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1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1

This Hearing Statement has been submitted on behalf of Mrs Amanda Percival in
respect of Matter 2 (“The Council’s Response to the Inspector’s Interim Findings”)
of

the

Knowsley

Local

Plan

Reconvened

Examination

Hearings.

These

representations principally relate to the land ‘South of Whiston’ where Mrs Percival
has a landed interest in the form of Halsnead Park1.

1.2

On 18 June 2014 Knowsley Metropolitan Borough Council (the Council) approved a
number of modifications to the Submission version of the Core Strategy (the Core
Strategy) made in response to the Inspector’s Interim Findings (EX26). These
modifications are supported by a number of technical and evidence base
documents.

1.3

The following Sections address each of the relevant questions in turn; namely
questions 2.1, 2.2, 2.4, 2.5 and 2.8. Cross references to any technical and
evidence based documents within the Examination Library are provided in closed
brackets for clarity.

1
Please refer to Appendix 1 for a plan of Mrs Percival’s land ownership. The site comprises of a caravan park
and associated land within the heart of the land known as ‘South of Whiston’.

1
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IS THE DESIGNATION OF ‘RESERVE LOCATIONS’ AS SUSTAINABLE URBAN
EXTENSIONS AND THE OMISSION OF A PHASED APPROACH TO THEIR
RELEASE (NEW POLICY SUE 1) JUSTIFIED BY EVIDENCE?

2.1

The designation of ‘reserve locations’ as Sustainable Urban Extensions (SUE) has
resulted from the need for the Council to demonstrate a five-year supply of
deliverable2 housing land (plus a 20% buffer3) as defined by paragraph 47 of the
National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework).

2.2

Whilst the principle of the release of the reserve locations from the Green Belt has
been found sound by the Inspector, the proposed phased approach to their
release in Policy CS 5 (Green Belt)4 has now been omitted to allow the SUE to
directly address the shortfall in deliverable housing land5.

2.3

Four ‘strategic options’ for the designation of SUE have been identified by the
Council. An assessment of these options against a series of sustainability
objectives has been undertaken and the results detailed within the Proposed
Modifications Sustainability Appraisal Report (June 2014) (SD28/a).

2.4

This SA Addendum (SD28/a) concludes that whilst each option will have both
positive and negative impacts on the sustainability objectives of the Core
Strategy, there are differences in the level of certainty each option provides as to
when and if such impacts will occur.

2.5

It is clear from the SA Addendum (SD28/a) that Option 1 (converting all reserved
locations to SUE) would provide the greatest level of certainty that these sites will
come forward for development thereby increasing the likelihood of there being a
positive impact on a number of the key sustainability objectives – particularly with
regards to housing delivery in the immediate term.

2.6

Options 2a, 2b and 3 on the other hand do not provide an appropriate level of
certainty. Options 2a (converting the three largest reserve locations to SUE) and
Option 2b (converting the smaller reserve locations to SUE) result in varying

2
3
4
5

Defined by footnote 11 of the NPPF
As stipulated by the Inspector at point 2 of the Inspector’s Interim Findings (EX26)
And in accordance with draft Policies CS 1, CS 2 and CS 3
Identified as being circa 390 dwellings
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degrees of performance against sustainability objectives spread over a significant
range of time periods whilst Option 3 would have an uncertain impact on the SA
objectives in the short term due to the uncertainty that the reserve locations
could be satisfactorily delivered at all.

2.7

Based on the evidence in the SA Addendum (SD28/a), the conversion of all
reserved locations to SUE under Option 1 is the most appropriate strategic option
moving forward.

3
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URBAN

EXTENSIONS

ADEQUATELY ADDRESS CONCERNS ABOUT THE AVAILABILITY OF A FIVE
YEAR HOUSING LAND SUPPLY?

3.1

As detailed in the Inspector’s Interim Findings, there is a shortfall in the
deliverable housing land supply6 (resulting in a 4.27 year supply of housing land).
In accordance with paragraph 47 of the Framework it is essential that this
shortfall is addressed if the Core Strategy is to be found sound7.

3.2

The Council’s proposed approach towards the conversion of all reserve locations to
SUE in Option 1 is estimated to provide 525 new dwellings over first five-years.
Should these delivery assumptions be correct, this approach would directly
address the identified shortfall. However, should the delivery assumptions be
overly optimistic, the approach still includes for an allowance (or ‘headroom’) of
134 dwellings above the minimum housing requirement.

3.3

Evidence of the Council’s assumptions on the capacities and likely housing
delivery rates from the SUE is provided within the Green Belt Technical Report
(July 2013) (TR03) and the Sustainable Urban Extensions Technical Report (June
2014) (TR07).

3.4

These reports have assessed the indicative development capacities of each of the
proposed SUE taking into account a range of site specific constraints such as flood
risk, agricultural land classifications, ecological designations and existing levels of
protected land such as public open space. These constraints have then been used
to objectively quantify the indicative development capacities for each site.

3.5

In addition, the Council has also assessed the delivery rates of existing large8
sites in Knowsley between 2012/13 – 2013/14. This evidence demonstrates that
the three largest sites in the Borough9 have each been able to deliver between 40
– 79 units in any one year. Whilst these results should not be taken in isolation, it

6

Of circa 390 dwellings
In accordance with paragraph 182 of the Framework
8
Consisting of sites with a capacity for 50+ dwellings either with permission and commenced or completed in
2013/14
9
Consisting of market housing schemes on urban brownfield sites
7
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nevertheless demonstrates that substantial delivery rates can be achieved on
large-scale viable sites in the Borough.

3.6

The

Council’s

Economic

Viability

Assessment

(October

2012)

(EB06/a)

demonstrates that, in general, and under a residual valuation approach, the
development of Green Belt sites (such as the SUE) are viable to developers when
assessed against the costs10 of undertaking the developments. However, the
matter of ensuring viability, and thus the deliverability of the SUE, is an important
consideration which is discussed further under question 2.5.

3.7

It is worth noting however that figures from the Home Builders Federation (HBF)
indicate an average completion rate of 0.5 dwellings per week per developer per
site. On large sites such as the SUE where multiple developers (say two or three)
are assumed, this would suggest a delivery rate of between 52 – 78 dwellings per
annum per site11 in line with the Council’s evidence.

3.8

Furthermore, the Council have undertaken consultation with other public sector
partners12 and private developers and landowners to inform both the indicative
development capacities and the likely delivery assumptions for each SUE.

3.9

Based upon the Council’s indicative capacity and delivery assumptions (which are
considered to be realistic), it is not unreasonable to assume that the Council’s
preferred approach towards the SUE will adequately address the concerns over
the current lack of a five-year supply of housing land.

3.10

Indeed, as detailed in Table 1 below, Option 1 is the only ‘strategic option’ that
provides any certainty that the Council’s five-year housing requirement will be
met. All other options result in a deficit against the five-year requirement and
thus cannot be considered sound.

3.11

Whilst it is accepted that the Inspector has found the Council’s housing
requirements sound, a concern remains over the Council’s approach towards
addressing the backlog13 of dwellings accrued between 2010/11 – 2012/13.

10
11
12
13

Including the cost of the land, finance and planning obligations
0.5 x 52 weeks x 2 or 3 developers
Scottish Power, National Grid, Highways Agency, Environment Agency and United Utilities
Identified as being 743 dwellings
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Table 1: Deliverable housing supplies from each strategic option

Option

Deliverable

Total

Requirement

Supply from

Deliverable

(inc. 20%

Difference

SUEs

Supply

buffer)

Option 1

525

2,834

2,700

+134

Option 2a

200

2,506

2,700

-194

Option 2b

325

2,631

2,700

-69

Option 3

0

2,309

2,700

-394

Source: Sustainable Urban Extensions Technical Report (June 2014) (TR07)

3.12

Based on an agreed requirement of 2,700 dwellings14 and a supply of 2,834
dwellings under Option 1, the Council can demonstrate a 5.25 year supply of
housing land. However, this does not take into account the shortfall which, as
detailed in the PPG should be reflected15.

3.13

The ‘Sedgefield’ approach to calculating housing land supply requires the inclusion
of the shortfall within the first five-year period of the new Plan. In this instance,
the requirement increases to 3,443 dwellings resulting in a 4.12 year supply of
deliverable housing land.

3.14

However, the ‘Liverpool’ approach to calculating housing land supply spreads the
shortfall out over entire Plan period. This is essentially the approach the Council
are taking, claiming that the shortfall will be met in full by 2018/19.

3.15

Whilst both methods have been recommended by Inspectors, the ‘Sedgefield’
approach is typically the more favoured approach given its conformity with the
ethos of paragraphs 17 and 47 of the Framework16.

14

Consisting of 450 dwellings per annum plus a 20% buffer as required by the Framework
DCLG (March 2014) ‘Planning Practice Guidance’, paragraph 015,ref ID. 2a-015-20140306
16
Examples from appeal decisions include Glebelands, Thundersley, Essex (ref. 2177157), Sellars Farm,
Hardwicke (ref. 2165865) and Outgang Lane, Pickering (ref. 2170715)
15
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IS IT APPROPRIATE TO REQUIRE THE PREPARATION OF MASTER PLANS
AND ASSOCIATED SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING DOCUMENTS TO GUIDE
THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE THREE LARGEST SITES?

4.1

The requirement to prepare masterplans and associated Supplementary Planning
Documents (SPD) to guide the development of the three largest sites is
considered appropriate. These larger sites are complex in nature with multiple
landowners and / or option agreements to purchase and assemble the sites, as
well

as

substantial

infrastructure

requirements

to

support

delivery.

This

complexity justifies the preparation of masterplans and associated SPD to ensure
comprehensive and sustainable development is secured.

4.2

Indeed, the Inspector on the Stockport Local Plan Inquiry agreed with the use of
SPD to inform the detailed development of the Woodford Aerodrome site:

A minor change to the explanatory text of this section (PMC/055), which I
endorse, confirms that it is the Council’s intention to produce a
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) to consider all the evidence
related to the Principles for Development set out in the CS. The CS
contains sufficient strategic guidance to form the basis of a more detailed
plan for the development of the site. It represents a sensible and sound
way forward for determining the future of this important Green Belt site.”17

4.3

The alternative would be to allow for the development of the larger sites on a
piecemeal and ad hoc basis. However, this approach would lead to uncertainty as
to what will be permitted on the larger SUE and would reduce the Council’s ability
to control the comprehensive and integrated delivery of necessary infrastructure.
The general policies (SUE 2 and 2a, 2b and 2c inclusive) alone do not provide an
adequate level of detail to secure this level of control or certainty.

4.4

However, to be sound, the requirement to prepare masterplans and associated
SPD must also be consistent with the Framework18. This requires SPD to be
prepared only when necessary, and this necessity must be clearly justified. In this
case, the complexity of the larger sites necessitates the need for further details on

17
18

Paragraph 60
Paragraph 153

7
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accepted development form and infrastructure requirements to ensure that
applicants can make successful and viable planning applications.

4.5

This level of certainty is especially pertinent given the Council’s reliance on the
larger SUE to contribute to the five-year supply of deliverable housing land. The
minimisation of lead-in times and the prevention of significant delays to
applications and timely delivery are therefore essential requirements. The
production of masterplans and SPD will help to achieve these requirements.

4.6

However, SPD should not be used to add unnecessarily to the financial burdens on
development.

Ensuring

viability

and

deliverability

is

a

key

planning

19

consideration . The Council’s Economic Viability Assessment (October 2012)
(EB06/a) states that whilst Green Belt sites generally generate higher levels of
surplus, this should be offset if significant monies are required to provide services
and new infrastructure to enable development. Furthermore, if the Council seek a
number of policy burdens20, the cumulative cost of these obligations may threaten
the viability of the SUE, contrary to the Framework.

4.7

The Economic Viability Assessment therefore recommends a flexible approach to
requiring policy obligations, including a hierarchy of policy requirements and an
option for developers to negotiate with the Council. These recommendations must
be incorporated into both the proposed SUE policies and the future masterplan
and SPD if the delivery of the larger SUE is to be assured in the short term.

19
20

Paragraph 173 of the Framework
Including Code Level 4 or above, 25% affordable housing and design standards
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IS THE APPROACH TO DEVELOPMENT OF LAND SOUTH OF WHISTON FOR
HOUSING AND SOUTH OF M62 FOR USE CLASS B8 EMPLOYMENT (NEW
POLICY SUE 2C) APPROPRIATE?

5.1

Overall, the proposed approach to the development of the land ‘South of Whiston’
in Policy SUE 2c is considered appropriate. However, a number of amendments
are required to ensure the policy is sound when assessed against paragraph 182
of the Framework:



Positively

prepared

–

The

indicative

capacity

and

delivery

rate

assumptions of the site under Policy SUE 2c have been evidenced
objectively through a series of technical and evidence base reports, taking
into account a number of key technical and policy considerations.
Furthermore, the site forms an integral part of a larger allocation of SUE
that collectively help to address the short term deficit of deliverable
housing

sites

and

to

meet

the

longer

term

objectively

assessed

development and infrastructure requirements of the Borough;



Justified – Policy SUE 2c is justified by the fact that it represents one of
the key large sites required to be removed from the Green Belt to meet
short term housing requirements. This is essential if the Core Strategy is to
be found sound. Furthermore, the allocation of all SUE is the most
appropriate strategy given that the Council’s SA evidence (SD28/a)
demonstrates that this particular strategic option will provide the highest
level of certainty of the delivery of an appropriate level of development to
meet the Council’s policy and sustainability objectives. Whilst alternative
sites have been considered, the Council’s identification of locations for
Green Belt release has been found sound by the Inspector;



Effective – Policy SUE 2c must be deliverable over the Plan period if the
Council’s objectively assessed development requirements are to be
achieved. Numerous responses from the majority of landowners have
confirmed that the vast majority of the site is available for development
now. Furthermore, the proposed masterplan and SPD approach will also
add certainty to the process helping to reduce lead-in times and meet
short as well as longer term development requirements. However, whilst
9
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the Council’s housing capacity and delivery assumptions for the site are
considered to be reasonable, this remains dependent upon an appropriate
consideration of viability within both the policy itself and the subsequent
masterplan and SPD process. The policy as currently drafted includes a
number of infrastructure requirements and obligations, but does not yet
provide the flexibility required to ensure that viability, and thus the
deliverability of the site is maintained; and



Consistent with national policy – Policy SUE 2c is broadly consistent
with national policy as currently drafted. As detailed in the SA Addendum
(SD28/a), the proposed SUE policies are likely to support a number of
sustainability objectives. When weighed in the balance, the potential to
support the delivery of new housing in the short and long terms is
considered to outweigh the environmental impacts of development on a
site shown to be suitable for Green Belt release (EB08 and TR03).
Furthermore, SUE 2c accords with policies 47, 52, 154 and 157 of the
Framework by ensuring a deliverable and developable supply of housing
land, by representing a sustainable urban extension, by being aspirational
but realistic, and with a sufficient degree of flexibility respectively.

5.2

To ensure that Policy SUE 2c is sound in accordance with the Framework, a
suggested revised wording is provided at Appendix 2.

10

Matter 2: The Council’s Response to the Inspector’s Interim Findings

July 2014

6.

CONCLUSION

6.1

In principle, as a landowner within site SUE 2c, Mrs Percival supports the Council’s
proposed designation of reserve locations as Sustainable Urban Extensions subject
to a number of modifications. By way of a summary, it is considered that:



The designation of reserve locations as SUE and the omission of a phased
approach to their release in Policy SUE 1 is justified by evidence. This
evidence is provided within the Council’s SA Addendum (SD28/a) which
demonstrates that Option 1 (converting all reserved locations to SUE)
would provide the greatest level of certainty that the SUE would come
forward for development in the short term, thereby increasing the
likelihood of there being a positive impact on a number of the key
sustainability objectives – particularly with regards to housing delivery in
the short term;



The approach towards SUE therefore adequately addresses the concerns
about the availability of a five-year housing land supply. The Council’s
capacity and delivery rate assumptions for the SUE are realistic and Option
1 is demonstrably the only strategic option that can address the shortfall in
deliverable housing land supply. However, concern remains over the
Council’s approach towards addressing the shortfall of housing that has
built up since 2010/11.



It is appropriate to require the preparation of masterplans and associated
SPD to guide the development of the three largest sites. Given the
complexity of the larger SUE it is necessary to provide further guidance to
the developers as to what development will be permitted on the sites and
to allow the Council to control the delivery of necessary infrastructure.
However, SPD must appropriately consider the viability of each SUE and
not add unnecessary or unreasonable financial burdens on applicants that
could stifle development. A flexible approach towards viability should be
therefore adopted.



The approach to development of land ‘South of Whiston’ for housing in
Policy SUE 2c is considered to be appropriate in principle. It has been
11
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positively prepared, is justified and is broadly consistent with national
policy. However, to be considered effective, the site must be deliverable
within the Plan period. As currently drafted, Policy SUE 2c does not
adequately consider viability. To be considered sound, it should be
amended in line with the suggested modification at Appendix 2.

HOW PLANNING LLP
JULY 2014
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Appendix 1:
Land Ownership Plan

Land ‘South of Whiston’ – Proposed Housing Allocation
Halsnead Park – Extent of Mrs Percival’s Land Ownership

Appendix 2:
Revised Wording of Policy SUE 2c

Policy SUE 2c

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

Overall Development Strategy

1.

The comprehensive development of Land South of Whiston and Land South of the M62 will be
supported. The sites are allocated for:
a.

New housing development (north of the M62) comprising approximately 1,500 dwellings, to
provide a wider choice of housing to meet local needs;

b.

New employment development (south of the M62) comprising at least 22.5hectares
comprising logistics, storage and distribution uses (within Use ClassB8) or other appropriate
employment uses within the Liverpool City Region key economic sectors subject to application
of the sequential and impact tests(where required under Policy CS4); and

c.

A country park within the broad extent of the former Cronton colliery including public open
space and the creation of associated footpaths, cycle ways and bridleways.

Specific Development Requirements

2.

In addition to meeting the generic guidance in Policy SUE 2, where relevant and viable to do so,
and where necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms, proposals for
residential and/or employment development at South Whiston and Land South of the M62 should
deliver (in no order of priority):
a.

Safe and convenient highways access for the sites together with a well-connected internal
road system and traffic mitigation measures, including any measures needed to address the
impact of the development on traffic generation in the wider area;

b.

Provision for public transport, walking and cycling, which enhance linkages within the area
and surrounding areas including linkages to the former mineral railway line linking Cronton
Colliery and Stadt Moers Park and to Whiston railway station;

c.

Public Open Space (POS) within a wider Green Infrastructure network integrating with
existing POS, recreational assets, areas of ecological value and the Whiston to Cronton
strategic green link (see Policy CS 8 ‘Green Infrastructure’); and

d.

Key infrastructure and services, including consideration of requirements for a new local retail
centre and primary school of appropriate scale to meet needs arising from the site, and/or
appropriate financial contributions to meet these needs off-site.

3.

Further details of these requirements will be set out in the master plan and Supplementary Planning
Document for this site referred to in policy SUE2 which will provide details of all necessary
infrastructure requirements and planning obligations and the mechanisms by which
applicants will be required to contribute and / or demonstrate the viability of doing so.

* NOTE: Suggested amendments in red

HOW Planning LLP
40 Peter Street
Manchester M2 5GP
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