% 0% 

 Table 7.10 – SHMA Housing Mix 

 



142 

 

7.3.10 To assist in our consideration of affordable housing viability, we have 

undertaken consultation with Registered Providers (RPs) who are active 

in the local market.  Based on the responses received there is an 

indication that the future requirement will be for affordable rent rather 

than social rent as indicated by the current proposed policy.  Having 

regard to this, we have therefore undertaken viability testing to reflect 

the change in tenure requirement from social rent to affordable rent.  

The required tenure mix within affordable provision has therefore been 

revised to reflect the following:- 

 

• Affordable Rent:    75% 

• Intermediate/Shared Ownership:  25% 

 

7.3.11 Based on the consultation with RPs and the work that we have 

undertaken elsewhere, we have assumed a likely bid for affordable 

dwellings (to market providers) based on the following percentages of 

open market value (OMV).   

 

• Affordable Rent:   45% of OMV 

• Intermediate/Shared Ownership: 65% of OMV 
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7.3.12 In order to fully understand the viability of this particular policy option, 

we have carried out viability testing assuming the policy compliant 

requirement of 25% on site provision. We have assumed that the cost of 

this provision would apply to the developer providing units on site and 

then selling these to a registered provider. If a financial contribution was 

sought in accordance with the exceptions in CS15, we have anticipated 

that this would be of the same order of cost of in kind provision. We have 

also considered the effect of reduced affordable housing levels at 5% and 

15% respectively. 

 

7.3.13 The results of our testing are contained in Tables 7.11 – 7.14 below. 

 

7.3.14 Having regard to the results contained within Tables 7.11 - 7.14 our key 

findings are as follows:- 

• The provision of 25% on site affordable housing is viable in relation 

to all Green Belt development scenarios tested. 

• The provision of 25% on site affordable housing is viable in Zone 3 

in both urban and Green Belt locations based on the development 

scenarios tested. 

• At 30 dwellings per hectare the provision of 25% on site affordable 

housing is not viable in the urban areas of either Zone 1 or 2.  At 40 

dwellings per hectare viability improves in urban locations and 25% 

on site provision could be achieved for the larger development of 

scheme 7 (1000 dwellings) and the urban Greenfield locations for 

scheme 4, (100 dwellings).  25% affordable housing provision on 

previously developed urban sites remains unviable for scheme 4 in 

both Zones 1 and 2 assuming a density of 40 dwellings per hectare. 
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7.3.15 On the assumption of a reduced affordable housing provision at 15% 

development of the smaller scheme, scheme 4 (100 dwellings) is not 

viable at 30 dwellings per hectare in the urban areas of Zones 1 and 2.  

The provision of 15% affordable housing is also unviable for scheme 7 

(1,000 dwellings) at 30 dph in zone 2.  In all other instances the provision 

of 15% on site affordable housing is viable.   

 

7.3.16 The provision of 5% affordable housing is viable across all areas and 

typologies tested except for the smaller scheme of 100 dwellings 

(scheme 4) in previously developed urban areas in Zone 2 at 30 dwellings 

per hectare. 
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Table 7.11 – Impact of Affordable Housing – Scheme 4 (100 dwellings) @ 30 dwellings per hectare  

 

Urban-Previously Developed Urban-Greenfield Green Belt-Greenfield Green Belt-Previously Developed 

Zone 
 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1 

Baseline Viability £28.40 1.76 2.25 £49.11 3.04 3.95 £185.55 11.49 16.78 £153.14 9.49 13.45 

Affordable Housing @ 5% £4.67 0.30 0.37 £25.38 1.61 2.05 £161.83 10.25 14.70 £129.41 8.20 11.42 

Affordable Housing @ 15% -£42.85 -2.85 -3.44 -£22.17 -1.47 -1.81 £114.24 7.59 10.49 £81.87 5.44 7.30 

Affordable Housing @ 25% -£92.10 -6.43 -7.43 -£71.37 -4.98 -5.86 £65.12 4.54 6.02 £32.67 2.28 2.93 

2 

Baseline Viability £16.54 0.90 1.14 £37.25 2.04 2.61 £279.12 15.26 23.56 £247.12 13.51 20.31 

Affordable Housing @ 5% -£10.32 -0.58 -0.72 £10.39 0.58 0.73 £252.51 14.11 21.42 £220.26 12.31 18.19 

Affordable Housing @ 15% -£64.26 -3.77 -4.50 -£43.59 -2.56 -3.10 £198.50 11.64 17.03 £166.29 9.75 13.88 

Affordable Housing @ 25% -£119.70 -7.37 -8.43 -£98.96 -6.09 -7.08 £143.22 8.82 12.38 £110.91 6.83 9.33 

3 

Baseline Viability £200.16 9.54 13.53 £220.87 10.52 15.15 £463.15 22.07 38.09 £430.74 20.52 34.50 

Affordable Housing @ 5% £169.39 8.25 11.50 £190.10 9.26 13.10 £432.38 21.07 35.75 £399.97 19.49 32.21 

Affordable Housing @ 15% £107.40 5.49 7.37 £128.08 6.55 8.91 £370.32 18.93 31.00 £337.95 17.28 27.55 

Affordable Housing @ 25% £44.25 2.37 3.06 £64.99 3.49 4.56 £307.31 16.49 25.97 £274.85 14.75 22.60 
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Table 7.12 – Impact of Affordable Housing – Scheme 4 (100 dwellings) @ 40 dwellings per hectare   

 

Urban-Previously Developed Urban-Greenfield Green Belt-Greenfield Green Belt-Previously Developed 

Zone 
 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1 

Baseline Viability £100.97 6.25 8.48 £121.67 7.54 10.40 £229.04 14.19 21.55 £199.33 12.35 18.25 

Affordable Housing @ 5% £77.24 4.89 6.51 £97.95 6.20 8.41 £205.31 13.01 19.41 £175.60 11.12 16.15 

Affordable Housing @ 15% £29.69 1.97 2.53 £50.37 3.35 4.37 £157.70 10.48 15.08 £128.03 8.51 11.90 

Affordable Housing @ 25% -£32.08 -2.24 -2.72 £1.23 0.09 0.11 £108.63 7.58 10.46 £78.88 5.50 7.39 

2 

Baseline Viability £128.68 7.03 9.64 £149.39 8.16 11.36 £336.04 18.37 29.80 £306.50 16.75 26.48 

Affordable Housing @ 5% £101.82 5.69 7.66 £122.53 6.85 9.36 £309.19 17.28 27.55 £279.64 15.63 24.28 

Affordable Housing @ 15% £47.84 2.81 3.63 £68.52 4.02 5.29 £255.15 14.96 23.01 £225.63 13.23 19.82 

Affordable Housing @ 25% -£7.53 -0.46 -0.58 £13.20 0.81 1.03 £199.92 12.31 18.18 £170.31 10.48 15.08 

3 

Baseline Viability £312.30 14.88 22.85 £333.00 15.87 24.74 £519.83 24.77 44.84 £490.11 23.35 41.22 

Affordable Housing @ 5% £281.52 13.72 20.70 £302.23 14.73 22.56 £489.05 23.83 42.43 £459.34 22.38 38.85 

Affordable Housing @ 15% £219.51 11.22 16.32 £240.19 12.28 18.13 £426.97 21.83 37.52 £397.30 20.31 34.03 

Affordable Housing @ 25% £156.41 8.39 11.72 £177.15 9.51 13.49 £364.01 19.53 32.30 £334.26 17.94 28.90 
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Table 7.13 – Impact of Affordable Housing – Scheme 7 (1,000 dwellings) @ 30 dwellings per hectare 

  

 

Urban-Previously Developed Urban-Greenfield Green Belt-Greenfield Green Belt-Previously Developed 

Zone 
 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1 

Baseline Viability £73.75 4.57 6.06 £88.51 5.48 7.36 £214.85 13.31 19.95 £192.52 11.92 17.52 

Affordable Housing @ 5% £55.11 3.49 4.57 £69.95 4.43 5.87 £196.38 12.45 18.42 £173.95 11.02 15.98 

Affordable Housing @ 15% £17.79 1.18 1.50 £33.05 2.20 2.82 £159.72 10.61 15.29 £137.02 9.10 12.84 

Affordable Housing @ 25% -£20.52 -1.43 -1.76 -£4.70 -0.33 -0.41 £122.52 8.55 11.97 £99.20 6.93 9.48 

2 

Baseline Viability £27.08 1.48 1.89 £41.61 2.27 2.93 £273.65 14.95 22.99 £251.58 13.75 20.75 

Affordable Housing @ 5% £6.25 0.35 0.44 £20.80 1.16 1.48 £252.87 14.14 21.47 £230.77 12.90 19.23 

Affordable Housing @ 15% -£35.01 -2.05 -2.50 -£20.39 -1.20 -1.47 £211.74 12.41 18.36 £189.57 11.11 16.13 

Affordable Housing @ 25% -£76.68 -4.72 -5.58 -£61.95 -3.82 -4.55 £170.29 10.49 15.09 £147.99 9.12 12.86 

3 

Baseline Viability £166.45 7.93 11.00 £180.88 8.62 12.07 £412.80 19.67 32.60 £390.86 18.62 30.34 

Affordable Housing @ 5% £142.67 6.96 9.52 £157.12 7.66 10.59 £389.05 18.97 31.08 £367.09 17.90 28.82 

Affordable Housing @ 15% £95.65 4.89 6.51 £110.12 5.63 7.57 £342.09 17.48 27.96 £320.09 16.36 25.70 

Affordable Housing @ 25% £46.11 2.48 3.19 £62.80 3.37 4.40 £294.81 15.83 24.67 £272.77 14.65 22.42 
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Table 7.14 – Impact of Affordable Housing – Scheme 7 (1,000 dwellings) @ 40 dwellings per hectare   

 

Urban-Previously Developed Urban-Greenfield Green Belt-Greenfield Green Belt-Previously Developed 

Zone 
 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1 

Baseline Viability £140.82 8.72 12.24 £154.23 9.55 13.56 £252.13 15.62 24.25 £232.41 14.39 21.94 

Affordable Housing @ 5% £122.26 7.75 10.72 £135.73 8.60 12.05 £233.68 14.81 22.72 £213.91 13.56 20.40 

Affordable Housing @ 15% £85.34 5.67 7.63 £98.99 6.58 8.96 £197.12 13.09 19.57 £177.15 11.77 17.25 

Affordable Housing @ 25% £47.57 3.32 4.33 £61.63 4.30 5.68 £160.09 11.18 16.24 £139.76 9.76 13.89 

2 

Baseline Viability £133.64 7.30 10.05 £146.89 8.03 11.15 £324.06 17.71 28.43 £304.54 16.64 26.27 

Affordable Housing @ 5% £112.83 6.31 8.56 £126.10 7.05 9.67 £303.29 16.96 26.90 £283.75 15.87 24.74 

Affordable Housing @ 15% £71.64 4.20 5.54 £84.95 4.98 6.64 £262.20 15.37 23.78 £242.59 14.22 21.62 

Affordable Housing @ 25% £30.07 1.85 2.37 £43.46 2.68 3.46 £220.79 13.60 20.48 £201.10 12.39 18.32 

3 

Baseline Viability £272.91 13.00 19.41 £286.08 13.63 20.54 £463.16 22.07 38.09 £443.74 21.14 35.92 

Affordable Housing @ 5% £249.15 12.15 17.90 £262.33 12.79 19.03 £439.42 21.42 36.57 £419.98 20.47 34.40 

Affordable Housing @ 15% £202.15 10.33 14.83 £215.35 11.00 15.95 £392.47 20.06 33.46 £373.01 19.06 31.28 

Affordable Housing @ 25% £154.83 8.32 11.60 £168.06 9.03 12.72 £345.21 18.54 30.16 £325.71 17.49 27.98 
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7.4 Design Standards, Quality and Accessibility in New Development (CS17 

& 19) 

 

7.4.1 Preferred options CS17 and CS19 consider design standards, design 

quality and accessibility in new development.  CS17 specifically deals with 

new housing development and indicates the following:- 

 

7.4.2 i. Achieving a Mix of Housing Sizes 

 

7.4.3 Within residential developments of 15 units or more, an appropriate mix 

of dwelling sizes will be sought, having regard to evidence of local 

housing needs and the monitoring of housing completions. 

 

7.4.4 ii. Residential Design Standards 

 

7.4.5 New residential development in Knowsley will be required to comply 

with the following design standards (or equivalent replacement 

standard):- 

• Building for Life standards, in line with government policy; 

• Lifetime Homes design criteria; 

• Code for Sustainable Homes Standards, as set out in Preferred Option 

CS22; 

• Specific design guidance in Preferred Option CS19 and relevant 

Supplementary Planning Documents.  
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7.4.6 The policy also contains an indicative mix of dwelling types/sizes which is 

contained at table 7.10 and has formed the basis of our assumptions for 

the baseline residential viability testing. This also formed the basis of our 

testing of affordable housing policy with regard to dwelling sizes as set 

out earlier in this section. 

 

7.4.7 Policy CS19 “Design Quality and Accessibility in New Development” deals 

generally with all forms of new development and states that:- 

 

7.4.8 To utilise opportunities to enhance the local distinctiveness and identity 

of places, new development in Knowsley will be expected (in no order of 

priority) to:- 

 

1.  Respond to, complement and integrate positive characteristics of 

immediate surroundings, including:- 

• Local materials, scale, mass, form, layout, alignment and density of 

the existing built environment; 

• Landscape; 

• Topography; 

• Green Infrastructure; and 

• Features of local importance and historic interest. 

 

2.  Consider provision of landmark buildings and additional detailing at 

and adjacent to main gateways, movement corridors, town centres 

and strategic regeneration opportunities. 
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3.  Respond to the challenges of climate change and future changes in 

social, economic and environmental priorities, by integrating: 

• Sustainable design principles, with regard to national standards 

such as Building for Life, Lifetime Homes, Code for Sustainable 

Homes and BREEAM, with regard to Preferred Option CS17 and 

CS22 requirements as appropriate; 

• Waste recycling; and 

• Energy and resource efficiency. 

 

4.  Create spaces and places as a focal point, with the ability to 

accommodate the varied requirements and demands of people for 

social interaction and maintaining an active lifestyle, with the 

integration of high quality public realm and open spaces, including:- 

• Public art (as appropriate); and 

• Landscaping, which promotes biodiversity and integrates existing 

local habitats. 

 

5. Provide safe, secure and convenient routes for movement, with 

priority for walking, cycling and public transport, meeting the access 

needs of all users, particularly pedestrians, cyclists, less mobile 

people, and the elderly. 

 

6.  Ensure integration and connectivity with existing development and 

linkage to the Borough’s town centres and larger centres outside the 

Borough. 
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7.  Avoid unacceptable impacts upon existing residents, business 

occupiers, and future occupiers. 

8.  Minimise crime, fear of crime and anti-social behaviour. 

9.  Accommodate requirements for future maintenance and long 

term management.  

 

7.4.9 Linked to these policy options are those contained at CS22 which deals 

with Sustainable and Low Carbon Development and also CS23 Renewable 

and Low Carbon Infrastructure.  We have briefly summarised the key 

points from the policies below. 

 

7.4.10 Sustainable and Low Carbon Development (CS22)  

 

7.4.11 Having regard to the provisions of Sustainable and Low Carbon 

Development, the Preferred Options Report identifies the following 

policy options:- 

 

7.4.12 i. Sustainable Construction Principles 

 

7.4.13 The Council will require new development to meet high standards of 

sustainable design and construction and minimise carbon emissions by:- 

• Designing new buildings for flexible uses throughout their lifetime; 

• Avoiding the creation of adverse local climate conditions by ensuring 

designs utilise natural systems to avoid internal overheating and 

excessive heat generation; 

• Ensuring developments are comfortable and safe for users; 

• Making the most effective and sustainable use of water, aggregates 

and other resources; 
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• Limiting energy use through incorporating high standards of 

insulation, heat retention, natural ventilation and passive solar 

techniques; 

• Landscaping (including measures such as green walls or roofs) to 

create shelter and reduce any heat island effect; 

• Use of sustainable materials from local suppliers where possible; 

• Supplying energy efficiently and incorporating decentralised energy 

systems, using renewable and low carbon energy where feasible; 

• Managing flood risk, including through Sustainable Drainage Systems 

(SuDS) and flood resilient design for infrastructure and property; and 

• Promoting sustainable waste behaviour in new and existing 

developments. 

 

7.4.14 ii. Sustainable Construction Targets 

 

7.4.15 New residential development granted permission between the dates set 

out below should at least meet the following Code for Sustainable Homes 

levels. 

Up to 2013 – Level 3; 

Between 2013 and 2016 – Level 4; and 

After 2016 – Level 6 (equating to “zero carbon” development). 

 

7.4.16 New non-residential development granted permission between the dates 

set out below should at least meet the following Building Research 

Establishments Environmental Assessment Methodology (BREEAM) 

ratings. 

Up to 2019 – “Very Good”; and 

After 2019 – “Excellent” (equating to “zero carbon” development).  
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7.4.17 The Council may also introduce local targets for carbon reduction for 

specific development areas or sites, to be outlined in a future DPD or 

SPD. 

 

7.4.18 iii. Priority Zones and Decentralised Energy Networks 

 

7.4.19 All major development proposals will be encouraged to include 

decentralised renewable and low carbon energy systems, particularly in 

Knowsley Industrial Park and Knowsley Business Park identified as a 

‘Priority Zone’. The Council and its partners will facilitate renewable and 

carbon infrastructure within the ‘Priority Zone’ by requiring new 

development to:-  

• Connect to an existing or planned decentralised energy network; 

and 

• Be sited to enable future connectivity in terms of site layout, 

heating design and site-wide infrastructure, including consideration 

of connections at a later date or phase. 

 

7.4.20 iv. Carbon Compensation Fund 

 

7.4.21 Where it is not technically feasible or viable to meet the requirements 

set out in ii. or iii. above, developers may be required to make a financial 

contribution to the Council’s ‘Carbon Compensation Fund’, which will be 

used to fund carbon reduction initiatives in Knowsley and potentially the 

wider Liverpool City Region. 
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7.4.22 Renewable and Low Carbon Infrastructure (CS23) 

 

7.4.23 The Council will support proposals that will produce decentralised, low 

carbon and renewable energy, provided that they do not cause 

significant harm (in terms of their number, scale, siting or cumulative 

impacts) to:- 

• Natural resources, biodiversity, geodiversity, water and air quality 

and, landscape character; 

• Aviation and transport safety; 

• Historical and cultural assets; 

• Public amenity and living conditions; or 

• Openness and amenity of the Green Belt. 

 

7.4.24 Proposals must be accompanied by information that shows how the local 

environment will be protected, and how the site will be restored when 

energy production ends. Proposals resulting in an unacceptable impact 

must be mitigated by appropriate measures, agreed by the Council.  

 

7.4.25 In summary, the key issues for the economics of future development that 

can be taken from these Core Strategy options include:- 

• Residential Design Standards/Sustainable Design 

• Code for Sustainable Homes 

• Building for Life 

• Lifetime Homes 

• Design Quality, including materials, landmark buildings, and public art. 

• Sustainable Construction principles including: 

- Decentralised energy systems where feasible  

- Sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) 

- BREEAM  
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7.4.26 In a number of cases it is possible to apportion specific costs to these 

policy options.  In the case of Code for Sustainable Homes for example, 

Tweeds in their report have identified the likely costs associated with 

Code compliance. 

 

7.4.27 With other policy asks for example, design standards, it has been possible 

for us to derive broad bands of quality with associated costs to enable 

testing of certain design standards to be addressed. 

 

7.4.28 Other policy measures such as SuDS for example or BREEAM are very 

much site and scheme specific and it is difficult to predict any meaningful 

costs without specific design and other data concerning location, 

orientation, site context and characteristics.  To assist in the 

consideration of policy options such as these, we have prepared some 

specific case studies to enable costs to be more accurately predicted and 

conclusions drawn. 

 

7.4.29 Code for Sustainable Homes  

 

7.4.30 In order to understand the implications for viability of the Code for 

Sustainable Homes, we have prepared further appraisals to model the 

effect Code Compliance on the viability of small (10 units), medium (100 

units) and large residential developments (1,000 units) across all value 

areas, land types and densities. 
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7.4.31 Tweeds have assessed the cost for Code Compliance over the baseline 

build costs in all cases as follows:- 

 

Code Level 3  £4,000 per dwelling 

Code Level 4  £6,000 per dwelling 

Code Level 5  £22,000 per dwelling 

Code Level 6  £30,000 per dwelling 

 

7.4.32 We have also considered whether the introduction of the Code will have 

any impact on sales revenues.  The Code will provide energy saving 

benefits to property owners which in theory should be reflected in the 

price that they are prepared to pay for the property.  At the present time 

however, the residential property market is not sufficiently mature to 

reflect any significant differences between the price that a purchaser is 

prepared to pay for a ‘typical’ new house and that for the improved 

energy efficiencies for a house built to Code Levels 4 and 6.  In the 

absence of any compelling evidence within Knowsley and the 

surrounding area, we have not adjusted sales revenues from the baseline 

testing positions to reflect Code Compliance, although over time we 

would expect revenues to adjust with higher prices being paid for Code 

Compliant new homes. 

 

7.4.33 The results of the viability testing for Code are contained in Tables 7.15 - 

7.20.  The tables are presented to accord with the value zones and 

density.  They demonstrate the impact in terms of development surplus 

£/m of the particular Code requirement together with the resultant 

%GDV and %Cost. 
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7.4.34 The key findings of our testing are:- 

 

• The impact of implementing the Code Levels is variable throughout 

the Borough with respect to the viability of development. 

• Code Level 3 is achievable in most of the scenarios tested, with the 

exception of a number of ‘urban-previously developed sites’ and 

‘urban-greenfield’ sites located Zones 1 and 2. 

• Code Level 4 follows a similar pattern to the results for Code Level 

3, given that there is only a £2,000 difference in the cost per 

dwellings. 

• In respect of the development of dwellings to Code Level 5, the 

additional cost of £22,000 per dwelling renders most forms of 

development unviable, with the exception of a number of 

development options located in Zone 3 comprising predominantly 

developments on Green Belt sites. 

• The impact of an additional construction cost of £30,000 per 

dwelling to enable compliance with Code Level 6 has a similar 

impact on viability as Code Level 5, although the affect is slightly 

more pronounced. Building to Code Level 6 makes development 

mostly unviable throughout the Borough, with the exception of 

Green Belt sites in Zone 3. 
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Table 7.15 – Impact of Code for Sustainable Homes – Zone 1 @ 30 dwellings per hectare

 

Urban- Previously Developed Urban- Greenfield Green Belt- Greenfield Green Belt- Previously Developed 

Scheme 
 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1 (10 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability -£27.37 -1.69 -1.96 -£3.01 -0.19 -0.22 £117.04 7.25 9.32 £81.96 5.08 6.35 

Code Level 3 -£74.77 -4.63 -5.17 -£50.41 -3.12 -3.54 £69.63 4.31 5.34 £34.55 2.14 2.58 

Code Level 4 -£98.48 -6.10 -6.70 -£74.12 -4.59 -5.12 £45.93 2.84 3.46 £10.85 0.67 0.80 

Code Level 5 -£283.15 -17.54 -17.10 -£258.59 -16.02 -15.85 -£142.18 -8.81 -9.39 -£177.43 -10.99 -11.45 

Code Level 6 -£378.89 -23.47 -21.64 -£354.29 -21.94 -20.52 -£237.73 -14.72 -14.76 -£273.15 -16.92 -16.60 

4  (100 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £28.40 1.76 2.25 £49.11 3.04 3.95 £185.55 11.49 16.78 £153.14 9.49 13.45 

Code Level 3 -£15.40 -0.95 -1.18 £5.28 0.33 0.41 £141.75 8.78 12.33 £109.34 6.77 9.25 

Code Level 4 -£37.30 -2.31 -2.81 -£16.60 -1.03 -1.27 £119.85 7.42 10.23 £87.44 5.42 7.26 

Code Level 5 -£201.01 -12.45 13.47 -£191.80 -11.88 -12.93 -£55.36 -3.43 -4.11 -£87.77 -5.44 -6.36 

Code Level 6 -£291.21 -18.04 -18.40 -£269.30 -16.68 -17.25 -£137.78 -8.53 -9.64 -£171.09 -10.60 -11.70 

7 (1000 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £73.75 4.57 6.06 £88.51 5.48 7.36 £214.85 13.31 19.95 £192.52 11.92 17.52 

Code Level 3 £42.14 2.61 3.37 £57.17 3.54 4.63 £183.76 11.38 16.59 £161.15 9.98 14.25 

Code Level 4 £26.00 1.61 2.05 £41.27 2.56 3.30 £168.08 10.41 14.96 £145.22 8.99 12.67 

Code Level 5 -£124.88 -7.73 -8.82 -£104.88 -6.50 -7.51 £27.99 1.73 2.21 -£1.53 -0.09 -0.12 

Code Level 6 -£203.11 -12.58 -13.59 -£192.69 -11.93 -12.98 -£56.99 -3.53 -4.23 -£89.60 -5.55 -6.49 
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      Table 7.16 – Impact of Code for Sustainable Homes – Zone 2 @ 30 dwellings per hectare 

  

 

Urban- Previously Developed Urban- Greenfield Green Belt- Greenfield Green Belt- Previously Developed 

Scheme 
 

Surplus ² 
Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1  (10 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability -£18.71 -1.02 -1.34 £5.65 0.31 0.41 £235.04 12.84 20.66 £199.96 10.93 17.05 

Code Level 3 -£66.12 -3.61 -4.59 -£41.76 -2.28 -2.95 £187.63 10.25 15.83 £152.55 8.34 12.50 

Code Level 4 -£89.82 -4.91 -6.14 -£65.46 -3.58 -4.55 £163.93 8.96 13.56 £128.85 7.04 10.36 

Code Level 5 -£279.45 -15.27 -16.91 -£255.09 -13.94 -15.67 -£25.70 -1.40 -1.84 -£60.78 -3.32 -4.24 

Code Level 6 -£357.83 -19.56 -20.67    -£120.51 -6.59 -8.07 -£153.01 -8.36 -10.03 

4 (100 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £16.54 0.90 1.14 £37.25 2.04 2.61 £279.12 15.26 23.56 £247.12 13.51 20.31 

Code Level 3 -£27.26 -1.49 -1.83 -£6.55 -0.36 -0.45 £235.56 12.88 19.18 £203.32 11.11 16.13 

Code Level 4 -£49.16 -2.69 -3.25 -£28.45 -1.56 -1.91 £213.66 11.68 17.09 £181.42 9.92 14.15 

Code Level 5 -£224.37 -12.26 -13.29 -£203.66 -11.13 -12.21 £38.45 2.10 2.70 6.21 0.34 0.43 

Code Level 6 -£311.97 -17.05 -17.57 -£291.27 -15.92 -16.60 -£49.15 -2.69 -3.25 -£81.40 -4.45 -5.27 

7(1000 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £27.08 1.48 1.89 £41.61 2.27 2.93 £273.65 14.95 22.99 £251.58 13.75 20.75 

Code Level 3 -£3.75 -0.21 -0.26 £10.85 0.59 0.75 £242.96 13.28 19.90 £220.80 12.07 17.76 

Code Level 4 -£19.24 -1.05 -1.30 -£4.60 -0.25 -0.31 £227.57 12.44 18.41 £205.36 11.22 16.32 

Code Level 5 -£149.00 -8.14 -9.24 -£132.45 -7.24 -8.30 £101.58 5.55 7.46 £77.29 4.22 5.57 

Code Level 6 -£225.24 -12.31 -13.33 -£206.35 -11.28 -12.35 £30.93 1.69 2.16 £3.08 0.17 0.21 
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   Table 7.17 – Impact of Code for Sustainable Homes – Zone 3 @ 30 dwellings per hectare  

 

Urban- Previously Developed Urban- Greenfield Green Belt- Greenfield Green Belt- Previously Developed 

Scheme 
 

Surplus /m² 
Surplus 

% GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus 

%  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus 

% GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1  (10 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £191.86 9.14 12.05 £216.23 10.30 13.79 £445.62 21.23 33.29 £410.54 19.56 29.89 

Code Level 3 £144.40 6.88 8.81 £168.82 8.04 10.45 £398.21 18.97 28.73 £363.13 17.30 25.55 

Code Level 4 £120.75 5.75 7.26 £145.11 6.91 8.85 £374.50 17.84 26.57 £339.42 16.17 23.49 

Code Level 5 -£68.88 -3.28 -3.72 -£44.52 -2.12 -2.43 £184.87 8.81 11.56 £149.79 7.14 9.17 

Code Level 6 -£163.69 -7.80 -8.40 -£139.33 -6.64 -7.24 £90.06 4.29 5.32 £54.98 2.62 3.18 

4 (100 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £200.16 9.54 13.53 £220.87 10.52 15.15 £463.15 22.07 38.09 £430.74 20.52 34.50 

Code Level 3 £156.36 7.45 10.27 £177.07 8.44 11.79 £419.35 19.98 33.29 £386.94 18.43 29.94 

Code Level 4 £134.46 6.41 8.70 £155.16 7.39 10.18 £397.45 18.94 31.01 £365.03 17.39 27.78 

Code Level 5 -£40.75 -1.94 -2.37 -£20.04 -0.95 -1.18 £222.24 10.59 15.25 £189.83 9.04 12.75 

Code Level 6 -£128.36 -6.12 -7.10 -£107.65 -5.13 -6.02 £134.63 6.41 8.72 £102.22 4.87 6.48 

7(1000 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £166.45 7.93 11.00 £180.88 8.62 12.07 £412.80 19.67 32.60 £390.86 18.62 30.34 

Code Level 3 £135.87 6.47 8.80 £150.34 7.16 9.83 £382.29 18.21 29.48 £360.31 17.17 27.32 

Code Level 4 £120.56 5.74 7.74 £135.04 6.43 8.75 £367.02 17.49 27.97 £345.01 16.44 25.86 

Code Level 5 -£3.12 -0.15 -0.19 £11.67 0.56 0.70 £244.00 11.62 17.00 £221.61 10.56 15.20 

Code Level 6 -£67.00 -3.19 -3.84 -£51.61 -2.46 -2.98 £181.31 8.64 12.10 £158.26 7.54 10.41 
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   Table 7.18 – Impact of Code for Sustainable Homes – Zone 1 @ 40 dwellings per hectare 

  

 

Urban- Previously Developed Urban- Greenfield Green Belt- Greenfield Green Belt- Previously Developed 

Scheme 
 

Surplus /m² 
Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1 (10 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £43.03 2.67 3.24 £66.42 4.11 5.09 £157.10 9.73 12.93 £125.91 7.80 10.10 

Code Level 3 -£4.37 -0.27 -0.32 £19.01 1.18 1.40 £109.69 6.79 8.69 £78.51 4.86 6.07 

Code Level 4 -£28.08 -1.74 -2.00 -£4.69 -0.29 -0.34 £85.98 5.33 6.68 £54.80 3.39 4.16 

Code Level 5 -£215.40 -13.34 -13.57 -£191.90 -11.89 -12.27 -£102.47 -6.35 -6.95 -£133.80 -8.29 -8.88 

Code Level 6 -£311.13 -19.27 -18.48 -£287.51 -17.81 -17.32 -£197.94 -12.26 -12.60 -£229.43 -14.21 -14.32 

4 (100 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £100.97 6.25 8.48 £121.67 7.54 10.40 £229.04 14.19 21.55 £199.33 12.35 18.25 

Code Level 3 £57.16 3.54 4.63 £77.87 4.82 6.42 £185.24 11.47 16.74 £155.53 9.63 13.69 

Code Level 4 £35.26 2.18 2.81 £55.97 3.47 4.53 £163.34 10.12 14.48 £133.63 8.28 11.54 

Code Level 5 -£139.95 -8.67 -9.78 -£119.24 -7.39 -8.45 -£11.87 -0.74 -0.91 -£41.58 -2.58 -3.12 

Code Level 6 -£220.34 -13.65 -14.57 -£199.03 -12.33 -13.35 -£95.39 -5.91 -6.88 -£125.74 -7.79 -8.87 

7 (1000 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £140.82 8.72 12.24 £154.23 9.55 13.56 £252.13 15.62 24.25 £232.41 14.39 21.94 

Code Level 3 £109.47 6.78 9.26 £123.06 7.62 10.53 £221.14 13.70 20.66 £201.22 12.46 18.45 

Code Level 4 £93.56 5.79 7.81 £107.30 6.65 9.06 £205.53 12.73 18.92 £185.46 11.49 16.77 

Code Level 5 -£52.79 -3.27 -3.93 -£34.97 -2.17 -2.64 £68.33 4.23 5.59 £42.81 2.65 3.43 

Code Level 6 -£140.69 -8.71 -9.82 -£121.04 -7.50 -8.57 -£15.04 -0.93 -1.15 -£43.44 -2.69 -3.25 
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   Table 7.19– Impact of Code for Sustainable Homes – Zone 2 @ 40 dwellings per hectare 

  

 

Urban- Previously Developed Urban- Greenfield Green Belt- Greenfield Green Belt- Previously Developed 

Scheme  Surplus /m² 
Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1  (10 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £94.19 5.15 6.45 £117.57 6.43 8.18 £287.33 15.70 22.66 £256.15 14.00 19.72 

Code Level 3 £46.78 2.56 3.10 £70.17 3.83 4.72 £239.92 13.11 18.24 £208.74 11.41 15.50 

Code Level 4 £23.08 1.26 1.51 £46.46 2.54 3.08 £216.22 11.82 16.15 £185.04 10.11 13.50 

Code Level 5 -£166.55 -9.10 -9.67 -£143.17 -7.82 -8.43 £26.59 1.45 1.74 -£4.59 -0.25 -0.29 

Code Level 6 -£261.37 -14.28 -14.39 -£237.98 -13.01 -13.27 -£68.23 -3.73 -4.20 -£99.41 -5.43 -6.01 

4 (100 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £128.68 7.03 9.64 £149.39 8.16 11.36 £336.04 18.37 29.80 £306.50 16.75 26.48 

Code Level 3 £84.87 4.64 6.15 £105.58 5.77 7.77 £292.24 15.97 24.94 £262.69 14.36 21.87 

Code Level 4 £62.97 3.44 4.50 £83.68 4.57 6.06 £270.34 14.78 22.65 £240.79 13.16 19.69 

Code Level 5 -£112.23 -6.13 -7.12 -£91.53 -5.00 -5.88 £95.13 5.20 6.95 £65.58 3.58 4.69 

Code Level 6 -£199.84 -10.92 -12.01 -£179.13 -9.79 -10.90 £7.53 0.41 0.52 -£22.02 -1.20 -1.48 

7(1000 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £133.64 7.30 10.05 £146.89 8.03 11.15 £324.06 17.71 28.43 £304.54 16.64 26.27 

Code Level 3 £102.51 5.60 7.53 £116.17 6.35 8.62 £293.41 16.03 25.07 £273.82 14.96 23.01 

Code Level 4 £87.43 4.78 6.35 £100.76 5.51 7.39 £278.04 15.19 23.45 £258.41 14.12 21.44 

Code Level 5 -£40.49 -2.21 -2.69 -£25.82 -1.41 -1.73 £152.75 8.35 11.65 £131.71 7.20 9.89 

Code Level 6 -£114.50 -6.26 -7.25 -£97.68 -5.34 -6.26 £83.70 4.57 6.06 £59.65 3.26 4.25 
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   Table 7.20 – Impact of Code for Sustainable Homes – Zone 3 @ 40 dwellings per hectare 

 

Urban- Previously Developed Urban- Greenfield Green Belt- Greenfield Green Belt- Previously Developed 

Scheme  Surplus /m² 
Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1  (10 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £304.76 14.52 20.60 £328.15 15.63 22.54 £497.90 23.72 38.71 £466.72 22.24 35.43 

Code Level 3 £257.35 12.26 16.86 £280.74 13.38 18.67 £450.50 21.46 33.78 £419.31 19.98 30.72 

Code Level 4 £233.65 11.13 15.07 £257.04 12.25 16.83 £426.79 20.33 31.44 £395.61 18.85 28.49 

Code Level 5 £44.02 2.10 2.53 £67.41 3.21 3.93 £237.16 11.30 15.33 £205.98 9.81 13.05 

Code Level 6 -£50.80 -2.42 -2.77 -£27.41 -1.31 -1.51 £142.35 6.78 8.67 £111.16 5.30 6.64 

4 (100 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £312.30 14.88 22.85 £333.00 15.87 24.74 £519.83 24.77 44.84 £490.11 23.35 41.22 

Code Level 3 £268.49 12.79 19.03 £289.20 13.78 20.81 £476.02 22.68 39.57 £446.31 21.26 36.20 

Code Level 4 £246.59 11.75 17.21 £267.30 12.73 18.93 £454.12 21.64 37.07 £424.41 20.22 33.82 

Code Level 5 £71.38 3.40 4.44 £92.09 4.39 5.80 £278.91 13.29 19.92 £249.20 11.87 17.43 

Code Level 6 -£16.22 -0.77 -0.96 £4.49 0.21 0.27 £191.31 9.11 12.86 £161.60 7.70 10.65 

7(1000 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £272.91 13.00 19.41 £286.08 13.63 20.54 £463.16 22.07 38.09 £443.74 21.14 35.92 

Code Level 3 £242.37 11.55 16.87 £255.56 12.18 17.95 £432.67 20.61 34.71 £413.21 19.69 32.64 

Code Level 4 £227.07 10.82 15.64 £240.28 11.45 16.70 £417.41 19.89 33.08 £397.93 18.96 31.06 

Code Level 5 £103.69 4.94 6.58 £117.14 5.58 7.50 £294.54 14.03 21.27 £274.77 13.09 19.57 

Code Level 6 £40.39 1.92 2.46 £54.25 2.58 3.34 £232.09 11.06 16.04 £211.85 10.09 14.44 
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7.4.35 Design Standards (CS19) 

 

7.4.36 We have tested the impact of enhanced design standards on residential 

dwellings by assessing Small (10 dwellings), Medium (100 dwellings) and 

Large (1,000 dwellings) developments (Schemes 1, 4 and 7).  The baseline 

position assumes no additional costs associated with design and we have 

adopted these baseline results and used a stepped increase in build 

costs, categorising the design standards as follows:- 

 

Category Increase over base Build 

Cost 

Elements 

Low £25/m² Improved elevation detailing and 

quality of brickwork.  Improved 

standard of roof tiling and car parking 

in block paving. 

Medium £50/m² As low plus higher quality windows 

and external doors.  Additional 

elevation features e.g. Render 

High £75/m² As medium plus contemporary design 

features e.g. more glazing and more 

complex plan form. Further improved 

boundaries with elements in brick or 

railings. 

 Table 7.21 - Design standard categories 

 

7.4.37 These categories and cost assumptions are taken from Tweeds report 

which is contained at Appendix 2. 
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  Table 7.22 – Impact of Improved Design Standards – Zone 1 @ 30 dwellings per hectare 

 
  

 

Urban- Previously Developed Urban- Greenfield Green Belt- Greenfield Green Belt- Previously Developed 

Scheme 
 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1  (10 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability -£27.37 -1.69 -1.96 -£3.01 -0.19 -0.22 £117.04 7.25 9.32 £81.96 5.08 6.35 

Low -£51.73 -3.20 -3.63 -£27.37 -1.69 -1.96 £92.68 5.74 7.24 £57.60 3.57 4.38 

Medium -£76.09 -4.71 -5.25 -£51.73 -3.20 -3.63 £68.32 4.23 5.24 £33.24 2.06 2.48 

High -£100.45 -6.22 -6.82 -£76.09 -4.71 -5.25 £43.96 2.72 3.31 £8.87 0.55 0.65 

4 (100 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £28.40 1.76 2.25 £49.11 3.04 3.95 £185.55 11.49 16.78 £153.14 9.49 13.45 

Low £5.89 0.36 0.46 £26.60 1.65 2.10 £163.05 10.10 14.45 £130.63 8.09 11.25 

Medium -£16.62 -1.03 -1.27 £4.09 0.25 0.32 £140.54 8.70 12.21 £108.12 6.70 9.14 

High -£39.13 -2.42 -2.94 -£18.42 -1.14 -1.41 £118.03 7.31 10.06 £85.62 5.30 7.10 

7 (1000 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £73.75 4.57 6.06 £88.51 5.48 7.36 £214.85 13.31 19.95 £192.52 11.92 17.52 

Low £57.59 3.57 4.67 £72.35 4.48 5.93 £198.69 12.31 18.18 £176.36 10.92 15.81 

Medium £41.25 2.55 3.30 £56.01 3.47 4.53 £182.35 11.29 16.44 £160.02 9.91 14.14 

High £24.64 1.53 1.94 £39.40 2.44 3.15 £165.74 10.27 14.72 £143.41 8.88 12.49 
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         Table 7.23 – Impact of Improved Design Standards – Zone 2 @ 30 dwellings per hectare 

  

 

Urban-Previously Developed Urban-Greenfield Green Belt-Greenfield Green Belt-Previously Developed 

Scheme 
 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1  (10 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability -£18.71 -1.02 -1.34 £5.65 0.31 0.41 £235.04 12.84 20.66 £199.96 10.93 17.05 

Low -£43.07 -2.35 -3.04 -£18.71 -1.02 -1.34 £210.68 11.51 18.13 £175.60 9.60 14.67 

Medium -£67.43 -3.69 -4.68 -£43.07 -2.35 -3.04 £186.32 10.18 15.70 £151.24 8.27 12.38 

High -£91.79 -5.02 -6.27 -£67.43 -3.69 -4.68 £161.96 8.85 13.37 £126.88 6.93 10.18 

4 (100 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £16.54 0.90 1.14 £37.25 2.04 2.61 £279.12 15.26 23.56 £247.12 13.51 20.31 

Low -£5.97 -0.33 -0.41 £14.74 0.81 1.02 £256.61 14.03 21.26 £224.61 12.28 18.12 

Medium -£28.48 -1.56 -1.91 -£7.77 -0.42 -0.53 £234.10 12.80 19.04 £202.10 11.05 16.02 

High -£50.98 -2.79 -3.37 -£30.28 -1.65 -2.03 £211.60 11.57 16.90 £179.59 9.82 13.98 

7 (1000 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £27.08 1.48 1.89 £41.61 2.27 2.93 £273.65 14.95 22.99 £251.58 13.75 20.75 

Low £11.26 0.62 0.77 £25.79 1.41 1.79 £257.82 14.09 21.38 £235.75 12.88 19.20 

Medium -£4.61 -0.25 -0.31 £9.92 0.54 0.68 £241.95 13.22 19.80 £219.88 12.02 17.68 

High -£20.54 -1.12 -1.38 -£6.01 -0.33 -0.41 £226.03 12.35 18.26 £203.96 11.15 16.19 
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Urban-Previously Developed Urban-Greenfield Green Belt-Greenfield Green Belt-Previously Developed 

Scheme 
 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1  (10 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £191.86 9.14 12.05 £216.23 10.30 13.79 £445.62 21.23 33.29 £410.54 19.56 29.89 

Low £167.50 7.98 10.36 £191.86 9.14 12.05 £421.26 20.07 30.91 £386.17 18.40 27.62 

Medium £143.14 6.82 8.72 £167.50 7.98 10.36 £396.90 18.91 28.61 £361.81 17.24 25.44 

High £118.78 5.66 7.13 £143.14 6.82 8.72 £372.53 17.75 26.39 £337.45 16.08 23.33 

4 (100 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £200.16 9.54 13.53 £220.87 10.52 15.15 £463.15 22.07 38.09 £430.74 20.52 34.50 

Low £177.65 8.46 11.83 £198.36 9.45 13.40 £440.64 20.99 35.58 £408.23 19.45 32.12 

Medium £155.14 7.39 10.18 £175.85 8.38 11.70 £418.13 19.92 33.16 £385.72 18.38 29.82 

High £132.63 6.32 8.58 £153.34 7.31 10.05 £395.62 18.85 30.82 £363.21 17.30 27.60 

7 (1000 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £166.45 7.93 11.00 £180.88 8.62 12.07 £412.80 19.67 32.60 £390.86 18.62 30.34 

Low £150.74 7.18 9.86 £165.18 7.87 10.91 £397.10 18.92 30.97 £375.15 17.87 28.77 

Medium £135.02 6.43 8.74 £149.46 7.12 9.77 £381.38 18.17 29.39 £359.43 17.12 27.24 

High £119.28 5.68 7.65 £133.71 6.37 8.65 £365.63 17.42 27.84 £343.69 16.37 25.74 

Table 7.24 – Impact of Improved Design Standards – Zone 3 @ 30 dwellings per hectare 
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Urban-Previously Developed Urban-Greenfield Green Belt-Greenfield Green Belt-Previously Developed 

Scheme 
 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1  (10 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £43.03 2.67 3.24 £66.42 4.11 5.09 £157.10 9.73 12.93 £125.91 7.80 10.10 

Low £18.67 1.16 1.38 £42.06 2.60 3.16 £132.73 8.22 10.71 £101.55 6.29 7.99 

Medium -£5.69 -0.35 -0.41 £17.70 1.10 1.31 £108.37 6.71 8.57 £77.19 4.78 5.96 

High -£30.05 -1.86 -2.14 -£6.66 -0.41 -0.48 £84.01 5.20 6.52 £52.83 3.27 4.00 

4 (100 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £100.97 6.25 8.48 £121.67 7.54 10.40 £229.04 14.19 21.55 £199.33 12.35 18.25 

Low £78.46 4.86 6.47 £99.17 6.14 8.32 £206.53 12.79 19.03 £176.82 10.95 15.86 

Medium £55.95 3.47 4.53 £76.66 4.75 6.31 £184.02 11.40 16.61 £154.31 9.56 13.57 

High £33.44 2.07 2.66 £54.15 3.35 4.38 £161.51 10.00 14.29 £131.80 8.16 11.36 

7 (1000 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £140.82 8.72 12.24 £154.23 9.55 13.56 £252.13 15.62 24.25 £232.41 14.39 21.94 

Low £124.77 7.73 10.69 £138.18 8.56 11.98 £236.08 14.62 22.36 £216.36 13.40 20.12 

Medium £108.59 6.73 9.18 £122.00 7.56 10.43 £219.90 13.62 20.52 £200.18 12.40 18.34 

High £92.22 5.71 7.69 £105.64 6.54 8.91 £203.53 12.61 18.71 £183.82 11.38 16.59 

Table 7.25 – Impact of Improved Design Standards – Zone 1 @ 40 dwellings per hectare   
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Urban-Previously Developed Urban-Greenfield Green Belt-Greenfield Green Belt-Previously Developed 

Scheme 
 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1  (10 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £94.19 5.15 6.45 £117.57 6.43 8.18 £287.33 15.70 22.66 £256.15 14.00 19.72 

Low £69.83 3.82 4.70 £93.21 5.09 6.38 £262.97 14.37 20.35 £231.79 12.67 17.51 

Medium £45.46 2.48 3.01 £68.85 3.76 4.63 £238.61 13.04 18.12 £207.42 11.34 15.39 

High £21.10 1.15 1.38 £44.49 2.43 2.94 £214.25 11.71 15.98 £183.06 10.00 13.34 

4 (100 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £128.68 7.03 9.64 £149.39 8.16 11.36 £336.04 18.37 29.80 £306.50 16.75 26.48 

Low £106.17 5.80 7.82 £126.88 6.93 9.49 £313.53 17.14 27.26 £283.99 15.52 24.07 

Medium £83.66 4.57 6.06 £104.37 5.70 7.68 £291.02 15.91 24.81 £261.48 14.29 21.75 

High £61.15 3.34 4.36 £81.86 4.47 5.92 £268.52 14.68 22.46 £238.97 13.06 19.51 

7 (1000 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £133.64 7.30 10.05 £146.89 8.03 11.15 £324.06 17.71 28.43 £304.54 16.64 26.27 

Low £117.85 6.44 8.76 £131.09 7.16 9.84 £308.26 16.85 26.68 £288.74 15.78 24.57 

Medium £102.02 5.58 7.49 £115.26 6.30 8.55 £292.43 15.98 24.96 £272.91 14.91 22.92 

High £86.14 4.71 6.25 £99.38 5.43 7.28 £276.56 15.11 23.29 £257.03 14.05 21.30 

Table 7.26 – Impact of Improved Design Standards – Zone 2 @ 40 dwellings per hectare   
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Urban-Previously Developed Urban-Greenfield Green Belt-Greenfield Green Belt-Previously Developed 

Scheme 
 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

£/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1  (10 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £304.76 14.52 20.60 £328.15 15.63 22.54 £497.90 23.72 38.71 £466.72 22.24 35.43 

Low £280.40 13.36 18.65 £303.79 14.47 20.52 £473.54 22.56 36.13 £442.36 21.08 32.97 

Medium £256.04 12.20 16.76 £279.42 13.31 18.57 £449.18 21.40 33.65 £418.00 19.91 30.60 

High £231.68 11.04 14.92 £255.06 12.15 16.68 £424.82 20.24 31.25 £393.64 18.75 28.31 

4 (100 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £312.30 14.88 22.85 £333.00 15.87 24.74 £519.83 24.77 44.84 £490.11 23.35 41.22 

Low £289.79 13.81 20.86 £310.49 14.79 22.69 £497.32 23.69 42.08 £467.61 22.28 38.60 

Medium £267.28 12.73 18.93 £287.99 13.72 20.70 £474.81 22.62 39.42 £445.10 21.21 36.07 

High £244.77 11.66 17.06 £265.48 12.65 18.78 £452.30 21.55 36.87 £422.59 20.13 33.63 

7 (1000 

dwellings) 

Baseline Viability £272.91 13.00 19.41 £286.08 13.63 20.54 £463.16 22.07 38.09 £443.74 21.14 35.92 

Low £257.22 12.25 18.09 £270.39 12.88 19.19 £447.47 21.32 36.33 £428.05 20.39 34.21 

Medium £241.52 11.51 16.80 £254.69 12.13 17.88 £431.77 20.57 34.61 £412.34 19.65 32.55 

High £225.80 10.76 15.54 £238.96 11.38 16.59 £416.04 19.82 32.94 £396.62 18.90 30.92 

Table 7.27 – Impact of Improved Design Standards – Zone 3 @ 40 dwellings per hectare
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7.4.38 The results of the improved design standards are contained at tables 7.22 

– 7.27 and illustrate the following key points:- 

 

• In relation to small residential development schemes, even a small 

increase above the base construction specification to achieve a low 

increase in design standards is unviable in the urban areas of zones 

1 and 2 at 30 dph, although is achievable at 40 dph. 

• At 30 dph a high design standard is viable for a small development 

in zone 3 and the Green Belt locations of zones 2 and 3.  At 40 dph 

a high standard is achievable in all cases except the urban locations 

in zone 1. 

• In delivering the medium size development, it is possible to achieve 

generally higher design standards without affecting viability.  Based 

on the lowest standard above base, development is viable in all 

cases except zone 2 at 30 dph. 

• For the medium size scheme high design standards are achievable 

in all cases except for the urban areas of zones 1 and 2 at 30 dph. 

• The larger size schemes are more able to financially deliver higher 

design standards with viable development possible in almost all 

cases, except for high design standards in the urban areas of zone 

2, and medium design standards in the previously developed urban 

areas of zone 2. 

 

7.4.39 Design Standards – Commercial (CS19) 

  

7.4.40 Given the non-standard nature of many commercial developments, 

applying a standardised, generic test of design standards or BREEAM for 

example is more difficult to achieve.  Different forms of development will 

have differing requirements in this respect with Town Centre 

development requiring an entirely different suite of requirements, than 

for example gateway locations on a business park.   
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7.4.41 Mindful of this, we have discussed matters with Council Officers and 

agreed that the most appropriate method for assessing improved design 

standards in these cases is by undertaking a number of discrete case 

studies which are contained later in this section. 

 

7.4.42 Building for Life and Lifetime Homes (CS17 & CS19) 

 

7.4.43 With respect of the impact of compliance with the ‘Building for Life 

Standards’ and ‘Lifetime Homes’ for residential properties, Tweeds have 

assessed that the additional cost over the base construction position 

would be similar to implementing Code for Sustainable Homes at Level 4 

(at £6,000 per dwelling).  This assumes that in relation to Lifetime Homes 

there will be no requirement to build additional floor space from that 

contained within the development typologies that form the baseline and 

testing.  With reference to the results for Code Level 4 contained on 

tables 7.15 – 7.20.  The adoption of the same cost at £6,000 per dwelling 

for Building for Life and Lifetime Homes demonstrates that for the 

majority of developments tested, the implementation of Building for Life 

Standards and Lifetime Homes would be achievable, except in urban 

areas in zones 1 and 2 principally at 30 dph for the small and medium 

schemes. 
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7.5 Urban Greenspaces (CS21) 

 

7.5.1 The Urban Greenspace policies contained in the preferred options report 

will impact on the cost of development.  Specifically, the document 

outlines the following policies:- 

 

7.5.2 i. Greenspace Protection 

 

7.5.3 In supporting the wider Green Infrastructure functions of urban 

greenspace, the Council will provide and seek to maintain individual and 

cumulative quantitative, qualitative and accessibility standards for 

different types of public open space. 

  

7.5.4 Unless the development is required for qualitative improvements to 

greenspace or associated ancillary development, proposals will be 

resisted where they would result in:- 

• Significant harm to existing or potential Green Infrastructure functions 

listed in CS8, or; 

• A loss of greenspace suitable in terms of size, location or character to 

prevent or address individual deficiencies of different types of 

greenspace, without suitable mitigation being provided through 

replacement facilities of at least an equal quantity, quality and 

accessibility, or; 

• Obstruction of existing or identified potential, physical and / or visual 

linkages between adjoining urban greenspaces. 
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7.5.5 ii. Quantitative Greenspace Standards 

  

7.5.6 The preferred quantitative standards for the provision of public open 

spaces within Substantial Residential Areas are set out within Table 9.1 

‘Knowsley’s Preferred Greenspace Standards’ for the following different 

types of greenspace:- 

• Parks and Gardens; 

• Amenity Greenspace; 

• Provision for Children and Young People; and 

• Allotments. 

 

7.5.7 The Council will also identify preferred standards for Outdoor Sports 

Provision to maintain an appropriate range of sites and address 

quantitative needs for individual sports at a Community Area level. 

 

7.5.8 iii. Accessible and Quality Greenspace 

 

7.5.9 The Council will support improvements and new areas of greenspace in 

accordance with best practice standards (Green Flag or equivalent), to 

achieve the following requirements as a minimum:- 

• Accessible, safe and secure locations for all members of the 

community to use; 

• Clean and well maintained facilities, equipment and open spaces; and 

• Conservation of natural features, wildlife, fauna, landscapes, buildings 

and other structural features, as appropriate. 
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7.5.10 Enhancements to greenspaces will be secured via on-site provision or 

developer contributions sought as part of new residential development in 

accordance with the Greenspace Standards and New Development SPD, 

or alternatively through a subsequent DPD, SPD and / or associated 

Community Infrastructure Levy Charging Schedule, as appropriate. 

 

7.5.11 iv. Tree Protection and the Enhancement of Natural and Semi-Natural 

Greenspace 

 

7.5.12 The Council will require proposals for new development to provide for 

the following:- 

• Retention of Existing trees, woodland and vegetation which offer a 

positive contribution to the local environment in terms of visual 

amenity, recreation value or biodiversity / wildlife interest; and 

• Appropriate planting of trees or other soft landscaping.  

 

 

7.5.13 Current policy requirements are contained in the Council’s Greenspace 

Standards SPD.  In formulating our baseline viability appraisals, the 

development typologies have been costed having regard to the criteria 

and contributions outlined in this SPD.  The assumptions and calculations 

that we have made regarding this are outlined at section 5. 

 

7.5.14 The proposals outlined in CS21 accord with existing policy requirements 

and hence our baseline viability assessments are already reflective of the 

proposed Core Strategy option requirements with respect to 

greenspaces. 
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7.5.15 With reference to the developments considered for policy testing, the 

medium and large developments assume on site provision in accordance 

with the current SPD.  The small development assumes no on-site 

provision, and instead a requirement for a payment towards off site 

provision to accord with the calculations contained in the SPD. 

 

7.5.16 It is possible that in relation to the smallest development such payments 

towards off site provision could be dealt with as part of a CIL tariff, and 

therefore it is necessary to consider the effect on viability of this 

payment towards off-site provision.  To do so we have therefore adjusted 

the results of our viability testing to demonstrate the baseline viability 

position both with and without the payment towards off site greenspace.  

The results are contained at tables 7.28 & 7.29. 

 

7.5.17 By omitting the POS payment from the baseline appraisals, there is a 

slight increase in the viability of development. Across all results within 

Scheme 1 (10 dwellings), there is an increase in the cost of development 

of £20.94/m² for Urban- Previously Developed and Urban- Greenfield 

sites (which we have assumed will be built out in Substantial Residential 

Areas in surplus of POS for the reasons detailed earlier in paragraph 

5.4.24) and an increase of £35.95/m² for Green Belt- Greenfield and 

Green Belt- Previously Developed sites (which we have assumed are built 

out in areas of deficit). 
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7.5.18 In the majority of instances this doesn’t directly affect the viability of 

development, and typically comprises an increase in the surplus of 

between 1.0% and 1.3% of GDV. This is to be expected, as for Scheme 1 

the appraisals contain a uniform increase in costs of £17,300 for Urban 

development sites, and £29,702 for Green Belt development sites. All of 

the above figures are derived from the aforementioned Knowsley 

Greenspace Standards and New Development SPD.  
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Urban- Previously Developed Urban- Greenfield Greenbelt- Greenfield Greenbelt- Previously Developed 

Zone 
 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1 
Scheme 1 Baseline -£27 -1.69 -1.96 -£3 -0.19 -0.22 £117 7.25 9.32 £82 5.08 6.35 

Effect of No POS Off Site Payments -£6 -0.40 -0.47 £18 1.11 1.32 £153 9.48 12.55 £118 7.30 9.40 

2 
Scheme 1 Baseline -£19 -1.92 -1.34 £6 0.31 0.41 £235 12.84 20.66 £200 10.93 17.05 

Effect of No POS Off Site Payments £2 0.12 0.16 £27 1.45 1.97 £271 14.81 24.59 £236 12.89 20.75 

3 
Scheme 1 Baseline £192 9.14 12.05 £216 10.30 13.79 £446 21.23 33.29 £411 19.56 29.89 

Effect of No POS Off Site Payments £213 10.14 13.54 £237 11.30 15.33 £482 22.94 36.97 £446 21.27 33.38 

Table 7.28  – Effect of No POS Off Site Payments – Scheme 1 (10 dwellings) @ 30 dwellings per hectare 

 

 

Urban- Previously Developed Urban- Greenfield Greenbelt- Greenfield Greenbelt- Previously Developed 

Zone 
 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

Surplus 

/m² 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus %  

 Costs 

1 
Scheme 1 Baseline £43 2.67 3.24 £66 4.11 5.09 £157 9.73 12.93 £126 7.80 10.10 

Effect of No POS Off Site Payments £64 9.96 4.89 £87 5.41 6.8 £193 11.96 16.37 £162 10.02 13.37 

2 
Scheme 1 Baseline £94 5.15 6.45 £118 6.43 8.18 £287 15.70 22.66 £256 14.00 19.72 

Effect of No POS Off Site Payments £115 6.29 7.99 £139 7.57 9.78 £323 17.67 26.24 £292 15.96 23.12 

3 
Scheme 1 Baseline £305 14.52 20.60 £328 15.63 22.54 £498 23.72 38.71 £467 22.24 35.43 

Effect of No POS Off Site Payments £326 15.52 22.33 £349 16.63 24.33 £534 25.43 42.70 £503 23.95 39.23 

Table 7.29 – Effect of No POS Off Site Payments – Scheme 1 (10 dwellings) @ 40 dwellings per hectare 
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7.6 Managing Flood Risk (CS24) 

 

7.6.1 With respect of the above, the following policy options are identified 

within the Preferred Options Report (CS24):- 

 

7.6.2 The Council will ensure that new development (including flood risk 

mitigation measures) reduces the extent and impact of flooding and does 

not cause an unacceptable risk of flooding elsewhere by:- 

• Directing development to areas of low probability flooding in the first 

instance and, where appropriate, requiring developers to submit 

evidence to demonstrate that the development could not be 

practicably located in an area of lower flood risk; 

• requiring development proposals affecting an area of flood risk or a 

site of larger than 1 hectare in size to include a site-specific Flood Risk 

Assessment (FRA) in accordance with national guidance; 

• requiring mitigation measures, where necessary, to manage flood risk 

associated with or caused by new development, which should be; 

• derived from the SFRA, relevant FRA(s) or a local strategy for flood risk 

management; 

• fully described in the planning application; and 

• funded, including long term maintenance, as part of the development.  

• requiring new developments to use Sustainable Drainage Systems 

(SuDS) to significantly reduce surface water run-off to greenfield 

levels, unless it would be impractical to do so, due to: 

• site size; 

• ground contamination or conditions; or 

• potential damage to adjacent buildings or sites.  
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7.6.3 Given the differing characteristics and typologies of development sites in 

the Borough it would be misleading to formulate a generic set of costs to 

model the implementation of a SuDS scheme or implementation of a 

food mitigation scheme. It is likely that such costs would vary 

dramatically depending on factors such as site location and layout, relief 

and topography, technologies used, etc. In order to establish the broad 

impact of these issues we have therefore considered their effect on 

development viability in relation to a number of specific site case studies 

that are considered later in this section. 

 

7.7 Management of Mineral Resources (CS25) 

 

7.7.1 The Preferred Options Report identifies the following policies with 

respect to the management of mineral resources which will have 

implications for new development:-  

 

7.7.2 i. Minimising the Need for Mineral Extraction 

 

7.7.3 The Council will, in using its powers as local planning authority, seek to 

ensure that: 

• a proportion of construction aggregates are from recycled or 

secondary sources; 

• resource efficient design and construction methods are used; 

• construction and demolition wastes are managed sustainably in 

accordance with the waste hierarchy; and 

• operators transport minerals in a sustainable way, treating minerals 

on-site where possible.  
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7.7.4 In assessing the construction costs that have been adopted in the 

baseline viability assessments, Tweeds have recognised these policy 

requirements in construction good practice.  As a result the baseline 

assessments already have regard to these particular policy requirements 

and are reflective of the costs that are involved. 

 

7.8 Planning For and Paying For New Infrastructure (CS27) 

 

7.8.1 This policy is the key to the formulation of a possible CIL tariff for the 

Borough.  The policy in its Preferred Options report iteration states that:- 

 

7.8.2 i. Infrastructure Provision and New Development 

 

7.8.3 Knowsley’s communities will be supported by an appropriate range of 

infrastructure, including the requirement for any additional 

infrastructure arising through new development. Developers will be 

expected to work with the Council and its infrastructure delivery partners 

to support, as appropriate:- 

• Maintenance and improvement of existing infrastructure networks; 

• Replacement of inadequate infrastructure; and 

• Provision of additional new infrastructure. 

 

7.8.4 To support this process, the Council will prepare and update the 

Knowsley Infrastructure Delivery Plan. Developers should have due 

regard to this Plan when planning new development in Knowsley. 
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7.8.5 ii. Developer Contributions 

 

7.8.6 Developers will be expected to contribute, as appropriate, to:- 

• The provision of on-site or directly ancillary infrastructure to support 

new development. This may include in-kind provision of infrastructure 

and/or financial contributions; and 

• The provision of strategic infrastructure to support local communities 

and Borough-wide development, as identified in the Infrastructure 

Delivery Plan. 

 

7.8.7 Developer contributions will be secured through legal agreements or 

infrastructure tariffs to be introduced by the Council. Further details of 

such approaches will be outlined in a subsequent DPD, SPD and/or 

Community Infrastructure Levy Charging Schedule, as appropriate. 

 

7.8.8 iii. Economic Viability 

 

7.8.9 Due regard will be given to the potential impacts of developer 

contributions for infrastructure provision, and other policy requirements 

on the economic viability of new development. This will be supported by 

plan-level economic viability evidence and where appropriate, by the 

undertaking of site specific development appraisals to determine the 

ability of development schemes to support the required level of 

developer contributions. 
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7.8.10 The baseline and policy options viability assessments that have been 

undertaken will inform future policy in this respect and later sections of 

this report will draw conclusions about the hierarchy of policy options, 

which may be supported without undermining the viability of future 

development. 

 

7.9 Key Policy Options 

 

7.9.1 To summarise the position we have prepared the Summary Tables 7.30 – 

7.32 which illustrate the policy options which we have been able to 

model at a high level and which impact upon baseline viability. 

 

7.9.2 The table tracks each of the schemes that we have assessed, being 

Scheme 1 (10 dwellings), Scheme 4 (100 dwellings) and Scheme 7 (1,000 

dwellings) at two different densities (being 30 dph and 40 dph), across all 

value zones, and reviews in a basic form what policy options can be 

afforded which are presented on a cost/m². For Scheme 1, the affordable 

housing element has been excluded, as the policy would only apply to 

schemes of 25 dwellings or more. For Schemes 4 and 7, POS 

contributions have not been included, as they would be provided on site 

rather than through financial contributions.  

 

7.9.3 The tables show for each form of development the baseline surplus /m² 

of built development.  The columns on the right hand side of the table 

then show the cost in £/m² of delivering the identified individual policy 

option taken from the results of our viability testing.  This is then 

compared with the baseline surplus individually and in isolation,   to see 

whether it is less than the surplus and so is viable and hence shaded 

green, or exceeds the surplus so is unviable and shaded red. 
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7.9.4 Overall the results demonstrate that as the size of development 

increases it becomes cheaper in terms of the cost /m² to achieve the 

particular policy option. 

 

7.9.5 There is a clear hierarchy in terms of the impact on the development 

surplus of the individual policy options.  Achieving code levels 5 and 6 

based on today’s costs are the most expensive policy options to achieve.  

This is then followed by the requirement to provide on-site affordable 

housing at 25% and then 15%.  The costs associated with Code Levels 4, 

Building for Life/Lifetime Homes, and then a high Design Standard create 

generally similar impacts on viability .  The least expensive policy options 

considered relate to low and medium design standards, 5% affordable 

housing and Code Level 3.  The results from testing S106/278 

contributions differ dependent upon the characteristics of the site 

tested, however show this to be one of the cheaper policy options. 

 

7.9.6 For ease of reference and transparency the results for each option are 

presented in isolation.  It is anticipated that the Authority may seek 

multiple policy options for any particular scheme ie. Code Level 4 

combined with high design standards and 25% affordable housing.  In 

such cases the results from the relevant cells would need to be combined 

to demonstrate the effect of combined policy options on the baseline 

surplus and hence development viability. 
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S106 

High-

ways 

Off 

Site 

Public 

Open 

Space 

Code Level Affordable Housing Design Standards 
Building 

for Life/ 

Lifetime 

Homes 
Density Zone  

Baseline 

Surplus (per 

square metre) 

3 4 5 6 5% 15% 25% Low Medium High 

30dph 

1 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
-£6.43 £12 £21 £47 £71 £256 £352    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Urban-Greenfield £17.93 £12 £21 £47 £71 £256 £351    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £152.99 £18 £36 £47 £71 £259 £355    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£117.91 £18 £36 £47 £71 £259 £355    £24 £49 £73 £71 

2 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
-£2.23 £12 £21 £47 £71 £261 £339    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Urban-Greenfield £26.59 £12 £21 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £270.99 £18 £36 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£235.91 £18 £36 £47 £71 £261 £353    £24 £49 £73 £71 

3 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£212.80 £12 £21 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Urban-Greenfield £237.16 £12 £21 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £481.56 £18 £36 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£446.48 £18 £36 £47 £71 £261 £353    £24 £49 £73 £71 

40dph 

1 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£63.97 £12 £21 £47 £71 £258 £354    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Urban-Greenfield £87.36 £12 £21 £47 £71 £258 £354    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £193.04 £18 £36 £47 £71 £260 £355    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£161.86 £18 £36 £47 £71 £260 £355    £24 £49 £73 £71 

2 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£115.12 £12 £21 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Urban-Greenfield £138.51 £12 £21 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £323.28 £18 £36 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£292.09 £18 £36 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

3 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£325.70 £12 £21 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Urban-Greenfield £349.09 £12 £21 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £533.85 £18 £36 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£502.67 £18 £36 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Table 7.30 – Residential Results Summary – Scheme 1:10 units 
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S106 Highways 

Contribution 

Code Level Affordable Housing Design Standards Building 

for Life/ 

Lifetime 

Homes 
Density Zone  

Baseline 

Surplus 
3 4 5 6 5% 15% 25% Low Medium High 

30dph 

1 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£28.40 £11 £44 £66 £229 £320 £24 £71 £121 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Urban-Greenfield £49.11 £11 £44 £66 £241 £318 £24 £71 £120 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £185.55 £55 £44 £66 £241 £323 £24 £71 £120 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£153.14 £55 £44 £66 £241 £324 £24 £71 £120 £23 £45 £68 £66 

2 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£16.54 £11 £44 £66 £241 £329 £27 £81 £136 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Urban-Greenfield £37.25 £11 £44 £66 £241 £329 £27 £81 £136 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £279.12 £55 £44 £65 £241 £328 £27 £81 £136 £23 £45 £68 £65 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£247.12 £55 £44 £66 £241 £329 £27 £81 £136 £23 £45 £68 £66 

3 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£200.16 £11 £44 £66 £241 £329 £31 £93 £156 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Urban-Greenfield £220.87 £11 £44 £66 £241 £329 £31 £93 £156 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £463.15 £55 £44 £66 £241 £329 £31 £93 £156 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£430.74 £55 £44 £66 £241 £329 £31 £93 £156 £23 £45 £68 £66 

40dph 

1 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£100.97 £11 £44 £66 £241 £321 £24 £71 £133 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Urban-Greenfield £121.67 £11 £44 £66 £241 £321 £24 £71 £120 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £229.04 £55 £44 £66 £241 £324 £24 £71 £120 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£199.33 £55 £44 £66 £241 £325 £24 £71 £120 £23 £45 £68 £66 

2 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£128.68 £11 £44 £66 £241 £329 £27 £81 £136 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Urban-Greenfield £149.39 £11 £44 £66 £241 £329 £27 £81 £136 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £336.04 £55 £44 £66 £241 £329 £27 £81 £136 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£306.50 £55 £44 £66 £241 £329 £27 £81 £136 £23 £45 £68 £66 

3 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£312.30 £11 £44 £66 £241 £329 £31 £93 £156 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Urban-Greenfield £333.00 £11 £44 £66 £241 £329 £31 £93 £156 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £519.83 £55 £44 £66 £241 £329 £31 £93 £156 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£490.11 £55 £44 £66 £241 £329 £31 £93 £156 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Table 7.31 – Residential Results Summary – Scheme 4:100 units  
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S106 Highways 

Contribution 

Code Level Affordable Housing Design Standards Building 

for Life/ 

Lifetime 

Homes 

Density Zone  
Baseline 

Surplus 
3 4 5 6 5% 15% 25% Low Medium High 

30dph 

1 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£73.75 £8 £32 £48 £198 £277 £19 £55 £94 £16 £33 £49 £48 

Urban-Greenfield £88.51 £8 £31 £47 £193 £281 £19 £55 £93 £16 £33 £49 £47 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £214.85 £55 £31 £47 £187 £272 £19 £55 £92 £16 £33 £49 £47 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£192.52 £55 £31 £47 £194 £282 £19 £55 £93 £16 £33 £49 £47 

2 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£27.08 £8 £31 £46 £176 £252 £21 £62 £104 £16 £32 £48 £46 

Urban-Greenfield £41.61 £8 £31 £46 £174 £248 £21 £62 £104 £16 £32 £48 £46 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £273.65 £54 £31 £46 £172 £243 £21 £62 £103 £16 £32 £48 £46 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£251.58 £54 £31 £46 £174 £249 £21 £62 £104 £16 £32 £48 £46 

3 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£166.45 £8 £31 £46 £170 £233 £24 £71 £118 £16 £31 £47 £46 

Urban-Greenfield £180.88 £8 £31 £46 £169 £232 £24 £71 £118 £16 £31 £47 £46 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £412.88 £53 £31 £46 £169 £231 £24 £71 £118 £16 £31 £47 £46 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£390.86 £54 £31 £46 £169 £233 £24 £71 £118 £16 £31 £47 £46 

40dph 

1 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£140.82 £8 £31 £47 £194 £282 £19 £55 £93 £16 £32 £49 £47 

Urban-Greenfield £154.23 £8 £31 £47 £189 £275 £19 £55 £93 £16 £32 £49 £47 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £252.13 £54 £31 £47 £184 £267 £19 £55 £92 £16 £32 £49 £47 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£232.41 £55 £31 £47 £190 £276 £19 £55 £93 £16 £32 £49 £47 

2 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£133.64 £8 £31 £46 £174 £248 £21 £62 £104 £16 £32 £48 £46 

Urban-Greenfield £146.89 £8 £31 £46 £173 £245 £21 £62 £103 £16 £32 £48 £46 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £324.06 £54 £31 £46 £171 £240 £21 £62 £103 £16 £32 £48 £46 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£304.54 £54 £31 £46 £173 £245 £21 £62 £103 £16 £32 £48 £46 

3 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£272.91 £8 £31 £46 £169 £233 £24 £71 £118 £16 £31 £47 £46 

Urban-Greenfield £286.08 £8 £31 £46 £169 £232 £24 £71 £118 £16 £31 £47 £46 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £463.16 £53 £30 £46 £169 £231 £24 £71 £118 £16 £31 £47 £46 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£443.74 £53 £31 £46 £!69 £232 £24 £71 £118 £16 £31 £47 £46 

Table 7.32 – Residential Results Summary – Scheme 7:1000 units
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7.10 Case Studies  

 

7.10.1 Having established the baseline viability of development in the Borough 

and the cost of the potential core strategy policy options, we have then 

considered some case study examples based upon more detailed profiles 

of hypothetical sites that may be likely to come forward for development 

over the plan period.  This has allowed us to undertake a sense check of 

the results and viability profiling.  We have considered 8 separate case 

studies split between residential and commercial development sites, and 

mixed use schemes.  The viability assessments in each case have been 

prepared having regard to the assumptions and methodology contained 

in Sections 4 and 5 of the report.  A summary of each of the sites and the 

respective viability results are outlined below.   

 

7.10.2 Residential/Mixed Use 

 

7.10.3 Case Study 1 

 

7.10.4 Here we have considered a scheme which represents a very large 

residential development in the higher value areas of the Borough on a 

Green Belt site currently in agricultural use.  The development includes 

an element of convenience retail floor space and a small health centre.   
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7.10.5 The characteristics of the scheme are as follows:- 

 

• Location – Zone 3 

• Site Type – Green Belt - greenfield 

• No of dwellings – 1200 

• Density – 20 dwellings per hectare 

• Dwelling Type – All houses 

• Dwelling Mix Sizes – 2 bed 20% , 3 bed 40%, 4 bed 40% 

• Retail Floor Space – 464.52 m² (5,000 ft²)  

• Health Centre – 464.52 m² (5,000 ft²) 

• Primary School – 2,000 m² (21,528 ft²) 

 

7.10.6 We have firstly undertaken a viability assessment of the development as 

detailed above having regard to the assumptions contained within 

Section 5.  We have assumed that the Health Centre will be constructed 

on completion of 500 dwellings and the Primary School will be 

constructed on completion of 750 dwellings, at a cost of construction of 

£1,534 /m². 

 

7.10.7 Having established the baseline viability position, we have then included 

for a number of future policy requirements which are outlined below.  

 

1. Affordable Housing – Affordable housing has been included at 25%.   

2. Large Scale SuDS – We have allowed for the inclusion of a large 

scale SuDS Scheme at a rate of £1,000 per dwelling in accordance 

with Tweeds report contained at Appendix 2.   

3. Design Standards (Medium) – We have assumed a medium design 

standard and adopted a rate of £50 /m² over and above the 

baseline build cost to reflect this.  This reflects the need to ensure a 

high quality development in the Green Belt. 
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4. Decentralised Energy – We have assumed a centralised energy 

system for the development at a cost of £10,632,000, based on the 

costs contained in Tweeds report at Appendix 2. 

 

7.10.8 We have presented in table 7.33 below the viability results in relation to 

Case Study 1.  This table is presented to show the initial baseline position 

and then 25% affordable housing together with the iterative effect of 

adding the further development and policy options.  It will be noted that 

the baseline position shows that the development generates a surplus 

equating to £314.70/m² which shows the development is viable.  The 

results then show that in this particular case study the development is 

capable of delivering all of the additional development and policy 

requirements and still remains viable with the final position showing a 

surplus of £98.49/m².  For ease of reference we have also included a final 

column which shows the actual cost /m² to the development surplus of 

providing the specific development requirements and policy options.  It 

should be noted that any negative figures in the additional cost column 

represent a surplus to the development and increase the viability of the 

scheme. 

 
Addition Total Surplus 

(£/m²) 

Total 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Total 

Surplus % 

Cost 

Additional 

Cost (£/m²) 

Baseline £314.70 14.99 23.06 N/A 

25% Affordable 

Housing) 

£205.32 11 15.94 £109.38 

Retail £207.99 11.13 16.15 -£2.67 

Health Centre £207.75 11.10 13.88 £0.25 

Primary School £194.56 10.40 14.94 £13.18 

Large SuDS £187.71 10.03 14.34 £6.85 

Design Standards 

(Med) 

£158.25 8.46 11.82 £29.46 

Decentralised 

Energy 

£98.49 5.26 7.04 £59.67 

 Table 7.33 – Viability Results for Residential Case Study 1 
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7.10.9 Case Study 2 

 

7.10.10 Case study 2 considers a scheme which is a medium sized residential 

development in a medium value part of the Borough.  The site is partly 

on previously developed land and suffers from flooding in part.  The key 

characteristics of the scheme are as follows:- 

 

• Location – Zone 2 

• Site Type – Urban, 40% previously developed, 60% Greenfield  

• No of dwellings – 300 

• Density – 25 dwellings per hectare  

• Dwelling Type Mix - 80% houses, 20% apartments 

• Dwelling Mix Sizes – 2 bed 20% , 3 bed 50%, 4 bed 30% 

 

7.10.11 Having prepared an initial baseline viability position based on the 

characteristics of the above scheme, we have then included for a number 

of future policy requirements which are outlined below:- 

1. Affordable Housing – Affordable Housing has been included at 25%. 

2. Flood Mitigation Measures – These have been assumed based on a 

rise in housing levels by 1m at a cost assessed by Tweeds of 

£3,675,011. 

3. Medium Scale SuDS – We have allowed for the inclusion of a medium 

scale SuDS scheme at a rate of £750 per dwelling in accordance with 

Tweeds report contained at Appendix 2. 

4. Design Standards (Medium) – We have assumed a Medium Design 

Standard and adopted a rate of £50/m² over and above the baseline 

build cost to reflect this. 
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7.10.12 The results of the viability assessment are presented in table 7.34 below. 

 

Addition Total 

Surplus 

(£/m²) 

Total 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Total 

Surplus % 

Cost 

Additional Cost 

(£/m²) 

Baseline £54.33 3.05 3.97 N/A 

25% Affordable 

Housing 

-£56.64 -3.55 -4.24 £110.99 

Flood Mitigation -£138.51 -8.67 -9.78 £81.86 

Medium SuDS -£145.44 -9.10 -10.22 £6.93 

Design Standards 

(Med) 

-£186.65 -11.68 -12.74 £41.21 

 Table 7.34 – Viability Results for Residential Case Study 2 

 

7.10.13 Having regard to the results contained in Table 7.34 it can be seen that 

the baseline development produces a small surplus of £54.33/m².  Based 

on the percentage of surplus against both GDV and cost, this indicates 

that the scheme is marginal.   

 

7.10.14 Once either abnormal development costs are included for flood 

mitigation or alternatively affordable housing is included, the 

development is unviable with a deficit occurring.  It should be noted 

having regard to the individual policy requirements that the development 

surplus indicates that the SuDS requirement and the higher design 

standards requirement could in theory be accommodated and still result 

in a viable development. 
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7.10.15 Case Study 3 

 

7.10.16 Case study 3 considers a smaller in fill residential development in a lower 

value area on a previously developed urban site.  Due to its proximity to 

other high density development, the case study scheme also includes a 

small amount of convenience retail.  The key characteristics of the case 

study include:- 

 

• Location – Zone 1 

• Site Type – Urban, previously developed.   

• No of dwellings - 100 

• Density – 50 dwellings per hectare  

• Dwelling Type Mix 80% apartments, 20% houses 

• Dwelling Mix Sizes – 1 bed 20% , 2 bed 70%, 3 bed 10% 

• Convenience Retail – 464.52 m² (5,000 ft²) floor space 

 

7.10.17 We have also incorporated the following policy requirements:- 

1. Affordable housing at 25%. 

2. Small scale SuDS at £500 per dwelling based on the costs contained 

in Tweeds report at Appendix 2. 

3. Design standards at a medium level at an extra over cost of 

£50/m². 

 

7.10.18 The results of our viability testing are contained at table 7.35 below.  A 

negative figure in the additional cost column indicates a surplus to the 

development and hence an increase in viability of the scheme (i.e. in the 

case of the retail element of the scheme). 
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7.10.19 It should be noted having regard to the individual policy requirements 

that the development surplus indicates that the SuDS requirement and 

the higher design standards requirement could in theory be included 

within this case study and still result in a viable development. 

 

Addition Total Surplus 

(£/m²) 

Total 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Surplus 

% 

Cost 

Additional 

Cost 

(£m/²) 

Baseline £2.84 0.20 0.25 N/A 

Retail £53.12 3.60 4.51 -£50.29 

Small Scale SuDS £47.19 3.20 4.17 £5.93 

Design Standards (Med) £4.93 0.33 0.42 £42.26 

Affordable Housing (25%) -£104.28 -8.02 -9.11 £109.20 

Table 7.35 – Viability Results for Residential Case Study 3 

 

7.10.20 With reference to this table it can be seen that the base development 

comprising residential only is just viable showing a surplus of £2.84/m², 

however, when the retail development is included this improves viability 

significantly with an increased surplus of £53.12/m².  In this scenario, the 

development would also be able to accommodate the provision of small 

scale SuDS scheme and medium design standards albeit in each case the 

level of viability is marginal.  When 25% affordable housing is included 

the development is not viable either at the baseline position or when the 

policy additions of SuDS and design standards are allowed for. 
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7.10.21 Case Study 4 

 

7.10.22 Case study 4 is based upon a large housing led regeneration scheme in a 

lower value area within the Borough.  The site comprises a portion of 

previously developed land and also an element of Greenfield land within 

the urban area.  The principal characteristics of the scheme are as 

follows:- 

 

• Location – Zone 1 

• Site Type – Urban, 50% previously developed, 50% Greenfield.   

• No of dwellings - 400. 

• Density – 30 dwellings per hectare  

• Dwelling Type  Mix - 80% houses, 20% apartments 

• Dwelling Mix Sizes – 1 bed 10% , 2 bed 30%, 3 bed 50%, 4 bed 10% 

 

7.10.23 Having established the baseline viability position, we have also 

considered the effects of the following policy requirements:- 

 

1. 25% affordable housing. 

2. Medium scale SuDS scheme on the basis of £750 per dwelling in 

accordance with the costs contained in Tweeds report at Appendix 

2. 

3. Medium design standards at an extra over cost of £50/m².   
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7.10.24 The results of the viability testing are contained in table 7.36 below. 

 

Addition 

 

Total 

Surplus 

(£/m²) 

Total 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Total 

Surplus % 

Cost 

Additional 

Cost (£/m²) 

Baseline £39.80 2.53 3.27 N/A 

Affordable Housing 25% -£71.10 -5.10 -6.00 £110.90 

Medium Scale SuDS -£79.30 -5.69 -6.64 £8.19 

Design Standards (Med) -£124.77 -8.96 -10.07 £45.48 

Table 7.36 – Viability Results for Residential Case Study 4 

 

7.10.25 Having regard to Table 7.36 it can be noted that the baseline 

development produces a surplus of £39.80/m² which is viable albeit 

marginal at the returns identified.  When the affordable housing 

requirement is allowed for the scheme becomes unviable with a deficit of 

£71.10/m².  Having regard to the development finances it is apparent 

that a medium scale SuDS scheme could be accommodated within the 

development from the baseline surplus, however, both the increased 

design standards and the 25% affordable housing requirement make the 

development unviable. 
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7.10.26 Commercial  

 

7.10.27 Case Study 1 

 

7.10.28 This is a mixed industrial development in one of the Borough’s key 

employment areas.  The site has previously been developed for industrial 

use and is highly contaminated.  The case study includes a moderate 

amount of convenience retail to support the development of Class B uses 

and its key characteristics are as follows:- 

 

• Location – Knowsley Industrial Park 

• Site Type – Urban, previously developed and highly contaminated.   

• Floor Space – Retail 929.03 m² (10,000 ft²), general industrial (B2) 

2,322.58 m² (25,000 ft²), storage and distribution (B8) 2,322.58 m² 

(25,000 ft²) 

 

7.10.29 As part of the development we have also considered the effect of the 

following policy requirements with the associated costs as outlined in 

Tweeds report contained at Appendix 2:- 

1. Medium scale SuDS at £23.39/m². 

2. A decentralised energy system at a cost of £30/m². 

3. Design standards at a cost of £55/m². 
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7.10.30 The results of the viability assessment are contained in table 7.37 below. 

 

Addition Total Surplus 

(£/m²) 

Total 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Total 

Surplus % 

Cost 

Additional 

Cost (£/m²) 

Baseline -£129.30 -12.74 -13.26 N/A 

SuDS (Medium) -£151.44 -14.95 -15.21 £22.41 

Design Standards 

(Medium) 

-£205.45 -20.28 -19.57 £54.01 

Decentralised Energy -£234.99 -23.19 -21.77 £29.54 

 Table 7.37 – Viability Results for Commercial Case Study 1 

 

7.10.31 Having regard to the results the development is not viable at the baseline 

position with a deficit of £129.03/m².  When the various policy options 

are incorporated the deficit increases with the final position 

incorporating all policy options a deficit of £234.99/m² which represents 

over 20% of both GDV and cost.   

 

7.10.32 In this particular case study the higher revenues and hence profit from 

the retail element of the development subsidises the less viable B2 and 

B8 uses.  As a result the overall deficit is lower than the baseline results 

at tables 6.10 and 6.11 for B2 and B8 uses.  Notwithstanding this 

however the development overall is still not viable, albeit the retail 

development in isolation could be developed out profitably.  As outlined 

earlier at paragraph 6.2.16 it is possible that some B2 or B8 development 

may come forward in the future.  This is likely to be motivated by specific 

circumstances such as existing owner occupier wishing to expand.  It is 

also possible that some speculative development may be carried out 

assisted by public sector funding. 
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7.10.33 Case Study 2 

 

7.10.34 Case study 2 considers mixed use retail and office development on a site 

within or in close proximity to one of the town centres in the Borough.  

The site is previously developed and derelict.  The key characteristics of 

the scheme are:- 

 

• Location – Town Centre 

• Site Type – Urban, previously developed and highly contaminated 

• Floor Space – Comparison retail 1,854.06 m² (20,000 ft²), 

convenience retail 929.03 m² (10,000 ft²), offices (B1) 1,858.06 m² 

(20,000 ft²). 

 

7.10.35 Having established the baseline viability position we have then 

considered the following future policy requirements with the associated 

costs as contained in Tweeds report at Appendix 2:- 

 

1. Medium scale SuDS at £27/m². 

2. Design standards which are uplifted for a town centre location and 

included at a rate of £75/m² (high). 

 

7.10.36 The results of the viability testing are included in table 7.38 below. 

 

Addition Total 

Surplus 

(£/m²) 

Total 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Total 

Surplus % 

Cost 

Additional 

Cost (£/m²) 

Baseline £91.61 3.78 5.18 N/A 

SuDS (Medium) £65.87 2.78 3.67 25.74 

Design Standards (High) -£6.36 -0.27 -0.34 72.22 

 Table 7.38- Viability Results for Commercial Case Study 2 
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7.10.37 In this particular instance the losses made by office development are 

offset by the higher returns and hence profit generated from the retail 

development.  As a result the baseline development is viable with a 

surplus of £91.61/m² which equates to 3.87% of GDV or 5.18% of cost.  

Once all of the policy options are included for SuDS and higher design 

standards the viability of the development worsens, and the 

development becomes unviable with a small deficit being returned.  

Either policy option in isolation could be achieved without undermining 

the viability of the development. 

 

7.10.38 Case Study 3 

 

7.10.39 Case study 3 considers a medium scale mixed use retail, food and drink 

and leisure development within a town centre.  In this instance the site is 

previously developed.  The key characteristics of the development 

include:- 

 

• Location – Town Centre 

• Site Type – Previously developed with low contamination   

• Floor Space – Comparison retail 929.03 m² (10,000 ft²), 

convenience retail 929.03 m² (10,000 ft²), food and drink 1,114.84 

m² (12,000 ft²), cinema 1,854.06 m² (20,000 ft²) 

 

7.10.40 Having established the baseline position we have the considered the 

effect of future policy requirements as follows based on the costs 

outlined in Tweeds report contained at Appendix 2:- 

1. Medium scale SuDS at £37.31 /m². 

2. Design standards uplifted for the town centre location at £75 /m² 

(high). 
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7.10.41 The results of the viability testing are contained in table 7.39 below: 

 

Addition Total 

Surplus 

(£/m²) 

Total 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Total 

Surplus % 

Cost 

Additional 

Cost (£/m²) 

Baseline £469.30 16.17 29.52 N/A 

SuDS (Medium) £433.22 14.92 23.46 £36.08 

Design Standards (High) £360.73 12.43 18.80 £72.49 

 Table 7.39- Viability Results for Commercial Case Study 3 

 

7.10.42 Having regard to the results, it should be noted that the development is 

viable in all cases with a baseline surplus of £469.30/m² reducing to 

£360.73/m² with all policy options included.  It also shows a significant 

end surplus which indicates capacity for a higher level of developer 

contributions to be sought based on the revenues that are likely to be 

generated from the more valuable retail elements of the case study 

development. 

 

7.10.43 Case Study 4 

 

7.10.44 Case study 4 is a development comprising a mixed use scheme of hotel 

and office development within one of the main employment areas in the 

Borough.  The site is previously developed with a low level of 

contamination and occupies a gateway location to the employment area.  

The key characteristics of the development are as follows:- 

 

• Location – Knowsley Industrial Park 

• Site Type – Urban, Previously developed with low contamination   

• Floor Space – Hotel 1,858.06 m² (20,000 ft²), offices (B1) 1,858.06 

m² (20,000 ft²) 
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7.10.45 Having established the baseline viability position we have then 

considered the effect of future policy requirements based on the costs 

outlined in Tweeds report contained at Appendix 2 as follows:- 

1. Medium scale SuDS at a rate of £14.79 /m². 

2. Uplifted design standards for a gateway location at a rate of £75 

/m² (high). 

3. Public art with an amount of £25,000 included for the installation 

of feature art. 

 

7.10.46 The results of the viability assessment are contained in table 7.40 below.   

 

Addition Total 

Surplus 

(£/m²) 

Total 

Surplus % 

GDV 

Total 

Surplus % 

Cost 

Additional 

Cost (£/m²) 

Baseline -£176.03 -10.18 -10.89 N/A 

SuDS (Medium) -£190.54 -11.02 -11.68 £14.51 

Design Standards (High) -£264.08 -15.28 -15.49 £73.54 

Public Art -£270.68 -15.66 -15.82 £6.60 

 Table 7.40 – Viability Results for Commercial Case Study 4 

 

7.10.47 Having regard to this it should be noted that the baseline development is 

not viable with a baseline deficit equating to £176.03 /m².  Thereafter 

once all of the policy options are considered then the deficit increases 

with the final deficit of £270.68 /m² which equates to over 15% of both 

GDV and cost. 
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7.10.48 The results from the baseline testing contained at table 6.11 indicate that 

in isolation the development of a hotel would be viable.  In the case 

study the more profitable hotel use is developed out to offset the losses 

from office development.  With reference to the baseline results for 

office development contained at table 6.9 it is evident that the inclusion 

of a hotel in this case study significant improves viability however not to 

sufficient extent to create a viable mixed use development. 

 

7.10.49 In this particular instance it is anticipated that a viable hotel 

development could be taken forward in isolation.  The office 

development may be constructed in the future motivated by specific 

circumstances such as the expansion of an existing owner occupier, or 

alternatively the availability of public sector funding. 
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8.0 CORE STRATEGY PREFERRED POLICY OPTIONS ANALYSIS 

 

8.01 At Section 6 the viability of future new development in Knowsley has 

been considered having regard to current policy requirements.  Section 7 

identifies the proposed Core Strategy Policies which may then affect this 

baseline economic viability position over the projected plan period.  In 

this respect we have considered the likely development implications for 

these identified policy options as either cost or revenue.  Based on this 

we have undertaken financial appraisals to understand the impact of 

these polices on development and hence financial viability. 

 

8.02 This section of the report places the cost of delivery of the Core Strategy 

policy options in the context of planning, sustainability and other merits, 

to allow an informed and considered judgement to be made about the 

cumulative impact of policy options and enable the formulation of a 

hierarchy of these options. 

 

8.03 In considering the possible combinations of policy options we have had 

regard to the level of flexibility in delivery of the proposed policy option, 

for example would the policy option be mandatory as a consequence of 

National Policy or is the policy administered at a local level with the 

ability to consider relaxation based on viability and other grounds. 

 

8.04 For ease of presentation and reference we have grouped the policy 

options into a number of broad categories namely:- 

• Transport Networks (CS7) 

• Area Based Regeneration (CS9 - CS14) 

• Affordable Housing (CS15) 
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• Design Standards, Quality, Sustainability & Renewables (CS17, CS19,     

CS22 & CS23) 

• Urban Greenspaces (CS21) 

• Managing Flood Risk (CS24) 

• Mineral Resources (CS25) 

 

8.05 For each of the broad categories we have provided a summary below of 

the cost implications of delivery together with a commentary about their 

planning and sustainability merits and mechanism for delivery. 

 

8.1 Transport Networks (CS7) 

 

8.1.1 The preferred option outlines that new development is located, designed 

and managed to have a positive impact on local transport. The option 

clearly identifies the need to meet adopted parking standards, delivers 

new technologies which will mitigate or minimise carbon emissions and 

require Transport Assessments and Travel Plans. 

 

8.1.2 These policy requirements influence both the location and the form of 

development in the context of parking and accessibility standards.  It is 

not possible to attribute a particular cost to these policy aspects as they 

form one of the requisite physical attributes in formulating the type, 

form and location of development in Knowsley.  Accordingly, they have 

been alternatively considered in the context of the baseline development 

scenarios that we formulated for testing as detailed in sections 5 and 6. 
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8.1.3 The benefits of Policy CS7 include an aim to improve connectivity within 

Knowsley and other parts of Liverpool City Region and beyond.  It also 

seeks to improve safety whilst reducing carbon emissions by increasing 

the use of public transport, walking and cycling and also shifting to low 

carbon forms of transport such as electric vehicle use.   

 

8.1.4 The approach of Policy CS7 is key to identifying the strategic aims for 

transport networks within Knowsley and it is likely that the 

implementation of parts of the Policy is likely to be best achieved 

through planning obligations such as Section 106 and Section 278 

Agreements. This is because of the development-specific nature of many 

of the policy requirements.  

 

8.1.5 In this context we have considered the implications for payments 

towards off-site infrastructure, particularly highway works which may be 

required specifically in connection with the development of some of the 

larger sites, particularly in the Green Belt locations tested.  To 

understand the effect on viability we have incorporated varying rates to 

reflect both urban and Green Belt locations and the scale of the 

development.   

 

8.1.6 We have considered the effect on viability of applying off site 

infrastructure costs at £1,000 per dwelling on Urban sites, and £1,500, 

£5,000 and £7,000 per dwelling dependent upon development size for 

each of the Green Belt sites. Similarly, contributions based on £25/m² 

and £50/m² have been applied to each of the viable retail developments 

considered.  
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8.1.7 For the majority of the Green Belt residential development scenarios 

considered there is a baseline development surplus greater than 

£200/m². The additional costs for off-site contributions equate to a 

reduction in development surplus of £18/m² for Scheme 1 (10 dwellings), 

£55/m² for Scheme 4 (100 dwellings) and between £53-55/m² for 

Scheme 7 (1,000 dwellings). These additional costs do not materially 

affect the viability of development. However the application of these 

contributions to development in Urban areas is more marginal, the 

reduction in surplus is between £8/m² (in Scheme 7) and £12/m² (in 

Scheme 1) and does not have a material effect on the viability of the 

schemes assessed.  

 

8.1.8 We have considered the effect on viability of applying off-site 

infrastructure costs to the viable retail schemes.  In town centre locations 

we have assumed a cost based on £25/m².  This leads to a reduction of 

between £24 - £25/m² in the overall development surplus. 

 

8.1.9 For the larger retail developments considered on a Borough wide basis 

we have assumed an additional cost of £50/m² for infrastructure costs. 

This results in a reduction to the development surplus of between £49 - 

£50/m².  The effect on viability is therefore limited.  None of the viable 

schemes considered become unviable as a result of the additional 

contributions towards off site highways and infrastructure works. 
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8.1.10 Many of the transport projects listed are contained within Knowsley’s 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan and it is anticipated that in the future the 

most appropriate mechanism for dealing with developer contributions 

under this policy would be through the implementation of a developer 

contributions tariff, such as a CIL tariff. However, any funds collected 

through this method would complement those available from a number 

of different sources, as described below.  

 

8.1.11 A key source of funding for Knowsley to continue using is the third 

Merseyside Local Transport Plan.  Under the Transport Act 2000 the LTP3 

has been developed in partnership with the Council to shape project 

opportunities and inform decision making on major transport schemes 

and capital maintenance. An implementation plan for LTP3 is currently 

being prepared by Merseytravel and will be used as a mechanism to 

attract and secure funding and investment for capital projects.  

 

8.1.12 The Local Sustainable Transport Fund is a government programme that 

has awarded the Mersey Transport Partnership (covering Knowsley, 

Liverpool, St Helens, Sefton and Wirral) with £4.87m. The fund supports 

projects across the country that will bring local economic growth while 

cutting carbon emissions from travel.  The fund looks to remove 

infrastructure barriers that are preventing people from access to 

employment via active modes of travel, particularly for short trips.  To 

address this, improvements to local infrastructure and access to 

employment locations are needed in combination with employers’ 

initiatives.  Interventions include walking and cycle pathways, cycle hubs 

and cycle hire.  
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8.1.13 The application form identifies Knowsley requiring 20 kilometres of new 

and improved infrastructure for cyclists and pedestrians and to provide 

support for around 40 small and medium sized buildings.  In August 2011 

Knowsley secured £800,000 to deliver interventions. 

 

8.1.14 Forms of possible funding options that should be considered include:- 

 

• Capital receipts – this involves the sale of assets such as land, buildings 

and infrastructure to fund or part fund new transport infrastructure.  

• Private Finance Initiative – PFI credits can be used for certain types of 

transport schemes. PFI is based on private sector investment to fund 

infrastructure. 

• Public Transport Revenues – these revenues can be used from existing 

transport systems, whereby the surplus of revenue created is used to 

finance further provision of infrastructure. 

 

8.1.15 Further funding options include:- 

 

• Regional Infrastructure Fund  

• Business Rates  

• Workplace Parking Levy  

• Funds directly from Government through infrastructure providers (e.g. 

Highways Agency, DfT) for specific projects 
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8.2 Area Based Regeneration (CS9 - CS14) 

 

8.2.1 Policies CS9 – CS14 guide the form of new development in the identified 

regeneration areas of North Huyton and Stockbridge, Kirkby Town 

Centre, Knowsley Industrial and Business Parks, Tower Hill, South Prescot 

and Prescot Town Centre.  The policies contain a broad matrix of 

development opportunities, forms and uses of development in these 

areas together with acknowledgement of key infrastructure and, public 

realm and green space requirements. CS11 also recognises the 

promotion of renewable low carbon decentralised energy on Knowsley 

Industrial and Business Parks.  

 

8.2.2 Elements of each policy focus on enhanced design quality for residential 

and non-residential development in specific areas.   

 

8.2.3 It is anticipated that the key infrastructure requirements identified within 

these regeneration areas would be further developed within additional 

planning policy documents, such as masterplans and Supplementary 

Planning Documents and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan for Knowsley, 

and in this context the relevant infrastructure requirements may be 

taken forward by way of a number of measures including the 

introduction of a Community Infrastructure Levy and/or S.106 and 278 

Agreements or on site provision.  
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8.2.4 CIL funds could be used to pay for strategic requirements such as 

strategic transport infrastructure improvements for road and rail, 

strategic maintenance and enhancement of green infrastructure and 

open space, and the development of Combined Heat and Power plants 

and primary infrastructure needed to distribute decentralised energy. 

These strategic infrastructure requirements should be listed within the 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan, which should be regularly reviewed and 

updated. 

 

8.2.5 Development specific obligations (e.g. sought through S106 and S278 

agreements) would typically be used to pay for public realm 

enhancements, open space provision, local sustainable transport services 

and improve connectivity to adjoining local areas and sites, local 

extensions of and connections to heat networks and private wire 

connections to CHP plants. These contributions would be specific to the 

individual requirements of the development.   

 

8.2.6 The approach to delivery of the policy options for the Principal 

Regeneration Areas could also be developed further to include 

information on the role of developer contributions, funding or the 

thresholds for activating when or where funding will be sought in order 

to deliver policy objectives and whether any exceptions will be made 

given the status of the regeneration area identified. This could be 

through the development of delivery tools mentioned in the policy, such 

as masterplans, Supplementary Planning Documents, Infrastructure 

Delivery Plan or other planning policy tools as appropriate.  

 

  



213 

 

8.2.7 The delivery of the regeneration area policies could also be strengthened 

by identifying funding options including European Regional Development 

Fund (ERDF)
55

 and the Liverpool City Region Local Enterprise Partnership.  

ERDF is a fund focused on reducing economic disparities within and 

between different areas by supporting economic regeneration and 

safeguarding jobs.  In order to receive ERDF funding, match funding 

needs to be in place and ERDF regulations on eligible expenditure 

adhered too.  State aid is a consideration that can be overcome if there is 

a market failure and a fair rate of return and transparency can be 

demonstrated.  Traditionally public match funding has been used, partly 

because the private sector wants to avoid the monitoring and audit 

regimes associated with ERDF.  However, private developers with 

projects that are marginal commercially would see this as a viable 

option.  In the North West, there is around £8 million of the current ERDF 

programme fund remaining, with new projects needed in order to 

allocate this funding.  Funds will need to be committed by 31 Dec 2013 

and spent by the end of 2015.In some regeneration areas, further 

delivery mechanisms could include possible public-private partnerships, 

such as Joint Venture companies. Again, these options could be 

considered as part of the implementation of more detailed planning 

policy tools for the regeneration of these areas.  

  

                                                      
55

For more information see:  

http://www.communities.gov.uk/regeneration/regenerationfunding/europeanregionaldevelopment/northwest/

guidance/  
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8.2.8 Further delivery options that could be considered in the development of 

policy options include Regeneration Bonds, such as:- 

• Tax Increment Financing (TIF) which form the basis for a bond 

approach and would allow the Council to borrow money to provide 

the infrastructure needed to deliver sites.  This would be paid back 

from the increase in business rates revenue created from the 

development of the sites/areas. 

• Accelerated Development Zones (ADZ), a type of TIF designed to allow 

Councils to capture incremental value in the form of tax revenues 

generated from new development.  

 

8.3 Affordable Housing (CS15) 

 

8.3.1 This policy seeks to create a more equitable housing market and improve 

the mix of housing types and tenures for lower income groups.  The 

current policy option requires 25% on site affordable housing provision 

based on a proposed split of 75%/25% between social rent and 

intermediate/shared equity.   The threshold for the policy is 15 units.  

The current policy option is also subject to a number of further criteria; in 

particular a lower proportion of affordable housing will only be permitted 

were it is clearly demonstrated that affordable housing provision is being 

maximised within the development and that 25% provision would render 

the development not financially viable.   This introduces an element of 

flexibility into this particular policy requirement.    

 

8.3.2 Other criteria in the policy relates to the sub division of development 

sites, integration of affordable housing within market housing schemes, 

financial contributions in lieu of provision and the requirements in 

relation to the availability of housing in perpetuity and the size and 

design of affordable housing.    
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8.3.3 This policy has implications for the economic viability of future 

residential development as the evidence shows that the revenue 

generated from affordable housing is lower than market housing.  We 

have considered the impact on viability of on-site affordable housing 

based on medium and large residential developments at 5%, 15% and 

25% provision.  The results of our testing showed the following range of 

cost in £/m² (dependent on development size) to deliver this particular 

level of provision:- 

 

Affordable Housing 5% 15% 25% 

 

Cost Range £19-31 £55-93 £92-156 

 Table 8.1 - Impact of Affordable Housing Provision (/m²) 

 

8.3.4 The results demonstrate that the effect on viability is greater when the 

scale of development reduces i.e. for the 100 dwelling scheme the cost 

ranges from £31/m² at 5% provision up to £156/m² at 25% provision.   

 

8.3.5 Taken as a standalone addition to the baseline viability testing the 

provision of the policy compliant 25% affordable housing is in most 

instances deliverable except in the cases of Zones 1 and 2 in a number of 

the urban areas.  It should however be noted that this is in the absence 

of other planning policy requirements attributable to the Core Strategy.   
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8.3.6 It is anticipated that either on site provision or a financial contribution in 

lieu of off-site provision will dealt with by way of a S.106 Agreement, due 

to the legal limitations around delivery of this kind of developer 

contribution. This will be negotiated on a site-by-site basis, and as noted 

above, with reference to available evidence of the impact of the planning 

obligation on economic viability in association with each planning 

application. In accordance with regulations, affordable housing is 

currently outside of the scope of the Community Infrastructure Levy, 

however flexibility remains in the CIL legislation to change this.  

Depending on the outcome of future changes it is conceivable that future 

requirements relating to affordable housing could be incorporated into 

CIL. In these circumstances, it is recommended that a differential CIL 

approach should be used with charging zones applied based on the 

current evidence.  This issue emphasises the importance of flexibility in 

the policy approach to delivery of this kind of developer contribution. 

 

8.3.7 The fundamental benefit to Knowsley is in the provision of affordable 

housing to meet housing needs across the Borough.  This policy could be 

developed further in an SPD which clearly sets out the detail of 

affordable housing requirements.  Notwithstanding this however the 

policy as drafted does allow relaxation on viability grounds and hence 

this drafting already has the ability to deal with any viability issues that 

arise due to differences in value across the Borough.  The Authority 

therefore has an option to agree a lower level of provision to enable the 

accommodation of other higher level policy options or indeed reflect the 

viability of the development having regard to particular site difficulties or 

abnormal costs.   
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8.3.8 It is also anticipated that in relation to affordable housing tenure the 

policy in its final form will be adjusted to reflect the new affordable rent 

tenure in substitution for social rent.  As noted earlier in this report, our 

viability testing for this policy area is based upon affordable rent and 

intermediate shared ownership products, split as prescribed.  

 

8.3.9 The delivery mechanisms for the policy could be strengthened through 

supplementary policies (e.g. within a Supplementary Planning Document) 

to identify the relevant partners that will be involved in delivering 

affordable housing (i.e. Registered Social Landlords and Charities).  There 

are opportunities to develop the detail of the affordable housing policy in 

accordance with other Core Strategy policies (e.g. CS16 and CS17).   

 

8.4 Design Standards, Quality and Accessibility in New Developments (CS17 

& CS19), Sustainable and Low Carbon Developments (CS22) & 

Renewable and Low Carbon Infrastructure (CS23) 

 

8.4.1 These policies are linked and deal with the design standards, quality and 

sustainability of new development in the Borough together with 

renewable and low carbon infrastructure supporting that development.  

 

8.4.2 Policy CS17 deals with the mix and design of new residential 

development and requires compliance with a number of design 

standards including Building for Life, Lifetime Homes design criteria, the 

Code for Sustainable Homes (as set out in CS22), the design guidance 

policy content (as set out in CS19), and other relevant supplementary 

planning documents.  The policy is designed to ensure higher residential 

building standards are achieved to provide sustainable low carbon 

developments.    
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8.4.3 Policies such as design guidance are set at a local level; whereas others 

such as achieving the Code for Sustainable Homes will be taken forward 

through changes in Building Regulations and so will become mandatory. 

These policies are crucial to allow Knowsley to achieve more sustainable 

standards in residential development and meeting carbon targets.   

 

8.4.4 Linked to this policy is CS19 which deals with design quality and 

accessibility in all new developments.  Again this policy seeks integration 

of sustainable design principals such as Building for Life, Lifetime Homes 

and the Code for Sustainable Homes and in addition seeks BREEAM in 

relation to commercial developments.  The policy is designed to ensure 

more sustainable design by increasing waste reuse and recycling, 

reducing water demand, improving access to sustainable forms of 

transport, reducing energy demand, increasing energy efficiency and 

developing forms of renewable and low carbon energy generation.   

 

8.4.5 Similarly policy CS22 addresses sustainable and low carbon 

developments so that new developments meet high standards of 

sustainable design and construction and minimise carbon emissions by 

supplying energy efficiency and incorporating decentralised energy 

systems where feasible.  Again the policy includes standards for new 

residential development to achieve Code for Sustainable Homes levels 3 

up to 6, whilst in relation to non-residential development it requires 

BREEAM very good with excellent after 2019.  Over time elements of 

these sustainable policies will be integrated into Building Regulations and 

will become a requirement for new development. However, in 

developing policy options further, the policies developed will need to be 

flexible enough to adapt to changes in EU and UK legislation and 

regulation. 
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8.4.6 Policy CS22 also requires major development to include decentralised 

renewable and low carbon energy systems, in conjunction with CS23.    

 

8.4.7 Where it is not technically feasible or viable to meet the requirements for 

Code, BREEAM or decentralised energy networks the policy option seeks 

to allow a financial contribution in lieu which would be used to fund 

carbon reduction initiatives in Knowsley and the wider Liverpool City 

region. 

 

8.4.8 Policy CS22 also seeks to introduce sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) 

as an element of development design. This is discussed in more detail in 

relation to Policy CS24.  

 

8.4.9 These policies introduce a range of initiatives that we have considered 

and costed at Section 7.  A summary of these costs are included below. 

 

8.4.10 Code for Sustainable Homes 

 

Code Level 3 4 5 6 

Cost £30 - £47 £46 -£71 £169 - £261 £231 - £356 

 

Table 8.2 – Code for Sustainable Homes (/m²) 

 

8.4.11 Our testing considered the impact of Code for Sustainable Homes across 

a small, medium and large residential development. The cost of Code 

compliance decreases with the size of scheme due to economies of scale, 

hence the range of costs shown in Table 8.2. In isolation from other 

planning obligations tested, in almost all instances code compliance at 

Level 3 is viable, except in certain instances in the lower value urban 

areas of Zone 1 and 2. In addition Code 3 is not achievable at 30 

dwellings per hectare for the largest 1,000 dwelling scheme in the 

previously developed urban areas of Zone 2.   
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8.4.12 Once Code Level 4 is introduced then the number of viable schemes 

reduces very slightly.  At Code Level 5, 54% of the developments tested 

were unviable whilst at Code Level 6 the impact on viability is most 

significant with 72% of the developments tested not viable.  The cost of 

achieving Code Level 6 today has significant implications for 

development viability however in time technologies are expected to 

improve and with economies of scale the cost associated with achieving 

Code Level 6 will reduce with consequent improvements in viability.  

National policies through Building Regulations seek to achieve the zero-

carbon elements of Code Level 5 by 2016 and if Code Level 5 or 6 does 

become mandatory it will have implications for the viability of new 

residential development in certain parts of the Borough during the Core 

Strategy plan period.  

 

8.4.13  In respect of code compliance the approach of preferred option CS22 

provides flexibility for provision of payment to a carbon compensation 

fund were it is not either technically feasible or viable to meet code 

requirements.  This gives an element of flexibility in policy terms 

however it is probable that in the future Building Regulation 

Requirements will be redrafted to enforce the requirement for code 

compliance which ultimately will remove this aspect of flexibility.  In 

addition, we understand that the Council has reconsidered this aspect of 

policy CS22 in the light of the compliance of the approach of a carbon 

compensation fund, with the restrictions placed on planning obligations 

to account for the introduction of a CIL.  
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8.4.14 Building For Life and Lifetime Homes 

 

8.4.15 We have considered the effects for Building for Life and Lifetime Homes 

on new residential development. Based on the developments that we 

have tested at 10, 100 and 1,000 dwellings we have identified that in 

viability terms the cost range is between £46/m² for the 1,000 dwelling 

scheme and £71/m² for the 10 dwelling scheme.   As the size of the 

development increases then the cost/m² of achieving the standards 

reduces, again due to economies of scale.  The core strategy policies in 

respect to Building for Life and Lifetime Homes require adherence to 

national standards.   In this respect there may not be flexibility in relation 

to these standards with respect to either viability or feasibility if they 

become part of national policy, at the appropriate point during the plan 

period.  

 

8.4.16 Design Standards 

 

8.4.17 We have considered the impact of local design quality policies both on 

residential and commercial development.   For residential development 

we have considered the impact across a low, medium and high range of 

quality across small, medium and large developments.  The cost to 

development of achieving these particular levels of design standards 

across the hypothetical developments tested are summarised in the 

table below.  These costs are in addition to a baseline cost of 

construction set out within our initial testing process.  

 

Standard Low Medium High 

Cost £16-24 £31-49 £47-97 

 Table 8.3 - Design Standards (/m²) 
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8.4.18 In terms of the costs to the development of achieving a particular level of 

design standard, the cost/m² reduces as the size of development 

increases, again due to economies of scale to be achieved in larger 

developments.  In general terms 93% of the residential developments 

tested were viable at a low level of design standard.  This reduced to 88% 

at medium level and once high level standards were introduced then the 

percentage fell slightly to 83%.  Generally the requirement for increased 

design standards in residential development independent of other policy 

requirements is viable in the majority of cases across the Borough and at 

a low to medium level has a fairly limited impact on viability.   

 

8.4.19 In considering design standards for commercial developments we have 

undertaken a number of case studies.   We considered the impact of a 

high standard of design in both town centre and Industrial Park locations.  

In each case the cost of achieving the high level standard was in the 

order of £73/m² to the development.  We also considered a medium 

level of design standard in relation to an industrial park location which 

reduced viability by £54/m².    

 

8.4.20 Our results demonstrate that a higher standard of design in town centre 

locations for retail and possibly leisure use is potentially viable subject to 

consideration of the cumulative effect of other policy options that may 

be applied.  In considering higher standards of design for offices, 

industrial and hotel uses in industrial and business park locations, the 

baseline deficit is such that at the present time higher quality design 

standards would be difficult to achieve in financial terms.   

 

  



223 

 

8.4.21 Code for Sustainable Homes, Lifetime Homes and Building for Life 

 

8.4.22 These three sets of standards are often used as a tool for ensuring a high 

standard of housing is developed. For instance the HCA will require all of 

these to apply to all developments which are funded by them.  Planning 

authorities may also require one or more of these as a part of their Core 

Policies. 

 

8.4.23 They cover different aspects of housing development as follows:- 

 

 1 Code for Sustainable Homes 

 

This covers matters of sustainability which includes a number of 

different factors, for instance energy consumption and carbon 

requirements, water usage, and ecological matters.  There are 6 

levels of which level 3 is the minimum used and is the one most 

commonly required, although levels 4 and 5 are being adopted on 

occasions.  Level 6 is regarded as being equivalent to zero carbon 

and is intended to be adopted in 2016.  Each level will incur 

additional costs both in construction and maintenance; the higher 

levels will require the use of specialist mechanical and electrical 

equipment. To achieve any particular level, a number of points 

need to be scored in accordance with the requirements of the 

Code.  Although some requirements are mandatory, most are not 

but enough have to be achieved to meet the target set by the level 

required.  One of those non-mandatory standards is Lifetime 

Homes – see below. 
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2 Lifetime Homes 

 

 This standard concerns designing homes so that they are able to 

accommodate residents as they age.  This involves ensuring the 

ability of wheelchair users to enter and circulate around the home, 

the ability to create a ground floor living room and shower room 

and facilities for the future installation of a lift and hoist to allow a 

disabled person to be taken to a bathroom.  The costs of most of 

these are not great except in respect of small dwellings which may 

not be big enough to achieve the standard without additional floor 

area being constructed.  Achieving the Lifetime Homes standard 

will also count towards meeting the requirements of the Code for 

Sustainable Homes but it is not a mandatory aspect of doing so. 

 

3 Building for Life 

 

 This standard refers to matters of design quality and there are 20 

points of qualification.  If 16 are met then a Gold award is achieved, 

14 earning a silver award and 12 bronze. High levels can be difficult 

to achieve as some sites will not, by their nature, be able to achieve 

all points. This standard does not overlap with either of those 

noted above. 
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8.4.24 Decentralised Energy Systems 

 

8.4.25 Through the case studies undertaken we have considered the effect of 

decentralised energy systems for both a large scale residential 

development and also a significant mixed use development within 

Knowsley Industrial Park.  The results of the residential development 

indicated a reduction in viability equating to £59.67/m² with the effect 

on the commercial developments being £29.54/m².  In the context of the 

large scale residential development (1,200 dwellings) within a higher 

value area of the Borough then the creation of a decentralised energy 

network was viable both as a standalone policy and in combination with 

a number of other policy options.  For the commercial development 

considered in Case Study 1 the baseline testing indicated that the 

development was not viable in any event and therefore with the 

inclusion of the decentralised energy system the viability position 

worsened.   
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8.4.26 In terms of the policy requirement for decentralised energy systems 

there is an element of flexibility in relation to decentralised energy 

networks for major new developments.  CS23 permits payment in lieu 

into a carbon compensation fund
56

 where delivery of such a network is 

not technically feasible or viable.  In order for a compensation 

mechanism to work, the policy option will need to be developed further 

to provide guidance on how compensation amounts will be calculated 

and valued. Policies and projects would need to value any changes in 

emissions in order for development to be measured in terms of its 

climate change impacts.  Government has agreed a set of carbon values 

to be used in policy appraisal and evaluation, and a carbon compensation 

policy option will need to be developed in accordance with HM 

Treasury’s Green Book and relevant guidance and tools available for 

calculating carbon. The policy would also need to be closely linked to 

policies CS17 and CS19 to ensure any requirements for carbon 

compensation is in accordance with Carbon Compliance
57

. As noted 

above in relation to policies regarding sustainable design standards, the 

Council is reconsidering its approach to this particular policy, in the light 

of restrictions placed to be placed on pooling planning obligations in the 

future. This would need to include consideration of how such a tariff 

could work should the Council seek to introduce CIL charge. 

 

  

                                                      
56

 Please note that the Council is likely to rename Carbon Compensation Fund as a ‘Community Energy 

Fund’ if progressed within the Local Plan 

57 Carbon Compliance: Setting an appropriate limit for zero carbon new homes - Findings and Recommendations, 

(Zero Carbon Hub (February 2011)  
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8.4.27 In addition, the Council should note that the policy could be 

strengthened by making reference to Allowable Solutions and the links 

this has with higher building standards, together with the need to meet 

these standards through off-site provision of renewable and low carbon 

energy infrastructure. Allowable Solutions
58

 are measures/options 

available to planners and developers that would reduce/off-set carbon 

emissions should on-site solutions not be feasible and/or viable when 

bringing forward new development. There are some key principles that 

are beginning to become associated with Allowable Solutions including:- 

 

• That the developer would make a payment to secure emissions 

reductions through (largely) near-site or off-site, carbon saving 

(Allowable Solutions) projects. 

• That independent of the developer, there would be an opportunity to 

aggregate a number of Allowable Solutions payments to deliver larger 

scale carbon-emission reduction projects. 

• That Allowable Solutions would be affordable and (per unit of carbon) 

would cost, at least initially, less than Carbon Compliance. 

• That wherever possible, Allowable Solutions would be linked with 

local projects that would bring local benefits. 

 

  

                                                      
58

 For more information: http://www.zerocarbonhub.org/definition.aspx?page=9 
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8.4.28 The IDP will need to clearly set out areas where energy infrastructure is 

required (e.g. if there are network capacity issues in any particular areas) 

and where opportunities exist (e.g. Priority Zones for district heating or 

areas for commercial scale wind generation). The policy should also 

recognise that certain forms of energy generation could be viable forms 

of development and a source for developer contributions in themselves.    

 

8.4.29 In terms of funding, there are large number of public and private sector 

funding sources available for decentralised energy that will need to be 

considered in developing options CS22 and CS23.  Funding options 

include public sector sources e.g. Local Authority Internal Reserves, 

subsidies (e.g. Feed in Tariffs (FITs)
59

/ Renewable Heat Incentive (RHI)
60

), 

government funding (e.g. Carbon Emissions Reduction Target (CERT)
61

  

and Green Deal), UK and EU Funding (e.g. Green Investment Bank (GIB)
62

 

and European Investment Bank (EIB)
63

) and private finance (e.g. Private 

Equity/Venture Capital).  

 

8.4.30 BREEAM 

 

8.4.31 The costs of achieving the varying BREEAM standards for commercial 

developments are difficult to predict with any confidence and there is 

little published data upon which to base any judgements.  This is made 

more difficult by the fact that the standard is intended to cover every 

type of building except those that are residential and thus covered by the 

Code for Sustainable Homes; the effect on each can be quite different. 

                                                      
59

 See:  

www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/meeting_energy/Renewable_ener/feedin_tariff/feedin_tariff.aspx 

60
 See: www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/meeting_energy/renewable_ener/incentive/incentive.aspx 

61
 See: www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/funding/funding_ops/cert/cert.aspx 

62
 See: www.bis.gov.uk/greeninvestmentbank 

63
 See: www.eib.org/projects/cycle/applying_loan/index.htm 
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8.4.32 A number of facts affect the rating and costs of achieving any given 

standard; these include:- 

 

• Building Function 

• Building Location 

• Site Conditions 

• Building Form 

• Methods of Servicing 

• Methods of Procurement 

 

8.4.33 A study published in 2005 suggested that the following additional 

percentages to total capital costs could apply, although these will vary 

considerably with building location, type and function. 

  

Good  0-2% 

 Very Good 0-4% 

 Excellent  3-7% 

 

8.4.34 The uncertainty in costing for BREEAM suggest that any meaningful 

results can only be obtained on a site specific and development specific 

basis, rather than undertaking testing on the high level basis considered 

in this report. 
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8.5 Urban Green Spaces Policy (CS21) 

 

8.5.1 This policy in relation to urban green space is designed to maintain an 

adequate supply of greenspace to serve communities, to mitigate against 

any losses of green space/green infrastructure and to ensure 

environmental and social sustainability issues are addressed.  The policy 

provides clear guidance on how green space provision will be delivered 

and losses/replacements will be made in accordance with green space 

standards and typologies indicated in the policy and set out in greater 

detail in the Greenspace Standards and New Development SPD.  At the 

present time we understand it is the Council’s intention to carry forward 

this policy in the Local Plan, to support Core Strategy policy CS19 and the 

continuation of the SPD framework. However the Council does recognise 

that the continued operation of the policy (through Section 106 

agreements and Unilateral Undertakings) will need to be revised in the 

light of the restrictions placed on such contributions through the CIL 

regulations.  

 

8.5.2 In terms of the three forms of development considered for policy testing, 

the medium (100 dwellings) and large (1,000 dwellings) developments 

have been formulated on the assumption of on-site provision to accord 

with the SPD.  The smallest development however assumes there will be 

a payment towards off site provision and in order to demonstrate the 

effect of this payment on viability we have considered both the baseline 

position and then viability of the development once the payment is 

included.  The results of this show a cost to viability of £21/m² in areas of 

surplus and £36/m² in areas of deficit. 
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8.6 Managing Flood Risks (CS24) 

 

8.6.1 This policy ensures that new development reduces the extent and impact 

of flooding and does not cause unacceptable risk of flooding elsewhere.  

In particular it makes provision for flood mitigation measures and a 

requirement for new development to use sustainable drainage systems 

(SuDS) unless it would be impracticable to do so due to site size, ground 

contamination conditions or potential damage to adjacent buildings or 

sites. It is recognised that in most cases, there will be a SuDS solution 

available and appropriate to incorporate within new development, but 

the technology used will vary dependent on individual development 

circumstances, and hence costs may also differ dramatically.  

 

8.6.2 In our case studies we consider the effect of sustainable drainage 

systems at small, medium and large scale reflecting differing ground 

conditions across both residential and commercial developments. This 

accounted for the impacts of this policy in isolation from planning 

obligations attributable to other policy areas. For the residential 

developments tested the cost to viability of providing SuDS ranges from 

£5.93 to £8.19/m².  This level of cost has a limited impact on viability 

except in those areas where baseline viability is already in deficit, where 

the imposition of a SuDS scheme would further increase the deficit.  

 

8.6.3 In relation to the commercial developments tested both mixed use and 

retail the cost of implications for the SuDS scheme range from £14.50/m² 

to £36.08/m² in terms of viability impact. This cost again is fairly limited 

in the context of retail development however for industrial and hotel 

mixed use type of development in industrial and business park locations 

the baseline viability position is already in deficit so the imposition of a 

SuDS requirement further worsens this position. 
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8.6.4 In considering the specific wording of the preferred option CS24 it is 

notable that there is an element of flexibility in relation to SuDS provision 

however this is related to the practicality of delivery in the context of the 

site rather than any viability impact. We understand that the Council 

intends to strengthen this position, reflecting the range of SuDS 

technologies available for use, and the implications for ease of 

implementation of this particular policy ask.  

 

8.6.5 The IDP, in conjunction with the evidence base collated by the Council 

will set out available information on flood defence infrastructure 

(including ‘hard’ and soft’ flood defence engineering, drainage and SuDS).  

 

8.6.6 Possible funding options for flood risk defence and mitigation include:- 

 

• Flood Defence Grant-in-Aid (FDGiA).  

• EU Funding  

• Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management (FCERM) funding  

• Lottery Funding  

• Sport England funding  

• Sustrans Funds  

 

8.7 Policy Summary 

 

8.7.1 Throughout this project, the EVA process and the analysis of the 

Preferred Policy Options set out in the Knowsley Core Strategy Preferred 

Options Report have been used iteratively to inform the Council’s 

decision making and progression of preferred options into final Core 

Strategy policies for consultation as part of the Proposed Submission 

Version of the plan. This has followed a three stage process:- 

1. Preferred Policy Options have been categorised in terms of their 

policy requirements.   
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2. The Council have then begun to categorise what options are available 

in-terms the type of contribution to be used for a policy, the instances 

and the extent that an option could be used to fund on-site and off-

site infrastructure provision.  

3. Further categorisation is then provided that apportions policy 

requirements in terms of being statutory requirements, suitable for a 

CIL or Not Suitable for a CIL Charge. 

 

8.7.2 For ease of reference we have provided table 8.4 below.  This provides a 

brief overview of the main Core Strategy policies that are considered to 

have an impact on development viability in Knowsley.  The table also 

includes a summary of the specific policy requirements in this respect.

  

Policy Title Policy Requirements 

CS7 - Transport Networks • Transport Projects 

• Parking standards (SPD) 

• Miscellaneous accessibility/design 

standards 

CS9 – 14 – Regeneration • Project specifics  - various 

CS15 – Affordable Housing • Affordable Housing 

CS17 – Housing Sizes and Design 

Standards 

• Code for Sustainable Homes 

• Building for Life 

• Lifetime Homes 

CS19 – Design Quality and 

Accessibility in New Development 

• Refers to CS17 and CS22 

• Miscellaneous design standards 

CS21 – Urban Greenspaces • Public Open Space 

CS22 – Sustainable and Low Carbon • Code for Sustainable Homes/Community 

Energy/BREEAM 

• Decentralised energy 

CS24 – Managing Flood • SuDS 

CS27 – Planning and Paying for New 

Infrastructure 

• Miscellaneous – IPD Projects 

Table 8.4 – Overview of Impact of Policies 
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8.8 Type of Provision  

 

8.8.1 Three categories have been developed setting out the different types of 

policy requirements and whether they would be brought forward as ‘In-

Kind’, ‘In-Kind / Tariff Top Up’ or ‘Tariff Only’.  This is illustrated in table 

8.5. 

 

In Kind Only In Kind / Tariff Top Up Tariff Only 

 

Building for Life Affordable Housing Transport Projects (Policy CS7 

and IDP Projects) 

Lifetime Homes Code for Sustainable 

Homes/Community 

Energy Fund 

IDP Projects 

Decentralised Energy BREEAM/Community 

Energy Fund 

Miscellaneous accessibility 

standards 

Parking Standards Public Open Space  

SuDS Decentralised Energy  

Project specifics - 

various 

  

Miscellaneous 

accessibility standards 

  

Miscellaneous design 

standards 

  

Table 8.5 – Type of Policy Provision 

 

8.8.2 With reference to these policies, we have identified the following:- 

 

1. A number of the policies require the provision of infrastructure in kind 

only, as:- 

• The requirement is a statutory undertaking and is needed 

regardless of the planning policy. 

• It is a reasonable policy requirement that would be typically 

expected of a local plan policy. 

• No alternative planning obligation or CIL option is suitable, and 

the requirement is reasonable. 
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2. Other policies seek provision in kind in the first instance, but allow for 

an alternative financial tariff to be sought in certain cases.  

 

3. Other policies seek only a financial tariff being provided to provide 

funding towards strategic projects.   

 

8.8.3 Certain policies require provision which reflects national requirements, 

through building regulations for example. The majority of Core Strategy 

policies (as expected) are set with local specificity. Some of the provision 

will be suitable to collect through Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 

arrangements (i.e. involve money which is collated for centralised 

expenditure). Other elements are entirely based on the specifics of the 

development, and therefore are not suitable for CIL, and will need to be 

collected through legal agreements for developer contributions, such as 

Section 106 agreements.  
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8.8.4 To enable a better understanding of the nature of the policy options in 

this respect the table below summarises their likely status and indicates 

whether they are likely to be suitable for a CIL charge or otherwise, 

based on current regulations. 

 

Statutory Local 

Suitable for CIL Not suitable for CIL 

Code for Sustainable 

Homes (Building Regs) 

Public Open Space 

(provision/ maintenance) 

Public Open Space (in kind) 

BREEAM (Building 

Regs) 

Transport 

Projects/Miscellaneous 

Accessibility Standards 

Affordable Housing 

 Community Energy Fund 

(Carbon Compensation 

Fund) 

Code for Sustainable Homes 

(extras) 

 Miscellaneous – IDP 

Projects 

BREEAM (extras) 

  Building for Life 

  Lifetime Homes 

  Decentralised Energy 

  SuDS 

  Parking Standards 

Table 8.6 – Statutory and Local Policy Options 

 

8.9 Conclusions  

 

8.9.1  In order for Knowsley to take its policy options forward it will be 

important that future Core Strategy consultation clearly sets out the key 

policies that will impact on commercial viability and provide clarity on 

how different policies interact and relate to each other.   
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8.9.2 The categories developed in this section provide the starting point for 

this and should be taken forward through engagement with stakeholders 

and used as the basis for consultation. This will allow stakeholders to 

have a holistic understanding of policies, their sustainability credentials, 

implications on viability and scope for developer contributions and 

opportunity to engage on these issues in a single consultation.   

 

8.10 Future Proofing Policies  

 

8.10.1 In taking the Core Strategy forward, to help assist in the proposed 

consultation approach to policy options discussed in the previous section 

and to ensure maximum flexibility, emerging policies will continue to 

need to be ‘future proofed’ as part of an iterative process. The 

discussions in previous sections provide the baseline for this process. 

Policies must be adaptable to change and revision, (e.g. in response to 

changes to legislation, national policy or economic conditions), be 

appropriately resourced to ensure effective implementation, and be 

evidence based so that developer contributions do not result in 

‘bottlenecks’ that constrain the delivery of new development in 

accordance with the Council’s policy requirements. 

 

8.10.2 To assist the overall ‘future proofing’ process, a SWOT tool (Strengths, 

Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats) has been developed for the Council.  

The primary purpose of this is to allow an understanding of the scope for 

and appropriateness of developer contributions options to deliver the 

essential infrastructure required for Knowsley to meet the policy 

objectives set out in the emerging Core Strategy. 

 

  



238 

 

8.10.3 The framework is based on a review of best practice guidance produced 

by the Planning Advisory Service (PAS), the Local Government Association 

(LGA), the Planning Officers Society (POS) and the Department of 

Communities and Local Government (CLG) and Planning Inspectorate. 

This includes:- 

 

• Applying the Community Infrastructure Levy, Manual and Case 

Study, (PAS and LGA) March 2012  

• Community Infrastructure Levy Relief Information document, (CLG) 

June 2011  

• CIL and Infrastructure Planning, An advice note, (POS), October 2011  

• Planning Inspectorate Good Practice Advice Note 16: Submitting  

Planning Obligations 

 

8.10.4 Purpose of the SWOT analysis  

 

8.10.5 The SWOT analysis is a policy tool designed to test future policies with 

regards to their appropriateness to support the potential adoption and 

implementation of developer contributions options across Knowsley. Key 

objectives of the SWOT process include:- 

 

• To develop an assessment structure based on best practice for future 

use by the Council in preparing its planning policies.  

• Provide a flexible framework that can be used for assessing 

alternative planning policy approaches for funding infrastructure.  

• To set out strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats 

associated with Core Strategy preferred policy options in relation to 

the appropriateness of their approach to developer contributions and 

providing a comprehensive and cohesive policy framework. 
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• To produce a view on the appropriateness of the preferred policy 

options assessed that are then considered against the findings of the 

EVA.  

• To enable the Council’s judgement to be made about which policy 

approaches should be developed e.g. single, multiple or 

combinations and implemented.  

 

8.10.6 A number of Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats have 

been identified following analysis of Core Strategy Preferred Option 

policies against the analysis framework of key and sub questions 

developed from the review of best practice, general desktop research 

and Arup’s technical/ policy knowledge and experience of policy subject 

matters. 

 

8.10.7 Details of the SWOT analysis framework key and sub questions are set 

out in Appendix 4.  
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9.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

9.1 Evidence Base 

 

9.1.1 In preparing this Economic Viability Assessment, we have considered the 

existing planning framework including the Knowsley Replacement 

Unitary Development Plan, and in particular adopted supplementary 

planning documents such as the Greenspace Standards and New 

Development SPD and the Ensuring a Choice of Travel SPD.  We have also 

had regard to emerging Local Plan Core Strategy Policies and in support 

of this, the existing and emerging Core Strategy evidence base. In this 

respect, as set out in section 2.0, we have considered the SHLAA, the 

SHMA, the Joint Employment Land and Premises Study and the Knowsley 

Town Centres and Shopping Study.  We have also had regard to the 

findings of the draft Knowsley and Sefton Green Belt Study which 

identified the ability of land currently located within the Knowsley Green 

Belt to contribute to delivering new residential and employment 

development in the longer term.  

 

9.1.2 With regard to this evidence base and to the conclusions of our own 

market research, we have then formulated development typologies both 

residential and non-residential that are reflective of the form and 

location of development that is likely to be undertaken in the Borough 

over the life of the Core Strategy.  Given the varying characteristics of 

land within the Borough, we have also had regard to differing land types 

such as previously developed urban sites and Green Belt locations and 

addressed the implications of these differing land types for development 

in our viability appraisals.   

 

  



241 

 

9.1.3 In addition, we have also compiled a significant property market 

evidence base which reflects capital values, rents and yields for 

residential and non-residential development and also land values.   

 

9.1.4 Having regard to the results of our property market research, we have 

considered whether there are likely to be differences in property and 

land values across the Borough with respect to both use and location.  In 

considering residential property values, a pattern of value emerged 

across the Borough which led us to undertake viability testing based on 

three distinct zones which are considered in detail in paragraph 5.4.7. 

 

9.1.5 Our research in relation to commercial property values also indicated 

variations in value with reference to use and in particular the differences 

between office, industrial and retail values.  To a lesser degree we also 

identified some variations in value with respect to location, particularly in 

respect of retail and office uses.  Our conclusions regarding this issue are 

contained at paragraph 5.5.6. 

 

9.1.6 In formulating our appraisals for testing viability in the Borough, we have 

also considered the construction costs appropriate to the particular form 

of development, including a recognition of additional costs which may be 

incurred having regard to the characteristics of the particular land type.  

We have adopted typical development market rates for appraisal 

variables such as finance and developer profit.   

 

9.1.7 Our baseline appraisals reflect the costs associated with the currently 

adopted planning policy framework.  This incorporated the requirements 

and contributions contained in the Greenspace Standards and New 

Development SPD and the Ensuring a Choice of Travel SPD adopted by 

the Council. 
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9.2 Methodology 

 

9.2.1 Having prepared appropriate typologies for testing and compiled an 

appropriate evidence base both in terms of cost and revenue we have 

then adopted a residual valuation approach to determine the viability of 

development in the Borough.  This methodology is recognised and 

supported by the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors together with 

the Local Housing Delivery Group.  The residual sum in this case 

represents the development surplus or “headroom” which if positive, is 

an indication of viability.  It also represents the extent of additional sums 

which may be available to meet policy requirements arising from the 

Local Plan.  

 

9.2.2 In preparing our residual valuations we have adopted a recognised 

industry standard appraisal model to derive this development surplus.   

 

9.3 Results 

 

9.3.1 The viability testing was undertaken to demonstrate the baseline viability 

position with regard to current planning policy.  The results of our 

baseline findings are contained at Section 6.  In summary our results 

indicated clear differences in viability with respect to use, scale, location 

and land type.   
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9.3.2 We tested 252 individual residential typologies, and in 68% of cases the 

development was viable.  A pattern emerged in that viability improved in 

high value areas and also at higher density developments of 40 dwellings 

per hectare.  Viability also improved with respect to size with the 

medium size residential development in the higher value areas of Zone 3 

performing best and showing the greatest development surplus.  Also, 

those schemes tested in Green Belt locations generated higher levels of 

surplus although it should be noted that this may be offset if significant 

monies are required to provide services and new infrastructure to these 

Green Belt sites to enable development.  The least viable developments 

were in previously developed urban locations in zones 1 and 2, where in 

a number of instances development was either unviable or marginal. 

 

9.3.3 The non-residential results illustrated that at the present time B1 office 

developments and B2 and B8 industrial are not viable without funding 

assistance.  Viability for office and industrial development did vary with 

location, form and land use, however in respect of offices even the most 

viable developments returned a deficit on cost of 18%.  For industrial 

developments the most profitable form of development tested returned 

a deficit equivalent to 20% of costs.  It is acknowledged however that 

these results tend to be reflective of speculative schemes and in respect 

of developments for owner occupation it is probable that motivation 

provided by the specific circumstances of any occupier may make issues 

of viability less crucial. 

 

9.3.4 In terms of the retail typologies tested, they indicated that retail 

development is generally viable with the exception of comparison retail 

in district and local centres and within Prescot town centre.   
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9.3.5 The results from the leisure and miscellaneous uses tested are more 

mixed with food and drink and petrol station development generally 

viable across the Borough.  Hotel development is marginal in certain 

instances and viable in Green Belt-greenfield locations.  The results for a 

health clinic are also marginal whilst the development of car showrooms, 

bingo related facilities and residential institutions are not viable. 

  

9.3.6 The Core Strategy is likely to remain in place for up to 15 years after 

implementation; we have therefore considered the robustness of the 

current economic viability testing that we have undertaken by 

considering possible future economic cycles, and their effect on the key 

variables that underpin economic viability.  Having profiled likely 

economic cycles we have demonstrated that generally the current 

assessment levels used as a basis for the present viability testing 

represent a reasonable moderate to low position over a series of 

modelled economic cycles.  As a result it is considered that the 

assessment represents a robust basis for policy consideration. 

 

9.4 Core Strategy – Policy Options 

 

9.4.1 Once we established the baseline viability position for the Borough 

assuming existing policy requirements and anticipated future 

developments, we have then considered the effects on development and 

viability of the proposed policy options identified within the Core 

Strategy Preferred Options Report.  This document represented the most 

up-to-date version of the Core Strategy available from the Council at the 

time of writing this report, meaning its draft policies were suitable for 

testing. 
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9.4.2 In many instances the identified policies are not necessarily capable of 

being quantified based on cost, whilst some, such as policies relating to 

greenspace and travel will be carried forward in the Core Strategy in the 

form of the existing adopted SPDs.  These SPDs are already fully reflected 

in the baseline testing. 

 

9.4.3 Other Core Strategy policy approaches are capable of substantive costing 

and evaluation.  In particular with respect to residential development we 

have been able to consider the costs associated with the Code for 

Sustainable Homes, Building for Life and Lifetime Home Standards, 

varying levels of design standards and also the effect on viability of 

affordable housing provision.  Some policy options are less generalised 

and are determined more by the characteristics of the development site 

and form of development.  In these circumstances we have prepared a 

number of case studies to illustrate the effect of these policies on 

viability.  By way of example we have considered the effect of 

decentralised energy networks, sustainable drainage systems and 

improved design standards for both residential and non-residential 

development. 

 

9.4.4 In terms of their effect on new residential development the majority of 

the Core Strategy Policies tested are viable in isolation from each other 

against the baseline position, except for development at Code Level 6 

which in over 50% of the development typologies tested would 

immediately make the development unviable. 
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9.4.5 We have also considered the impact of cumulative policy options, and it 

is clear that in many Green Belt locations particularly in the higher value 

areas it is possible to take forward a number of cumulative requirements 

and still maintain development viability.  However, it becomes difficult to 

achieve in lower value areas particularly for developments on previously 

developed land in urban locations. 

 

9.4.6 For commercial development, the ability to deliver policy options 

through the Core Strategy will depend on the proposed use.  For most 

forms of retail development we anticipate that they will be able to 

achieve higher design standards together with sustainable drainage 

systems and still remain viable.  Offices and industrial development on 

the other hand are currently considered to be unviable having regard to 

the baseline position and so adding further policy requirements worsens 

the position to the extent that it becomes difficult to reconcile Core 

Strategy Options for these particular uses. 
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9.4.7 Generally there is a mixed picture of the effect of policy options across 

the Borough.  There will be issues in achieving some policy options for 

certain forms of development in some locations and in this respect it will 

not be possible to achieve all preferred policy options as set out in the 

Core Strategy Preferred Options Report for all developments in all 

locations.  As a result flexibility will be required.  The Local Planning 

Authority may therefore wish to consider a hierarchy of policy 

requirements.  This may be influenced by National Policy to some degree 

as the requirements of the Code for Sustainable Homes for example or 

BREEAM are taken forward and incorporated within Building Regulations 

over time.  As a result these requirements are likely to be unavoidable 

and will form the highest tier of policy for any new development.  These 

policies are therefore likely to form the first call on any development 

surplus in the future, albeit in its current form the Code for Sustainable 

Homes policy CS22 does allow for payment in lieu of on-site provision 

towards a compensation fund on viability grounds.   

 

9.4.8 The Council’s policies in relation to Urban Greenspace and the Ensuring a 

Choice of Travel SPD will be taken forward in the new planning 

framework and so will continue to ensure that policy standards are 

rigorously applied.  Again, in the Preferred Options Report and current 

SPDs, there is no flexibility with respect to these particular requirements 

and so in their current form they will also form a first call on the 

development surplus, hence being integrated as part of our baseline 

testing.  
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9.4.9 On a more general level transportation requirements in relation to 

strategic infrastructure and also the servicing of Green Belt sites could be 

recovered as part of a Section 106 Agreement on a site by site basis or 

for strategic infrastructure, a Community Infrastructure Levy charge.  If 

CIL is introduced to meet the cost of future strategic infrastructure 

requirements then as the level of tariff is fixed and there are few 

exemptions this is likely to become part of the top tier of policy 

requirements. 

 

9.4.10 The Core Strategy requires SuDS except if due to the site characteristics it 

is not feasible.  It is also mandatory through national guidance. Given the 

range of policy solutions provided by SuDS technology, the costs 

associated with this will affect viability albeit to a relatively limited extent 

and again can be considered to be a first tier policy.   

 

9.4.11 Having regard to the suite of policy options there appears to be an 

element of flexibility in relation to decentralised energy where the 

proposed policy indicates that if the construction of a decentralised 

energy system is not viable for major developments then a contribution 

to a compensation fund can be made instead. 
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9.4.12 Similarly, design standards are likely to be required to higher levels in 

certain locations with high quality design and improvement to the urban 

fabric.  We anticipate however that in certain instances this policy may 

prove to be more aspirational and an element of flexibility could be 

introduced.  In the context of design standards, Building for Life and 

Lifetime Homes could also prove to be a more flexible policy unless they 

are taken forward as part of National Policy requirements. 

 

9.4.13 The Council’s policy option in relation to affordable housing does allow a 

relaxation from the maximum 25% requirement on viability grounds on a 

case-by-case basis, in accordance with current guidance and case law.  

This is reflective of the need for a flexible approach, given the relative 

ability of different schemes to meet affordable housing requirements 

while remaining financially viable. This is also reflective of the restrictions 

on affordable housing policy as being outside the scope of CIL.  
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9.5 Policy Hierarchy 

 

9.5.1 The policy options that we have considered, costed and modelled in 

viability terms will fall into two groups, those fixed by National Policies, 

legislation or regulations, such as Building Regulations, where there will 

not be any degree of flexibility in relation to the implementation.  It 

should be noted that there may be a temporal element to this lack of 

flexibility, i.e. that requirements may be introduced gradually over the 

plan period. Those policy options that contain a degree of flexibility 

include affordable housing, design standards and the introduction of 

decentralised energy systems; these policies can be set locally and hence 

these are likely to form a second call on any financial surplus. In 

accordance with the findings of this study, there will still be a judgment 

call for the Council in deciding on a hierarchy within this second group, 

particularly in instances where viability is limited. This process will need 

to accurately reflect the risks associated with affecting financial viability 

of new development, as well as the opportunity available to the Council 

to seek to deliver an appropriate range of developer contributions.  

 

9.6 Solutions 

 

9.6.1 The costs of different policy requirements vary dramatically. However for 

some policies cost is not a consideration for the policy as they are either 

statutory legislative or regulatory requirements or so integral to the plan 

that they cannot be removed. Some policies are so prohibitively 

expensive that insisting on their delivery would result in too much of a 

risk to the plan. Therefore there is a need to consider treating all policies 

in one of five ways, namely:- 

 

1. Include the policy requirement with no negotiation as it is statutory; 

  



251 

 

2. Include the policy requirement with no negotiation on viability 

grounds, as it is central to the delivery of the plan or no negotiation 

policy tools are available; 

3. Include the policy requirement with option of developer / Council 

negotiation, based on number of possible criteria (including viability 

and technical feasibility); 

4. Include a policy as “encourage” – therefore it is up to the developer 

to decide; 

5. Do not include the policy ask. 

 

9.6.2 These options provide a transparent framework that provides certainty 

within the Council and to its partners and planning applicants on where 

policy requirements are non-negotiable, where negotiations will be 

undertaken or a where a standardised CIL charge would be applied 

allowing for an understanding of resource and costs implications. CIL in 

particular provides the option for limited resource implications as it is 

viewed as largely administrative process, once introduced, albeit with a 

need for regular review.  Other benefits of CIL are that it would ensure a 

guaranteed income, however the downside could be that the rate 

charged falls short of what could be achieved through other forms of 

Planning Obligations. To help assist in determining which options to 

adopt. The SWOT framework produced for this commission includes 

questions that require the Council to undertake analysis of past planning 

applications and developer contributions to understand what has been 

secured in the past, what resources were required to achieve this and 

whether it was value for money.  The outputs/ outcomes of this work can 

then be assessed against projections based on proposed CIL rates to 

understand which approach provides the best value.  Clearly any final 

solutions would need to be presented in the appropriate planning policy 

document, subject to the appropriate preparation processes and political 

approvals.  
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9.6.3 With this in mind we have discussed alternative policy solutions with 

Council Officers and the following table 9.1 has been developed to 

illustrate some suggested solutions, with a commentary about key issues 

and some potential shortcomings where relevant.  
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Policy Title Planning Obligations Solution No Explanation Potential Issues 

 

CS7 - Transport Networks  • Transport Projects 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 • Parking standards (SPD) 

 

 

 

 

 

 • Miscellaneous accessibility 

standards 

 • 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 • 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 • 2 

 • Need to amend policy to point 

to potential of schemes to 

contribute towards 

achievement of transport 

projects (through CIL). Point to 

CS27 for mechanisms. 

 

 

 • Not expected to involve 

negotiation as parking 

standards are set as maxima. 

Non-negotiable on minimum 

parking standards (disabled, 

bikes). 

 

 • Non-negotiable on viability 

grounds. 

 • Policy and proposed solution 

provides clear hierarchy with 

transport projects being directly 

linked to IDP.  

 • Use of CIL for Strategic transport 

projects should ensure the 

Council has more time and 

resource to negotiate other 

potential areas for developer 

contributions. 

CS9 – 14 – Regeneration  • Project specifics  - various 

 
 • 2  • Non-negotiable on viability 

grounds. 
 • Some issues could arise with 

regards to regeneration area 

Policy CS11 Knowsley Industrial 

and Business Parks, whereby 

some elements of the planned 

decentralised energy 

infrastructure (ie. the CHP plant / 

energy centre and the primary 

heat network pipe network) 

would be eligible for CIL, whilst 

the more local expansion and 

connection to the network would 

be a  development/site specific 

planning obligation). 
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Policy Title Planning Obligations Solution No Explanation Potential Issues 

 

CS15 – Affordable Housing  • Affordable Housing  • 3  • Negotiable on a site-by-site 

basis based on viability.  Only 

available option at the 

moment. Good as one of the 

more costly elements. 

 

 • The approach allows for targeted 

affordable housing provision. 

 •  The approach could be resource 

intensive for all parties, 

particularly the Council given 

resource constraints resulting in 

delays in delivering affordable 

and open market housing. 
CS17 – Housing Sizes and 

Design Standards 

 • Code for Sustainable Homes  

 

 • Building for Life 

 

 

 • Lifetime Homes 

 • n/a 

 

 • 2 

 

 

 • 2 

 • Point to CS22. 

 

 • Non-negotiable on viability 

grounds. 

 

 • Non-negotiable on viability 

grounds. 

 

 • In CS17 and CS19 pointing to 

CS22 the policies should provide 

explanation of how forms of 

decentralised energy such as CHP 

district heating can be a low cost 

way of meeting or exceeding 

Code / BREEAM standards, 

particularly if this relates to a 

development merely having to 

connect into an existing heat 

network such as one identified in 

a Priority Zone. Therefore the 

policy should also point to Policy 

CS23. 

CS19 – Design Quality and 

Accessibility in New 

Development 

 • Refers to CS17 and CS22 

 

 • Miscellaneous design 

standards 

 • N/A 

 

 • 2 

 • Point to CS17 and CS22. 

 

 • Non-negotiable on viability 

grounds. 

CS21 – Urban Greenspaces  • Public Open Space provision 

(SPD) 
 • 3  • Could eventually be included in 

CIL (and hence non-negotiable 

on viability grounds). However 

in short term needs to be 

negotiation on viability. 

Continue to point to SPD in 

short term. 

 • In the short-term the approach 

could be resource intensive for 

all parties, particularly the 

Council given resource 

constraints and other negotiation 

requirements for policies where 

CIL is not an option. 
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Policy Title Planning Obligations Solution No Explanation Potential Issues 

 

CS22 – Sustainable and Low 

Carbon Development 

 • Code for Sustainable Homes 

/CEF & BREEAM / CEF 

 

 

 

 

 • Decentralised Energy 

 

 • 1/3/4 

 

 

 

 

 

 • 3 

 • Elements of code and BREEAM 

are statutory (Building Regs) 

and therefore are non-

negotiable.  

 • Include reference to CEF only 

where Building Regs cannot be 

met for technical or viability 

reasons – as part of “Allowable 

Solutions”. Mention could be 

part of CIL. 

 • Change rest to “encourage” 

due to prohibitive cost and lack 

of local evidence to support 

policy. 

 • Negotiation based on technical 

feasibility and viability basis. Up 

to developer to demonstrate. 

No scope for financial 

compensation if not feasible.  

 

 • The use of Allowable Solutions 

will be needed in order to meet 

the higher standards required for 

Code for Sustainable Homes 

(typically Code Level 6 but in 

some cases Code level 5) and 

BREEAM (typically excellent 

rating). This is where building and 

on-site solutions will not be 

sufficient to provide Carbon 

Compliance standards. Where 

on-site solutions are not 

technically feasible and /or viable 

then the Council should work 

with the developer to identify 

buildings and areas where 

solutions could be delivered due 

to their superior setting/ location 

and ability to provide a lower 

cost solution to reducing carbon 

emissions. 

 • The identification of Priority 

Zones will assist the Council in 

“encouraging” developers to 

meet higher standards by clearly 

identifying where the best 

opportunities exist. 
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Policy Title Planning Obligations Solution No Explanation Potential Issues 

 

CS24 – Managing Flood Risk  • SuDS 

 
 • 1  • Non-negotiation on viability 

grounds. Required that some 

form of SuDS will be provided, 

type dependent on practicalities 

not viability. Up to developer to 

demonstrate which form is 

appropriate. 

 • The policy would benefit from 

setting out options in supporting 

text and / or SPD. 

CS27 – Planning and Paying 

for New Infrastructure 
 • Miscellaneous – IDP Projects  • 2  • Leave options open for CIL. 

 • Add section which explains 

negotiation for non-CIL policy 

asks. 

 • The policy could be enhanced / 

supported through the 

preparation of a Planning 

Obligation / CIL SPD or guidance 

document. 

Table 9.1- Policy Solutions 
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9.7 Policy Prioritisation 

 

9.7.1 A key issue that the Council will need to address in full is the 

prioritisation of infrastructure requirements. To do this effectively there 

will be a need to undertake further work on the Knowsley Interim 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan, particularly with respect to ensuring all 

forms of infrastructure projects/schemes contained in the IDP include a 

consistent level of information in relation to costs (it is acknowledged 

that costs are already identified for some schemes in the IDP) and 

understanding how much funding has been committed/secured and 

what the funding deficits/gaps are.  To assist in this area, Section 8 of the 

report begins to identify funding options that should be considered to 

finance projects/ schemes and part of this process would involve the 

Council deciding what developer contributions it would typically look to 

secure  and the rates it would seek to charge should it decide to progress 

with CIL. 

 

9.7.2 As part of any CIL examination, the examiner should not use the CIL 

examination to question a charging authority’s choice in terms of 'the 

appropriate balance', unless the evidence available to the examination 

shows that the proposed rate (or rates) will put the overall development 

of the area at serious risk.  The EVA process clearly provides the 

parameters for this and the key task will be to decide at what level to set 

any levy where a form of development is identified to have a surplus 

available.   It is for the Council to decide on the appropriate balance for 

their area.  
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9.7.3 The policy solutions table 9.1 shows that there are several policies for 

which negotiation on viability or other grounds either is or could be 

included. These are:- 

 

Policy Area Negotiation Type Explanation 

CS15 – Affordable 

Housing 

Viability In kind provision sought. Off site 

provision or financial contribution 

acceptable in lieu, where not suitable 

or feasible to undertake in kind 

provision. Overall level can be lowered 

on viability grounds. 

CS21 – Public Open 

Space 

None as yet No specific reference to negotiation on 

viability grounds in the CS policy, but 

will be one of the areas included in 

either a SPD or CIL Charging Schedule. 

If excluded from CIL and contained in 

an SPD the issue of negotiation will be 

discussed in more detail. This is likely 

to be on viability grounds.  

If this forms part of a CIL tariff, this will 

be non-negotiable. 

CS22 – Building 

Regs/CEF (Allowable 

Solutions) 

Viability/technical 

feasibility 

Building Regs compliance sought. CEF 

contributions (as Allowable Solutions) 

would be accepted in lieu, where not 

viable or feasible to meet Building 

Regs on site. 

CS22 – Decentralised 

energy 

Viability/technical 

feasibility 

Inclusion of decentralised energy 

where technically feasible and viable. 

No financial contribution sought in 

lieu.   

Table 9.2 – Negotiable Policy Options 

 

9.7.4 It is very likely that developers will interpret these as “either/or” where 

viability is tight. An example would be where the developer could afford 

the affordable housing element, but not the public open space. 

Therefore the Council needs to provide a clear order of priority.  

Discussions with the Council have identified that there is likely to be 

merit in addressing these issues as part of the consultation and 

engagement on future documents within the Local Plan.  
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9.7.5 Overall we believe that the prospects for achieving all of the identified 

Core Strategy policy options are more likely for new residential 

development and in the context of non-residential development, retail 

schemes rather than office or industrial development.  The Council will 

need to consider carefully their preferred hierarchy in policy terms; 

certainly flexibility will be required given that the property market 

conditions are poor at present.  It will also be necessary to be mindful of 

the future prospects for the introduction of a Community Infrastructure 

Levy which by its nature will be a fixed tariff and not capable of reduction 

on viability grounds. 

 

9.8 Community Infrastructure Levy 

 

9.8.1 The Council may consider implementing a CIL charge.  Our study has 

provided guidance and a credible evidence base on which to review the 

prospects for the introduction of a CIL charge.  The results indicate that 

whilst viability is mixed across the Borough, there is an opportunity to 

introduce a CIL levy without undermining development viability in certain 

instances.   

 

9.8.2 Inevitably there will be exceptional sites which may be severely 

hampered by the costs associated with redevelopment i.e. heavily 

contaminated sites.  It is not possible in the generic testing that has been 

undertaken to fully reflect these factors and as a result a degree of 

caution may be required in these instances when considering the 

application of any charge.  This could mean the Council recognising the 

additional costs of development in these locations, while recognising that 

they cannot be the lowest common denominator in setting a CIL charge. 

This points to the potential use of a variable charge.  
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9.8.3 Variation by use 

 

9.8.4 The evidence collated during our research and the results of the viability 

appraisals show that there is a difference in values, costs and hence 

viability between residential and non-residential developments.  The 

Council should therefore consider introducing any CIL tariff on the basis 

of varying the charge by reference to use, as a minimum between the 

broad categories of residential and non-residential development.  Such 

variation could be taken further within the categories as detailed below: 

 

9.8.5 Residential Recommendations 

 

9.8.6 Having regard to the results of our study and as outlined in section 5 of 

the report, there is a distinct spatial variation in residential values across 

the Borough.  The values are lowest in Kirkby and North Huyton (zone 1), 

increase in Halewood (zone 2) and are highest in the remainder of the 

Borough (zone 3), comprising South Huyton, Knowsley Village, Prescot, 

Whiston and Cronton.  Due to these differences in value we have 

considered three residential zones for the purpose of our study. 

 

9.8.7 The SHLAA and the Core Strategy Preferred Options Report indicate that 

there is a prospect of residential development coming forward across all 

of the three zones.  The Preferred Options Report and the Green Belt 

Study identifies Green Belt locations considered appropriate to come 

forward for development outside of the existing settlement areas in the 

longer term.  
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9.8.8 The evidence indicates that there is therefore some justification for 

introducing a charging schedule which varies on a spatial basis and 

broadly accords the Partnership Areas identified in zones 1, 2 and 3.  

These also broadly align with the ward boundaries which are suitable as 

spatial areas for zoning as they provide clear delineated areas which 

would be recognised by local communities and the development 

industry.  In addition, wards will also allow the charging authority to 

easily implement, monitor and review any CIL charge.  On this basis a CIL 

tariff for residential development could then be set on the basis of a 

varying charge by spatial zone as set out in the map located in figure 5.1. 

 

9.8.9 The level at which a levy could be introduced will be influenced by the 

preferred policy options hierarchy. The Authority will need to be mindful 

of the preferred options requirements in setting a tariff across the three 

residential zones.  In very general terms it is likely that the highest tariff 

rate could be set in zone 3 where the highest values exist, as 

demonstrated in this study.  The eventual level of tariff would need to be 

set with regard to the hierarchy of policy options however based on our 

results the introduction of affordable housing requirements and those in 

relation to the Code for Sustainable Homes and Building for Life should 

not significantly undermine development in zone 3 to such a degree that 

a CIL tariff could not be afforded.   

 

9.8.10 Viability is more marginal in the urban areas of zones 1 and 2 and the 

introduction of additional policy requirements such as higher levels of 

Code or affordable housing could limit the level of CIL tariff set.  The 

results of our study also indicate that development in Green Belt 

locations is more viable than in urban areas and in this respect a tariff 

which differentiates between development in urban and Green Belt 

locations may be appropriate. 
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9.8.11 Our conclusions suggest there needs to be flexibility in relation to a 

number of the Core Strategy Policy requirements such as affordable 

housing, subject to viability.  In this respect the impact of, for example 

affordable housing, may have a more limiting effect on the level of tariff 

set. 

 

9.8.12 Non-Residential Recommendations 

 

9.8.13 Based on the results of the study which considers all forms of relevant 

non-residential development in Knowsley, it is clear that many forms are 

not economically viable without additional funding support at the 

current time.  The forms of development which are viable include retail 

and also a number of leisure uses.  The results from our viability testing 

of B1, B2 and B8 uses indicated that these forms of development are not 

currently viable.  Our testing does however demonstrate that in certain 

instances the development of mixed use schemes does help improve 

viability.  More profitable uses such as retail provide cross funding to the 

unviable elements and can help to achieve viable development. 

 

9.8.14 The Authority may wish to consider introducing a CIL tariff in relation to 

new retail development in the Borough together with a more nominal 

tariff for leisure uses.  

 

9.8.15 In reviewing the viability of commercial development we have also had 

regard to spatial variations throughout the Borough in terms of rents and 

capital values.  In this respect although variations have been identified 

for both industrial and office uses with reference to location, even in the 

higher value locations which represent the best case scenario, the results 

indicate that single use developments, comprising either entirely office 

or industrial development are not viable without grant funding support.  
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9.8.16 In relation to retail development some differences in value and hence 

viability have been identified with respect to location and also to the size 

of unit.  In this respect prospects do exist based on the viability evidence 

to consider implementing a differential rate for retail based on size, 

albeit recent decisions with respect to CIL charging schedules elsewhere 

would appear to suggest that this may be in conflict with the regulations.   

 

9.8.17 Instalments Policy 

 

9.8.18 Our viability testing assumes that any surplus is payable at the 

commencement of the development.  This would accord with a CIL tariff 

payable at the commencement of the development.  This is obviously the 

worst case scenario for the finances of a development, with the CIL 

payment and associated interest payment being carried from the outset 

of the development. 

 

9.8.19 CIL Regulations 69b, 70, 71 and 72 deal with payment of the tariff.  

Regulation 69b provides that where an Authority wishes to allow 

payment by instalments, they must have published an instalments policy 

on their website.  The Authority has freedom to decide the number of 

payments, the amount and timing and can revise or withdraw its policy 

as appropriate. 

 

9.8.20 Knowsley may wish to consider allowing a phased payment of any tariff 

at certain points in the development process.  By introducing an 

instalments policy this would help to improve the cash flow position, 

particularly for larger developments and hence viability.  Any instalments 

policy is likely to be most relevant to and have the greatest effect on the 

largest developments given the length of the development programme 

and the implications of this for financing the CIL payment. 
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9.8.21 Prior to the introduction of a CIL charging schedule we would 

recommend that further scenario testing is considered to demonstrate 

the effects of an instalments policy and allow the Authority to make an 

informed decision about the benefits of the introduction of such a policy 

against the additional administration time and cost that would be 

involved. 

 

9.9 Conclusion 

 

9.9.1 This study has been prepared as part of the evidence base to inform the 

Knowsley Core Strategy and support any CIL or other planning obligation 

work undertaken by Knowsley Council as part of the formation of the 

Core Strategy and other Local Plan policies.  Our work reflects best 

practice as outlined in recent published guidance by both the RICS and 

the Local Housing Delivery Group.  It is relevant and appropriate to the 

characteristics of the Borough, and underpinned by a robust and credible 

evidence base taking into account planning policy, land and property 

values, construction costs and development economics. 

 

9.9.2 Using the evidence gathered through the study we have been able to 

consider the viability of all types of new development in the Borough, 

and against this demonstrate the deliverability of new development 

against a range of policy options. 

 

9.9.3 The study has been undertaken based on a clear methodology and 

transparent assumptions.  As a result the study provides a robust and 

fully supported evidence base for the Authority to justify its approach to 

developer contributions within its Core Strategy and to use in 

formulating future approaches to developer contributions. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Knowsley Council is currently working towards the production of a Core Strategy, 

which once completed will form the central strategy of the Knowsley Local Plan and 

provide strategic planning policy for the development of Knowsley over a 15 year 

plan period.   

 

The Council prepared a Core Strategy Preferred Options Report which was published 

for consultation in summer 2011.  To inform this Preferred Options Report a wide 

range of evidence and supporting documentation was prepared.  It is intended that 

this study will also be used as evidence to inform the final version of the Knowsley 

Core Strategy in the first instance, and also support any Community Infrastructure 

Levy (CIL) or other planning obligation work undertaken by Knowsley Council as part 

of the formation of the Core Strategy and other Local Plan policies.   

 

Keppie Massie, in conjunction with Tweeds Quantity Surveyors (part of the WYG 

Group) and ARUP, have been commissioned by Knowsley Council to consider the 

economic viability of new development in the Borough.  Our work seeks to 

determine the likely profitability of each form of typical future development set 

within the existing planning policy framework.  This will establish the baseline 

viability position and consider the level of development “surplus” or “headroom” 

that is available to meet planning policy obligations.    

 

This study and then considers the key policies in the Core Strategy that have 

implications for financial viability.  It seeks to assess the likely cost to development of 

these policy options and provide conclusions and recommendations about which 

policy options could be taken forward, including the potential introduction of a CIL 

tariff, without undermining the viability of future development.   
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The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
1
  (paragraph 173) states that:- 

 

“Pursuing sustainable development requires careful attention to viability and costs in 

plan-making and decision-taking. Plans should be deliverable. Therefore, the sites 

and 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. 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 willing land owner 

and willing developer to enable the development to be deliverable.”  

 

In addition to the above, the NPPF (paragraph 174) states that:- 

 

“Local Planning Authorities should set out their policy on local standards in the Local 

Plan, including requirements for affordable housing. They should assess the likely 

cumulative impacts on development in their area of all existing and proposed local 

standards, supplementary planning documents and policies that support the 

development plan, when added to nationally required standards. In order to be 

appropriate, the cumulative impact of these standards and policies should not put 

implementation of the plan at serious risk, and should facilitate development 

throughout the economic cycle. Evidence supporting the assessment should be 

proportionate, using only appropriate available evidence.” 

 

This report provides an analysis of the deliverability and economic viability (satisfying 

the requirements of the NPPF) of the development specific policies contained within 

the emerging Knowsley Core Strategy (together with any other possible future 

policies identified by the Council), which the Council are likely to want to include 

within the final Core Strategy. 

  

                                                           
1
 National Planning Policy Framework (CLG 2012) 
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We also consider the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) which was introduced by 

the Planning Act 2008. According to CLG’s CIL Summary
2
, “the CIL is a new levy that 

local authorities in England and Wales can choose to charge on new developments in 

their area” in order to fund infrastructure that the Council, local community and 

neighbourhoods want.  In setting CIL rates Local Authorities, ‘must aim to strike what 

appears to the charging authority to be an appropriate balance between’ the 

desirability of funding infrastructure from CIL and ‘the potential effects (taken as a 

whole) of the imposition of CIL on the economic viability of development across its 

area”.  

 

CIL rates should therefore be related to what the property market can afford to pay, 

given the economic viability of development within the subject Charging Authority 

boundary. 

 

0.1 Evidence Base 

 

 In preparing this Economic Viability Assessment, we have considered the 

existing planning framework including the Knowsley Replacement Unitary 

Development Plan, and in particular adopted supplementary planning 

documents such as the Greenspace Standards and New Development SPD and 

the Ensuring a Choice of Travel SPD.  We have also had regard to emerging 

Local Plan Core Strategy Policies and in support of this, the existing and 

emerging Core Strategy evidence base – including the SHLAA, the SHMA, the 

Joint Employment Land and Premises Study and the Knowsley Town Centres 

and Shopping Study.  We have considered the findings of the draft Knowsley 

and Sefton Green Belt Study which identified the ability of land currently 

located within the Knowsley Green Belt to contribute to delivering new 

residential and employment development in the longer term.  

 

  

  

                                                           
2
 Community Infrastructure Levy Summary (CLG, 2010) 
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With regard to this evidence base and to the conclusions of our own market 

research, we have then formulated development typologies both residential 

and non-residential that are reflective of the form and location of development 

that is likely to be undertaken in the Borough over the life of the Core Strategy.  

Given the varying characteristics of land within the Borough, we have also had 

regard to differing land types such as previously developed urban sites and 

Green Belt locations and addressed the implications of these differing land 

types for development in our viability appraisals.   

 

We have also compiled a significant property market evidence base which 

reflects capital values, rents and yields for residential and non-residential 

development and also land values.   
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 Having regard to the results of our property market research, we have 

considered whether there are likely to be differences in property and land 

values across the Borough with respect to both use and location.  In 

considering residential property values, a pattern of value emerged across the 

Borough which led us to undertake viability testing based on three distinct 

zones which are shown in figure 1. 
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 Figure 1 – Map of Residential Value Bands in Knowsley 
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 Our research in relation to commercial property values also indicated 

variations in value with reference to use and in particular the differences 

between office, industrial and retail values.  To a lesser degree we also 

identified some variations in value with respect to location, particularly in 

respect of retail and office uses.   

 

 In formulating our appraisals for testing viability, we have also considered the 

construction costs appropriate to the particular form of development, 

including a recognition of additional costs which may incurred having regard to 

the characteristics of the particular land type.  We have adopted typical 

development market rates for appraisal variables such as finance and 

developer profit.   

 

 Our baseline appraisals reflect the costs associated with the currently adopted 

planning policy framework, incorporating the requirements and contributions 

contained in the Greenspace Standards and New Development SPD and the 

Ensuring a Choice of Travel SPD adopted by the Council. 

 

0.2 Methodology 

 

 Having prepared appropriate typologies for testing and compiled an 

appropriate evidence base both in terms of cost and revenue we have then 

adopted a residual valuation approach to determine the viability of 

development in the Borough.  This methodology is recognised and supported 

by the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors together with the Local Housing 

Delivery Group and is where the value of the completed development is 

assessed and the cost of undertaking the development (including the cost of 

land, finance and planning obligations) is deducted, along with a target 

developer’s profit return.  The residual sum that is left represents the 

development surplus or “headroom” which if positive, is an indication of 

viability.  It also represents the extent of additional sums which may be 

available to meet policy requirements arising from the Local Plan.   
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 In preparing our residual valuations we have adopted a recognised industry 

standard appraisal model to derive this development surplus.   

 

0.3 Results 

 

 The viability testing was undertaken to demonstrate the baseline viability 

position with regard to current planning policy.  In summary our results 

indicated clear differences in viability with respect to use, scale, location and 

land type.   

 

We tested 252 individual residential typologies, and in 68% of cases the 

development was viable.  A pattern emerged in that viability improved in high 

value areas and also at higher density developments of 40 dwellings per 

hectare.  Viability also improved with respect to size with the medium size 

residential development in the higher value areas of Zone 3 performing best 

and showing the greatest development surplus.  Also, those schemes tested in 

Green Belt locations generated higher levels of surplus although it should be 

noted that this may be offset if significant monies are required to provide 

services and new infrastructure to these Green Belt sites to enable 

development.  The least viable developments were in previously developed 

urban locations in Zones 1 and 2, where in a number of instances development 

was either unviable or marginal. 
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The non-residential results illustrated that at the present time B1 office 

developments and B2 and B8 industrial uses are not viable without funding 

assistance.  Viability for office and industrial development did vary with 

location, form and land use, however in respect of offices even the most viable 

developments returned a deficit on cost of 18%.  For industrial developments 

the most profitable form of development tested returned a deficit equivalent 

to 20% of costs.  It is acknowledged however that these results tend to be 

reflective of speculative schemes and in respect of developments for owner 

occupation it is probable that the motivation provided by the specific 

circumstances of any occupier may make issues of viability less crucial. 

 

In terms of the retail typologies tested, they indicated that retail development 

is generally viable with the exception of comparison retail in district and local 

centres and within Prescot town centre.  The results from the leisure and 

miscellaneous uses tested are more mixed with food and drink and petrol 

station development generally viable across the Borough.  Hotel development 

is marginal in certain instances and viable in Green Belt-greenfield locations.  

The results for a health clinic are also marginal whilst the development of car 

showrooms, bingo related facilities and residential institutions are not viable. 

  

 The Core Strategy is likely to remain in place for up to 15 years after 

implementation; we have therefore considered the robustness of the current 

economic viability testing that we have undertaken by considering possible 

future economic cycles, and their effect on the key variables that underpin 

economic viability.  Having profiled likely economic cycles we have 

demonstrated that generally the current assessment levels used as a basis for 

the present viability testing represent a reasonable moderate to low position 

over a series of modelled economic cycles.  As a result it is considered that the 

assessment represents a robust basis for policy consideration. 
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0.4 Core Strategy – Policy Options 

 

 Having established the baseline viability position for the Borough assuming 

existing policy requirements and anticipated future developments, we have 

then considered the effects on development and viability of the proposed 

policy options identified within the Core Strategy Preferred Options Report.  

This document represented the most up-to-date version of the Core Strategy 

available from the Council at the time of writing this report, meaning its draft 

policies were suitable for testing. 

  

 Policies which may impact on the cost of new development and hence viability 

include the following:- 

 

• Transport Networks (CS7) 

• Affordable Housing Provision (CS15) 

• Design Standards, Quality and Accessibility In New Development (CS17 

& 19) 

• Urban Greenspaces (CS21) 

• Sustainable and Low Carbon Development (CS22 & 23) 

• Managing Flood Risk (CS24) 

• Management of Mineral Resources (CS25) 

• Planning For and Paying For New Infrastructure (CS27) 

 

In many instances the identified policies are not necessarily capable of being 

quantified based on cost, whilst some, such as policies relating to greenspace 

and travel will be carried forward in the Core Strategy in the form of the 

existing adopted SPDs.  The impact of these SPDs are already fully reflected in 

the baseline testing. 
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Other Core Strategy policy approaches are capable of substantive costing and 

evaluation.  In particular with respect to residential development we have 

been able to consider the costs associated with the Code for Sustainable 

Homes, Building for Life and Lifetime Home Standards, varying levels of design 

standards and also the effect on viability of affordable housing provision.  

Some policy options are less generalised and are determined more by the 

characteristics of the development site and form of development.  In these 

circumstances we have prepared a number of case studies to illustrate the 

effect of these policies on viability.  By way of example we have considered the 

effect of decentralised energy networks, sustainable drainage systems and 

improved design standards for both residential and non-residential 

development. 

 

 To summarise the position we have prepared the Summary Tables 1-3 below 

illustrating the policy options which we have been able to model at a high level 

and which impact upon baseline viability. 

 

 The table tracks each of the schemes that we have assessed, being Scheme 1 

(10 dwellings), Scheme 4 (100 dwellings) and Scheme 7 (1,000 dwellings) at 

two different densities (being 30 dph and 40 dph), across all value zones, and 

reviews in a basic form what policy options can be afforded which are 

presented on a cost/m². For Scheme 1, the affordable housing element has 

been excluded, as the policy would only apply to schemes of 25 dwellings or 

more. For Schemes 4 and 7, POS contributions have not been included, as they 

would be provided on site rather than through financial contributions.  
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The tables show for each form of development the baseline surplus /m² of built 

development.  The columns on the right hand side of the table then show the 

cost in £/m² of delivering the identified individual policy option taken from the 

results of our viability testing.  This is then compared with the baseline surplus 

individually and in isolation, to see whether it is less than the surplus and so is 

viable and hence shaded green, or exceeds the surplus so is unviable and 

shaded red. 
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S106/S

278 

High-

ways 

Off 

Site 

Public 

Open 

Space 

Code Level Affordable Housing Design Standards 
Building 

for Life/ 

Lifetime 

Homes 
Density Zone  

Baseline 

Surplus (per 

square metre) 

3 4 5 6 5% 15% 25% Low Medium High 

30dph 

1 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
-£6.43 £12 £21 £47 £71 £256 £352    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Urban-Greenfield £17.93 £12 £21 £47 £71 £256 £351    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £152.99 £18 £36 £47 £71 £259 £355    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£117.91 £18 £36 £47 £71 £259 £355    £24 £49 £73 £71 

2 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
-£2.23 £12 £21 £47 £71 £261 £339    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Urban-Greenfield £26.59 £12 £21 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £270.99 £18 £36 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£235.91 £18 £36 £47 £71 £261 £353    £24 £49 £73 £71 

3 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£212.80 £12 £21 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Urban-Greenfield £237.16 £12 £21 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £481.56 £18 £36 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£446.48 £18 £36 £47 £71 £261 £353    £24 £49 £73 £71 

40dph 

1 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£63.97 £12 £21 £47 £71 £258 £354    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Urban-Greenfield £87.36 £12 £21 £47 £71 £258 £354    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £193.04 £18 £36 £47 £71 £260 £355    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£161.86 £18 £36 £47 £71 £260 £355    £24 £49 £73 £71 

2 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£115.12 £12 £21 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Urban-Greenfield £138.51 £12 £21 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £323.28 £18 £36 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£292.09 £18 £36 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

3 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£325.70 £12 £21 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Urban-Greenfield £349.09 £12 £21 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £533.85 £18 £36 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£502.67 £18 £36 £47 £71 £261 £356    £24 £49 £73 £71 

Table 1 – Residential Results Summary – Scheme 1:10 units 
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S106/S278 

Highways 

Contribution 

Code Level Affordable Housing Design Standards Building 

for Life/ 

Lifetime 

Homes 
Density Zone  

Baseline 

Surplus 
3 4 5 6 5% 15% 25% Low Medium High 

30dph 

1 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£28.40 £11 £44 £66 £229 £320 £24 £71 £121 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Urban-Greenfield £49.11 £11 £44 £66 £241 £318 £24 £71 £120 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £185.55 £55 £44 £66 £241 £323 £24 £71 £120 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£153.14 £55 £44 £66 £241 £324 £24 £71 £120 £23 £45 £68 £66 

2 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£16.54 £11 £44 £66 £241 £329 £27 £81 £136 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Urban-Greenfield £37.25 £11 £44 £66 £241 £329 £27 £81 £136 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £279.12 £55 £44 £65 £241 £328 £27 £81 £136 £23 £45 £68 £65 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£247.12 £55 £44 £66 £241 £329 £27 £81 £136 £23 £45 £68 £66 

3 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£200.16 £11 £44 £66 £241 £329 £31 £93 £156 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Urban-Greenfield £220.87 £11 £44 £66 £241 £329 £31 £93 £156 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £463.15 £55 £44 £66 £241 £329 £31 £93 £156 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£430.74 £55 £44 £66 £241 £329 £31 £93 £156 £23 £45 £68 £66 

40dph 

1 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£100.97 £11 £44 £66 £241 £321 £24 £71 £133 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Urban-Greenfield £121.67 £11 £44 £66 £241 £321 £24 £71 £120 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £229.04 £55 £44 £66 £241 £324 £24 £71 £120 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£199.33 £55 £44 £66 £241 £325 £24 £71 £120 £23 £45 £68 £66 

2 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£128.68 £11 £44 £66 £241 £329 £27 £81 £136 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Urban-Greenfield £149.39 £11 £44 £66 £241 £329 £27 £81 £136 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £336.04 £55 £44 £66 £241 £329 £27 £81 £136 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£306.50 £55 £44 £66 £241 £329 £27 £81 £136 £23 £45 £68 £66 

3 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£312.30 £11 £44 £66 £241 £329 £31 £93 £156 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Urban-Greenfield £333.00 £11 £44 £66 £241 £329 £31 £93 £156 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £519.83 £55 £44 £66 £241 £329 £31 £93 £156 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£490.11 £55 £44 £66 £241 £329 £31 £93 £156 £23 £45 £68 £66 

Table 2 – Residential Results Summary – Scheme 4:100 units  
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S106/S278 

Highways 

Contribution 

Code Level Affordable Housing Design Standards Building 

for Life/ 

Lifetime 

Homes 

Density Zone  
Baseline 

Surplus 
3 4 5 6 5% 15% 25% Low Medium High 

30dph 

1 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£73.75 £8 £32 £48 £198 £277 £19 £55 £94 £16 £33 £49 £48 

Urban-Greenfield £88.51 £8 £31 £47 £193 £281 £19 £55 £93 £16 £33 £49 £47 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £214.85 £55 £31 £47 £187 £272 £19 £55 £92 £16 £33 £49 £47 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£192.52 £55 £31 £47 £194 £282 £19 £55 £93 £16 £33 £49 £47 

2 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£27.08 £8 £31 £46 £176 £252 £21 £62 £104 £16 £32 £48 £46 

Urban-Greenfield £41.61 £8 £31 £46 £174 £248 £21 £62 £104 £16 £32 £48 £46 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £273.65 £54 £31 £46 £172 £243 £21 £62 £103 £16 £32 £48 £46 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£251.58 £54 £31 £46 £174 £249 £21 £62 £104 £16 £32 £48 £46 

3 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£166.45 £8 £31 £46 £170 £233 £24 £71 £118 £16 £31 £47 £46 

Urban-Greenfield £180.88 £8 £31 £46 £169 £232 £24 £71 £118 £16 £31 £47 £46 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £412.88 £53 £31 £46 £169 £231 £24 £71 £118 £16 £31 £47 £46 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£390.86 £54 £31 £46 £169 £233 £24 £71 £118 £16 £31 £47 £46 

40dph 

1 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£140.82 £8 £31 £47 £194 £282 £19 £55 £93 £16 £32 £49 £47 

Urban-Greenfield £154.23 £8 £31 £47 £189 £275 £19 £55 £93 £16 £32 £49 £47 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £252.13 £54 £31 £47 £184 £267 £19 £55 £92 £16 £32 £49 £47 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£232.41 £55 £31 £47 £190 £276 £19 £55 £93 £16 £32 £49 £47 

2 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£133.64 £8 £31 £46 £174 £248 £21 £62 £104 £16 £32 £48 £46 

Urban-Greenfield £146.89 £8 £31 £46 £173 £245 £21 £62 £103 £16 £32 £48 £46 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £324.06 £54 £31 £46 £171 £240 £21 £62 £103 £16 £32 £48 £46 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£304.54 £54 £31 £46 £173 £245 £21 £62 £103 £16 £32 £48 £46 

3 

Urban-Previously 

Developed 
£272.91 £8 £31 £46 £169 £233 £24 £71 £118 £16 £31 £47 £46 

Urban-Greenfield £286.08 £8 £31 £46 £169 £232 £24 £71 £118 £16 £31 £47 £46 

Greenbelt-Greenfield £463.16 £53 £30 £46 £169 £231 £24 £71 £118 £16 £31 £47 £46 

Greenbelt- Previously 

Developed 
£443.74 £53 £31 £46 £!69 £232 £24 £71 £118 £16 £31 £47 £46 

Table 3 – Residential Results Summary – Scheme 7:1000 units
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Overall the results demonstrate that as the size of development increases it 

becomes cheaper in terms of the cost /m² to achieve the particular policy 

option. 

 

 There is a clear hierarchy in terms of the impact on the development surplus of 

the individual policy options.  Achieving Code Levels 5 and 6 based on today’s 

costs are the most expensive policy options to achieve.  This is then followed 

by the requirement to provide on-site affordable housing at 25% and then 

15%.  The costs associated with Code Levels 4, Building for Life/Lifetime 

Homes, and then a high Design Standard create generally similar impacts on 

viability.  The least expensive policy options considered relate to low and 

medium design standards, 5% affordable housing and Code Level 3.  The 

results from testing S106/278 contributions differ dependent upon the 

characteristics of the site tested, however show this to be one of the cheaper 

policy options. 

 

For ease of reference and transparency the results for each option are 

presented in isolation.  It is anticipated that the Authority may seek multiple 

policy options for any particular scheme i.e. Code Level 4 combined with high 

design standards and 25% affordable housing.  In such cases the results from 

the relevant cells would need to be combined to demonstrate the effect of 

combined policy options on the baseline surplus and hence development 

viability. 

 

 In terms of their effect on new residential development the majority of the 

Core Strategy Policies tested are viable in isolation from each other against the 

baseline position, except for development at Code Level 6 which in over 50% of 

the development typologies tested would immediately make the development 

unviable. 

 

  



17 

 

 We have also considered the impact of cumulative policy options, and it is clear 

that in many Green Belt locations particularly in the higher value areas it is 

possible to take forward a number of cumulative requirements and still 

maintain development viability.  However, it becomes difficult to achieve in 

lower value areas particularly for developments on previously developed land 

in urban locations. 

 

 For commercial development, the ability to deliver policy options through the 

Core Strategy will depend on the proposed use.  For most forms of retail 

development we anticipate that they will be able to achieve higher design 

standards together with sustainable drainage systems and still remain viable.  

Offices and industrial development on the other hand are currently considered 

to be unviable having regard to the baseline position and so adding further 

policy requirements worsens the position to the extent that it becomes 

difficult to reconcile Core Strategy Options for these particular uses. 

 

There is a mixed picture of the effect of policy options across the Borough.  

There will be issues in achieving some policy options for certain forms of 

development in some locations and in this respect it will not be possible to 

achieve all preferred policy options as set out in the Core Strategy Preferred 

Options Report for all developments in all locations.  As a result flexibility will 

be required.  The Local Planning Authority may therefore wish to consider a 

hierarchy of policy requirements.  This may be influenced by National Policy to 

some degree as the requirements of the Code for Sustainable Homes for 

example or BREEAM are taken forward and incorporated within Building 

Regulations over time.  As a result these requirements are likely to be 

unavoidable and will form the highest tier of policy for any new development.  

These policies are therefore likely to form the first call on any development 

surplus in the future, albeit in its current form the Code for Sustainable Homes 

Policy CS22 does allow for payment in lieu of on-site provision towards a 

compensation fund on viability grounds.   
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 The Council’s policies in relation to Urban Greenspace and the Ensuring a 

Choice of Travel SPD will be taken forward in the new planning framework and 

so will continue to ensure that policy standards rigorously applied.  Again, in 

the Preferred Options Report and current SPDs, there is no flexibility with 

respect to these particular requirements and so in their current form they will 

also form a first call on the development surplus, hence being integrated as 

part of our baseline testing.  

 

 Transportation requirements in relation to strategic infrastructure and also the 

servicing of Green Belt sites could be recovered as part of a Section 106 

Agreement on a site by site basis or for strategic infrastructure, a Community 

Infrastructure Levy charge.  If CIL is introduced to meet the cost of future 

strategic infrastructure requirements then as the level of tariff is fixed and 

there are few exemptions this is likely to become part of the top tier of policy 

requirements. 

 

 The Core Strategy requires the use of Sustainable Drainages Systems (SuDS) 

except if due to the site characteristics it is not feasible.  It is also mandatory 

through national guidance. Given the range of policy solutions provided by 

SuDS technology, the costs associated with this will affect viability albeit to a 

relatively limited extent and again can be considered to be a first tier policy.   

 

 Having regard to the suite of policy options there appears to be an element of 

flexibility in relation to decentralised energy where the proposed policy 

indicates that if the construction of a decentralised energy system is not viable 

for major developments then a contribution to a compensation fund can be 

made instead. 
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 Similarly, design standards are likely to be required to higher levels in certain 

locations with high quality design and improvement to the urban fabric.  We 

anticipate however that in certain instances this policy may prove to be more 

aspirational and an element of flexibility could be introduced.  In the context of 

design standards, Building for Life and Lifetime Homes could also prove to be a 

more flexible policy unless they are taken forward as part of National Policy 

requirements. 

 

 The Council’s policy option in relation to affordable housing does allow a 

relaxation from the maximum 25% requirement on viability grounds on a case-

by-case basis, in accordance with current guidance and case law.  This is 

reflective of the need for a flexible approach, given the relative ability of 

different schemes to meet affordable housing requirements while remaining 

financially viable. This is also reflective of the restrictions on affordable housing 

policy as being outside the scope of CIL.  

 

0.5 Policy Hierarchy 

 

 The policy options that we have considered, costed and modelled in viability 

terms will fall into two groups, those fixed by National Policies, legislation or 

regulations, such as Building Regulations, where there will not be any degree of 

flexibility in relation to the implementation.  Those policy options that contain 

a degree of flexibility include affordable housing, design standards and the 

introduction of decentralised energy systems; these policies can be set locally 

and hence these are likely to form a second call on any financial surplus. In 

accordance with the findings of this study, there will still be a judgment call for 

the Council in deciding on a hierarchy within this second group, particularly in 

instances where viability is limited. This process will need to accurately reflect 

the risks associated with affecting financial viability of new development, as 

well as the opportunity available to the Council to seek to deliver an 

appropriate range of developer contributions.  
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0.6 Solutions 

 

 The costs of different policy requirements vary dramatically. However for some 

policies cost is not a consideration for the policy as they are either statutory 

legislative or regulatory requirements or so integral to the plan that they 

cannot be removed. Some policies are so prohibitively expensive that insisting 

on their delivery would result in too much of a risk to the plan. Therefore there 

is a need to consider treating all policies in one of five ways, namely:- 

 

1. Include the policy requirement with no negotiation as it is statutory; 

2. Include the policy requirement with no negotiation on viability grounds, 

as it is central to the delivery of the plan or no negotiation policy tools 

are available; 

3. Include the policy requirement with option of developer / Council 

negotiation, based on number of possible criteria (including viability and 

technical feasibility); 

4. Include a policy as “encourage” – therefore it is up to the developer to 

decide; 

5. Do not include the policy ask. 

 

 With this in mind we have discussed alternative policy solutions with Council 

Officers and the following table 2 has been developed to illustrate some 

suggested solutions, with a commentary about key issues and some potential 

shortcomings where relevant.  
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Policy Title Planning Obligations Solution No Explanation Potential Issues 

 

CS7 - Transport Networks • Transport Projects 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Parking standards (SPD) 

 

 

 

 

 

• Miscellaneous accessibility 

standards 

• 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• 2 

 

 

 

 

 

• 2 

• Need to amend policy to point 

to potential of schemes to 

contribute towards 

achievement of transport 

projects (through CIL). Point 

to CS27 for mechanisms. 

 

• Not expected to involve 

negotiation as parking 

standards are set as maxima. 

Non-negotiable on minimum 

parking standards (disabled, 

bikes). 

 

• Non-negotiable on viability 

grounds. 

• Policy and proposed solution 

provides clear hierarchy with 

transport projects being directly 

linked to IDP.  

• Use of CIL for Strategic 

transport projects should 

ensure the Council has more 

time and resource to negotiate 

other potential areas for 

developer contributions. 

CS9 – 14 – Regeneration • Project specifics  - various 

 
• 2 • Non-negotiable on viability 

grounds. 
• Some issues could arise with 

regards to regeneration area 

Policy CS11 Knowsley Industrial 

and Business Parks, whereby 

some elements of the planned 

decentralised energy 

infrastructure (ie. the CHP plant 

/ energy centre and the primary 

heat network pipe network) 

would be eligible for CIL, whilst 

the more local expansion and 

connection to the network 

would be a  development/site 

specific planning obligation). 
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Policy Title Planning Obligations Solution No Explanation Potential Issues 

 

CS15 – Affordable Housing • Affordable Housing • 3 • Negotiable on a site-by-site 

basis based on viability.  Only 

available option at the 

moment. Good as one of the 

more costly elements. 

 

• The approach allows for 

targeted affordable housing 

provision. 

•  The approach could be 

resource intensive for all 

parties, particularly the Council 

given resource constraints 

resulting in delays in delivering 

affordable and open market 

housing. 

CS17 – Housing Sizes and 

Design Standards 

• Code for Sustainable 

Homes  

 

• Building for Life 

 

 

• Lifetime Homes 

• n/a 

 

• 2 

 

 

• 2 

• Point to CS22. 

 

• Non-negotiable on viability 

grounds. 

 

• Non-negotiable on viability 

grounds. 

 

• In CS17 and CS19 pointing to 

CS22 the policies should provide 

explanation of how forms of 

decentralised energy such as 

CHP district heating can be a 

low cost way of meeting or 

exceeding Code / BREEAM 

standards, particularly if this 

relates to a development 

merely having to connect into 

an existing heat network such 

as one identified in a Priority 

Zone. Therefore the policy 

should also point to Policy CS23. 

CS19 – Design Quality and 

Accessibility in New 

Development 

• Refers to CS17 and CS22 

 

• Miscellaneous design 

standards 

• N/A 

 

• 2 

• Point to CS17 and CS22. 

 

• Non-negotiable on viability 

grounds. 

CS21 – Urban Greenspaces • Public Open Space 

provision (SPD) 
• 3 • Could eventually be included 

in CIL (and hence non-

negotiable on viability 

grounds). However in short 

term needs to be negotiation 

on viability. Continue to point 

to SPD in short term. 

• In the short-term the approach 

could be resource intensive for 

all parties, particularly the 

Council given resource 

constraints and other 

negotiation requirements for 

policies where CIL is not an 

option. 
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Policy Title Planning Obligations Solution No Explanation Potential Issues 

 

CS22 – Sustainable and Low 

Carbon Development 

• Code for Sustainable 

Homes /CEF & BREEAM / 

CEF 

 

 

 

 

• Decentralised Energy 

 

• 1/3/4 

 

 

 

 

 

• 3 

• Elements of code and BREEAM 

are statutory (Building Regs) 

and therefore are non-

negotiable.  

• Include reference to CEF only 

where Building Regs cannot be 

met for technical or viability 

reasons – as part of 

“Allowable Solutions”. 

Mention could be part of CIL. 

• Change rest to “encourage” 

due to prohibitive cost and 

lack of local evidence to 

support policy. 

• Negotiation based on 

technical feasibility and 

viability basis. Up to developer 

to demonstrate. No scope for 

financial compensation if not 

feasible.  

 

• The use of Allowable Solutions 

will be needed in order to meet 

the higher standards required 

for Code for Sustainable Homes 

(typically Code Level 6 but in 

some cases Code level 5) and 

BREEAM (typically excellent 

rating). This is where building 

and on-site solutions will not be 

sufficient to provide Carbon 

Compliance standards. Where 

on-site solutions are not 

technically feasible and /or 

viable then the Council should 

work with the developer to 

identify buildings and areas 

where solutions could be 

delivered due to their superior 

setting/ location and ability to 

provide a lower cost solution to 

reducing carbon emissions. 

• The identification of Priority 

Zones will assist the Council in 

“encouraging” developers to 

meet higher standards by 

clearly identifying where the 

best opportunities exist. 
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Policy Title Planning Obligations Solution No Explanation Potential Issues 

 

CS24 – Managing Flood Risk • SuDS 

 
• 1 • Non-negotiation on viability 

grounds. Required that some 

form of SuDS will be provided, 

type dependent on 

practicalities not viability. Up 

to developer to demonstrate 

which form is appropriate. 

• The policy would benefit from 

setting out options in supporting 

text and / or SPD. 

CS27 – Planning and Paying 

for New Infrastructure 
• Miscellaneous – IDP 

Projects 
• 2 • Leave options open for CIL. 

• Add section which explains 

negotiation for non-CIL policy 

asks. 

• The policy could be enhanced / 

supported through the 

preparation of a Planning 

Obligation / CIL SPD or guidance 

document. 

Table 2- Policy Solutions 
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Overall we believe that the prospects for achieving all of the identified Core 

Strategy policy options are more likely for new residential development and in 

the context of non-residential development, retail schemes rather than office 

or industrial development.  The Council will need to consider carefully their 

preferred hierarchy in policy terms; certainly flexibility will be required given 

that the property market conditions are poor at present.  It will also be 

necessary to be mindful of the future prospects for the introduction of a CIL 

charge which by its nature will be a fixed tariff and not capable of reduction on 

viability grounds. 

 

0.7 Community Infrastructure Levy 

 

 The Council may consider implementing a CIL charge.  Our study has provided 

guidance and a credible evidence base on which to review the prospects for 

the introduction of a CIL charge.  The results indicate that whilst viability is 

mixed across the Borough, there is an opportunity to introduce a CIL levy 

without undermining development viability in certain instances.   

 

 Inevitably there will be exceptional sites which may be severely hampered by 

the costs associated with redevelopment i.e. heavily contaminated sites.  It is 

not possible in the generic testing that has been undertaken to fully reflect 

these factors and as a result a degree of caution may be required in these 

instances when considering the application of any charge.  This could mean the 

Council recognising the additional costs of development in these locations, 

while recognising that they cannot be the lowest common denominator in 

setting a CIL charge. This points to the potential use of a variable charge.  

 

  

  



26 

 

0.8 Conclusion 

 

 The study has been prepared as part of the evidence base to inform the 

Knowsley Core Strategy and support any CIL or other planning obligation work 

undertaken by Knowsley Council as part of the formation of the Core Strategy 

and other Local Plan policies.  Using the evidence gathered through the study 

we have been able to consider the viability of all types of new development in 

the Borough, and against this demonstrate the deliverability of new 

development against a range of policy options.  The study has been undertaken 

based on a clear methodology and transparent assumptions.  As a result the 

study provides a robust and fully supported evidence base for the Authority to 

justify its approach to developer contributions within its Core Strategy and to 

use in formulating future approaches to developer contributions. 
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