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06 POLICY CS3 TARGET

Representations relating to Policy CS3: Housing Supply, Delivery and 
Distribution, specifically relating to housing targets

Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
001

1 121 A E Sherlock

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
002

1 123 A G Wortley

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
003

1 126 Ada Whitby

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
004

2 128 Alan McNab (1)
128 Alan McNab (2)

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
005

1 130 Alan Vearncombe (2)

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
006

1 56 Albert and Madeleine 
Shiplee

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
007

1 132 Amanda Fletcher

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
008

1 140 Anita Shaw

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
009

1 143 Ann Robertson

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
010

1 145 Anne Gibbons

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
011

1 148 Anne Thornton

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
012

3 150 B Kirkwood (2)
326 John Holmes (2)
398 Margaret Holmes (2)

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
013

1 154 Barbara Fazakerley

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
014

1 157 Barry Lucas

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
015

2 160 Bess Smith
537 Susan Campbell

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
016

1 161 Bradley Fowell

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
017

1 162 Brenda Espinola

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
018

1 165 Brian Corkhill

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
019

1 168 Butchard

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
020

1 178 Charles Alfred Daly



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
021

1 180 Cheryl Cunningham

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
022

1 108 Chris Edge / Michael 
Courcier

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
023

1 186 Claire Madeloso

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
024

1 189 Colin Smith

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
025

1 197 Daniel Smith

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
026

1 198 Daniel Wilson

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
027

1 199 Darren Seddon

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
028

1 202 David Blinkow

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
029

2 205 David Holmes (2)
454 Patricia McDonald-

Holmes (6)
POLICY CS3 TARGET 
030

1 208 David Vearncombe

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
031

1 209 Dawn Andrews

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
032

1 210 Debbie Lewis (2)

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
033

1 221 Dorothy Wood

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
034

1 230 Elaine Rowe

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
035

1 244 Frances Douras

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
036

1 245 Frances Parry

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
037

1 246 Francis Moore

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
038

1 79 Gary Berry

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
039

6 247 Gary Davis
279 Irene Davis (1)
442 Nicola Davis
96 Ray Davis (3)

544 Sylvia Jones
548 Thomas Jones

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
040

1 248 Gary Kewley



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
041

1 251 George Howarth MP

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
042

1 253 George Rowe

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
043

1 254 Gerard Dolan

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
044

1 257 Gillian Smith

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
045

1 258 Gina O'Dowd

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
046

1 259 Gladys Webster

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
047

1 70 Graham Moorcroft (1)

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
048

2 70 Graham Moorcroft (2)
70 Graham Moorcroft (3)

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
049

1 262 H Andrews

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
050

1 263 Harry Dono

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
051

1 267 Helen O'Dowd

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
052

1 276 Ian McCormack

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
053

2 277 Ian McKenzie
278 Ian Porter

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
054

1 279 Irene Davis (2)

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
055

1 279 Irene Davis (3)

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
056

1 281 J A Barton

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
057

1 282 J A Ireland

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
058

1 283 J Cassels

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
059

1 285 J P Cairns

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
060

1 289 Jacqueline Jones

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
061

1 290 Jacqueline Lunt

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
062

1 297 Janet Crehan

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
063

1 62 Janet Gore



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
064

1 298 Janet Marriott

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
065

1 299 Janet Rourke

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
066

1 301 Jaqueline Robinson

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
067

1 18 Jason Brown

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
068

1 304 Jean Phillips

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
069

1 306 Jean Rush

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
070

1 310 Jeannette Hankin

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
071

1 313 Jennifer Le Poidevin

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
072

1 316 Jenny Jones

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
073

1 318 Joan Groves

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
074

1 322 Joanne Saunderson

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
075

1 323 Johanna Robinson

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
076

1 325 John Hindley

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
077

1 40 John Wood

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
078

1 338 Joseph Todd

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
079

1 339 Joyce Tyrer

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
080

1 344 K Brown (1)

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
081

1 344 K Brown (3)

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
082

1 347 Karen Hickey

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
083

1 59 Karen Tomlinson

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
084

1 350 Kathy Ireland

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
085

3 355 Keith Kennedy
437 Nattalie Kennedy (2)
447 Oliver Kennedy



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
086

1 356 Keith Paterson

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
087

1 358 Keith Swan

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
088

1 359 Keith Wooding

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
089

1 363 Kirsty Easton

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
090

4 364 Kirsty Meredith
444 Nicola Meredith
468 Paula Meredith
94 T W Bretherton

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
091

900 570 A Casey
A Davies
A Kirby
A Merrills
A Neale
A Neale
A P Milne
A Smith
A Spelman
A T Worthington
A W Boardman
A White
Adam Evans
Adam Wardle
Adam White
Aimee Molloy
Alan Bevan
Alan Cockshott
Alan Dawber
Alan Goodwin
Alan McIver
Alan Wing
Albert Levens
Albert Murray
Albert O'Brien
Alex Curry
Alex Ellis
Alexander Reid
Alicia Currie
Alison Lynskey
Allan Gunn
Allan Jones



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

(continued) Allen Edwards
Amand Dougherty
Amanda Dillon
Amanda Macrey
Amanda Manning
Amanda Rafferty
Amanda Rose
Amie Crookham
Amy Parker
Andrea Murphy
Andrea Riozzi
Andrew Boothroyd
Andrew Carter
Andrew Davies
Andrew Fraser
Andrew Hales
Andrew Hoather
Angela Fitzmaurice
Angela Gibson
Angela Lacey
Angela Sabatini
Angela Thompson
Anita Dickinson
Ann Caddock
Ann Cockburn
Ann Hughes
Ann Lloyd
Ann O'Neill
Ann Robinson
Ann Woods
Anne Darwin
Anne Glennon
Anne Horsley
Annita Sadiq
Anthony Brady
Anthony Brady
Anthony Craig
Anthony Hughes
Anthony Lacey
Anthony Reeve
Antony McGee
Antony Spring
Arthur Hayden
Audrey Currie
Audrey Travis



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

(continued) Austin Tinsley
Ava Jane Williams
Avann
Avril Bevan
Avril McCulley
B Baines
B Hamilton
B Hamilton (2)
B Higginson 
B Hughes
B Ianson
B M Reeve
B McNally
B Morris
B Taylor
Barbara Dougherty
Barbara Martin
Barbara McAllister
Barbara Pinnington
Barry Hogan
Beryl Clarke
Beryl Maguire
Bethany Hughes
Betty Wilson
Bhagwati Soren
Brenda Ithell
Brian Denton
Brian Gilgeous
Brian Hackett
Brian McCormick
Bryan Kirkwood
C Allan
C Andrews
C Daly
C Dickinson
C G Little
C Hilton
C Hitchmough
C McKenzie
C P Brent
C P Brent (2)
C Shankey
C T Keen
Callum Murphy
Carol Bowden



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

(continued) Carol Coleman
Carol Kirk
Carole E Evans
Caroline Carey
Caroline Poole
Carolyn Hurrell
Catherine Baker
Catherine Dillon
Catherine Gilhooney
Cathy Sweeney
Celia & Fred Hanson
Celia Kilgallon
Charles Carter
Charlie Mackey
Charlotte Banks
Charlotte McDonald
Cheryl Banks
Chloe Shaw
Choi Kun
Chris Woods
Christina Colligan
Christina Connell
Christina Tully
Christine Burns
Christine McGlynn
Christine Parker
Christopher Bootman
Christopher Burns
Christopher Dolan
Christopher Parr
Christopher Tulley
Christopher Waters
Claire McKenzie
Claire Shenton
Clare Cammack
Colette Grainger
Colette Wilkins
Collette Milne
Connor Fitzmaurice
Connor Grainger
Cynthia Murray
D Angell
D Dutton
D Dyer
D Hales



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

(continued) D Keown
D Kirby
D McGowan
Dale Wardle
Daniel Fitzmaurice
Daniel Marshall
Daniel McKenzie
Danielle Chinery
Danielle Redfern
Danielle Willis
David Allan
David Baxter
David Brown
David Crookham
David Dring
David Egan
David Flynn
David Gallagher
David Mansfield
David McCulley
David McCulley (2)
David Phillip Marriott
David Richardson
David Rose
David Ryan
David Skraping
David Stewart
Dawn Gadd
Deborah Davidson
Deborah Stewart
Debra Story
Denise Blair-Porter
Denise Morgan
Dennis McCaffrey
Dhuni Soren
Don McAllister
Donna Marie Kavanagh
Doreen Atkinson
Dorothy Barnes
Dot Jones
Douglas Christie
E A Neely
E Cassidy
E Holbrook
E J Mackey



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

(continued) E McCormack
E Stewart
E Walsh
Edna Thomson
Edward Heywood
Eileen Hayden
Eileen McCulley
Elaine Burke
Elaine Wardle
Elizabeth Albertina
Elizabeth Baxter
Elizabeth Crookham
Elizabeth Hart
Elizabeth Jones
Elizabeth Melsom
Elizabeth Tennant
Ella Shenton
Ellen Mackey
Ellen McNally
Emily Shenton
Emma Allan
Eric Black
Eric Tinsley
Estelle Carr
Esther Tully
F Caddock
F Daly
F Daly (2)
F Darcyan
Fay Kilgallon
Florence Edwards
Frances Gallagher
Frances Simon
Francine Beard
Francis Arroyo
Francis Grainger
Frank Currie
Frank Evans
Frank Rennison
G A Harr
G Allan
G Carroll
G I Crawford
G J Walsh
G Millie



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

(continued) G O'Hara
G Staunton
Gary Birchall
Gary Kirk
Gary Lyon
Gary McCulley
Gary Smith
Gemma Rothwell
George & Julia McDonald
George Brooks
George Tilley
Georgina Gilgeous
Georgina Hughes
Gina Carrigan
Glen Story
Gopal Chaudhury
Gordon Birch
Gordon Martin
Grace Walsh
Graham Evans
Graham Hoggarth
Graham Jones
Greg McCoag
Gregory Lacey
H Darwin
H J Milne
Hal Cammack
Haley Leitch
Hannah Jones
Hannah Jones (2)
Harry J Brown
Henry Ainsworth
Henry Murray
Hilary Allan
Hilary Hadfield
Hilda Fleming
Holly Ianson
Hugh Lea-Wilson
I Walsh
Ian Blackburn
Ian Cockburn
Ian McKenzie
Ian Porter
Ian Thompson
Irene Gough



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

(continued) Irene M Jackson
Ivy Marsh
J Barnes
J Brady
J Brown
J Canavan
J Carpenter
J Durie
J Keen
J M Crawford
J Newav
J R Davies
J Richards
J Smith
J Walsh
J Wilson
Jack Shenton
Jacqueline Fitzgerald
Jade Kennedy
James Dillan
James Doyle
James Higgins
James McCulley
James McVeigh
James Ryan
James Walton
James Wardle
James Wilson
Jamie McIlroy
Jane Lea-Wilson
Jane Williams
Janet Collins
Janet Marriott
Janet Parsons
Janette Edwards
Jason Mackey
Jason Wilde
Jay Smith
Jayne Brady
Jean Arroyo
Jean Barker
Jean Flynn
Jean Grimes
Jean Keen
Jean Ryan



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

(continued) Jean Walton
Jeanette Crookham
Jeanette O'Brien
Jeanette Rafferty
Jeff Murphy
Jeffrey Parker
Jennifer Dune
Jennifer Garrett
Jennifer McVeigh
Jennifer Wick
Jessica Brady
Jessica Gibson
Jessica Holland
Jessica Ianson
Jessica Lunt
Jessica Rae Murphy
Jill Davies
Jill Reid
Jillian Doyle
Jitkanya Burns
JJ Williams
Joan Bond
Joan Dolan
Joan Hogg
Joan Lewis
Joan McCann
Joan Murray
Joanna Kemp
Joanne Fletcher
Joanne Howard
Joanne Newton-Jones
Joanne Newton-Jones (2)
Joe Bellion
Joel Hughes
John Barker
John Barnes
John Bilsborough
John Cahill
John Crist
John Deane
John Dickinson
John Dougherty
John Egan
John Evans
John Gibson



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

(continued) John Gilhooley
John Holmes
John Hopwood
John J Dillon
John McKenzie
John Murphy
John Newton
John Parr
John Patrick Kilgannon
John Penrose
John Reddington
John Reeve
John Roberts
John Ross
John Sabatina
John Snook
John Thompson
John Tinsselle
John White
John Wickham
John-Paul Kerfoot
Jon Burke
Jon Rawnsley
Jonathan Gibson
Jordan Bannon
Joseph Mangan
Joseph Reeve
Joseph Robert Mangan
Joseph Seary
Joseph Shenton
Joseph Swift
Joseph W Butterworth
Joshua Beattie
Joshua Fitzmaurice
Joshua Smith
Joshua Tremarco
Joyce Brown
Joyce Camber
Joyce Davies
Judith Kangas
Judith Mitchell
Judy McCoag
Julie Bain
Julie Banks
Julie Cowley



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

(continued) Julie Currie
Julie Penrose
Julie Ranson
K Addy
K Jones
K Kolokotrone
K Lewis
K Lewis (2)
K Lunt
K McAdam
K Merrills
K O'Hara
K Robinson
K Rocklitt
Karen Coltman
Karen Evans
Karen Hemalt
Karen Murphy
Karen Owens
Karen Reeve
Karl Hoggarth
Katharine Lowe-Paton
Kathy McKenna
Katie Brady
Katie Murphy
Katie Rawnsley
Keith Tennant
Keith Williams
Kellie O'Hara
Kelsey Walton
Kenneth Bond
Kenneth Hewitt
Kerry Hills
Kevin Dawson
Kevin J Monaghan
Kevin Saunders
Kevin Walton
Kim Lawson
Kulbhushan Sabharwal
Kylie Banks
L Addy
L Barlow
L Bolton
L J Parsons
L M Riley



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

(continued) L Robinson
Laura Beattie
Laura McShane
Laura Rafferty
Laura Smith
Laura Tremarco
Lauren Dougherty
Laurence Saunders
Leah Robinson
Leanne Ianson
Lee Bassnett
Lee Mansfield
Lee Murphy
Lee Walton
Lee Wong
Leeann Taylor
Leila Evans
Leo Snook
Lesleyann McCormick
Letitia Reeve
Lewis Darwin
Li Ming Wing
Liam Murphy
Linda A Birch
Linda Marshall
Linda Smethurst
Linda Walton
Linda Walton (2)
Linda Whiley
Llyod Driver
Lois Shaw
Lorcan Wardle
Lorraine Kelly
Loucas Anastasiou
Louis Anastasiou
Lucy A Parker
Lucy Woods
Lyndon James
Lyndsey McMullin
Lyndsey Seddon
Lynn McIlroy
Lynn Paterson
Lynn Taylor
M A Weir
M Baines



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

(continued) M Campbell
M Daly
M Dillan
M Dyer
M Gchoyd
M Glachan 
M Howard
M J Parsons
M Jacks
M L Neale
M Lundy
M Lunt
M McDonnell
M McDonnell
M McGowan
M Milne
M Neely
M Sweeney
Malcolm Cox
Malcolm Gorrie
Malcolm Lawson
Marcella Higgins
Margaret Caughey
Margaret Holmes
Margaret Jones
Margaret Riley
Maria McMullen
Maria Wardle
Marie Caughey
Marie Grainger
Marie Hughes
Marie Williams
Marilyn Beck
Marion McCarthy
Mark Beament
Mark Billington
Mark Burns
Mark Currie
Mark Howorth
Mark Kemp
Mark Lucy
Mark Morton
Mark Murray
Mark Piminton
Mark Sabatini



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

(continued) Mark Thornton
Martine Ryan
Mary Brown
Mary Cookson
Mary Millican
Mason Lockley
Master Imman
Maureen Ackroyd
Maureen Healey
Maureen Reynolds
Mavis Monaghan
Megan Banks
Megan Coulter
Melissa Murphy
Michael Banks
Michael Banks
Michael Grimes
Michael Haralambos
Michael Healy
Michael Jones
Michael LeBreton
Michael McKenna
Michael Paget
Michael Parsons
Michael Walberg
Michael Warner
Michelle Deane
Michelle Deary
Michelle Ditchfield
Michelle Lenehan
Michelle Walters
Mike Owens
Miss Fallon
Miss Lloyd 
Miss Matthews
Miss McArdle
Miss Olivia
Miss O'Neill
Miss Tyrrell
MJ Sheppard
Mohamed A Sadiq
Monica Weld-Richards
Morag Picton
Mr Ackroyd
Mr and Mrs Anthrobus



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

(continued) Mr and Mrs Arslanian
Mr and Mrs Duke
Mr and Mrs McGrath
Mr and Mrs Pepper
Mr and Mrs Tailer
Mr and Mrs Wardle
Mr Anthony 
Mr Brian
Mr Byrne
Mr C Hales
Mr Carpenter
Mr Davies
Mr Derrick
Mr Ditchfield
Mr James
Mr Jones A
Mr Jones B
Mr Jones B (2)
Mr Keogan
Mr Kirby
Mr Lewis
Mr Melia
Mr Patterson
Mr Paul
Mr Renshall
Mr Robert
Mr Smith
Mr Walsh
Mr Weld-Richards
Mr Williams
Mrs Bedward
Mrs Blakely
Mrs Boardman
Mrs Butchard
Mrs Carol
Mrs Derrick
Mrs Greenhalgh
Mrs Joan
Mrs Lloyd
Mrs Mandy
Mrs May
Mrs Patricia
Mrs Patterson
Ms Hennietta
Ms Mabley



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

(continued) Ms Pauline
Ms Sheron
Nadine Barber
Nathan Cammack
Neil Fitzmaurice
Neil McGregor
Nicola Woods
Nigel Bain
Norma Burns
Olivia Kilgallon
P Bates
P Johnson
P M Plummer & B C 
Plummer
P Mohnahan
P Mornelli
P Smith
P Sweeney
P Sweeney
P Wilson
Pam Tinsley
Pamela Ramos
Pat Twist
Pates O'Neill
Patricia Ainsworth
Patricia Healy
Patricia Rowley
Patricia Thompson
Patricia Wong
Patrick Colligan
Patrick O'Rourke
Paul Beattie
Paul Birch
Paul Bowden 
Paul Donnelly
Paul Durie
Paul Fitzgerald
Paul Higginson
Paul Imman
Paul Jeffrey
Paul Johnson
Paul Manning
Paul McDonald
Paul Roberts
Paul Shaw



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

(continued) Paul Taylor
Paul Tremarco
Paula Denton
Paula McComb
Pauline Gunn
Pauline Prayle
Pauline Reddington
Paulynn McCoag
Pekka Kangas
Peter Brooks
Peter Burns
Peter Campbell
Peter Ianson
Peter McCabe
Peter Moorcroft
Peter Simon
Peter Stewart
Peter Taylor
Phil Allan
Philip Davies
Philip McCulley
Philip Shenton
Phillip Clarke
Phillip Smethurst
R Allen
R Bellion
R Harrison
R Holdsworth
R L Barrett
R P Davidson
R Sweeney
R Taylor
R W Davies
Rachael Davies
Rachael Lacey
Rachel Deane
Rachel Smith
Ray Dickinson
Raymond Clarke
Rebecca Carter
Richard Feeney
Rob Ithell
Robert Davies
Robert Edwards
Robert J Horsley



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

(continued) Robert Jones 
Robert Sawle
Robert Smith
Robyn Tyrrell
Rolf Rheinlander
Ronnie McFarlane
Rosaline Bullock
Rosalyn Elizabeth Allan
Rose Birchall
Rose Moorcroft
Rose Thompson
Rosie Collins
Roy Dixon
Ruby Shaw
Ruth Durie
Ruth Neill
S C Swift
S Hales
S Kirby
S Matthew
Sally Labor
Sam Rawnsley
Sandra Carter
Sandra Greenhalgh
Sarah Bowden
Sarah Penrose
Sarah Rawnsley
Sarla Sinha
Seana Kilgannon
Sharon Roberts
Shaun Currie
Shaun Davidson
Sheila Butterworth
Sheila Flood
Sheila Penrose
Shirley Molyneux
Shirley Taylor
Sidney Rogers
Simon Evans
Simone Johanson
Simone Taylor
Siu Wai
Skye Blair-Porter
Sonia Ross
Sonja Thornton



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

(continued) Sophie Deane
Sophie LeBreton
Sophie Whiley
Stacy Dawber
Stan Thornton
Stanley Edwards
Stanley Jones
Stanley Penrose
Stanley Seddon
Stephanie Holcroft
Stephen Banks
Stephen Boyle
Stephen Johnson
Stephen Mansfield
Stephen Marsh
Stephen Mitchell
Stephen Poole
Stephen Walters
Stephen William Doherty
Stephens Evans
Steve Williams
Steven Caine
Steven Rennison
Sue LeBreton
Susan Evans
Susan Marie McGee
Susan Murphy
Susan Parr
Suzanne McCormick
Suzanne Morgan
Suzanne Shaw
Sylvia Brooks
Sylvia Egan
Sylvia Hoggarth
Sylvia Parr
Sylvia Vearncombe
T McShane
T Preece
T Taylor
Tanya Ashcroft
Tanya Beament
Terence Baker
Teresa Tilley
Terry Rush
Thelma Ennis



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

(continued) Thelma McCaffrey
Thomas Brewster Flynn
Thomas Hogg
Thomas Hughes
Thomas LeBreton
Thomas Lynskey
Thomas Owens
Thomas Thompson
Thomas Tully
Thomas Walton
Tiffany McCulley
Tina Rennison
Tony Fitzmaurice
Tony McCoag
Tony Murphy
Tony Shu
Tracey Judge
Tracey Rotheram
Tracy Worthington
V Barker
Valerie Campbell
Valerie Walsh
Vera & Dave Brown
Verna Wozek
Veronica Mangan
Vicki Bannon
Vicky Sweeney
Victoria Owen
W Forehead
W J Frost
W Lunt
W Walsh
William B Hughes
William Blackburn
William Murphy
William Woods
Winifred McCabe
Xander Blair-Porter
Xavier Blair Porter
Yvonne Dixon
Yvonne Smith
Unknown (address only) x 
12
Unknown (no address) x 6



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
092

1 365 L J Rose

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
093

1 367 Laura Dono

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
094

1 371 Lee Wilder

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
095

1 372 Leonard Tran

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
096

1 376 Linda O'Connor

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
097

1 382 Lynn Warbrick

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
098

1 383 Lynne and Dave Berry

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
099

1 386 M E Wortley

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
100

1 388 M Hall

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
101

1 390 M Penn

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
102

1 395 Marc Robinson

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
103

1 396 Margaret Dolan

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
104

1 399 Margaret Jerabek

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
105

1 400 Margaret Matthews

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
106

1 402 Maria Town

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
107

1 403 Marie Ormond

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
108

1 409 Mark Lewis

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
109

1 412 Martin Parker (2)

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
110

1 416 Maureen Inman

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
111

1 63 Maurice Brown

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
112

2 421 Michael Gittens (1)
421 Michael Gittens (5)

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
113

1 421 Michael Gittens (4)



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
114

1 432 Mr and Mrs Phillips

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
115

1 439 Neil Miney

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
116

1 440 Nichola Saunders

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
117

1 448 P E Prescott

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
118

1 454 Patricia McDonald-
Holmes (4)

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
119

1 461 Paul Marshall

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
120

2 5 Paul Slater (1)
5 Paul Slater (2)

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
121 1

465 Paul Woods

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
122

1 469 Paula Robinson

POLICY CS3 TARGET
123

1 472 Pauline Columbine

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
124

1 483 Philip Williamson

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
125

1 487 R McCauley, St. Helens

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
126

1 488 Rachel Freeman

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
127

2 96 Ray Davis (1)
96 Ray Davis (4)

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
128

1 96 Ray Davis (2)

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
129

1 96 Ray Davis (5)

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
130

1 491 Ray Gough

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
131

1 492 Raymond Beard

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
132

1 493 Raymond O'Neill

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
133

1 494 Richard George Robinson

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
134

1 495 Richard Hennity

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
135

1 498 Roberts

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
136

1 504 Roy Hardman



Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
137

1 505 Roy Turell

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
138

1 507 S B Allport

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
139

1 508 S Drakefield

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
140

1 511 S Stone

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
141

1 512 Sandra Cassidy

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
142

1 516 Sarah Hindley

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
143

1 518 Scott Cunningham

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
144

1 520 Sharon Murphy

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
145

1 79 Sheila Berry

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
146

1 529 Stephen Walsh

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
147

1 542 Suzanne Lewis

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
148

1 545 T E O'Conner

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
149

1 549 Thomas Roberts

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
150

1 550 Tina Cinnamond

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
151

1 551 Tina Cinnamond

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
152

1 120 Tony Docherty

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
153

1 553 Tracey Vickers

POLICY CS3 TARGET 
154

1 558 Valerie O'Neill

Total 1073
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Dear Sirs,

Please find attached local plan representation forms containing my objection to the disgusting profiteering
sale of green belt land in Whiston South, and the ridiculous proposal to build over 1500 houses which the
community and infrastructure cannot sustain.

Yours faithfully,

Alan McNab

POLICY CS3 TARGET 004 ID:128



Mr

Alan McNab

Company Director

Ezee Legal Services



X

X



X

13th November 2014
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From: b kirkwood 
Sent: 13 November 2014 20:59
To:
Subject: Local Plan - Objection to Knowsley Village Green Belt Proposal

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

I wish to object to the proposed modification to of the Knowsley Village Green Belt as in my view
the proposed modification is not legally compliant or sound.

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

The proposed changes to the Core Strategy to take out Green Belt 58.29ha of land at Knowsley
Village are unsound. The relevant policies CS2, CSS and SUE1 and Appendix E of the proposed
Core Strategy. It is proposed to develop 1093 dwellings on the land at Knowsley Village.

The changes initially propose to remove the site (KGBS6) from the Green Belt and it’s safe
guarding until after 2028 to meet housing needs within Knowsley unless a demonstrate need prior
to 2028. That approach is unsound.

National Planning Policy advice is not to release land from the Green Belt unless exceptional
circumstances are demonstrated. In this case Knowsley Council rely on a perceived need after
2028 to justify the release of the land now. In the field of planning need in particular it is inherently
difficult to predict the level of need 14 years ahead – it can be no more than speculative.

Furthermore, there maybe alternatives to developing this Green Belt.

The proposal to develop more than 58ha of Green belt land at Knowsley Village represents a
completely disproportionate extension of Knowsley Village. It will not protect what is locally
distinctive about Knowsley Village, nor will it protect the character and quality of one of the most 
rural of the village on Merseyside. With one of the best village cores, contrary to the vision and
objectives set out in the Core Strategy. Nor will it protect adjacent heritage assets or biological
interest both on and near the site. 

Knowsley Council have recognised that Knowsley Village is not well served by public transport
and only a limited range of services exist. Inevitable, Knowsley Council have concluded that site
KGBS6 would be a location where car dependency would pre-dominate which is not going to 
significantly change the measures that may be mentioned in any transport plan for the site. It is
inherent that the site would foul of the Principles of the Core Strategy policy 2 – the development 
principles that seek to reduce the carbon emissions, reduce the need to travel, especially by car
and the need to recognise the environment limits of the location (refer to the Core Strategy p39,
and NPPF para 84). 

The development density of the proposal is greater than other sites proposed in Knowsley, which 
is unsound in over promoting excessive development density. The removal of the Green Belt land
purely for housing need is sensitive which is contrary to Government guidance. The proposed
development density is disproportionate to other proposals within Knowsley. 

POLICY CS3 TARGET 012 ID:150, 326, 298



2

Please forward my objection for the inspector to decide that the land proposed in site KGBS6
should remain within the Green Belt.

Regards

B Kirkwood 



POLICY CS3 TARGET 013 ID:154
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Bess Smith    Cronton Pathways Walks for Health 

 

 

 



x

 
 



1

From: Ted Fowell 
Sent: 01 November 2014 20:01
To:
Subject: Greenbelt Plan knowsley

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Sirs,

I am writing to you in relation to the above, I am twenty years young and I believe what
the councils are doing to reduce the amount of green belt land in our towns is really
shocking.

I was reading in an online article that 'you have to meet the governments rules on housing
in Britain' which I can totally agree with as their is a severe shortage however,
destroying the green belt land is not the right way to go around it.

I understand if you have to meet the governments rules, can you not fight back to the
government to say, the only reason that their is a shortage of houses In the area is
because you opened the floodgates for illegal immigrants to come into our cities and towns
and take properties (council ones) when their is people like myself, recently been made
redundant from a 25k+ job and now I am currently sofa surfing. And unable to claim
benefits as I don't have a fixed abode.

I must stress, Knowsley Council has not got a great name for itself compared to other
councils in other neighbouring communities, please make yourselves stand out and say no to
this outrages action against the green belt land and you may have some positive reviews
from a lot mod locals throughout the towns.

Kindest Regards,

Bradley Fowell

Sent from my iPad

POLICY CS3 TARGET 016 ID: 161
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Dear Sirs, 

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

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

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

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

Kind Regards, 

Associate

Planning . Design . Delivery 

Please consider the environment before printing this email 

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

POLICY CS3 TARGET 022 ID:108
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KNOWSLEY LOCAL PLAN CORE STRATEGY EXAMINATION 

PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO SUBMISSION DOCUMENTS 

REPRESENTATIONS BY BARTON WILLMORE 

ON BEHALF OF JUNCTION PROPERTY LTD 

NOVEMBER 2014 

 

1 Supporting Representations 

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

suggested by the Council. 

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

given in evidence to the hearing sessions:  

MO42 The removal of the Sustainable Urban Extensions from the Green 

Belt and their allocation for development as part of the spatial 

strategy identified in Policy CS1 and its accompanying text . 

MO55 Acceptance of the Sedgefield method to calculate the five year 

housing requirement as part of Policy CS3 and its accompanying 

text (also MO56A, MO56B, MO65). 

MO59 Setting out the circumstances which would trigger a review of 

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

Modification because of its importance to the soundness of the 

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

Policy CS5. 

MO78 Removal of the Sustainable Urban Extensions from the Green Belt 

as part of Policy CS5. 

M112 Confirmation that measures to mitigate carbon emissions and 

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

M157 Confirmation that the release of the Sustainable Urban Extensions 

will no longer be delayed until the longer-term. 

2 Representations Objecting to Specific Proposed Modifications 

2.1 M168: New Chapter 6A on Sustainable Urban Extensions 

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

particular it supports the following: 

the immediate release of the sustainable urban extensions to meet 

identified development needs; 

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

dwellings (depending on whether of the Council owned land currently 

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

the development of the land South of the M62 for employment 

development; and  

proposals must demonstrate a comprehensive approach to site 

development and infrastructure provision, including the matters set out 

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

masterplan required under the policy to accompany any planning applications for 

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

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

principle that the masterplan should accord with development plan policy.  

However the development plan should not impose a requirement that the 

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

Document.  Such a requirement would effectively incorporate the supplementary 

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

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

supplementary planning documents are not subject to the same rigorous statutory 

procedures and testing as development plan policies. 

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

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

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

subject to very exacting and lengthy procedures for stakeholder and public 

involvement and consultation.  In contrast, supplementary planning documents are 

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

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

requirements for stakeholder and public involvement and consultation. Because of 

these differences, planning law gives development plan policy and supplementary 

planning documents very different statuses in decision-making 

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

must be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material 

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

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

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

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

supplementary planning document would still receive the presumption in favour 

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

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

in particular the presumption in favour of sustainable development under 

paragraphs 14, 196 and 197 of the NPPF.  

2.1.5 The proposed supplementary planning documents for the sustainable urban 

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

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

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

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

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

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

modifications that remove any requirement for proposals to accord with 

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

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

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

Planning Documents would be potentially unlawful and may be capable of 

successful challenge in the Courts.   

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

the tests of soundness and would be potentially unlawful.  

2.2 M169 and M190: Policy CS 15 on Affordable Housing 

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

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

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

generally higher level of development viability in the proposed Sustainable Urban 

Extensions than in the existing urban areas. 

2.2.2 JPL considers that the proposed policy requirement for sustainable urban 

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

not accord with national policy. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

requirements for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or 

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

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

enable the development to be deliverable.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

figure given in the tables. 

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

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

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

because: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

announcements by the Government.  If Zero Carbon Homes is factored 

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

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

begin significant housing construction before 2016.  

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

infrastructure costs.  The baseline viability includes an allowance of 

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

includes a further £590.02 per dwelling for additional infrastructure 

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

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

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

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

proposal.  Table 6.1 of the Mott MacDonald Report shows infrastructure 



 

7 

 

costs of £15,300,394 for an 1800 dwelling scheme (which includes the 

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

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

the case study.  Moreover there will be other very significant 

infrastructure costs for the South of Whiston proposal which have not 

been costed by Mott MacDonald, including contributions for public 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

South of Whiston is untypical of the other large sustainable urban 

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

constitutes such a large proportion of the total capacity coming forward 

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

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

delivered. 

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

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

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

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

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

the tests of soundness. 

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

Arbor Road, Whiston 

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

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

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

urban extension as currently required by the proposed modifications for Policy 

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

yet for it. 

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

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

Urban Extension which is predominantly greenfield agricultural land. 

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

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

wider area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

upon the cooperation of a number of landowners and developers. 

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

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

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

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

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

land in accordance with national policy and guidance. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

necessary or desirable.   

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

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

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

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

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

the tests of soundness and would be potentially unlawful 
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From: claire madeloso 
Sent: 09 November 2014 20:39
To:
Subject: Halewood Greenbelt Development

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

POLICY CS3 TARGET 023 ID:186



2



POLICY CS3 TARGET 024 ID:189









POLICY CS3 TARGET 025 ID:197









 

 

PPRESCOT TOWN 
CCOUNCIL  

 

POLICY CS3 TARGET 026 ID:198







POLICY CS3 TARGET 027 ID:199







POLICY CS3 TARGET 028 ID:202









POLICY CS3 TARGET 029 ID:205,454







POLICY CS3 TARGET 030 ID:208









POLICY CS3 TARGET 031 ID:209









POLICY CS3 TARGET 032 ID:210



POLICY CS3 TARGET 033 ID:221







POLICY CS3 TARGET 034 ID:230







POLICY CS3 TARGET 035 ID:244







POLICY CS3 TARGET 036 ID:245











POLICY CS3 TARGET 037 ID:246







POLICY CS3 TARGET 038 ID:79







POLICY CS3 TARGET 039
ID:247,279,442,96,544,548











POLICY CS3 TARGET 040 ID:248







POLICY CS3 TARGET 041 ID:251





POLICY CS3 TARGET 042 ID:253







POLICY CS3 TARGET 043 ID:254









POLICY CS3 TARGET 044 ID:257









POLICY CS3 TARGET 045 ID:258







POLICY CS3 TARGET 046 ID:259







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

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

By email: LocalPlan@knowsley.gov.uk
By Post: Local Plan Team, Knowsley MBC, 1st Floor Annexe, Municipal Buildings, 
  Archway Road, Liverpool, L36 9YU (postage required)

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

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

PART A – PERSONAL DETAILS

Personal Details* Agents Details*
Title Mr
Name Graham Moorcroft

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

Postcode

Telephone Number

Email Address
Preferred Method of 
Contact

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

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

POLICY CS3 TARGET 047 ID:70



x

PART B – YOUR REPRESENTATIONS

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

Name and/or Organisation  

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

Modification Ref Policy Ref Paragraph Ref  

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

Yes  No

a) Legally Compliant? (see guidance note 2.2) 

b) Sound? (see guidance note 2.3) 

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

M093, M134 core 

 

para5.5 



NOT Sound
The modification M093 para5.5, M134 etc – to remove Land South
of Edenhust Avenue from longer term development needs is not sound.  This change is not 
properly justified and not backed up by facts.  I have requested information from the LA on a 
number of challenges to their policy and after considering the LA’s response believe the 
choices made in the Plan are not backed up by facts nor provide the most appropriate strategy 
when considered against reasonable alternatives.

NOT JUSTIFED
No robust analysis in support of error margins – whilst the technical report notes “data is 
extremely useful, it is not possible to translate trends directly to an appropriate annual housing 
target without taking into account some additional factors and acknowledging the 
methodological constraints associated with population methodological constraints associated 
with population and household projections”  nowhere in the report is there full and proper 
consideration of methodology constraints or inherent error bands and margins in the 
assumptions and targets made in the report.
The permanent removal of a Green Belt area at Edenhurst will support the development 
proposal of only 74 dwellings. This figure represents less than 1% of the estimated 
requirement of 8100 new dwellings by 2028. Note that this requirement has reduced from 10 
000 to 8100 on recent evaluations.  On this trend it is entirely plausible that the requirement 
could reduce again before 2028.  The policy to release green belt land ‘early’ to support the 
‘current estimated’ figure is flawed. The technical report provides a range of models and 
plans however does not adequately justify error band margins or constraints in these 
estimations.  Note that a very small error band reduction (less than 1%) could hence lead to 
loss of this green belt.  My assertion is that early removal of small green belt areas 
(Edenhurst) is not justified until a proper justification of error margins within the models and 
assumptions has been provided in the technical report. These small green belt areas should 
not be released until other capacity is exhausted.   

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary…



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

The technical report for housing growth should properly address the constraints of the models, 
methodology, assumptions and error margins in the report.   Small areas of green belt land that 
will supply only a small contribution to the dpa shortfall should not be released until all other 
areas are exhausted..  This is justified on the assertion that errors in the estimations and 
metholdoliegs have not been properly considered in the technical report and small error margins 
will have a far greater impact on these sites.  



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

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

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

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

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

Signature  G Moorcrcoft    Date 13 Nov 14



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

 12 noon on Friday 14 November 
2014. Forms received after this time can not be accepted.

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

PART A – PERSONAL DETAILS

PLEASE NOTE:

POLICY CS3 TARGET 048 ID:70



x

PART B – YOUR REPRESENTATIONS

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

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

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

3. If you wish to object, please state here why in your view the proposed modification is not 
legally compliant or sound

If you wish to support the modification, please use this box to set out 
your comments.

 core 

 

 

NOT Sound



Sustainability Appraisal



Knowsley and Sefton Green Belt Study Green Belt 
Technical Report Technical Report: Sustainable Urban Extensions

Core Strategy Proposed Modifications Version. 

http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk

Knowsley and Sefton Green Belt Study Green Belt Technical 
Report



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



PLEASE NOTE - 

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

PLEASE NOTE -

Signature Date 13 Nov 14 
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1

From: Janet Marriott 
Sent: 29 October 2014 16:25
To:
Subject: Fw:

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Sent from Windows Mail

From:
Sent: Wednesday, 29 October 2014 12:52
To:

Dear sir /madam, just a few comments regarding the plan to remove green belt status around Knowsley
village. The plan would in effect double the size of the village changing it for ever. whilst I appreciate the
need for housing having 2 young adults myself I feel the extent of the plan is unacceptable. Accessing
knowsley lane is at peak times difficult and dangerous and Sugar lane during school hours is an accident
waiting to happen. Getting out of Longborough road is a nightmare during school hours and would be
difficult for emergency vehicles to access . The schools would need to expand making the problem worse.
Bus services are at certain hours very poor and buses busy at peak hours. Whilst the service from the local
GP surgery is excellent getting an appointment particularly in winter is difficult often having to wait several
days. Services within the immediate area are poor. The green belt area is an important wildlife habitat
which will be lost forever. There are also still areas of brown belt which have not been redeveloped.
Whilst I appreciate there is evidence to support the development of green belt status land there needs to
be the retention of some areas that are not for development, the extent of the proposed development is
where my objection lies. The only local beneficiary from the proposed development, which doubles the
size of the village is Lord Derby,

yours faithfully Janet Marriott

Sent from Windows Mail
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Please find below the reasons for my objections to modifications to the Core Strategy M078, 
M168 and M272, policy refs CS5, SUE1, SUE2, specifically relating to the proposition to 
release from greenbelt the land in Prescot adjacent to the A58 and containing 
Whitakers/Beesley & Fildes.  
 
1.  In my view the modifications are unsound for the following reasons: 
 

The background to the NPPF states the role of sustainable development ‘as meeting the 
needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet 
their own needs. 

Achieving sustainable development: (social role) 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 […] proposed development that 
conflicts should be refused unless other material considerations indicate otherwise.’ 
(s12) 

 
The release of the greenbelt area directly impacts upon the ability of future generations in 
terms of reduction in green space. Already my six-year-old cannot understand the 
correlation between what he is being taught about in school concerning the environment 
and the imminent decision to build on the only green area he sees between his home and 
his school field, over a mile away. I cannot see in the relevant proposals a move towards 
improvement in health, social or cultural well-being; on the contrary, building on local 
greenbelt is damaging to all three elements.  

 

2.  The NPPF states that: 

‘local planning authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the 
development needs of their area; 
 Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to 
adapt to rapid change, unless: 

–  any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or 

–  specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted […] For 
example, those policies relating to […]  designated as Green Belt.  

For decision-taking this means:  

approving development proposals that accord with the development plan without 
delay; and 
where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date, 
granting permission unless: 
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–  any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or 

–  specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted […]For 
example, those policies relating to […]  designated as Green Belt.’ 

Therefore the plan to remove the greenbelt status is unsound as it does not restrict 
development in such areas.  

 

3.  The NPPF states: 

‘Allocations of land for development should prefer land of lesser environmental value, 
where consistent with other policies in this Framework; (s17) 

 encourage the effective use of land by reusing land that has been previously developed 
(brownfield land), provided that it is not of high environmental value (s17)’ 

Therefore the plan is in conflict with the NPPF in respect of the above points. There is 
already, I understand, interest (negotiations?) in relation to the Whitakers site – whereas 
the brownfield land on Delph Lane remains yet to be developed, having remained empty for 
some years. A garage in Huyton with planning permission for flats remains unsold, yet 
developers are already preferring the greenbelt sites for obvious commercial reasons. These 
commercial preferences are surely not the ‘exceptional circumstances’ under which 
greenbelt land might be developed.  

4.  The NPPF, S109 states: 

‘The planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment 
by: 

protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, geological conservation interests and 
soils; 
recognising the wider benefits of ecosystem services; 
minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where 
possible, contributing to the Government’s commitment to halt the overall decline in 
biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological networks that are more 
resilient to current and future pressures; 
preventing both new and existing development from contributing to or being put at 
unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of soil, 
air, water or noise pollution or land instability; and 
remediating and mitigating despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated and 
unstable land, where appropriate.’ 

The Knowsley Local Plan is in conflict with these commitments, simply by proposing to build 
on greenbelt sites.  



5.  In addition, s110 adds: 

‘In preparing plans to meet development needs, the aim should be to minimise pollution 
and other adverse effects on the local and natural environment. Plans should allocate land 
with the least environmental or amenity value, where consistent with other policies in this 
Framework.’ Please see the point above in relation to Delph Lane and Huyton above, sites 
that are ready and waiting for development.  

It is notable that several houses at Quiston Grange are yet to be sold, despite an advertising 
sign being placed at the bungalow on the corner of Delph Lane and Scotchbarn Lane. The 
developers stated when erecting the sign that it would not be in place for long – and yet 
months later the remaining five houses or so are yet to be sold. If houses in this popular 
area, close to Eccleston Park and good schools, cannot be sold easily, how can it be 
established that building 8,100 houses (significantly more than the council’s 1,965 estimated 
number to equate to net population loss/gain) is going to draw in a large influx of 
population – some of whom it is presumed will want to live adjacent to the busy A58 and 
M57 motorways? 

  

6.  The NPPF section 114 states: 

Local planning authorities should: 

set out a strategic approach in their Local Plans, planning positively for the creation, 
protection, enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity and green 
infrastructure.’ 

Proposing to build on greenbelt sites is in conflict with this paragraph.  

 

7.  The government’s view of greenbelt is: 

‘The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land 
permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their 
permanence. 

s.80: Green Belt serves five purposes: 

to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; 
to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 
to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 
to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 
to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other 
urban land. 



The land adjacent to the A58 unarguably checks the unrestricted sprawl of urban areas. 
Without it, Prescot’s urban sites will spread to meet the busy A58 and M57 highways. These 
highways form albeit artificial boundaries to this part of Prescot, before it becomes 
Knowsley Village. The current green area is the only one, other than Eaton Street park, 
between the nearby M57 roundabout and the other side of Prescot in several directions.  

 

The very reasons that this piece of land was designated greenbelt in the early 1980s remain 
valid – in fact more so given the increase in traffic and infrastructure since its designation.  

8.  The government also states in relation to greenbelt:  

‘Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances.’ I’m afraid, having read as many documents in relation to the modifications 
that time allows, I cannot ascertain what these exceptional circumstances are. It seems that 
the modifications are an exercise in changing wording in the CS in order to get around 
certain provisions of the NPPF – an exercise in changing form rather than substance.  

9.  I refer now to the recent comments by Nick Boles, as reported: 

‘Boles wrote that he was "disturbed" by the inspector's [notably, the same inspector 
allocated to Knowsley] language, which he said "invited misinterpretation of government 
policy". The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that a green belt boundary 
may be altered only in "exceptional circumstances", Boles said. It "must always be 
transparently clear" in inspectors' reports, he added, that if councils go down this path it is 
their choice to do so. The secretary of state would consider intervening in local plans, he 
added, if it seemed as if an inspector had forced green belt release. 

One of the modifications that inspector Martin Pike had proposed was that the Tory-
controlled authority should "recognise that some loss of green belt to housing development 
will be necessary.” 

Boles wrote that he was "disturbed" by the inspector's language, which he said "invited 
misinterpretation of government policy". The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
states that a green belt boundary may be altered only in "exceptional circumstances", Boles 
said. It "must always be transparently clear" in inspectors' reports, he added, that if councils 
go down this path it is their choice to do so. The secretary of state would consider 
intervening in local plans, he added, if it seemed as if an inspector had forced green belt 
release.’ 

The wording of PM09, 42, Policy CS3, Clause 1 by the inspector that release of greenbelt 
land ‘is required to meet the need for new housing over the plan period’ and ‘3. On 
current evidence, this requires some land to be brought forward from sites in the Green 
Belt earlier than anticipated in the Submission CS’ echoes language used earlier in relation 
to Reigate, language that Nick Boles was so ‘disturbed’ by.  



In addition, at the public meeting of 24th October, as interpreted by the attendees, the 
council representatives confirmed that their hand had been forced by the inspector.  

10.  Without adequate time to look at every document, and so without being able to 
directly reference the exact relevant part of the CS, I would also like to point out that if 450 
houses are to be built on the land adjacent to the A58, the impact on the local infrastructure 
will be enormous.  

Traffic: 

It is already very difficult to get out of Knowsley Park Lane at certain times of day. An influx 
of traffic – presumably one-way because of the dual carriageway – from a housing estate 
will make access out, and sometimes in, to the road virtually impossible at busy times. 

Schools: 

There are no schools in the immediate vicinity of this proposed site. Therefore where are 
the children of the houses expected to attend school? Or is it expected, according to the 
council’s figures that only 2.29 people will live in each house, and not require a school 
place? All the nearest schools have been oversubscribed in at least one of the last three 
years. While the council wishes to attract people to live in these newly built areas, it is an 
obvious fact that families or families-to-be are attracted to an area because of its schools. 
Any families on an estate at Whitakers would have some trouble getting their children into 
good local schools, as they would simply live too far away.  

Noise: 

The noise of the motorway and A58 is significant when outside in this area. Any houses on 
the Whitakers site would have this background noise permanently, originating only a short 
distance from the house.  

11.  I cannot see, in this proposal: 

a) what the exceptional circumstances are 
b) any proposals that remediate the ‘harm’ done by release of hard-fought-for 

greenbelt land 

In addition, the expectation that 8,100 houses will be required in the borough – and in 
particular Prescot, with its declining centre and council insistence on making its residents 
and visitors pay for parking, hence sending them elsewhere – is so far beyond the 1,965 net 
gain/loss of population that it seems to be incredibly ambitious.  

If the council has great plans for the area to attract these new residents, other than building 
new estates on ex-greenbelt sites, they are not clear to me. The council also seems to 
assume that if commercial sites are developed, people will want to live near them. I do 
doubt this, given the lack of, and continually declining, amenities in Whiston and Prescot.  



Finally, I see no reason why the Secretary of  State’s  policy  position  that  ‘unmet  need,  
whether  for traveller sites or for conventional housing, is unlikely to outweigh harm to the 
green belt and other harm to constitute the “very special circumstances” justifying 
inappropriate development  in  the  green  belt’ should be deviated from in this area. The 
inspector seems to state that unmet need is indeed the only reason to release the greenbelt 
in his statement: ‘12. To meet the immediate housing land supply problem it appears that 
at least some reserve locations will have to be redefined as specific site allocations in 
advance of preparation of the SADP .’  

There is no housing crisis here and I believe the modifications to the Plan are not sound. To 
quote: ‘A  local  planning  authority  should  regard  the  construction  of  new  buildings  as 
inappropriate in Green Belt […] inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to 
the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances […] It 
[NPPF] also  makes  clear  that  the  construction  of  new  buildings  should  be  regarded  
as “inappropriate” for the green belt.’  

What I would add, is that clearly part of the A58 land is already developed as the Whitakers 
garden centre. In a spirit of compromise, if the land is to be built upon for residential 
properties, surely the extent of development could be limited to the currently developed 
area, presuming that the owners of the garden centre are intending to sell to a developer.  

To finish: the government white paper The Natural Choice: Securing the Value of Nature 
2011 states: 

We want to improve the quality of our natural environment across England, moving to a net 
gain in the value of nature. We aim to arrest the decline in habitats and species and the 
degradation of landscapes. We will protect priority habitats and safeguard vulnerable non-
renewable resources for future generations. We will support natural systems to function 
more effectively in town, in the country and at sea. We will achieve this through joined-up 
action at local and national level to create an ecological network which is resilient to 
changing pressures. 

Yours sincerely, 

Johanna Robinson 
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Keith Kennedy - Objections to Knowsley Local Plan

Keith Kennedy

14th November 2014

Local Plan Team,                  
Knowles Council,                                 
1st Floor Annexed,                              
Municipal Buildings,
Archway Road, Huston, L36 9YU.

Dear Martin Pike

Re KNOWSLEY LOCAL PLAN-PUBLIC CONSULTATION – HALEWOOD EAST

NOTE 1 - request for a review of the Local Plan because of the following issues:

(A) There is currently new evidence/guidance/best practice that was previously not available 

to the hearings or consultations of the Local Plan:

i. DEFRA - March 2014 Defra release Category 4 Screening Levels (C4SLs) as part of 

the growth agenda by removing excessive cost burdens for housing developers. 3 years ago 

Defra promised that £132m in savings will come about as a result of the reforms to the 

statutory guidance on contaminated land. Those reforms, says the report, “will avoid costly 

unnecessary remediation operations and focus attention on high risk sites, potentially saving 

business an estimated £132m a year”. Therefore, brownfield sites that were previously 
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discounted by the Inspector due to slow release should be released more swiftly. Knowsley 

Council should now encourage the release of brownfield sites as a result, March 2014. 

ii. DCLG - New rules further strengthen green belt protections 16/10/14.

iii. Eric Pickles - Councils must protect our precious green belt land 06/10/14, and It is now 

easier to bring vacant and underused public land back into use through the Community Right 

to Reclaim Land 24/10/14.

iv. Brandon Lewis - Development on the Green Belt 11/08/14. 

v. DCLG – Consultation on proposed changes to planning policy and guidance, ensuring 

fairness in the planning system, and strengthening protection of the green belt and countryside 

14/09/14. 

vi. DCLG - Brownfield sites to be prioritised for development 28/10/14.

vii. DCLG - Since January 2014 a new Right to Contest has enabled the public to 

challenge the government about land and property they feel could be put to better use, and 

ask for it to be sold 08/01/14, Government initiatives to help build more new homes on 

brownfield land 13/06/14, £5 million fund will unlock 100 brownfield sites for new homes 

07/08/14, Bidding opens for £200 million to build homes on brownfield land 13/08/14, The 

government has announced plans to create 30 housing zones on brownfield sites across the 

country to increase housing supply 22/10/14.

viii. Land held by Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) and other major land holding

departments has been sold with capacity for over 76,000 homes 31/03/14.

ix. CPRE – Green belt development is “not the path to economic growth 27/08/12. 

x. Nick Boles MP - inspectors in Local Plan examinations should continue to determine 

whether local planning authorities have followed NPPF in seeking to meet the objectively 

assessed development needs of their area 18/03/14. 

xi. Nick Boles MP – shortfall in housing does not constitute “exceptional circumstances”

18/03/14).

xii. The Guardian (Simon  Jenkins) – “Housing crisis? No, just a very British sickness” 

states that building on green belt "wastes energy and infrastructure, it promotes commuting 

and destroys a dwindling environment. Housing "need" is in cities, where labour mobility and 

immigration are high and most poor people find work". Knowsley Council doesn't need to build 

more houses; this "need" is based on crude household formation, with no reference to 
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demand, price, migration or anything else. Danny Dorling (Professor/author) concludes, "We

cannot build our way out of the disaster of our current housing system." We should rather 

tackle "how to better share and look after what we have already got" 21/05/14.

xiii. Letter from the Leader of the Council, Councillor R.J.Round, about financial strains on

the Borough due to the Local Plan, October 2014. 

(B) Additionally, there should be a review as there are currently numerous new community 

groups that were not previously involved in the consultation.

NOTE 2 – additional reasons for objection to Local Plan

(A) Knowsley Council should adhere to its own “Statement of Community Involvement” 

document. Section 4.6 “community involvement that is more than a box ticking exercise will 

require an ongoing commitment”.Table 5.1. “respecting peoples involvement”. Table 6.1.

“potential measures to engage hard to reach groups”.

Hence the LOCAL PLAN is unsound on the basis of the failure of the Council to carry out 

adequate consultation with the wider public. In particular the policies outlined Doc CS08c 

M049-65 Policy Ref CS1-CS5: SU2, 2a, 2b, 2c, and in particular in Doc CS08c: p51: M168 

(Doc CS08c: P51) new Policies SUE1, SUE2, SUE2A, SUE2B and SUE2BC. The Council 

should therefore consider re-convening the public consultation process to take note of the

views of local residents and the numerous new community groups (NOTE 1, (B) above).

(B) Knowsley Council should adhere to its own policy document “Policy G1: Development 

within the GreenBelt” 

(C) The approach to development in East of Halewood (Policy SUE2b) is not appropriate.

(D)  It is also noted that NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK (NPPF) requires that 

GREEN BELT BOUNDARIES once set should be permanent.  

(E) With reference to NOTE 1 (A)(vi) (above) priority for development should favour the use 

of BROWN FIELD SITES. There are figures which suggest that there are significant numbers 

of unoccupied properties, (2020 properties figures for 2012, Knowsley Local Plan Monitoring 

Report: para 3.65 p32, and a potential for 5636 dwelling sites available) which together with a 

view that the housing targets are ambitious rather than realistic, would mean that the housing 
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target of 8100 could, (2020+5636=7656) be achieved without utilising the GREEN BELT. In 

addition in the SHLAA Report of 2012: para 8.3, p 30) there is reference to the Borough having 

12.6 years of capacity rather than 15 years. It must be a possibility that as the 12.6 years 

approach the situation regarding available brownfield land may have changed, and/or assess 

migration/population increase.  In this context relating to housing there is no reference to any 

consultation with any local housing trusts.  The other concern relating to the release of land 

from the GREEN BELT is that development on these sites will be more attractive to 

developers, (not to mention the capital appreciation of the value of the land following change 

from GREEN BELT status), so there is thus a real risk that brown field sites will not be 

developed, and may remain as blighted sites in the Borough, as former GREEN BELT sites

are developed preferentially.  GREEN BELT land once released and developed is lost forever. 

Hence the GREEN BELT should be protected as recommended recently by the Secretary of 

State, ERIC PICKLES, whose views on the use of GREEN BELT land (NOTE 1 (A)(iii) (above)

include: “incursions into the GREEN BELT must only occur in exceptional circumstances and 

must be planned in a logical and strategic way”. In Document Hearing Statement 5A from 

October 2013 there is also reference in para 5.1 to “exceptional circumstances” (NOTE 1 (A) 

(xi) shortfall in housing does not constitute exceptional circumstances) relating to GREEN

BELT and in 5.1.1 the policy is amended to “Inappropriate development will not be permitted in 

the GREEN BELT unless very special circumstances can be demonstrated, and the visual and

recreational amenities of the GREEN BELT will be preserved”.. 

(G) In Policy CS8 (CS09a: para 1&2: p 69) there is reference, for example, to ensuring more 

attractive and cleaner  neighbourhoods, sustaining and promoting biodiversity, preserving the 

character and function  of historic environments and valued landscapes, to provide local 

opportunities for sport, mitigating the effects of climate change and flood risk, mitigating air, 

water and noise pollution to protect and enhance strategically important areas of green space, 

promote effective movement of wildlife through a network of green strategic links. In para 4e 

(p70) there is reference to the M57 Green Belt corridor as a strategically green link. 

Developing on the GREEN BELT will counter to these aims.

Hale wood East is part of this corridor and prevents unrestricted sprawl, prevent merging of 

neighbouring towns, assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment, and preserves 
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the setting and special character of Halewood.  Halewood has historic character and noted in 

the Domesday Book 1086. Development of the site would therefore be inherently encroaching 

and harmful to the landscape character. 

Please NOTE 1 (A)(iii), the COUNCIL should be minded of the Secretary of State, ERIC 

PICKLES’ views on the use of GREEN BELT land : “incursions into the GREEN BELT must

only occur in exceptional circumstances and must be planned in a logical and strategic way”. 

In the context of this statement Mr. Pickles stated that the area in question: BLACKMORE 

“was an almost unique Essex village of a type that was rapidly disappearing, it unusually 

retained its medieval road patterns and is nationally renowned for its fine church and its Tudor 

links.  Any development should be sympathetic to the heritage of BLACKMORE”. Much of this 

could be applied to Halewood, which has a long history, development on the site would be 

detrimental to its visual amenity.

Please NOTE 1 (A)(iv), Planning Minister BRANDON LEWIS is quoted as stating that “We 

have put Local Plans at the heart of the reformed planning system so councils and LOCAL 

PEOPLE can now decide where development should and shouldn’t go”. Hence the COUNCIL 

should be heeding this latest GOVERNMENT GUIDANCE and taking note of what THE 

PEOPLE want in terms of GREEN BELT, i.e. that the GREEN BELT should not be sacrificed. 

Exceptional circumstances do not therefore exist to justify removing land from the GREEN

BELT. It is also worthy of note that in a document from  the LANDSCAPE INSTITUTION, 

entitled “PROFITABLE PLACES”,  there is a chapter heading: “Investment in a high quality 

landscape pays dividends as customers are willing to pay more for it”. It is likely preparation of 

brownfield sites may be expensive to develop.   Hence there is thus the risk that developers 

will seek to preferentially develop in released  GREEN BELT,   thus leaving unused brownfield 

sites still abandoned and unused. The Council should take note that MOLE VALLEY COUNCIL 

are considering abandoning their “Housing and Traveller Sites Plan REKS20131405C-015”   in 

the light of this new guidance.

(H) In any general consideration of the GREEN BELT, the Council should also be aware of the 

NATURE AND WELLBEING ACT, which is a piece of legislation to bring about the recovery of 
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nature in a generation for the benefit of people and wildlife. Reducing the GREEN BELT runs 

counter to the aims of this Act.  There would be additional concern over the effect of removing 

the sites from the GREEN BELT on traffic, which is likely to increase and thus contribute to 

affecting adversely the air quality, through gas and particulate emissions, and there would also 

be a contribution  to an increase in CO2 (i.e. climate change) from the loss of greenery.  

(I) Additional to the above, suitable sites for future residents should not exasperate pre-
existing health conditions of current residents. Increase in subsequent traffic 

movements/stop and start on small roads with junctions due to any proposed development will

contribute to an increase in air pollution and noise pollution. Deaths in Knowsley from 

respiratory disease and hospital admissions are significantly higher than national and North 

West rates. Hospital admission rates for asthma have increased by 37% in Knowsley, since 

1999/2001 compared with 11% in the North West and 6% in England. And noise pollution, 

which contributes to increase in poor mental health due to lack of sleep and other subsequent 

health implications. It is estimated that 12,250 people in the Knowsley experience depression 

and anxiety each year. Cardiovascular disease is the biggest killer in Knowsley. Deaths from 

cardiovascular disease are significantly higher in Knowsley in comparison to figures for 

England (22% higher than the national average). Lung cancer is the single largest cause of 

cancer deaths in Knowsley. Figures show that during 2004 / 2006, deaths from lung cancer in 

Knowsley were 81% above that nationally. South Kirkby has significantly more lung cancer 

deaths compared to the rest of the Borough.

Knowsley should utilise the recommendations from the Joint Strategic Needs Assessment 

(JSNA) describing the future health, care, wellbeing needs of local communities. Subsequently 

the Borough is noted as targeting reducing CO2 emissions by 18% by 2020 against a 2008 

baseline. And target reduction of carbon emissions from estate and services by 41% by 2016 

against a 2009/10 baseline. How is this to be achieved with the increase in traffic and 
energy use from an additional 8100 homes?

Knowsley should adopt a strategic approach to planning that takes into account other key 

frameworks and plans – including Health and Wellbeing. 
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(J) The hedges provide an environment for birds, small mammals have been seen on the site, 

and bats are also seen and may be roosting in buildings either on the site or close to it. It is 

noted that KNOWSLEY claims according to items in a display cabinet in the HUYTON ONE 

STOP SHOP, to be Britain’s GREENEST BOROUGH and in addition has 16 GREEN FLAG 

PARKS. There is also the KNOWSLEY GREEN SPACE STRATEGY, which discusses the 

benefits of green space especially chapter 5 and paras 6.3a and 7.2. 

(K) Please NOTE 1 (A) (xii) in addition there must be concern that if there are any legal 

proceedings following the  LOCAL PLAN, this could produce further financial strains on the 

Borough, which has to find £34m in savings (letter from the Leader of the Council, Councillor 

R.J.Round: October 2014) 

(L) The DCLG published the NPPF along with the Localism Act, this was intended to give 

communities a greater say on planning and policy and scrap “top – down targets”. The 

Localism Act allows for the abolition of Regional Spatial Strategies which seek to bulldoze the 

GREENBELT around our towns and cities across the country.

(M) Final remark about the sites presented in the Knowsley Local Plan as GREENBELT 

SITES. This will be a deceiving to developers who will purchase the land expecting a greater 

return than purchasing a brownfield site. Many of the sites presented within the Local Plan are 

located on or within 250m of a landfill site. Therefore, Knowsley Planning will expect 

developers to undertake ground gas monitoring and mitigation measures (gas protection 

membranes) (Knowsley Policy ENV6:Landfill Gas/ Knowsley Policy ENV5: Contaminated 

Land). Additionally, several of the sites presented in the Local Plan are on Environment 

Agency flood risk area Level 1 and Environment Agency have advised if houses were built on 

these areas they would go to Level 2/3.

(N) I wish to indicate that I would wish to have the opportunity to participate in in any Public 

Hearing.

Please acknowledge receipt of this document.

Regards Keith Kennedy 
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          14/10/14 
 
Dear Sir 
 
I am writing in concern for the building of houses on the land behind my house on Baileys 
Lane. 
My husband and I bought this house in 1989, our first house, we have brought up 4 children 
and have had the advantage of seeing lots of Wild Life over the years. They have also 
watched the Farmer out in his tractor and were able to bring their friends to watch out of 
the bedroom window. 
There are not many families in this area to be lucky enough to do this. 
 
When we bought our house the road was very quiet but now the road is that busy, you have 
put double yellow lines outside our house, this means anyone visiting us now has to park on 
Leathers Lane. Over the road to us are council houses, they are able to park up to 6 cars up 
their drive. I feel that if and when these houses are built, our road is going to be even busier 
and we are going to struggle getting out of our drives even more than we do now.  
 
Baileys lane is no longer a lane but a very busy road. The village will no longer be a village. 
The quiet life that we thought we were moving into will be no longer quiet. 
 
Why is it that because we have a private house we are being put at a disadvantage, due to  
parking and now you are looking to take away our beautiful view. I feel that if you lived 
where we live, you would put up a fight to stop this going ahead. 
 
I also thought that the land at the back of us was a floodplain. Why do you need to build 
houses on Greenbelt land I am sure you could find other places to build? A couple of years 
ago I spoke to two men from the Council by the Halewood Library and they assured me that 
the council would look at other areas to build on. When looking at the plans I feel that you 
have not looked anywhere else.  
 
I can’t believe that we need that many houses in this area.  
 
Countryside should be kept as countryside.  
 
 
Regards 
 
Maria Town 
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Knowsley Local Plan: Core Strategy 
Proposed Modifications - Consultation 
Representations Form 
 
RETURNING THIS FORM

 12 noon on Friday 14 November 
2014. Forms received after this time can not be accepted.

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

PART A – PERSONAL DETAILS

PLEASE NOTE:
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PART B – YOUR REPRESENTATIONS

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

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

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

3. If you wish to object, please state here why in your view the proposed modification is not 
legally compliant or sound

If you wish to support the modification, please use this box to set out 
your comments.

All relevant All relevant 

 

All relevant 

In order for the local plan to be sound, it should be “founded on a robust and credible evidence base involving: 
evidence of participation of the local community and others having an interest in the area; and research/fact 
finding: the choices made in the Plan are backed up by facts” 
 
Firstly, I live approximately 300ft away from land on Knowsley Lane that is mentioned in the local plan for 
greenbelt release. I’ve lived here for over 20 years, and I’ve lived within half a mile of this land for the other 30 
years on my life, and I was not officially informed of the plans until 21st Sept of this year. Because of this, I have 
been unable to participate in the development of this plan as a part of the local community. I know of many other 
members of the local community, who feel this way too. Therefore, I do not believe that there has been proper 
and sufficient participation of the local community. 
 
Since the proposals were publicised by Knowsley Council (Sept 21st 2014), there has been a massive show of 
objections against the plans to release greenbelt from the Knowsley community. I’ve yet to speak to anyone (with 
the exception of Councillors and/or Council Officers) who agrees with the greenbelt release proposals within the 
local plan.  
 
In July 2014, a poll was set up on the Facebook page www.facebook.com/groups/huytontpwigu asking members 
of the public if they would be in favour of building houses and a business park on the greenbelt land on Knowsley 
Lane. At this moment in time, 202 people have voted. 198 are against and 4 are for the plan. This is over 98% of 
people polled who are against building on the greenbelt land concerned. I would say that this is a very good 
representation of the feeling of the community over these plans, and this needs to be taken into account. 
 
Continued......................... 



 
In order for the local plan to be sound, it should be “founded on a robust and credible evidence base involving: 
evidence of participation of the local community and others having an interest in the area; and research/fact finding: 
the choices made in the Plan are backed up by facts” 
 
The evidence by which Knowsley Council are using to ascertain population and household rises in order to determine 
how many properties will be needed by the Knowsley Community in the future, is unreliable simply because of the 
fact that past ONS projections have been shown to be inaccurate and yet Knowsley Council are prepared to lose vast 
areas of greenbelt based on such unreliable evidence. 

Section 2.1.8 (page 15) of the Technical Report produced by Knowsley Council in 2013 states that ‘the Office of 
National Statistics population projections are directly relevant to considering the level of new housing to be provided.’ 

Section 2.10 (page 16) of the submitted Knowlsey Core Strategy (July, 2013) states, “National projections indicate 
that the borough’s population will increase by about 4000 between 2011 and 2021. This figure is based upon the 
interim 2011-based sub national population projections. 

Section 4.3.6 (pages 44 - 45) of Planning for Housing Growth in Knowsley (Technical Report produced by Knowsley 
Council in 2013) gives a projection that the population of Knowsley is expected to rise by just over 3000 people 
between 2011 and 2021. 

However, the sub-national population projections update (June 2014 version, document  SD31 in the examination 
library) gives a much lower figure, over a greater time period.  Section 6.1 (page 16) of this document states that 
Knowsley’s total population is expected to rise by 1800 persons between 2012 and 2037. 

Previously, the ONS predicted a rise in Knowsley population would be between 2006 and 2029 of +7500 , from 
151,300 to 158,800. Yet eight years later, the Knowsley population has declined, as it has done since the 1970’s.  

Therefore, it is my view that we cannot lose our valuable, and highly agricultural greenbelt land, based upon the say 
so of highly unreliable evidence. Once this valuable is developed, it is lost forever. 

The Knowsley Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) 2012 identifies that “land within the urban 
areas of the Borough can provide a net supply of land sufficient for 5,636 dwellings. This is sufficient to cover a 
period of 12.6 years”.  
 
This is more than enough new houses to cope with Council’s predicted population rise of 1800, IF indeed the 
population numbers were to actually increase, which would go against all previous records since 1971. 
 
There are currently 64,629 dwellings in Knowsley, of which 3.13% are vacant, which is 2020 empty properties.  
 
Furthermore, in October 2014, the Government issued new guidance regarding the release of greenbelt land. 
Specifically the new guidance makes it clear that councils do not have to build on the Green Belt just to meet the 
locally set five-year housing targets. Housing need cannot be used to justify ‘inappropriate development’ in the 
green belt, it said and that “Unmet housing need is unlikely to outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and other 
harm to constitute the “exceptional circumstances’” justifying inappropriate development on a site within the 
Green Belt.
 
At the Knowsley Town Council meeting on 16th Oct 2014, Council Officer Lisa Harris stated, “What I would say is, that 
the exceptional circumstances would be the issue of us having insufficient land (for the development on greenbelt)” 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework makes it clear that, once green belt boundaries have been established they 
should ‘only be altered in exceptional circumstances’ 
 
I do not believe that Knowsley Council has demonstrated that any exceptional circumstances exist for the release. Of 
greenbelt.  



 
In conclusion, the housing targets set by Knowsley Council are too high (given the recent 2012-based population 
forecasts). Density assumptions are too low. More land is being considered for removal from the Greenbelt, than is 
actually required. Too much of the land being considered for removal from the Greenbelt is of high quality, highly 
productive agricultural land. Allocation of some Greenbelt sites as reserve sites for housing, will result in harm to the 
Greenbelt, and undermine it’s aims and objectives 

 



 

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

PLEASE NOTE - 

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

PLEASE NOTE -

Signature Date 
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Knowsley Local Plan: Core Strategy 
Proposed Modifications - Consultation 
Representations Form 
 
RETURNING THIS FORM

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

By email: LocalPlan@knowsley.gov.uk
By Post: Local Plan Team, Knowsley MBC, 1st Floor Annexe, Municipal Buildings, 
  Archway Road, Liverpool, L36 9YU (postage required)

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

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

PART A – PERSONAL DETAILS

Personal Details* Agents Details*
Title Mr
Name Philip Williamson

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

Postcode

Telephone Number

Email Address
Preferred Method of 
Contact

email

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

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

POLICY CS3 TARGET 124 ID:483



PART B – YOUR REPRESENTATIONS

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

Name and/or Organisation  

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

Modification Ref Policy Ref Paragraph Ref  

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

Yes  No

a) Legally Compliant? (see guidance note 2.2) 

b) Sound? (see guidance note 2.3) 

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

All relevant All relevant 

 

All relevant 

Consultation Process

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

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

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

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

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

CONTINUED....



 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Signature         Date

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

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary…



Further objections to the Local Plan include the following points:

WILDLIFE 

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

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

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

POPULATION

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

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

GREENBELT STATUS

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

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

BROWNFIELD AND ECONOMIC VIABILITY

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

Importance: High

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

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

Hello

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Rachel

Knowsley Lane resident
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Mr R Davis 

1/11/2014 
 

ew rules came in to further strengthen green belt protections. 
From: The Department for Communities and Local Government and published: 16 October 2014  
 

The latest Government guidance after the Mole Valley Inspection, now states that green belt 
boundaries should only be altered in "exceptional" cases and that housing targets do not justify the 
harm done to the green belt.  

Read  more: http://www.dorkingandleatherheadadvertiser.co.uk/Victory-people-power-Mole-
Valley-considers/story-23380414-detail/story.html#ixzz3HxHyC5KV  
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Ray Davis 
Chairman 
Whiston Green Belt Action Group
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From: Hennity, Richard (Santander UK) 
Sent: 12 November 2014 17:48
To:
Subject: Planning Objection Core Strategy ref KGBS20
Attachments: ATT00001.txt; ATT00002.htm

Importance: High

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

OBJECTION: Proposal to remove land from the greenbelt East of Halewood South (Core Strategy ref 
KGBS20)

Dear Sirs,

I write with strong objection/challenge to the Council's proposed plans to remove the current land situate at East of 
Halewood (South) as determined in the Knowsley Local Plan Core Strategy document (revision July 2013) as KGBS 
20.

I am a resident and owner of a property in the nearby vicinity (Sandhurst Road) and as such my objection herein is 
specific to the land that abuts Higher Road (and the adjacent lay-by) and Aldersgate Drive.

Under said document there is already enough housing stock proposed without the need to encroach and develop the 
aforementioned land.

At present the existing lay-by would essentially mean that the traffic flow would be channelled through an already over 
used road designed and developed only for use of the very small cul-de-sac it serves.

Not only this but the junction at Aldergates Drive / Higher Road and the roundabout there is already extremely over 
congested due to the flow of traffic from Runcorn and the Knowsley Express Way and also due the continued 
extension of Jaguar Land Rover (JLR) to the rear and the traffic this brings.

Such a traffic increase is particularly concerning to us (as parents) who have chosen a specific location to reside in, to 
allow our children to grow up in an area as highway safe as it can be.

At present the land is used for grazing (horses) and is considered a nature conversation which following any planning 
framework or agreement would effectively see this use disappear..

Furthermore, as with any planning consent today, there would of course need to be a provision for affordable housing, 
which together with a mass development, could have a material detrimental impact on the value of our property 
prices.

As residents we already suffer the continuous planning approvals and subsequent development works that JLR are 
consistently doing, that the land the faces our cul de sac is our only respite / greenery from this.

You will no doubt be aware of the current parking (of lack thereof) that we have from the previous impractical design & 
development of our road and planning decision will only add exacerbate this.

In respect of the large planning scheme and the numbers proposed re housing stock for KGBS20 - the local economy 
and services simply cannot fulfil this. Have the council given further consideration to local amenities and schools and 
the pressure this will not only put on them but for the ability of the current residents to freely choose their children's 
schooling etc...

You may be interest to note that as at the time of writing there were 161 properties for sale in the L26 postcode and 
15 available to rent. As I understand it the proposed housing stock will be aimed at owner occupiers which at the 
present time such evidence suggests that this is not needed.

This only leaves me to believe that is the intention of the Council and any subsequent developers to build to sell as 
investment, which surely detracts from the whole purpose of creating good affordable housing stock in the first 
instance.
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This application is strongly objected to and I ask (rather urge) the Council and it's committee members to reconsider 
in light of the above.

Yours faithfully

Mr R Hennity
Resident and Owner



POLICY CS3 TARGET 135 ID:498









POLICY CS3 TARGET 136 ID:504









1

From: Roy Turrell 
Sent: 13 November 2014 22:10
To:
Subject: re:- Knowsley Local Plan (KGBS 14)

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged
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From: Sharon
Sent: 10 November 2014 17:31
To:
Subject: Proposed plan for the use of green belt land in halewood and Knowsley

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

I am writing to object to the proposed use of the green belt land.

The reason why I object are:

1. Knowsley's proposed housing figures are too high 2. The most recent government
forecasts show a lower rate of growth in Knowsleys population, than previous forecasts
used by Knowsley council.
3. The resulting urban sprawl will reduce the separation distance between Liverpool and
widnes.
4. Peripheral development at halewood will result in over reliance upon cars.
5. Local roads and lanes will become busier and more congested.
6. There will be clear intrusion into the countryside, on the edge of Liverpool.
7. There will be loss of some of the highest quality, and most productive farmland in the
country.
8. There will be loss of farmland, wildlife, including species such as Skylark, Lapwing,
Grey Partridge and Brown Hare. These are all species which are declining nationally, and
will be under threat of local extinction, if their habitat is built upon.

Regards
Sharon Murphy

Sent from my iPad
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Knowsley Local Plan: Core Strategy 
Proposed Modifications - Consultation 
Representations Form 
 
RETURNING THIS FORM

 12 noon on Friday 14 November 
2014. Forms received after this time can not be accepted.

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

PART A – PERSONAL DETAILS

PLEASE NOTE:

POLICY CS3 TARGET 149 ID:549



 

 

PART B – YOUR REPRESENTATIONS

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

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

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

3. If you wish to object, please state here why in your view the proposed modification is not 
legally compliant or sound

If you wish to support the modification, please use this box to set out 
your comments.

 

 

 



ANY







 

 

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

PLEASE NOTE - 

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

PLEASE NOTE -

Signature Date: 13th November 2014 
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From: Tina Cinnamond 
Sent: 13 November 2014 23:22
To:
Subject: Objections to proposed plans KGBS 14 South of Whiston

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Mrs Tina Cinnamond

I am objecting to the proposed building of houses on the Whiston Greenbelt Land based on the 
following reasons.

Firstly, I would like to state that I do not think that I was properly notified of any consultations or 
public meetings about any of this proposal until it was brought to my attention by reading about it 
on social media. Knowsley council have stated that they leafletted within 200 metres of the 
proposed site. However, some people in these areas have not been informed at all.

It has been due to local volunteers posting leaflets and forming a committee that people have 
become aware of the proposals and as a result of this I do not feel that we have had the proper 
consultation period and the time to be able to ensure that everyone can state their views.

S1 and S7 The comments say that jobs will be created in the construction industry in this area if 
this plan goes ahead - how do we know without any kind of detailed plans that the work in the 
construction sector is going to be done by local construction contractors and not by outside 
Construction firms. we have not been told anymore about this. Also S7 states that training 
opportunities could be generated for locals however, there is limited certainty to this until detailed 
proposals are developed. These two comments contradict each other, how can you create jobs in 
the area without training when you dont even have detailed plans yet.

S2 Whiston is a small village, with an extra 1500 houses it is going to become a town. How can 
Whiston facilitate another added population of at least 3000 more people. Our schools do not 
have much more space, our GP surgeries are already under immense pressure with appointment 
times and waiting times not ideal at the moment without the added increase of population. 
Whiston hospital average A and E waiting times are 4 or more hours now. How can any building of
houses imporve this amenities. It will only increase the pressure that is already being put on our 
education and NHS services at present.

I am a governor at a local school and I cannot see the major benefits to our school. We are not full 
to capacity but will not be able to cope with many more children before the school becomes full to 
capacity. When all of the local primary schools are full people will send children out of the borough 
to schools or it will become more competitive to be admitted into a school. This is all going to 
increase pressure on our already overstretched education system.

We have repeatedly been told that Knowsley Council have consulted schools, GP surgeries and 
the NHS hospitals. However, we have not seen any proof of this.

POLICY CS3 TARGET 150 ID:550
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S4 How can Knowsley Council ensure Community Involvement in decision making when we have 
had very little say in this major decision.As stated above, if it was left to Knowsley council only 
very few residents would have been aware of this proposed development. Is this not a blatant 
contradiction to what they are telling us.

S8 At meetings I have attended all of the ancient woodland, lakes are included on the proposed 
plans. However, we only have hearsay that these are staying, how can this be certain without a 
detailed plan. If these are left then local people will not be allowed access as freely as they do 
now. Surely these should be protected.

E1-E11 Knowsley have clearly overestimated housing need for the next 5 years. They state that 
population will increase and this is why the need for houses to be built. However, figures show 
that Knowsleys population has been decreasing for the last 50 Years. Why are the figures so 
much out?

Government guidelines dated 6th October 2014 state that Greenbelt Land should only be used in 
exceptional circumstances. If population has declined what is the exceptional circumstance for 
housing to be built on this greenbelt. We have plenty of Brownfield sites within Knowsley that 
could be used for building houses on instead of being an eyesore.

Our Greenbelt includes agricultural land, ancient woodland, lakes, wildlife and lots of open space. 
It is a place to walk and de-stress which a clear way to tackle health and wellbeing issues and 
obesity. It is a place for children to learn about nature and wildlife with first hand experience of this 
within the natural habitats. 

The heavy machinery and building works is going to have a negative effect on our birds, bats and 
other wildlife. Wildlife has been undisturbed on this land for many years and creatures and 
animals such as foxes and various birds and hedgehogs are seen in this area. One of the roads is 
Foxes Bank Lane and we have a big wooden sculpture at the cemetery. All of these animals 
habitats are going to be destroyed if not by the actual building work by the noise and pollution in 
the area. These creatures have took many years to build homes and produce offspring which will 
now be destroyed. Wildlife and animal activity may not return back to these places for many years 
to come. This is going to have a detrimental effect to our environment.

Traffic on Tarbock island presently is outrageous without the added increase of extra traffic. Peak 
times see the roundabout totally jampacked with traffic at present. The extra traffic is going to 
make this area dangerous, will increase pollution and destroy what little green environnment and 
wildlife we may have safety, health problems for people with respiratory conditions and increasing 
vehicles on our roads is going to increase road traffic collisions.

Me and my family moved into the area 15 years ago because of the greenbelt land for the use of 
our future children/Grandchildren etc. When we moved into the area we moved into a new build 
house. For the first 2 years we did not have a bird in our garden, we didnt see any signs of wildlife 
or anything.

Please could you take all of my objections into account please.

I would like to participate in any further hearings should we have them.

Mrs Tina Cinnamond
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From: Tina Cinnamond 
Sent: 13 November 2014 23:29
To:
Subject: KGBS14 - Land South Of Whiston - Policy References SUE1 SUE2C

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Firstly, I would like to state that we do not think that were properly notified of any consultations or 
public meetings about any of this proposal until it was brought to our  attention by reading about it 
on social media. Knowsley council have stated that they leafletted within 200 metres of the 
proposed site. However, some people in these areas have not been informed at all.

It has been due to local volunteers posting leaflets and forming a committee that people have 
become aware of the proposals and as a result of this we do not feel that we have had the proper 
consultation period and the time to be able to ensure that everyone can state their views.

E1-E11 Knowsley have clearly overestimated housing need for the next 5 years. They state that population will increase and this is why the need 
for houses to be built. However, figures show that Knowsleys population has been decreasing for the last 50 Years. Why are the figures so much 
out?

Government guidelines dated 6th October 2014 state that Greenbelt Land should only be used in exceptional circumstances. If population has 
declined what is the exceptional circumstance for housing to be built on this greenbelt. We have plenty of Brownfield sites within Knowsley that 
could be used for building houses on instead of being an eyesore. 

Our Greenbelt includes agricultural land, ancient woodland, lakes, wildlife and lots of open space. It is a place to walk and de-stress which a clear 
way to tackle health and wellbeing issues and obesity. It is a place for children to learn about nature and wildlife with first hand experience of this 
within the natural habitats. 

The heavy machinery and building works is going to have a negative effect on our birds, bats and other wildlife. Wildlife has been undisturbed on 
this land for many years and creatures and animals such as foxes and various birds and hedgehogs are seen in this area. One of the roads is 
Foxes Bank Lane and we have a big wooden sculpture at the cemetery. All of these animals habitats are going to be destroyed if not by the actual 
building work by the noise and pollution in the area. These creatures have took many years to build homes and produce offspring which will now be 
destroyed. Wildlife and animal activity may not return back to these places for many years to come. This is going to have a detrimental effect to our 
environment. 

At our allotments we teach children how to protect the environment and do work on recycling and conservation issues. We are teaching children to 
do this and now we are having our greenbelt removed. The children will learn skills but not have anywhere to use these skills firsthand 

Friends of halsnead Allotment Group 
.
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From: Tony Docherty 
Sent: 13 November 2014 15:51
To:
Cc: John Baker
Subject: Representations in respect of Further Modifications to the Submission Document of the 

Knowsley Local Plan Core Strategy - Weston House
Attachments: Scan_20141113_154507.pdf; Weston House Reps Doc..docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Sirs,

I enclose here with the following documents in respect of the above, –

1. The Representations Form, and
2. The Representations Statement

Both are given in PDF format. The signed originals will follow in the post tonight.

Please confirm receipt of documents. Thank you.

Kind regards,

Tony 

Tony Docherty

www.atdspecialties.co.uk
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Weston House   

Representations in respect of the Proposed Further Modifications to the Submission Document of 
the Knowsley Local Plan: Core Strategy September by the Owners of Weston House 
Representation Reference 128/1220 

 
This Statement is in response to the Further Proposed Modifications to the Submission Document of 
the Knowsley Local Plan: Core Strategy published in September 2014. The objections are shown 
sequentially in accordance with the Modification Reference shown in the document and call into 
question the rationale of the Council in determining the proposed modifications to the Submission 
Document as well as the implications of modifications to a Local Plan which, as far as Housing 
Provision during the Plan period is concerned, particularly in the first five years, we contend is 
fundamentally un-sound. The views expressed in this Statement are those of the Owners of Weston 
House. 

Our Objections to the following Proposed Modifications are as follows: – 

1. MO 12.   Paragraph 1.2 8A   

 We contend that Planning Policy Guidance has not been strictly followed in the making of the Local 
Plan insofar as the acceptance by Knowsley that their housing number projections were substantially 
wrong, has meant that, in order to achieve the correct housing numbers, the Local Plan would have 
to be significantly altered. This, in turn, meant immediately abandoning the phasing mechanism for 
the release of Green Belt land which had been a mainstay of the original Plan, and as an expedient 
measure sanctioning the removal from Green Belt of substantial Parcels of Land without thoroughly 
and efficiently investigating how a significant portion of the housing number deficit could be 
achieved through the development of smaller Parcels of Land in the Green Belt in, including the land 
known as Weston House.  

The Owners of Weston House had earlier informed Knowsley in the meeting which took place 
months before the Public Hearing commenced that, according to their Consultants, the housing 
numbers being projected by Knowsley were substantially inadequate. This was dismissed as being 
totally incorrect, and yet within the first week of the Hearing Knowsley had accepted the view of 
those attending the Hearing that their calculations were wrong and that they needed to not only re-
calculate the housing number requirement, but make Modifications to the Plan which addressed the 
issue of how the new numbers could be achieved, and the only way to do this was to abandon 
completely the original Plan with regard to housing and create a new Plan. In our view expediency 
and time constraints resulted in not enough attention being paid to Planning Policy Guidance, or if 
attention was paid then it was simply ignored. This is not the proper way to develop and adopt a 
sound Local Plan. 

 

2. MO15. Paragraph 1.36 

 Significant points were raised by us in relation to Planning Policy Guidance, the NPPF, and the 
important issue of the Green Belt, in that Consultation and the subsequent Representation but these 
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appear to have simply been ignored. The views expressed by our Consultants were based on their 
own professional expertise, wide-ranging experience over many years including advising on the 
matter of urban fringe Green Belt, as well as attendance at many other Local Plan Examination 
Hearings, and yet these professional opinions and judgement appear to have counted for very little. 

3. MO22. Paragraph 1.43 

 We contend that the Risks to the delivery of the Housing Trajectory Projections for the 15 year 
period have not been properly addressed. The relatively brief period of time in which the original 
phasing mechanism for the release of Green Belt has been completely abandoned, and justifiably so, 
has meant that there has simply not been enough time to give proper consideration to the effect on 
both Knowsley and Landowners/Developers of moving from 'famine' in the first five years to 'feast' 
in the same period, in terms of Development potential. All sorts of issues may arise - Landowner 
Intentions, Availability of funds for Development, the Business environment, Political issues, 
Infrastructure implications and costs, and of course, last but not least, the issue of Developer 
Contributions. The Housing Trajectory numbers in the first five years rely heavily on the SHLAA sites 
many of which have been available for years with Knowsley being unable to persuade Developers to 
take them on, and the new Sustainable Urban Extension sites, and in particular three very large sites. 
We are heading towards the end of the second year of the Plan period, and it does not take a great 
deal of imagination to envisage issues, problems, hold-ups, disputes on the part of both sides which 
are likely to ensure that the projected housing numbers for the first five years will not be achieved.   

4. MO30.  Paragraph 2.15 

 Following on from the above, we have in this paragraph a clear admission from Knowsley of their 
very poor historic record of Net Completions in the period 2002/3 to 2012/13 -an average of 189 per 
annum, and yet we are asked to believe that in the remaining three years of the first five-year part 
of the plan more than 1000 houses per annum will be constructed. That seems to us highly 
improbable, and, as a result we cannot understand the reluctance of Knowsley to include the smaller 
Additional Reserve sites, including Weston House which are available, in single ownership, and 
deliverable within a very short period of time. It appears to us that the main reason for this is the 
decision by the Inspector, in his Findings following the initial Hearing,  that Knowsley did not need to 
consider such sites. This, in our view, appears to have been taken by Knowsley as a strict instruction 
rather than either an observation or a piece of advice. No explanation for the Inspector's Finding has 
ever been proffered by the Inspector to date, and therefore it has been impossible to present a 
cogent argument to Knowsley to gainsay the Inspector's decision. This is unreasonable and 
inequitable. Without a stated reason, it must be assumed that the Inspector believes that the 
combination of developable land for housing from the SHLAA sites and the SUE land parcels provide 
Knowsley with the potential to construct their target number of houses in the Plan period, and that 
therefore the inclusion of smaller sites like Weston Park is unnecessary. We believe that this opinion, 
if it is correct, does not take into account the significant difficulties which may be encountered 
during the Plan period in bringing the development of the SUE sites, particularly the three very large 
sites, to fruition. Nor does it take into account the fact that, currently, Knowsley do not have a five-
year supply of land to achieve the housing numbers needed in this period. We take the view that the 
intention of Knowsley to make up any shortfall in this period, during the remainder of the Plan 
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period is facile and disingenuous, given the long history of poor completions referred to earlier. On 
this basis, we believe the Plan, as it stands is not sound, and that further review is required. 

5. MO57. New Paragraph 5.2 0A 

 In the Local Plan and the Supporting Documents the desire to "Re-balance the Housing Market" in 
Knowsley, is frequently stated, and yet the emphasis is always on the provision of Affordable and 
Supported Housing. In our opinion, no emphasis is given in the Plan for the development of 
‘aspirational’ properties for the upper end of the market to support Industrial and Business activity 
in areas like Halewood. It is important, if possible, to encourage the owners, executives, managers 
and senior personnel of the businesses which are based in Knowsley or close to it, to actually live in 
the area. To do that, Knowsley need to facilitate the building of appropriate houses, and yet one 
imagines that the great majority of the senior figures who make their living in Knowsley depart at 
night for the leafier parts of Cheshire  or West Lancashire, in part, at least, because there are very 
few, if any, developments which might satisfy the needs or those individuals or their families in 
Knowsley. We believe that Knowsley lose out in this respect, and will continue to do so, because 
such developments help to raise the bar in terms of social and economic development, but if they do 
not exist or are not encouraged, then no benefit is gained.  Knowsley were very happy to allow the 
development of the Everton Football Club Training Facility at Finch Park, and yet we have to ask 
ourselves how many of the very highly paid young men who attend there every day have ever 
considered buying a house in close proximity to Finch Farm? The simple reason for this is that there 
are no suitable properties, and so these individuals purchase their homes in the Wirral, Cheshire or 
in the Formby/Southport areas. The Weston House site, with its woodland setting, has been 
described by the major Developers who have visited the site and who are interested in it, as perfect 
for that type of development. 

 

6. MO60. Knowsley Housing Trajectory.  

We contend that the figures used are understated and that therefore the trajectory is incorrect. In a 
previous Representation made to the Re-convened Hearing July 2014, we estimated that the final 
five-year housing requirement was 3592, taking into account the backlog of 743 houses and the 20% 
Buffer required by the NPPF for Local Authorities with a consistent track record of poor completions. 
According to their own trajectory, Knowsley estimate that even if they remain on target during this 
first five-year period, which seems highly unlikely, they will construct approximately 2800 houses, a 
shortfall of 792 houses which means that the current backlog is, in effect, being carried forward by 
design into the second five-year phase of the Plan. This position appears to have been accepted by 
the Inspector. However the council cannot say, in our opinion, that it is impossible to deal with the 
requirement to deal with any backlog within the first five years of the Plan period, as required by the 
NPPF "where possible" (our emphasis) whilst refusing to consider the smaller Green Belt sites such 
as Weston House. Although it is currently in the Green Belt, the full analysis submitted by Weston 
House shows the site does not have a critical role in fulfilling the purpose of including land in the 
Green Belt and could be developed without any significant impact on the integrity of the Green Belt 
or its ability to perform the role for which national Green Belt policy was created. The Core Strategy 
is substantially changing the Green Belt extent and boundary, and  is including for development 
many Green Belt sites which are, in some cases at least, clearly much more important to the Green 
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Belt purposes than Weston House. Western House meets all the tests shown in Paragraph 47 of the 
Framework for a site to be counted as part of the supply for the next five years. 

7. MO76. Policy CS5 Clause 1  

We contend that Knowsley pay deference to the NPPF (and to previous Planning Regulations and 
Guidance) when it suits,  but appear happy to override the Framework and the previous Regulations 
also when it suits. For example, what were the " very special circumstances" that led to the granting 
of a Planning Permission in 2002 for the construction of six houses on land adjoining Weston House 
which is also in the Green Belt, and where the projected houses have still not been constructed, or 
for giving an 'In Principle' approval for the land in Bank Lane Kirby (well in advance of the site being 
designated as a SUE), and which we understand has now been converted to full Planning 
Permission? Where is the consistency, transparency and fairness with such decisions in comparison 
to the decision not to include smaller sites like Weston House in the Local Plan? 

8. M168.  New Chapter 6A Sustainable Urban Extensions 

In principal, we support the creation of the Sustainable Urban Extensions, because once Knowsley 
had accepted that its housing numbers were substantially wrong, it became obvious that it could not 
rely upon the SHLAA sites alone, as it had intended, to deliver the housing numbers needed in the 
first five years of the Plan, and that as a result a change in strategy was needed, and this led to the 
creation of the concept of the SUE. There is nothing wrong with that, apart from the fact that 
Knowsley now appear to have adopted a doctrinal and doctrinaire approach to the selection of sites 
in the Green Belt for development over the Plan period, preferring to rely on larger (and in some 
cases extremely large) Parcels of land within the Green Belt, and  have eschewed the possibility of 
achieving the required numbers by balancing any shortfalls from those larger sites with housing 
numbers on smaller sites, like Weston House which are readily available and deliverable within the 
first five-year period. There must be a very high expectation that some of the sites will not be 
developed in line with the trajectory the plan now contains, and for sure, Knowsley has not provided 
convincing evidence to support the view that the SUE sites are deliverable in total, and in these 
circumstances, we maintain that the Plan should take the opportunity presented to increase its 
flexibility and hence the confidence in the supply by adding further highly deliverable sites such as 
Weston House. 

9. M243. Paragraph 10.19 Developer Contributions 

 We take the view that not enough detailed consideration has been given to such contributions, and 
the position which may arise if the developers are unable or unwilling to fund the level of 
contributions required by Knowsley. The only alternatives are that either Planning Permission would 
be refused or that the Authority will have to subsidise the development, neither of which are 
desirable. Part of the problem here arises from the fact that the SUE sites were not part of the 
original Plan, and their withdrawal from Green Belt came about as a result of the acceptance by 
Knowsley that their housing numbers were wrong, and that in order to comply with NPPF they 
would have to abandon the phasing mechanism in which these identified sites would be released 
from Greenbelt sometime in years 6-15 of the Plan. As a result, there has been little or no time for 
consultation with Developers on the matter of Developer Contributions. Setting out the types of 
Developer Contribution within the Plan is sensible, but getting Developers to agree such 
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Contributions to the level that Knowsley would like (and needs, given budget constraints) will be an 
entirely different matter. One can only imagine that very lengthy, convoluted and potentially 
acrimonious discussions and correspondence will flow between the Landowners, the Developers, 
and their respective Consultants and Knowsley. Reconciling the interests of individual 
Landowners/Developers alone, particular in respect of the larger sites, will be incredibly difficult, and 
this fact was clearly demonstrated at the Re-convened Hearing. Idealistically, Knowsley have settled 
on the idea of 'Master Planning' as the solution, which, at first glance, seems perfectly reasonable, 
but getting all of the different parties to agree to a Master Plan and to pay the required Developer 
Contribution share might prove to be a Herculean task.  

At best, this will result in lengthy delays in the actual commencement of developments, particularly 
those on the three very large sites. At the very worst this position will inhibit the development of 
some of the SUE sites to the extent that it is likely that, once again, Knowsley will succeed in having a 
much lower level of completions than the Plan requires. It is acknowledged that even by including all 
of the smaller sites this position may not be entirely resolved satisfactorily, but it will be mitigated to 
some extent. Whereas, excluding the smaller sites completely, at least until there is a Review at the 
end of the five-year period at the earliest, means that Knowsley have denied themselves the 
additional flexibility that may be needed during the Plan period. This appears to be the triumph of 
rigid Planning policy over sound common sense and intelligent pragmatism. 

 

10. Policy of KLCPS.  SUE 1 (Page 102) 

 We question the validity of this Policy with regard to the Master Planning proposal, something not 
considered in the original Plan, and for which Knowsley ought to have addressed through their own 
Master Plan on this subject, and issued a Technical Document prior to the original Hearing. However 
because the housing numbers were wrong, and Green Belt land was not going to be released in the 
first five-year period, no real or detailed thinking has gone into this process, and this was evident 
from the comments and the disagreements which were voiced at the Re-convened hearing. 

 The term 'Development Management Process' which has a technically authoritative ring about it, 
has been used in this Policy by Knowsley, but there are no clear guidelines as to what this means 
exactly in the context of the SUE Sites. We have to question whether Knowsley have the resources 
and skills available for this type of complex process, and whether budgetary constraints will allow 
them to buy in those skills and expertise, if they do not. 

We also take the view that the Key Risks shown have been substantially understated and should 
include: 

Infrastructure difficulties and delays (United Utilities made reference to this in a previous 
Representation when commenting on and welcoming the decision of Knowsley to consider 
the development of land owned by Utility Companies) 

The unwillingness of Landowners/Developers to meet the expectations of Knowsley with 
regard to Developer Contributions 

The implications flowing from this in terms of subsequent delays, financial restrictions (on 
both sides) and failure to deliver the required housing. 
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Furthermore, we fail to see how 'Clarification that areas falling outside the SUE’s remain in the 
Green Belt and are subject to Policy CS5' mitigates the Risks to the Policy. In our opinion, such an 
inflexible approach actually exacerbates the Risks to the Policy, unless, of course, one views the 
Policy as sacrosanct in itself, rather than acknowledge the reason why the Policy was created, which 
was to ensure that the required number of houses for the Plan period are delivered. 

This is yet another indication that there is an unshakeable conviction on the part of Knowsley  that 
all of the SUE sites will be developed without difficulty or delay and in full during the Plan Period, 
which we believe is unrealistic, and that there is no need for some degree of flexibility to take into 
account  the potential for a margin of error to upset the Plan. Any worthwhile Master Plan would 
always assume that things will not always go according to plan, for whatever reason, and that this 
should be taken into account by the Plan and be allowed for or budgeted for by the Planners. If 
Knowsley believe that the SUE sites will be fully deliverable without any difficulty or delay, then why 
identify the Key Risks to the Policy which have been shown, and which, as we have said, are 
incomplete anyway. To this extent we believe that Policy SUE 1 is flawed, and as it stands the Plan is 
therefore not sound. 

 

11. Policy of KLCPS. CS27. Planning and Paying for New Infrastructure(Page 120) 

The scale of development arising from the SUE sites and the enormous Infrastructure requirements 
for those sites, particularly the 3 largest SUE sites call into question the validity of Knowsley's 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (M I 115) largely because of the very short timeframe which Knowsley 
have had in which to prepare and/or modify the IDP. Some of these developments are major 
projects which take a long time to plan and prepare for, and involve, not just the Authority's own 
technical staff, but those of the relevant Utility and Service Companies. One has to ask just how 
much real planning has gone into this Policy, and to question whether proper consideration has 
been given by Knowsley to the Key Risks which have been identified by the Authority, and to pour 
scorn on the Mitigation Factors presented by the Authority, which loosely translate into 'if problems 
arise we will be flexible in our resolution of them, and/or if the Plan is not working as we would like 
it to them we will change it'. In Risk Management terms these would not be considered mitigation of 
risk: they are simply statements which make it clear that the IDP has not been properly and carefully 
thought through. 

Of course, the biggest risk to the IDP will be the refusal of Landowners/Developers to pay for new 
Infrastructure developments to the extent that Knowsley will want them to, and there is then the 
potential for the Authority to be held to ransom by either refusing to grant Planning Permission for 
all or part of these sites, in which case there will be a serious shortfall in housing numbers for the 
Plan period, or alternatively for the Authority to have to bear a much larger portion of the 
Infrastructure Development Costs than it would like or can afford. Again, if the latter is the case, 
then the development will not take place, and there may be a significant shortfall in housing 
numbers for the Plan period, as a result. 
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OUR PROPOSALS TO MAKE THE PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS REFERRED TO ABOVE  

CONSIDERED SOUND ARE: – 

                                                                                   

1. MO 12.   Paragraph 1.2 8A   

Comply strictly with Planning Policy Guidance in terms of dealing with the Housing backlog during 
the first 5 Year period of the Plan, and utilise the smaller Green Belt sites to enable that to happen. 

2. MO15. Paragraph 1.36 

Reconsider the points which have been made by our Consultants in previous Representations, and 
take them on board. 

3. MO22. Paragraph 1.43 

Review the Risks to the Housing Trajectory Projections and mitigate those Risks by inclusion of the 
smaller sites like Weston House which are available for development. 

4. MO30.  Paragraph 2.15 

Override the view of the Inspector that the smaller Green Belt sites are not needed for the 15 year 
Plan, and allow them to be brought into the Plan in order to give it a greater degree of flexibility and 
to increase the confidence in the Plan with regard to its soundness. 

5. MO57.New Paragraph 5.2 0A  

Re-assess the meaning of 'Rebalancing the Housing Market' so that it is not completely tilted 
towards Affordable and Supported Housing, but, instead, also  welcomes the sort of housing which is 
at the other end of the scale and which is important to upgrade the character of the Borough. 

6. MO60. Knowsley Housing Trajectory.  

Revise the Housing Trajectory figures to show numbers which include the Housing Backlog and the 
20% Buffer, and review strategy to allow the inclusion of the smaller Green Belt Sites including 
Weston House so that this shortfall can be dealt with in accordance with NPPF requirements. 

7. MO76. Policy CS5 Clause 1  

Either comply fully with NPPF and NPPG or demonstrate an even-handed approach to all 
Landowners with sites in the Green Belt who would like those sites to be developed. 

8. M168.  New Chapter 6A Sustainable Urban Extensions 

Extend the number of SUE sites to include the smaller Green Belt sites which have been excluded, 
including Weston House in order to provide a greater degree of flexibility in the Plan to offset 
inevitable shortfalls which will arise during the Plan period. 
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9. M243. Paragraph 10.19 Developer Contributions 

Recognise and accept that Developer Contributions will be a significant issue and will either create 
development delays or prevent development happening, and that, as result, greater flexibility in 
terms of sites to be developed is required, and this implies including smaller Green Belt sites such as 
Weston House. 

 

10. Policy of KLCPS.  SUE 1 (Page 102) 

Re-state the Key Risks to this Policy to include those shown above, and modify the Mitigations to the 
Key Risks to exclude the idea of ensuring that other sites in the Green Belt remain available for 
development. 

11. Policy of KLCPS. CS27. Planning and Paying for New Infrastructure . 

Review the Infrastructure Development Plan to acknowledge and to take into account the fact that 
Planning and Paying for the required new Infrastructure for the major developments which will take 
place over the next 5/10 years will be a far more arduous and complex task than this Policy and the 
Plan indicates, particularly with regard to the issue and level of Developer Contributions. This review 
should be undertaken urgently, and results of the review should be taken into account with regard 
to other Policies and the Core Strategy itself. 



1

From: Tracy Vickers 
Sent: 12 November 2014 13:28
To:
Subject: Knowley Greenbelt earmarked for housing

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

I would like to lodge my objection to the proposals of concreting over 1,000 acres of Green Belt land across Whiston, 
Prescot, Huyton, Kirkby, Halewood and Knowsley Village for potential development - including housing.

Whilst I appreciate the need to house the already over-populated areas of Prescot and Huyton for example, it seems 
a huge shame that what little surviving Greenbelt we have left, is going to be lost to future generations for this means. 
Society would be greatly impoverished by the diminishment of public green sites such as fields, woodlands, nature 
reserves and parks, which are essential for relaxation and recreation and for the aesthetics of the place, also for the 
survival of our local wildlife. The spirit of the town seems to getting gradually sucked out, as more and more 
characterless, overpriced housing estates and roads keep popping up at an alarming rate. 

As a resident of Prescot, there are few safe open spaces already, and kids in streets such as shaw lane have 
resorted to playing football across roads and on pavements as there is no nearby accessible fields. Many sports 
facilities at the leisure centre have been lost and remaining pitches are expensive to hire. 

This development concerns me for future generations - once nature reserves and open spaces have been built on for 
housing, car parks and more roads, it will leave dog-walkers, ramblers, nature-lovers etc no-where to go, and the 
quality of life for many will be affected. 

Please take on board my concerns.

Yours Sincerely
Miss T Vickers

POLICY CS3 TARGET 153 ID:553



POLICY CS3 TARGET 154 ID:558








