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18 BANK LANE 

Representations elating to Proposed SUE “Bank Lane, Kirkby”

Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

BANK LANE 001 1 362 Kevin Coakley
BANK LANE 002 1 484 Philip Jones

Total 2
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From: kevin coakley 
Sent: 25 September 2014 21:12
To:
Subject: Bank Lane Plan Kirkby

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

I am a resident of the Melrose Road estate. I have seen the proposed plan and feel that the traffic
congestion needs to be addressed at peak times. It is already difficult trying to exit the estate onto Bank
Lane now. If the proposed housing plan was to go ahead the extra vehicle traffic would be ridiculous and
consideration must be given to traffic signals at the junction of Melrose Road and Bank Lane.

Thank you,

Kevin Coakley

BANK LANE 001 ID:362
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From: Phillip Jones 
Sent: 24 September 2014 17:46
To:

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

To whom it may concern
Bank lane is already far to busy for the size of the road we have to wait to get off are housing

estate the road backs up all the way to the pear tree pub if there is another housing estate built on the
other side of bank lane the road will not be able to cope with all the traffic there is plenty of housing in this
area already . The land alongside bank lane used to be a rubbish tip and there has been asbestos dumped
in the ground along with lots of other building rubble and all kinds of other rubbish and this is quite safe
while it is buried in the ground and covered with soil We had to put up with all the lorries coming and
going from the tip when it was open and where under the impression the land would be left as it is . If
there is to be house building on this site it will expose all the rubbish that is buried there and this would
not be safe it would pose a hazard to people in this area there are also safety issues with building on a
waste site gas from decomposing matter buried on the site and subsidence of buildings on unstable
ground it does not seem right to expect people to live on land that has been a tip and there have been
issues with the building of houses on landfill sites in other parts of the country and they are well
documented The area where we live has matured and settled down and has become a nice place to live
but that will all change if another 200 houses are built in this area it will become to overcrowded and we
will get all the problems back. Thank you PA JONES

Sent from Windows Mail

BANK LANE 002 ID:484
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Representations relating to East of K

Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted by:
Representor 
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Names

5
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Core Strategy- Schedule of Proposed Modifications to the Submission Document  
Knowsley Industrial and Business Park Local Development Order – Consultation Draft 

SUBMISSION ON BEHALF OF NATIONAL GRID 

Further Advice 

EAST OF KIP 002 ID:340



Julian Austin 
Consultant Town Planner 



Annex: Overview- National Grid 

National Grid and Local Development Plan Documents 





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

RETURNING THIS FORM

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

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

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

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

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

PART A – PERSONAL DETAILS

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

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

Postcode

Telephone Number

Email Address
Preferred Method of 
Contact

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

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

EAST OF KIP 003 ID:352



PART B – YOUR REPRESENTATIONS

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

Name and/or Organisation  

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

Modification Ref Policy Ref Paragraph Ref  

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

Yes  No

a) Legally Compliant? (see guidance note 2.2) 

b) Sound? (see guidance note 2.3) 

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

 SUE 1 

 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary…



EAST OF KIP 004 ID:508
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From:
Sent: 22 October 2014 21:20
To:

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

I object very strongly to the above proposal 

susan smith 

EAST OF KIP 005 ID:541



20 KNOWSLEY LANE

Representations relating to Proposed SUE at Knowsley Lane, Huyton

Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

KNOWSLEY LANE 001 1 121 A E Sherlock Petition (60)
KNOWSLEY LANE 002 1 125 A S Davies
KNOWSLEY LANE 003 1 138 Andrew Williams (1)
KNOWSLEY LANE 004 1 138 Andrew Williams (2)
KNOWSLEY LANE 005 1 195 D Johnson
KNOWSLEY LANE 006 1 204 David Dickinson, 

Highways Agency
KNOWSLEY LANE 007 1 207 David Muirhead
KNOWSLEY LANE 008 1 229 Elaine Roberts
KNOWSLEY LANE 009 1 240 Emma Turton
KNOWSLEY LANE 010 1 248 Gary Kewley
KNOWSLEY LANE 011 1 251 George Howarth MP
KNOWSLEY LANE 012 1 288 Jack and Barbara Creer
KNOWSLEY LANE 013 2 311 Jen Kokosalakis (1)

311 Jen Kokosalakis (2)
KNOWSLEY LANE 014 312 Jennifer King
KNOWSLEY LANE 015 2 330 John Sills (1) Petition (45)

330 John Sills (2)
KNOWSLEY LANE 016 1 344 K Brown (1)
KNOWSLEY LANE 017 1 344 K Brown (2) Petition (47)
KNOWSLEY LANE 018 1 344 K Brown (3)
KNOWSLEY LANE 019 1 370 Lee Stephenson 
KNOWSLEY LANE 020 1 405 Marion Green (1)
KNOWSLEY LANE 021 1 431 Mr and Mrs McMullen (1)
KNOWSLEY LANE 022 1 431 Mr and Mrs McMullen (2)
KNOWSLEY LANE 023 1 453 Patricia Dobson, Michael 

Balliff
KNOWSLEY LANE 024 1 114 Paul Daly, Sport England
KNOWSLEY LANE 025 1 465 Paul Woods
KNOWSLEY LANE 026 2 6 Philip Grant (1), How 

Planning for Persimmon 
Homes

6 Philip Grant (2), How 
Planning for Persimmon 
Homes

KNOWSLEY LANE 027 1 488 Rachel Freeman
KNOWSLEY LANE 028 1 524 Sophie Weatherall

Total 31
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From: HOWARTH, George 
Sent: 14 November 2014 11:55
To:
Subject: FW: Objections to Knowsley Local plan 13/11/14 (Resent with full address see below)

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

From:
To:
Subject: Objections to Knowsley Local plan 13/11/14
Date: Fri, 14 Nov 2014 02:19:52 +0000

Dear Mr Howarth,
Following our conversation at the Local Plan meeting last night 13/11/14,
please find below, as agreed, a list of my objections to the local plan. I would
like to take the opportunity to thank you for agreeing to put these objections
forward to the council following a difficult and, at times, frustrating meeting.

CONSULTATION PROCESS. The local community was not kept informed by Knowsley
Council as to the details of the plan or any of its modifications until quite late in the
process. As a local resident myself (I live in Greengates, Knowsley Lane) I recieved a
document in approximately 2008 briefly describing the plan but stating that the process
was in its infancy and full public consultation would follow. However, the next
information I, along with a few other local residents recieved was the public meeting
dates for MODIFICATIONS to the plan, the plan itself having already been agreed. This
was in late September of 2014. Speaking to many locals they, and myself, had recieved
NO notification regarding the initial round of consultations. At the public meeting held
in Huyton on 9/10/14 I asked Mrs Lisa Harris of the planning department if she could
send me details of who had been contacted in the initial rounds and how that contact
had been made, via email. She agreed but the information I recieved from her did not
contain that specific information.
TRAFFIC LEVELS. The area of Knowsley Lane is extremely busy and dangerous with traffic
during daylight hours. If the proposals go ahead to build houses/retail areas etc, traffic
levels will become even higher causing more congestion, noise and pollution which
could only impact negatively on the local community with regards to health, safety and
overall wellbeing. Furthermore, there are already traffic restrictions in place that could
not feasibly be lowered for a road as heavily used as it is, again increasing the danger for
local residents and their families. This, of course does not take into account the
disruption to the local community while all of the new properties are being constructed
(road closures, noise, construction traffic etc)
LOSS OF LEISURE FACILITIES/GREENSPACE. The area along Knowsley Lane marked for
development is heavily used for leisure purposes by the local community. Teams from
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all over the North West use the football grounds regularly (Sunday League etc). The area
is popular with dogwalkers and families and the local farm (Pattons) is a thriving
equestrian centre and livery for local riders and has been for generations. As above, this
can only have a negative impact on the health of the local community and its general
wellbeing, especially as there are many government and local government initiatives
trying to encourage people to exercise more at this time.
WILDLIFE/ENVIRONMENT. There will be a significant impact on wildlife and the
environment if the development goes ahead. Already, over recent years we have seen a
reduction in most common bird species due to destruction of habitat. Development in
these greenfield sites will inevitably see a further decline in these numbers as well as
the total destruction of sites used by migratory birds such as Canada Geese, Oyster
Catchers and Pink Footed Geese, which regularly migrate through the area. There are
also breeding pairs of various raptors such as Buzzards and Kestrels. The area also sees
rare insect types on occasion such as Brimstone Butterflies and Hummingbird Hawk
Moths, which I and my family have seen personally. The belt of land surrounding
Knowsley Village and running up to Prescot also has has colonies of roosting bats of
various species. Bats, their roosts, habitats and flight corridors are heavily
protected under UK AND European law. Examples of such legislation can be found in
The Bern Convention appendix 2, Bonn Convention appendix 2, Habitats Directive Annex
4 and 2, Conservation of Habs and Species Regs 2010, Wild Mammals Protection Act, UK
BAP Priority Species Act, The Euro Bats Agreement Pact and The Wildlife Conservation
Act. Any damage or interference to bat habitat, bats themselves or their hunting/ flight
corridors carries substantial fines and legal action and their protections can only be
removed in extremely rare circumstances. Loss of trees and natural water courses if
combined with the addition of hard surfaces e.g. tarmac, flagging, will see an rise in
flooding in the area, increasing pressure on already inadequate drainage systems.
POOR INFRASTRUCTURE. An increase in population will overstretch local resources
leading to problems with school placements for families, GP cover etc.
LOCAL TRADE. Any additional retail facilities may have an economic boost for the area
but will also have a detrimental effect on small local businesses which, in these austere
times, are struggling already.
CHARACTER. Although urban, the residents along Knowsley Lane are lucky in that they
have so much green space in view at all times, giving the area a suburban feel. Any loss
of these spaces would fundemantally affect the character of the area, drastically
affecting a community that makes regular use of these spaces.

I hope that these points are concise but detailed enough to get across the arguments that I
hope to make. My family and I have lived in this area for nearly twenty years now and I think it
would be criminal if the nature of Knowsley Lane and it's surrounding communities was
destroyed in what many percieve as a land grab by people who just wish to make money at the
cost of community and the environment.
Once again, thank you for your time.
Andrew Williams



3

UK Parliament Disclaimer: This e-mail is confidential to the intended recipient. If you have received it in 
error, please notify the sender and delete it from your system. Any unauthorised use, disclosure, or copying 
is not permitted. This e-mail has been checked for viruses, but no liability is accepted for any damage 
caused by any virus transmitted by this e-mail.  
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From: debbie
Sent: 22 September 2014 12:59
To:
Subject: knowsley lane biulding plan

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

To whom it may concern im writing to you in objection of the planned build on knowsley lane i live on this
road and have lived in radway before that the green land we have in the area should be saved and the
farm have been there all my life and i wish it will be there for the rest of my days why do you have to
destroy all green lands i hope to god you take this in to acount your trying to make a concrete jungle like
london please leave are fields alone for the future of all the animals and wildlife that live there thanks .

mrs d johnson

ps i strongley disagree with this
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An executive agency of the
Department for Transport

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

For the attention of Local Plan Team

David Dickinson
Asset Manager

12 November 2014

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

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

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

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

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

Reason for Highways Agency Response 

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

The Agency had previously envisaged that all allocations would be made in The Local 
Plan: Site Allocations and Development Policies document and generally adopts an 
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An executive agency of the
Department for Transport

approach of requiring a suitable evidence base to be developed at that stage of the 
Local Plan process. This situation has clearly changed in respect of the SUEs and as 
such the Agency provides this response. 

Comments on the Sustainable Urban Extensions policies 

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

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

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

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

Without commenting on the detail, the analytical approach appeared suitable.
There were developments which had the potential to have implications on the
operation of the strategic road network (individually and cumulatively).
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An executive agency of the
Department for Transport

In looking at the Cronton Colliery site in detail (the focus of the review at that
time), there were issues identified in relation to the trip generation calculations,
mainly meaning that the trip generating potential had been overestimated in the
study.
Significant impacts at the strategic road network were identified, but the
implications of such impacts would need to be fully considered to enable a view
to be taken in relation to future network implications and measures required to
support the development aspirations.
The study was supported by the Transport Modelling Report (TMR) which
assessed the transport impacts of the development proposals within the Core
Strategy. This identified the areas of concern, which included the Tarbock Island
interchange.
However from the plots from the TMR it was not possible to consider the
influence on the performance at the strategic road network in full and more
detailed information relating to the strategic road network was requested.

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

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

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

 The concerns in relation to the approach adopted within the Transport Feasibility 
Study identified in early 2013 remain. 

 Allied with the above, it is noted that the Transport Feasibility Study 
acknowledges possible critical junctions which would need improvement should 
the developments proceed. However it is noted that no such direct consideration 
was given to the strategic road network and subsequently no specific mention of 
the strategic road network is made in the core strategy or the SUE policies 
specifically.  

 There is argument that evidence specifically relating to the current version of the 
plan should be prepared to enable a view to be taken in relation to the transport 
influences of the allocations and any measures required to support the 
development aspirations.  

 This issue extends to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan – the latest version of 
which that the Agency has access to being that from November 2012 which 
makes no reference to the SUE sites. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

SUE2a: Sustainable Urban 
Extension – Knowsley Lane, 
Huyton

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

SUE2b: Sustainable Urban 
Extension – East of Halewood

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

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

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

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

Comments on other modified policies 

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

TABLE 4 
Comments on other modified policies
Modification 
Reference

Policy Element Highways Agency Comment

M067 CS 4 Additional 
text in 
section 5

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

M239 CS 27 Additional 
text in 
paragraph 

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

Policy Element Highways Agency Comment

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

M240 CS 27 New 
paragraph 
10.10A

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

Sustainable Urban Extensions Supplementary Planning Documents

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

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

Yours sincerely 

David Dickinson 
NDD North West Asset Development Team 
Email: 



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

RETURNING THIS FORM

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

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

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

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

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

PART A – PERSONAL DETAILS

Personal Details* Agents Details*
Title Mr
Name Dave Dickinson

Job Title 
(if appropriate)

Asset Manager

Organisation 
(if appropriate)

Highways Agency

Postal Address

Postcode

Telephone Number

Email Address
Preferred Method of 
Contact

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

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



PART B – YOUR REPRESENTATIONS

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

Name and/or Organisation

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

Modification Ref Policy Ref Paragraph Ref

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

Yes No

a) Legally Compliant? (see guidance note 2.2)

b) Sound? (see guidance note 2.3)

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

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

Highways Agency

Section 6A

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

Signature David Dickinson Date 12 November 2014

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

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

In order to support and strengthen this position, the Agency suggests that revised wording is 
made within the collection of SUE policies, as specified in Table 3 of the cover letter, to ensure 
the strategic road network issues are fully considered.      
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From: Emma Turton 
Sent: 29 September 2014 22:21
To:
Subject: Local plans Knowsley Lane Green belt.

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Having recently received the letter with regards to the public consultation on the release of land from the
Green Belt in Knowsley lane, I have looked on the website address that you have given but unfortunately
the information is not clear or specific as to how this will impact on our home in particular.

We live at 226 Knowsley Lane, in a beautiful listed cottage that sits on Derby's estate just in front of the
woodland copse on the greenbelt and are apprehensive to say the least about both the financial and social
implications that the planned changes will have on our home.

I intend to view the plans when I have opportunity, but I would like to know more about what the
intentions are to the exsisting properties on the estate, I am aware only 4 are owned (of which we are one)
that sit on the land within the plans and the rest are an asset and owned by Lord Derby.

I am already extremely worried that my family will end up living in the midst of an industrial estate, having
seen examples of the councils strategy within the village of knowsley.

This is an expression of our concern.

Please advise if you have any information pertaining to this property within the plans.

Yours sincerely
Emma Turton
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From:
Sent: 14 November 2014 00:42
To: Knowsley Local Plan
Cc:
Subject: Knowsley Local Plan:Core Strategy Proposed Modifications - 

ConsultationRepresentations form
Attachments: JenK13112014CSModsResponseFormGuidance2.docx; MBKLocalPlan.doc; To Local 

Plan Team.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Local Plan Team 
I attach my completed form and referred submission of John Sills who has authorised me to inform you I 
wish to sign his form as attached , being a copy of his already submitted submission. 
Trust this is all useful 

Jen Kokosalakis



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 Ms
Name Jennifer

Job Title 
(if appropriate)

Kokosalakis

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.
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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) NO

b) Sound? (see guidance note 2.3) NO

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.

4.
If 

you are objecting to the modification please set out how you consider it should be changed 

M078, M168 &M272 CS5, SUE1, SUE2 

Jennifer Kokosalakis 

Map extract 5 Land bounded 
by A58 Prescot 

3. I consider this is NOT LEGALLY COMPLIANT because there has not been sufficient consultation. I only know of one, Dr John Sills,* who
had heard of the proposals. I have not until this Wednesday, been aware, or notified of any council consultation on this matter, The Knowsley 
Park Lane lamp post notice and letter which he received, never appeared in Park Road, even though this proposal is in my vicinity. I am 
shocked KMBC’s good record of consultation has not applied to this action.

 I consider this change from Green Belt to Sustainable Urban Extension (for residential use) IS NOT SOUND, being inappropriate for the western corner 
because due to the brook bridge it’s perimeter consists of very much higher road levels and probably is the reason there is just one farm bungalow right in 
the centre of it, because other parts of the site would be oppressively low, lacking light and views, so I recommend the farm and its field be changed back 
to Green Belt. Green belt land should only be planned for development, if all full potential of brownfield sites has been allocated, of which there 
are many.

Visually and historically Prescot Town crowns the height of the sandstone ridge dramatically. The existing Green Belt wedge at the base (the 
Whitaker triangle /this proposed modification site) is significant in leading the view up to this pinnacle. Infill this with housing of any scale and 
the long established vista - visible from great distances - will be lost. 

As with a number of these Core Strategy proposed modifications, this part of the defined site is traversed by a stream, (Prescot Brook), which 
by its presence, it is the lowest point in the surrounding topography and dwarfed by the A57 and wall above, which as well as this can be an 
unpleasant factor regarding light and outlook, as indicated by the farm bungalow being right in the middle. This has no other housing, for 
obvious historic reasons - to be safe from potential flooding - which if housing is built here with increased hard surfaces of houses, roads, 
parking and hard landscaping and increasing danger from climate change, would intensify flash flood danger. Even if culverting is employed 
across the whole site, there could still be a danger in future of backing up. If the housing is kept clear of the lowest flood endangered land, this 
would reduce the numbers of housing and maybe become non cost-effective.

But I agree with the modification to change the northern section from Green Belt to Urban Greenspace and educational land as long as this does not mean 
high rise school buildings overshadowing the adjacent housing. 

* whose submission I have now had sight of and wish to add my name to his list of objectors regarding the whole of his submission. 
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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.

PART B – YOUR REPRESENTATIONS

(This is a DUPLICATE of Part B as my 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) NO

b) Sound? (see guidance note 2.3) NO

4. To make this LEGALLY COMPLIANT this modification to Sustainable Urban Extension (for residential use)
should be subject to consultation with all residents of Prescot, the Historic Soc. and THI and potential developers 
should be consulted re the risk of flooding.

To make this modification to Sustainable Urban Extension (for residential use), SOUND it should be changed back 
to Green Belt or to Urban Greenspace,

Even if culverting is employed across the whole site, there could still be a danger in future of backing up.

If the housing is kept clear of the lowest flood endangered land, this would reduce the numbers of 
housing and maybe become non cost-effective.

I agree with the modification to change the northern section from Green Belt to Urban Greenspace and 
educational land as long as this does not mean high rise school buildings overshadowing the adjacent housing. 

M078, M168 &M272 CS5, SUE1, SUE2 

Jennifer Kokosalakis 

Map extract 6 Land bounded 
by A58 Prescot 

3 
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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.

MAP EXTRACT 6 CARR LANE PRESCOT

I consider this is NOT LEGALLY COMPLIANT because there has not been sufficient consultation. I only know of one, Dr John Sills, who had heard 
of the proposals. I have not until this Wednesday, been aware, or notified of any council consultation on this matter, The Knowsley Park Lane lamp 
post notice and letter which he received, never appeared in Park Road, even though this proposal is in my vicinity. I am shocked KMBC’s good 
record of consultation has not applied to this action.

Not sound

As with a number of these Core Strategy proposed modifications – this site is traversed by stream and
possibly farm ditches. Also by definition of the existence of the stream, it is the lowest point in the 
surrounding topography, which as well as this can be an unpleasant factor regarding light and outlook, 
these areas have no housing in the vicinity, for obvious historic reasons - to be safe from potential flooding 
- which if housing is built here with increased hard surfaces of houses, roads, parking and hard landscaping 
and increasing danger from climate change, would intensify flash flood danger.

Even if culverting is employed across the site, there could still be a danger in future of backing up.

If the housing is kept clear of the lowest flood endangered land, this would reduce the numbers of housing 
and maybe become non cost-effective.

Also Green belt land should only be planned for development, if all full potential of brownfield sites has 
been allocated, of which there are many.

The site is adjacent to South Prescot Planning Action Area and it would seem premature to consider 
housing here, until it is known what proposed activities are planned adjacent.

* whose submission I have now had sight of and wish to add my name to his list of objectors regarding the
whole of his submission. 

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.

4. To make this legally compliant this modification should be subject to consultation with all residents
within walking distance of the playing fields etc.. and potential developers should be consulted re the risk of 
flooding. To make his Strategy sound it should be changed back to Green belt or to Urban Greenspace, or 
a decision delayed to combine it with the strategy for South Prescot Action Area

PART B – YOUR REPRESENTATIONS

4 
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(This is a SECOND duplicate of Part B as my comments relate to 3 modifications)

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) NO

b) Sound? (see guidance note 2.3) NO

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.

I consider this is NOT LEGALLY COMPLIANT because there has not been sufficient consultation. I only know of one, Dr John Sills*, who had 
heard of the proposals. I have not until this Wednesday, been aware, or notified of any council consultation on this matter, The Knowsley Park Lane 
lamp post notice and letter which he received, never appeared in Park Road, even though this proposal is in my vicinity. I am shocked KMBC’s 
good record of consultation has not applied to this action.

Not sound to change designation from Green Belt to for mixed employment and residential use. I notice, as 
many areas of these proposed modifications, this area has been the location of playing fields and is partly wooded, 
which should be kept as such green spaces particularly since the council is aware that a high proportion of its 
population inhabit flats or terraced houses with little garden space, have low car ownership, are multiply deprived, 
have high average levels of bad & very bad and health and there is the obesity factor – all of which freely accessible 
local playing fields could be so beneficial and it is not just to replace these with yet more housing and any industry 
would be disadvantage financially by flooding.As with a number of these Core Strategy proposed modifications, the 
defined site is traversed by stream and probably farm ditches. Also by definition of the existence of the stream, it is the 
lowest point in the surrounding topography, which as well as this can be an unpleasant factor regarding light and 
outlook, this has no other housing, for obvious historic reasons - to be safe from potential flooding - which if housing is 
built here with increased hard surfaces of houses, roads, parking and hard landscaping and increasing danger from 
climate change, would intensify flash flood danger. Even if culverting is employed across the whole site, there could 
still be a danger in future of backing up. If the new development is kept clear of the lowest flood endangered land, this 
would reduce the numbers of housing and maybe become non cost-effective.

* whose submission I have now had sight of and wish to add my name to his list of objectors regarding the
whole of his submission.

M078, M168 &M272 CS5, SUE1, SUE2a 

Jennifer Kokosalakis 

Map extract 3 Knowsley 
Lane, Huyton 

5 
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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.

4. To make this legally compliant this modification should be subject to consultation with all residents
within walking distance of the playing fields etc.. and potential developers should be warned re the risk of 
flooding.

To make this strategy SOUND it should be changed back to Green Belt

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 YES

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 13/11/14

I wish to emphasize that having heard from John Sills who had already submitted 
objections with supporting signatures, he has allowed me to peruse his submission and for 
me to state that I support his statements and wish my name/signature to be added to it 
retrospectively, so I here attach it to follow my own additional submission above.
And place my signature here again to confirm this.

Filename: JenK13112014CSModsResponseFormGuidance2. 

6 



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 

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 relating to the  GREEN BELT  proposals. 





p47: M157 p51: M168 (Doc CS08c: P51
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From: Jennifer King 
Sent: 13 November 2014 16:43
To:
Subject: local plan opinions

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

To Knowsley council
I am writing to you as a resident of Knowsley lane where the local plan is planned. the area I am talking
about is opposite the house I live in by Knowsley lane farm. I do not agree with this plan one bit the only
reason this house was bought was due to the views of the fields, horses, variety of birds, rabbits, foxes,
bats, lapwings, skylarks, hedgerow birds, swifts, squirrels, hedgehogs and butterflies (Small tortoiseshell
butterflies) (http://www.countryfile.com/countryside/10 most endangered animal species britain). Now
that is going to be replaced with housing and offices. This will have a dramatic effect on my life. The piece
of land offers me piece and a relaxing views. The houses and offices will bring nothing but noise and
restless sleeps and cars will be going in and out at late and early office times and will disturb the peace of
the residences. And then there is will be the constant building that will be taking place as it will affect my
everyday routines. As I wrote before there is lots of wildlife within the area that you are destroying. The
building will not only affect the residents of the housing but the many different species that call that field
home. After the modifications have taken place I will still have a house and somewhere to live but the
wildlife will be displaced and will loses a vital area to them. This could leave many of the animals left to
starve as it will affect there food chain. For example, the foxes will have nothing to eat for itself or its
young as the rabbits that once unhabituated the farm will no longer be there. As you can see this will
affect a lot of peoples quality of life and I hope this will persuade you to think twice and not go through
with your plans.

Regards
Jennifer King













































I have been chosen to speak on behalf of and represent my neighbours, including those considered 
under age to have a voice within the political system to oppose the development as mentioned on 
the following grounds. I would also like to highlight that the local Residents’ Association are also 
strongly opposed to the development for various reasons. I wish to oppose development on the 
following grounds: 

As greenland and a carbon sink between the A57 and the residential area, the development 
represents a loss of amenity, both visual as well as practical to the community, and a loss of natural 
habitat to various inhabiting species, such as foxes, hedgehogs, field mice, various bird species and 
bats, which are currently a protected species. The disposal of these species is both unethical and 
immoral. 

The development poses a loss of privacy to many properties which are currently enjoying a quiet, 
undisturbed environment which is not currently overlooked. 

The land in question is currently used by many children to play on as well as dog walkers, keeping 
them off the streets creating a safer and cleaner environment. There will be a loss of trees which will 
also affect the visual amenity value as well as ensuring cleaner air in the area. 

The development will substantially increase traffic throughout the whole community. Due to the 
location of the development and its methods of access, many roads will be affected by increased 
traffic (Mr. Keight to elaborate should the committee request). The children who currently play on 
the land will be forced to play on the roads with increased traffic and causing a higher risk and 
unsafe environment for young families as well as the other species which will lose their current 
habitat. The development therefore poses a highway safety risk as well as impacting on air quality, 
especially due to the loss of trees, creating smells and an increase of noise and disturbance. 

The traffic, the laundry facility and the restaurant will also create smells as well as cause extraction 
which will affect personal laundry on the outdoor washing lines of the nearby residents. The laundry 
facility and the catering facility will also pose a higher risk environment due to an increase in risk of 
fire as well as the hazard of any cleaning chemicals and detergents stored on site for both facilities. 
This questions the safety aspects of hazardous materials especially in close proximity to a natural 
stream and therefore an area with intensive ground water, which runs the risk of contamination due 
to the onsite chemicals. 

The design of the development does not compliment the existing area and its appearance is 
considered ill fitting to the current property styles, a sharp contrast to the existing visual amenity. 
The maintenance and monitoring of the development are not fit for purpose for many reasons for 
which my allowed time does not permit me to detail (Mr. Keight to elaborate should the committee 
request).   

There are many more reasons for objection on a political, economical, social and legal basis due to 
the involvement of local government in this project. However, this is insignificant to the planning 
process nor is there sufficient time allocated to discuss further. Should this development be 
approved, these issues, some of a discriminative and dishonest nature will be escalated through 
central government. 



(If enough time...) 

In summary, the proposal of the development is overbearing in nature as it results in the destruction 
of an essential community amenity. The facilities pose a risk to the nearby residents and other 
species due to potential exposure to hazardous materials, possibility of contamination as well as 
extraction that will cause smells and affect air quality and residents’ personal laundry. An increase in 
traffic will also cause smells, reducing air quality as well as compromising highway safety which 
increases the risk of accidents for children forced to play on the street. The development and traffic 
will impact on privacy, increase noise and increase disturbance in the area. The development will 
also result in a loss of trees and habitat of various species as previously mentioned.   
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From: Victoria McMullen 
Sent: 21 September 2014 16:30
To:
Subject: Knowsley Lane , Huyton green belt project removel of greenbelt

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

To Whoever this concerns

As Local residents

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

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

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

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

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

Thank you Mr.Howarth for your response

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

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

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

With Kind regards

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

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

Dear Mr Howarth

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

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

Yours faithfully

Patricia Dobson
Michael Bailiff



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

 

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



X

X

SUE 2 

Paul Daly (Sport England) 



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



X

X

SUE 2 a 

Paul Daly (Sport England) 



x
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PLEASE CONSULT THE GUIDANCE NOTES AT THE END OF THIS FORM AND COMPLETE 
ALL QUESTIONS  
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Paul Daly (Sport England) 
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Knowsley Local Plan: Core Strategy 
Proposed Modifications - Consultation
Representations Form 

 

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



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 
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By Post and email: LocalPlan@knowsley.gov.uk 

Dear Sir/Madam 

KNOWSLEY LOCAL PLAN: CORE STRATEGY 
PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS – CONSULTATION 
COMMENTS ON BEHALF OF PERSIMMON HOMES NORTH WEST LIMITED 

HOW Planning has been instructed by Persimmon Homes North West Limited (Persimmon 
Homes) to make representations on the Council’s Proposed Modifications to the Knowsley 
Local Plan: Core Strategy (the ‘Plan’), which are currently the subject of a public 
consultation exercise.

The representations are made in relation to the land at Knowsley Lane in Huyton which is 
identified as a ‘Sustainable Urban Extension’ by Policy SUE 2a of the emerging Plan.  
Persimmon Homes is in the latter stages of finalising an option agreement concerning 
part of this land, which it considers is entirely suitable for the purposes of 
accommodating a significant residential development.

Background 

Within the June 2014 version of the Draft Plan, Policy SUE 2a allocated the land at 
Knowsley Lane for new housing development (in the central part of the site) comprising 
“approximately 100 dwellings”, new employment development (in the eastern part of the 
site) comprising “at least” 17.5 hectares of employment uses, and associated public open 
space.   

On behalf of Persimmon Homes, HOW participated in the reconvened hearings that took 
place in July this year to examine this Draft Plan.  During the hearings, HOW expressed 
support for the principle of releasing the land at Knowsley Lane from the Green Belt for 
redevelopment. HOW also contended however that the site should be allocated for a
reduced area of employment development and a greater area of residential development,
or indeed should have a more flexible allocation.

Reflecting the discussions that took place during the hearings, the September 2014 
version of the Draft Plan (incorporating the current Proposed Modifications) has reduced 
the minimum area required to be made available for employment uses at Knowsley Lane 



from 17.5 to 16 hectares.  However, Policy SUE 2a continues to allocate the site for 
“approximately 100 dwellings” only.  Furthermore, the Allocation Profile for Knowsley 
Lane that is provided within Appendix E of the Draft Plan identifies a reduced notional 
capacity for residential development on the site of only 94 dwellings. 

Persimmon Homes considers that the land at Knowsley Lane is capable of 
accommodating significantly more than 94 (or indeed “approximately 100”) dwellings, 
which it considers is an unnecessarily and unjustifiably constrained figure.  This forms the 
basis of the representations being submitted herein. 

Residential Capacity of Land at Knowsley Lane 

HOW understands from recent discussions with Council Officers that, in calculating the 
notional residential capacity of the Knowsley Lane site that is specified within the current 
Proposed Modifications, the following assumptions were applied:    

There will be an 80%/20% split between employment and residential use on the
site, which equates to a gross area of c. 16ha of employment land (as specified in
the current Proposed Modifications) and c. 4ha of housing land. This 80%/20%
split appears to simply represent an arbitrary response by the Council to
comments made in the Inspector’s Interim Findings report that “a significant and
specified minimum area” of the land at Knowsley Lane, Huyton should be
identified in the Plan for employment use, rather than one which is justified by
any robust technical information or evidence.

The net developable area of housing land will be c. 3ha (in accordance with the
methodology used in the Council’s latest Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment, which states that for sites larger than 2ha, the net developable area
should be 75% of the gross area).

Housing will be brought forward on this land at a minimum density of 30 dwellings
per hectare.

These assumptions account broadly for the notional capacity of 94 dwellings that is 
specified in the current Proposed Modifications. Persimmon Homes does not consider 
that the methodology used is accurate for the purposes of calculating the residential 
capacity of the site.  In particular, it is considered highly likely that any residential 
development of the site would be brought forward at a much higher density than 30 
dwellings per hectares, giving rise to a substantially larger housing capacity than is 
currently indicated by the Draft Plan.  This is supported by evidence obtained by 
Persimmon Homes for similar schemes in the area. For example, within a completed 
Persimmon Homes development close to Stockbridge Village, 2 and 3 bedroom properties 
have attracted particular interest.  A housing development on the Knowsley Lane site 
comprising predominantly of 2 and 3 bedroom properties would be likely to equate to a 
density that is much greater than 30 dwellings per hectare.  It is anticipated that some 4 
bedroom properties would be provided in this location also.  Moreover, it is anticipated 
that, as part of any residential development of the Knowsley Lane site, a denser line of 
dwellings would be delivered along the northern boundary in order to help minimise the 
potential impacts of noise from the M57, which would further increase the overall density 
of the proposal.  



Officers have advised that the figure of 94 dwellings that is specified in the current 
Proposed Modifications is not a ceiling limit but simply a notional figure, and have 
explained that the current wording of the emerging Plan would not preclude Persimmon 
Homes from submitting a planning application for a larger quantum of housing on the 
land off Knowsley Lane. Notwithstanding this, Persimmon Homes is concerned that in its 
currently drafted form, the emerging Plan might unnecessarily and unjustifiably constrain 
the scope of any residential development that could be brought forward on the site in the 
future.  It is therefore considered that the wording of the Plan should be strengthened to 
reflect the fact that it would be entirely appropriate for a residential development 
comprising of considerably more than 94 residential units to be delivered in this location. 

Masterplanning Process 

The emerging Draft Plan (incorporating the current Proposed Modifications) states, at 
Policy SUE2, that for each of the Sustainable Urban Extensions (including the land at 
Knowsley Lane), the Council will prepare a Supplementary Planning Document (SPD), to 
provide a proposed spatial development framework for the site together with further 
details of development and infrastructure requirements.  The Policy adds that proposals 
for development within each of these locations will only be granted planning permission 
where they are consistent with a single detailed masterplan for the whole of the 
Sustainable Urban Extension which is submitted with the application and accords with 
development plan policy and any associated SPD. 

Persimmon Homes has commissioned the preparation of a masterplan for the entire 
Sustainable Urban Extension site, which it considers would help to inform the preparation 
of the SPD and to establish, more precisely, the development capacity of the site. The 
masterplan which is currently being developed is being informed by a range of technical 
studies being undertaken for the site including the following documents, which are being 
submitted with these representations: 

Parameters Masterplan prepared by Escape Urbanists;

Transport Issues Report prepared by Croft Transport Solutions;

Noise Assessment prepared by Echo Affiliates; and

Technical Investigations Summary Note.

The emerging masterplan utilises the brook running across the Knowsley Lane site as a 
logical boundary between the residential and employment elements of the development.
In this scenario, it would be possible to deliver a considerably greater scale of residential 
development on the Knowsley Lane site than is currently indicated by the Draft Plan, 
possibly in the region of 225 new homes.

In highways terms, the emerging masterplan proposes, as the most logical access 
arrangement, that existing access points and junctions are utilised, this enabling 
separate access points for the employment and residential uses.  Site pedestrian 
connections between the two land uses are however proposed in order to ensure 
permeability. 



In noise terms, it is considered that a strong barrier of development, fronting the M57,
should be incorporated into the scheme in order to help minimise the impacts of traffic 
noise across the wider masterplan area.  

In addition to the work being undertaken on behalf of Persimmon Homes, the Council has 
appointed DTZ and Aecom to prepare and produce an SPD to support the development of 
the Sustainable Urban Extension on the Knowsley Lane site.  Persimmon is engaging in 
this process but has concerns about the work that has been undertaken to date on behalf 
of the Council, particularly in relation to the following points: 

The work is not being informed by any technical studies, in contrast to the
exercise being undertaken on behalf of Persimmon Homes.

The work fails to consider fails to utilise or properly take account of any key
physical features, such as the brook running across the site.

The Council’s approach to the masterplan for the site so far appears to rely on
providing an unnecessary vehicular access point.

The work being undertaken is premature, on the basis that Local Plan has not yet
been adopted.  Persimmon Homes considers that a rigorous masterplanning
exercise, informed by a range of technical studies and evidence, should be used to
assist in the formulation of the Local Plan allocation for the Knowsley Lane site, as
opposed to this work being undertaken under the constraints of unadopted policy.

Why the Proposed Modification is not Legally Compliant or Sound 

On the basis of the information set out above, Persimmon Homes does not consider that 
the emerging Plan is legally compliant, on the grounds that it does not rest on a credible 
evidence base. On the contrary, it is considered that the following evidence indicates 
that the land at Knowsley Lane would be capable of accommodating considerably more 
residential units than the notional figure of 94 that is currently specified within the 
emerging Plan: 

The emerging Plan assumes that housing would be brought forward on the site at
a minimum density of 30 dwellings per hectare.  In reality, the density of any
residential development delivered in this location is likely to be much higher in
density than this, giving rise to a larger housing capacity.  This is supported by
evidence obtained by Persimmon Homes for similar schemes in the area.

Masterplanning work being carried out on behalf of Persimmon Homes indicates
that it would be possible to deliver a residential development on the Knowsley
Lane site comprising of in the region of 225 units (utilising the brook running
across the site as a natural boundary between the employment and residential
development).

In recent discussions that have taken place with HOW, Council Officers have
advised that the figure of 94 units that is specified in the Proposed Modifications is
not a ceiling limit but simply a notional figure, and suggested that the emerging
Plan, as currently drafted, would not preclude Persimmon Homes from submitting
a planning application for a larger quantum of housing.  Persimmon Homes



considers however that this should be set out more explicitly within the Plan,
otherwise the Plan would be deliberately misleading. 

Far more market interest has been demonstrated for housing on the site than for
employment development. To date, there has been no substantial interest shown
in developing the land for employment purposes.

The delivery of a major residential development on the site would play an
important role in helping to meet one of the key objectives of the North Huyton
and Stockbridge Village Principal Regeneration Area, which is to deliver the
comprehensive housing-led regeneration of the area.

Within the Statement submitted in advance of the recent hearings to consider the
emerging Plan, the Council itself acknowledged that the delivery of new housing
on the Knowsley Lane site would allow for, “a valuable contribution in addressing
localised regeneration requirements and the need for residential development
during the plan period.”

For the same reasons that are outlined above, it is not considered that the emerging Plan 
is ‘justified’ as it is not founded on a robust and credible evidence base. Moreover, it is 
not considered that the emerging Plan would be ‘effective’, as it does not properly 
recognise the scale of residential development that could be delivered on the Knowsley 
Lane site.  Paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework states that for a 
Local Plan to be sound, it must be, inter alia, ‘justified’ and ‘effective’.  On this basis, 
Persimmon Homes also considers that the emerging Plan is not sound.    

How the Modification should be changed to make it Legally Compliant or Sound 

In order to ensure the Plan is legally compliant and sound, it is considered that the 
following amendments are necessary: 

A footnote should be added to the text of Policy SUE 2a, which specifically
recognises that the figure of “approximately 100 dwellings” is not intended to be a
ceiling and would not preclude a considerably larger residential development from
being brought forward on the site.  This footnote should also acknowledge that
the precise quantum of residential development to be brought forward at
Knowsley Lane should be informed by the principles of any SPD which is adopted
for the site, together with the results of any associated masterplanning exercise
undertaken following adoption of the Loacl Plan.

Within the Allocation Profile for the Knowsley Lane site that is set out within
Appendix E of the emerging Plan, the specified notional capacity of 94 dwellings
should be removed.  Instead, additional text should be included within the
Allocation Profile so that it consistent with the provisions of Policy SUE 2a,
incorporating the amendments suggested above.  More specifically, it should
acknowledge that the precise quantum of residential development to be brought
forward in this location should be informed by the principles of any SPD which is
adopted for the site, together with the results of any associated masterplanning
exercise undertaken.



The Allocation Profile should be based on a range of technical studies for the site
(such as those being submitted with these representations) in order to ensure an
evidence-based approach to place-making.

I trust the above is in order and would be grateful if you could confirm safe receipt of 
these representations.  Should you have any queries or require any further information in 
the meantime, then please do not hesitate to contact me.  

Yours sincerely 

PHILIP GRANT 
PRINCIPAL PLANNER 
Direct Line: 
Email: 

Enc: Completed Representations Form  
Parameters Masterplan prepared by Escape Urbanists 
Transport Issues Report prepared by Croft Transport Solutions 
Noise Assessment prepared by Echo Affiliates 
Technical Investigations Summary Note 

Cc: B Williams – Persimmon Homes North West Limited 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Introduction 

1.1.1 Croft have been commissioned by Persimmon Homes and the Lord Derby Estate to 

provide a Transport Issues Report for the proposals to develop an area of land off the 

B5194 Knowsley Lane in Huyton for a mixed-use development.  

1.1.2 The potential development site is currently undeveloped land and is located 

approximately 1.7 kilometres north of Huyton Town Centre.   The location of the site is 

displayed in Plan 1.  

1.1.3 To the north the site is bound by the M57 and the B5194 Knowsley Lane bounds the site 

to the south and east. To the west the site is bound by the woodland to the rear of the 

properties which front onto George Hale Avenue.  

1.1.4 Following this introduction, Section 2 will discuss the existing highway provision whilst 

Section 3 will discuss the accessibility of the site by sustainable modes whilst also 

evaluating the development sites accessibility to local amenities. 

1.1.5 Section 4 will provide details on the potential traffic generation of the development site, 

whilst Section 5 will discuss potential vehicular access into the site whilst also evaluating 

the development sites accessibility to local amenities. 

1.1.6 Section 6 of this Transport Issues Report will contain the conclusions. 
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2 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

2.1 Existing Highway Network 

2.1.1 The B5194 Knowsley Lane which bounds the site to the south runs in an approximate 

east-west alignment is a single carriageway and has a width of approximately 8 metres.  

2.1.2 Knowsley Lane is subject to a 30mph speed limit along the frontage of the site and 

residential properties with private drives are located along the southern side of the 

carriageway, although there are several properties which do not have off road parking 

and therefore on-street parking occurs. 

2.1.3 To the west the B5194 Knowsley Lane provides the major arm of the B5194 Knowsley 

Road/George Hale Avenue/Primrose Drive priority controlled junction, to the south 

Primrose Drive provides access to the A57 Liverpool Road whilst to the north it provides 

access to the B5194 Stocksbridge Lane which in turn vehicular provides access to the 

A526 and the wider highway network. 

2.1.4 To the east of the site the B5194 Knowsley Lane provides an arm of the A57 Liverpool 

Road/Kings Drive/B5194 Knowsley Lane/M57 Junction 2 northern slip roads 

roundabout. To the north of this junction the A57 Liverpool Road provides an arm of the 

A58/M57 Junction 2 southern slip roads/A57 Liverpool Road.  

2.1.5 These roundabouts provide access to a wide range of local and regional destinations 

such as Liverpool to the south, Prescot and St. Helens to the north as well as 

destinations located off the M62.  

2.1.6 It is therefore concluded that the proposed development is ideally located for traffic to 

access the local and wider highway network. 

2.2 Baseline Traffic Data 

2.2.1 The site is undeveloped apart from the Knowsley Lane Farm and therefore generates 

minimal traffic movements in the traditional peak periods.   
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2.3 Committed Developments in the Vicinity of the Site 

2.3.1 To ascertain whether there are any consented planning applications or proposed 

highway improvement schemes in the vicinity of the development site, informal 

discussions have been held with the highways officers at Knowsley Metropolitan 

Borough Council (KMBC). 

2.3.2 In terms of committed developments within the vicinity of the site, the North Huyton 

Regeneration Area comprises the provision of 1,400 new residential units and an 

associated District Centre with a vehicular access being provided off Knowsley Lane in 

the vicinity of the Lord Derby Memorial Playing Fields. 

2.3.3 The outline planning consents for the Regeneration Area were granted in 2006 and 

construction commenced in 2008, KMBC anticipate that the construction of the units 

will take up to 20 years. 

2.3.4 The consented Regeneration Area did not include any off-site highway improvements 

schemes and the due to the timescales for the regeneration of the site the impact on 

the highway network is likely to be minimal.  
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3 ACCESSIBLITY BY NON CAR MODES 

3.1 Introduction 

3.1.1 The following section of this Transport Issues Report will discuss the sites accessibility to 

public transport and local amenities. 

3.2 Access to Bus Services 

3.2.1 The closest bus stops to the site are located on Knowsley Lane, there are total of 3 sets 

of bus stops providing east and westbound services.  All of these bus stops can be 

accessed via the pedestrian footways located on either side of the Knowsley Lane 

carriageway.  

3.2.2 All of these stops consist of sign posts, timetables and on-carriageway markings, it is 

likely that as part of any development of the site that Mersey Travel would request the 

upgrading of these stops to Quality Bus Standard with shelters and real-time bus 

information.   

3.2.3 A summary of the services available from the bus stops on Knowsley Lane are provided 

in Table 3.1 below. 
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   Table 3.1 - Existing Bus Services Operating in the Vicinity of the Site 

3.2.4 As shown in Table 3.1 that the existing bus stops on Knowlsey Lane provide up to 4 

services an hour to destinations such as St. Helens, Kirkby and Prescot. 

3.2.5 In addition, journey time mapping analysis has been undertaken for the bus services 

which operate along Knowsley Lane.  This mapping analysis indicates that the areas of 

Prescot, Knowsley and Huyton can be reached within a 20 minute bus journey, whilst 

Liverpool City Centre and St. Helens can be reached within 45 minutes. This would 

enable residents to travel to by bus to major employment sites, hospitals, education and 

leisure facilities within the Merseyside region.  This GIS mapping is displayed in Plan 2. 

3.2.6 It is therefore concluded that the development site is located in close proximity to a 

good level of bus service which provides commuter, retail and leisure opportunities 

from the site. 

3.3 Access to Rail Services 

3.3.1 The site is located to the north of Huyton and around 2 miles from the Merseyrail 

station.  As such, it is outside the usual recommended walk distance but it can be 

accessed via all the bus services that travel within 400 metres of the site. 

Service 
No 

Route 

Monday – Friday 
Frequency per hour 

Sat Sun 
AM 

Peak 
Midday PM Peak Eve 

111 Alder Hey – Whiston 
Hospital 1 1 1 1 - - 

290 St. Helens/Prescot -
Kirkby 1 1 1 1 - - 

290/297 Kirkby – St. Helens    1 1 1 1 - - 

897 Huyton Industrial Estate 
– Kirkby  1 1 1 1 1 1 
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3.3.2 Huyton is located on the City Line which provides 2 services per hour Monday to 

Saturday between Liverpool Lime Street and Wigan.  

3.3.3 As such, it can be considered that the site is accessible by rail. 

3.4 Access to Local Amenities 

3.4.1 Within the Institution of Highways and Transportation (IHT) document, entitled 

“Guidelines for Providing for Journeys on Foot”, a distance of 800 metres is identified as 

the preferred maximum distance for town centres, whilst a distance of 2 kilometres is 

defined as a preferred maximum for commuting. 

3.4.2 As such, Plan 3 shows the local amenities pedestrian catchment for 800 metres and 2 

kilometres from the centre of the site and provides an illustrative indication of the areas 

that can be reached based on a leisurely walk from the site.   

3.4.3 The proposed development is located in close proximity to a range of schools such as 

Long View Community Primary School, St. Columbas Roman Catholic Primary School and 

Knowsley Community College are all located within a 2 kilometres walk of the 

development site. 

3.4.4 In addition, the local retail facilities located on Hillside Road and the Kings Court 

Business Park are located within a short walk of the site. 

3.5 Summary 

3.5.1 In summary, the proposed development site is located within walking distance to a good 

level of bus service which provides access to a range of local destinations. The 

development site is also ideally located within walking distance of a range of schools 

and local retail opportunities which will offer the opportunity for potential residents and 

employees of the development to travel to these by sustainable means. 
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4 TRAFFIC GENERATION 

4.1 Introduction 

4.1.1 The following section of this Issues Report will discuss the potential traffic generation of 

developing the site for mixed-use purposes. 

4.1.2 It is our understanding that the site has a total area of 21 hectares and that 

approximately 7 hectares will be used for residential development and that 10 hectares 

will be utilised for employment development, the remaining 4 hectares will be a noise 

buffer and landscaping between the site and the M57. 

4.2 Potential Residential Development Traffic Flows 

4.2.1 For the purposes of this note it has been assumed that a total of 250 residential units 

could be provided on the site which is based on a rate of 35 units per hectare.  

4.2.2 In order to forecast the number of trips which 250 dwellings were forecast to generate 

the TRICS 2014 database was analysed.  Trip rates were obtained for all developments 

in the field “Residential – Houses Privately Owned” within the range 100 to 500 

residential units.  

4.2.3 The peak hour trip rates and forecast trip generation are shown within Table 4.1, whilst 

the full TRICS Output is contained within Appendix 1. 

Peak Hour 
Trip Rates Trip Generation 

Arr Dep Arr Dep 

AM 0.144 0.422 36 106 

PM 0.405 0.235 101 59 

Table 4.1   Forecast Trip Generation of Potential Residential Development (250 Units) 
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4.2.4 As can be seen from Table 4.1 the residential development is forecast to generate a 

two-way total of approximately 146 trips in the AM peak hour and 161 trips in the PM 

peak hour. 

4.3 Potential Employment Development Traffic Flows 

4.3.1 It is proposed that 10 hectares of land will be used for employment, the level of traffic 

generated by employment land-uses is dependent on the various uses contained within 

the employment land-use class (B1, B2 and B8). The largest traffic generator in the 

traditional peak periods is B1 Office whilst the lowest will be that of B8 Warehousing. 

4.3.2 For the purposes of this note, it has been assumed that the site could potentially be 

developed to provide a B1 Business Park or a B1(c)/B2 Industrial Estate.  If a B2 floor 

space coverage of 40% is applied to the 10 hectares this equates to a gross floor area 

(GFA) of 4,000sqm.  

4.3.3 In order to forecast the number of trips which the B1 Business Park land-use is forecast 

to generate the TRICS 2014 database was analysed.  Trip rates were obtained for all 

developments excluding those in Town Centre locations in the field “Employment – 

Business Park”. 

4.3.4 The peak hour trip rates and forecast trip generation are shown within Table 4.2, whilst 

the full TRICS Output is contained within Appendix 2. 
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Peak Hour 
Trip Rates Trip Generation 

Arr Dep Arr Dep 

AM 1.726 0.377 69 13 

PM 0.202 1.486 8 59 

Table 4.2   Forecast Trip Generation of Potential B1 Business Park (4,000sqm) 

4.3.5 As can be seen from Table 4.2, a B1 Business Park on the site is forecast to generate a 

two-way total of approximately 82 trips in the AM peak hour and 67 trips in the PM 

peak hour. 

4.3.6 To forecast the number of vehicle trips that could be generated by a B1(c)/B2 Industrial 

Estate the TRICS 2014 database has been utilised in the field “Employment – Industrial 

Estate”, the full TRICS Output is contained within Appendix 3. 

Peak Hour 
Trip Rates Trip Generation 

Arr Dep Arr Dep 

AM 0.850 0.433 34 17 

PM 0.143 0.655 6 26 

Table 4.3   Forecast Trip Generation of Potential B1(c)/B2 Industrial Estate 
(4,000sqm) 

4.3.7 As can be seen from Table 4.2, a B1(c)/B2 Industrial Estate on the site is forecast to 

generate a two-way total of approximately 51 trips in the AM peak hour and 32 trips in 

the PM peak hour. 
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4.3.8 The trip generation exercise detailed above demonstrates that if the employment 

element of the site would generate the highest number of vehicle trips if it was 

developed in include a B1 Business Park. Therefore, this Note will concentrate on the 

potential highway impacts of the following development mix; 

250 Residential Units

4,000sqm of B1 Business Park floor space.

4.3.9 Table 4.4 below summarises the forecast trip generation of this development scenario. 

Land-use 
AM Peak PM Peak 

Arr Dep Arr Dep 

250 Residential Units 36 106 101 59 

4,000sqm Business Park 69 13 8 59 

Total 105 119 109 118 

2-Way Total 224 227 

Table 4.4   Total Forecast Development Flows (250 Residential Units and 
4,000sqm Business Park) 

4.3.10 As can be seen in Table 4.4, if 250 residential units and 4,000sqm of Business Park 

development is forecast to generate 224 two-way trips in the Weekday AM peak and 

227 two-way trips in the Weekday PM peak.  

4.4 Proposed Trip Distribution 

4.4.1 As previously stated the site is adjacent to Junction 2 of the M57 and Knowsley Lane 

provides links to the A57 and A58 which in turn provides access to Liverpool and St. 

Helens. Therefore, development traffic will disperse onto the local highway network 

once off Knowsley Lane.  
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4.4.2 To derive the trip distribution reference has been made to the NOMIS Labour database 

for the Longview Ward which is where the site is located.  Table 4.5 below summarises 

the derived trip distribution using the NOMIS data.  

Derived Route Total Vehicles % Distribution 

Within Huyton 50 14% 

Knowsley Lane (w) towards Liverpool centre  111 31% 

Knowsley Lane (e) M57 (n) towards Kirkby  51 14% 

Knowsley Lane (e) A57 (s) towards Liverpool 
south 38 10% 

Knowsley Lane (e) A57 (n) towards Prescot 59 16% 

Knowsley Lane (e) M57 (s) towards M62 25 7% 

Knowsley Lane (e) A58 (n) towards St. Helens 28 8% 

Total 362 100% 

Table 4.5 – Summary of NOMIS Data for Longview Ward and Derived Trip Distribution  

4.4.3 As can be seen from Table 4.5, the interrogation of the NOMIS database states that 14% 

of existing vehicular trips are internal to this area of Huyton and around 41% of trips 

destinations are within Liverpool which is to be expected.  

4.4.4 To forecast the likely increase in vehicle movements at key junctions in the vicinity of 

the development site, the total forecast development summarised in Table 4.4 have 

been assigned to the network using the assumed trip distribution detailed above. 

4.4.5 In this regard Table 4.6 below illustrates the actual increase in traffic numbers predicted 

to occur at each of the key junctions in the vicinity of the site as a result of the 

development proposals. 
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Junction 
Increase in Traffic (2way Trips) 

Veh 

Knowsley Lane/Primrose Drive/George Hall 
Avenue 

AM +100 

PM +101 

A526 Seth Powell Lane/Stonebridge Lane 
AM +100 

PM +100 

M57 Junction 3  
AM +31 

PM +32 

A57 Liverpool Road/Knowsley Lane/M57 
Junction 2(N)Slip Roads/Kings Drive 

AM +123 

PM +125 

A57 Liverpool Road/A58/B5199/M57 Junction 
2(S)Slip Roads 

 

AM +69 

PM +70 

M57 (S) 
AM  +16 

PM +16 

Table 4.6   Forecast Increase in Vehicle Movements at Key Junctions 

4.4.6 As can be seen in Table 4.6 the largest increases in vehicle movements occur at the 

junctions closest to the potential site, with the largest increases being at the A57 

Liverpool Road/Knowsley Lane/M57 Junction 2 slip roads. However, the actual impact in 

percentage terms is likely to be relatively low due to the high background traffic 

movements.  

4.4.7 The A57 Liverpool Road/Knowsley Lane/M57 Junction 2 roundabout is a five arm 

roundabout with two lane approaches on the A57 and M57 arms of the roundabout and 

one lane and flared approaches on the Knowsley Lane and Kings Drive arms of the 

roundabout.   
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4.4.8 On-site observations indicate that the junction caters for a high level of traffic during 

the peak periods with queuing on arms. If the mixed-use scheme was bought forward 

the largest increases in traffic movements would be on the Knowsley Lane arm of the 

roundabout as traffic travels away from the site.  

4.4.9 However, if any future detailed analysis of this junction demonstrates that there is 

insufficient capacity to accommodate the full development of the site, there is scope to 

provide improvement works on this arm within land that is either within the assumed 

adopted highway or the boundary of the site.  

4.4.10 Given the close proximity of the development site to the M57 motorway the Highways 

Agency (HA) will be consulted as a Statutory Consultee and they are likely to require 

detailed analysis of the M57 as it forms part of the Strategic Road Network (SRN).  

4.4.11 The DfT’s document entitled ‘Guidance on Transport Assessments’ includes some 

suggested thresholds in respect to traffic impact and at Appendix B, the document 

states that formal assessment of a junction may not be required for developments 

which would typically generate fewer than 30 two-way additional trips.   

4.4.12 Based on this threshold the HA are likely to require detailed analysis of the operation of 

Junction 3 of the M57 during the peak periods, but they are also likely to have an 

interest in the operation of the two A57 Liverpool Road roundabouts to the west of the 

site to ensure that there will not be a material impact on the operation Junction 2. 

4.4.13 In terms of highway impact on the both the local and strategic highway network, the 

operation of the junctions detailed within  Table 4.5 will be need be considered within a 

Transport Assessment with the scope of assessment and analysis being agreed with 

both Knowsley Metropolitan Council and the Highways Agency prior to submission.  
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4.5 Summary  

4.5.1 In summary, the traffic generation exercise undertaken as part of this Note has 

demonstrated the following; 

The largest traffic generation would be through the provision of 250 residential 

units and a B1 Business Park with a GFA of 4,000sqm. This potential development 

mix is forecast to generate 224 two-way vehicle movements in the Weekday AM 

and 227 two-way trips in the Weekday PM peak. 

As a result of the potential development the largest increase in traffic would occur 

at the A57 Liverpool Road/Knowsley Lane/M57 Junction 2 slip roads. However, the 

actual impact in percentage terms is likely to be relatively low due to the high 

background traffic movements. 

Due to the close proximity of the site to the M57 the Highways Agency will be a 

statutory consultee to any planning application on the site.  

The scope of analysis and assessment would have to be agreed with the highways 

officers at both KMBC and the HA prior to submission.   
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5 POTENTIAL VEHICULAR ACCESS 

5.1 Introduction 

5.1.1 The following section of this note will discuss the potential options for vehicular access 

into the development site.  

5.1.2 As previously discussed the site benefits from having extensive frontage onto Knowsley 

Lane and is subject to a 30mph speed limit. However, on-site observations indicated 

that there is a mixture of on-street and off-street parking provision along Knowsley Lane 

in the vicinity of the site. 

5.1.3 Therefore, to minimise any potential impacts on the existing parking provision of 

existing residents and due to the size of the development site two potential vehicular 

access arrangements off Knowsley Lane have been considered.  

Potential Signal Controlled Junction Opposite Radway Road 

5.1.4 Although the end use is unknown at this stage the potential employment land-use is 

likely to generate a large number of HGV movements. Therefore for highway safety and 

capacity reasons a signal controlled arrangement is proposed to provide vehicular 

access to the employment use.  

5.1.5 To achieve vehicular access into the development site it is proposed to provide an 

improvement to the existing Knowsley Lane/Radway Road priority controlled junction.  

5.1.6 This junction improvement which is shown in Plan 4 would result in the conversion of 

the junction into a signal controlled arrangement and the provision of a fourth arm into 

the development site.  

5.1.7 Carriageway widening will be required on the Knowsley Lane arms of the junction but 

this can be achieved by utilising land located within the development site. As part of the 

works minor kerb realignment would be required on the southern side of the Knowsley 

Lane carriageway but this can be achieved within the adopted highway.  
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5.1.8 As part of the signalisation of the junction, pedestrian crossing facilities will be 

incorporated into the arrangement on the site access arm and the eastbound arm of 

Knowsley Lane. The provision of these facilities will enable existing residents and future 

employees and residents to cross Knowsley Lane in a safe manner.   

5.1.9 It is felt that the proposed signal controlled arrangement has the potential to be used 

solely for providing access for the employment use or access for the entire development 

site.  

Potential Priority Controlled Junction off Knowsley Lane 

5.1.10 Vehicular access into the site is currently provided via the farm track located 

approximately 150 metres east of the Knowsley Lane/Astley Road priority controlled 

junction.  

5.1.11 Although this only provides access to Knowsley Park Farm, the principle of an access in 

this location is assumed to be deemed acceptable to KMBC and therefore a potential 

vehicular into the site could be provided in this location.  

5.1.12 Knowsley Lane is subject to a 30mph speed limit and therefore the design principles 

contained within the Manual for Streets document are deemed appropriate.    

5.1.13 The proposed vehicular access would be priority controlled and can accommodate a 5.5 

metre wide carriageway, 2 metre footways on either side and would incorporate 10 

metre corner radii.   

5.1.14 This junction has not been designed to accommodate any HGV traffic for the proposed 

employment element, as KMBC are unlikely to accept this due to highway safety 

concerns.  
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5.1.15 To cater for the volume of traffic movements turning into the site the proposed design 

incorporates a right turning lane on Knowsley Lane.  This has necessitated widening the 

Knowsley Lane into the site frontage but does not require the acquisition of third party 

land to implement, as all additional land is within the existing limits of adopted 

highways. The running lanes on Knowsley Lane will be 3.5 metres wide with a 3 metre 

wide right turning lane.  

5.1.16 As Knowsley Lane is subject to a 30 mph speed limit in this location and visibility splays 

of 2.4 metre by 43 metres can be achieved from the proposed junction, the proposed 

layout of the junction is shown in Plan 5. 

5.2 Vehicular Access Summary 

5.2.1 This section has discussed the potential for providing vehicular access into the site and 

has concluded the following; 

Given the size of potential development site, two vehicular access points are 

required.  

There is sufficient frontage onto Knowsley Lane to provide two vehicular access 

points into the site. 

Vehicular access into employment element of the site can be provided in the form 

of a signal controlled junction which incorporates the existing Radway Road. This 

access could also provide be utilised as a route into the residential element if 

required. 

Vehicular access into the residential element can be provided for in the form of a 

priority controlled junction off Knowsley Lane. This junction would require a ghost 

island right-turn to accommodate the volume of turning movements. 
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6 CONCLUSIONS 

6.1.1 In summary, this Transport Issues Report has considered the pertinent transportation 

and highways issues relating to the proposals to develop an area of land off Knowsley 

Lane in Huyton to provide a mixed-use development. 

6.1.2 A number of conclusions can be drawn from this report, namely; 

The development site is ideally located in close proximity to the public transport

provision and local amenities which offer the opportunity for journeys to be

undertaken by sustainable modes.

The site is within a short walk of a number of local amenities.

Given the size of potential development site, two vehicular access points are

required.

Vehicular access into employment element of the site can be provided in the form

of a signal controlled junction which incorporates the existing Radway Road. This

access could also provide be utilised as a route into the residential element if

required.

Vehicular access into the residential element can be provided for in the form of a

priority controlled junction off Knowsley Lane. This junction would require a ghost

island right-turn to accommodate the volume of turning movements.
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APPENDIX 1 

TRICS Output – Residential Development



TRICS 7.1.1  120714 B16.46    (C) 2014  JMP Consultants Ltd on behalf of the TRICS Consortium Thursday  17/07/14
Page  1

Croft Transport Solutions     Licence No: 851401

TRIP RATE CALCULATION SELECTION PARAMETERS:

Land Use :  03 - RESIDENTIAL
Category :  A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED
MULTI-MODAL  VEHICLES

Selected regions and areas:
02 SOUTH EAST

BD BEDFORDSHIRE 1 days
ES EAST SUSSEX 1 days
EX ESSEX 1 days
HF HERTFORDSHIRE 1 days

04 EAST ANGLIA
CA CAMBRIDGESHIRE 1 days
SF SUFFOLK 2 days

05 EAST MIDLANDS
LN LINCOLNSHIRE 2 days
NT NOTTINGHAMSHIRE 1 days

06 WEST MIDLANDS
SH SHROPSHIRE 1 days
ST STAFFORDSHIRE 1 days
WO WORCESTERSHIRE 2 days

07 YORKSHIRE & NORTH LINCOLNSHIRE
NY NORTH YORKSHIRE 1 days

08 NORTH WEST
CH CHESHIRE 1 days
GM GREATER MANCHESTER 2 days
LC LANCASHIRE 1 days
MS MERSEYSIDE 1 days

09 NORTH
TV TEES VALLEY 1 days

10 WALES
CF CARDIFF 2 days

11 SCOTLAND
FA FALKIRK 1 days
FI FIFE 1 days
SR STIRLING 1 days

This section displays the number of survey days per TRICS® sub-region in the selected set
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Croft Transport Solutions     Licence No: 851401

Filtering Stage 2 selection:

This data displays the chosen trip rate parameter and its selected range. Only sites that fall within the parameter range
are included in the trip rate calculation.

Parameter: Number of dwellings
Actual Range: 101 to 491 (units: )
Range Selected by User: 100 to 491 (units: )

Public Transport Provision:
Selection by: Include all surveys

Date Range: 01/06/00 to 29/05/13

This data displays the range of survey dates selected. Only surveys that were conducted within this date range are
included in the trip rate calculation.

Selected survey days:
Monday 4 days
Tuesday 5 days
Wednesday 2 days
Thursday 9 days
Friday 5 days
Sunday 1 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys by day of the week.

Selected survey types:
Manual count 26 days
Directional ATC Count 0 days

This data displays the number of manual classified surveys and the number of unclassified ATC surveys, the total adding
up to the overall number of surveys in the selected set. Manual surveys are undertaken using staff, whilst ATC surveys are
undertaking using machines.

Selected Locations:
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre) 12
Edge of Town 13
Neighbourhood Centre (PPS6 Local Centre) 1

This data displays the number of surveys per main location category within the selected set. The main location categories
consist of Free Standing, Edge of Town, Suburban Area, Neighbourhood Centre, Edge of Town Centre, Town Centre and
Not Known.

Selected Location Sub Categories:
Residential Zone 19
Out of Town 1
No Sub Category 6

This data displays the number of surveys per location sub-category within the selected set. The location sub-categories
consist of Commercial Zone, Industrial Zone, Development Zone, Residential Zone, Retail Zone, Built-Up Zone, Village, Out
of Town, High Street and No Sub Category.

Filtering Stage 3 selection:

Use Class:
   C 3    26 days

This data displays the number of surveys per Use Class classification within the selected set. The Use Classes Order 2005
has been used for this purpose, which can be found within the Library module of TRICS®.
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Filtering Stage 3 selection (Cont.):

Population within 1 mile:
1,001  to 5,000 1 days
5,001  to 10,000 1 days
10,001 to 15,000 3 days
15,001 to 20,000 11 days
20,001 to 25,000 5 days
25,001 to 50,000 5 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated 1-mile radii of population.

Population within 5 miles:
5,001   to 25,000 1 days
25,001  to 50,000 1 days
50,001  to 75,000 2 days
75,001  to 100,000 6 days
100,001 to 125,000 4 days
125,001 to 250,000 9 days
250,001 to 500,000 1 days
500,001 or More 2 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated 5-mile radii of population.

Car ownership within 5 miles:
0.6 to 1.0 12 days
1.1 to 1.5 14 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated ranges of average cars owned per residential dwelling,
within a radius of 5-miles of selected survey sites.

Travel Plan:
Not Known 6 days
No 20 days

This data displays the number of surveys within the selected set that were undertaken at sites with Travel Plans in place,
and the number of surveys that were undertaken at sites without Travel Plans.
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LIST OF SITES relevant to selection parameters

1 BD-03-A-01 SEMI DETACHED BEDFORDSHIRE
NEW BEDFORD ROAD

LUTON
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:    1 3 1

Survey date: THURSDAY 08/07/04 Survey Type: MANUAL
2 CA-03-A-01 SEMI D./TERRACED CAMBRIDGESHIRE

FALLOWFIELD
CHESTERTON
CAMBRIDGE
Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:    1 2 4

Survey date: TUESDAY 06/02/01 Survey Type: MANUAL
3 CF-03-A-01 MIXED HOUSES CARDIFF

VIRGIL STREET
NINIAN PARK
CARDIFF
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
No Sub Category
Total Number of dwellings:    2 2 2

Survey date: THURSDAY 17/10/02 Survey Type: MANUAL
4 CF-03-A-02 MIXED HOUSES CARDIFF

DROPE ROAD

CARDIFF
Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:    1 9 6

Survey date: FRIDAY 05/10/07 Survey Type: MANUAL
5 CH-03-A-06 SEMI-DET./BUNGALOWS CHESHIRE

CREWE ROAD

CREWE
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
No Sub Category
Total Number of dwellings:    1 2 9

Survey date: TUESDAY 14/10/08 Survey Type: MANUAL
6 ES-03-A-01 MIXED HOUSES/FLATS EAST SUSSEX

OLD MALLING WAY
SOUTH MALLING
LEWES
Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:    4 9 1

Survey date: THURSDAY 29/03/01 Survey Type: MANUAL
7 EX-03-A-01 SEMI-DET. ESSEX

MILTON ROAD
CORRINGHAM
STANFORD-LE-HOPE
Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:    2 3 7

Survey date: TUESDAY 13/05/08 Survey Type: MANUAL
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LIST OF SITES relevant to selection parameters (Cont.)

8 FA-03-A-02 MIXED HOUSES FALKIRK
ROSEBANK AVENUE & SPRINGFIELD DRIVE

FALKIRK
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:    1 6 1

Survey date: WEDNESDAY 29/05/13 Survey Type: MANUAL
9 FI-03-A-03 MIXED HOUSES FIFE

WOODMILL ROAD

DUNFERMLINE
Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:    1 5 5

Survey date: MONDAY 30/04/07 Survey Type: MANUAL
10 GM-03-A-07 SEMI DETACHED GREATER MANCHESTER

MILFORD DRIVE
LEVENSHULME
MANCHESTER
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:    1 3 8

Survey date: FRIDAY 09/11/01 Survey Type: MANUAL
11 GM-03-A-08 SEMI DETACHED GREATER MANCHESTER

ELM TREE ROAD
LOWER BREDBURY
STOCKPORT
Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:    2 4 7

Survey date: FRIDAY 12/10/01 Survey Type: MANUAL
12 HF-03-A-02 HOUSES HERTFORDSHIRE

BLACK FAN ROAD
PANSHANGER
WELWYN GARDEN CITY
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:    1 9 5

Survey date: SUNDAY 20/07/08 Survey Type: MANUAL
13 LC-03-A-29 DETACHED/SEMI D. LANCASHIRE

REVIDGE ROAD
FOUR LANE ENDS
BLACKBURN
Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:    1 8 5

Survey date: THURSDAY 10/06/04 Survey Type: MANUAL
14 LN-03-A-01 MIXED HOUSES LINCOLNSHIRE

BRANT ROAD
BRACEBRIDGE
LINCOLN
Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:    1 5 0

Survey date: TUESDAY 15/05/07 Survey Type: MANUAL
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LIST OF SITES relevant to selection parameters (Cont.)

15 LN-03-A-02 MIXED HOUSES LINCOLNSHIRE
HYKEHAM ROAD

LINCOLN
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:    1 8 6

Survey date: MONDAY 14/05/07 Survey Type: MANUAL
16 MS-03-A-01 TERRACED MERSEYSIDE

PALACE FIELDS AVENUE

RUNCORN
Neighbourhood Centre (PPS6 Local Centre)
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:    3 7 2

Survey date: THURSDAY 06/10/05 Survey Type: MANUAL
17 NT-03-A-03 SEMI DETACHED NOTTINGHAMSHIRE

B6018 SUTTON ROAD

KIRKBY-IN-ASHFIELD
Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:    1 6 6

Survey date: WEDNESDAY 28/06/06 Survey Type: MANUAL
18 NY-03-A-06 BUNGALOWS & SEMI DET. NORTH YORKSHIRE

HORSEFAIR

BOROUGHBRIDGE
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:    1 1 5

Survey date: FRIDAY 14/10/11 Survey Type: MANUAL
19 SF-03-A-02 SEMI DET./TERRACED SUFFOLK

STOKE PARK DRIVE
MAIDENHALL
IPSWICH
Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:    2 3 0

Survey date: THURSDAY 24/05/07 Survey Type: MANUAL
20 SF-03-A-03 MIXED HOUSES SUFFOLK

BARTON HILL
FORNHAM ST MARTIN
BURY ST EDMUNDS
Edge of Town
Out of Town
Total Number of dwellings:    1 0 1

Survey date: MONDAY 15/05/06 Survey Type: MANUAL
21 SH-03-A-04 TERRACED SHROPSHIRE

ST MICHAEL'S STREET

SHREWSBURY
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
No Sub Category
Total Number of dwellings:    1 0 8

Survey date: THURSDAY 11/06/09 Survey Type: MANUAL
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LIST OF SITES relevant to selection parameters (Cont.)

22 SR-03-A-01 DETACHED STIRLING
BENVIEW

STIRLING
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:    1 1 5

Survey date: MONDAY 23/04/07 Survey Type: MANUAL
23 ST-03-A-03 MIXED HOUSES STAFFORDSHIRE

QUEENSVILLE

STAFFORD
Edge of Town
No Sub Category
Total Number of dwellings:    2 2 4

Survey date: TUESDAY 04/07/00 Survey Type: MANUAL
24 TV-03-A-01 HOUSES & FLATS TEES VALLEY

POWLETT ROAD

HARTLEPOOL
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
No Sub Category
Total Number of dwellings:    2 2 5

Survey date: THURSDAY 14/04/05 Survey Type: MANUAL
25 WO-03-A-03 DETACHED WORCESTERSHIRE

BLAKEBROOK
BLAKEBROOK
KIDDERMINSTER
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:    1 3 8

Survey date: FRIDAY 05/05/06 Survey Type: MANUAL
26 WO-03-A-06 DET./TERRACED WORCESTERSHIRE

ST GODWALDS ROAD
ASTON FIELDS
BROMSGROVE
Edge of Town
No Sub Category
Total Number of dwellings:    2 3 2

Survey date: THURSDAY 30/06/05 Survey Type: MANUAL

This section provides a list of all survey sites and days in the selected set. For each individual survey site, it displays a
unique site reference code and site address, the selected trip rate calculation parameter and its value, the day of the week
and date of each survey, and whether the survey was a manual classified count or an ATC count.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED
MULTI-MODAL  VEHICLES
Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS
BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS
No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate
00:00 - 01:00
01:00 - 02:00
02:00 - 03:00
03:00 - 04:00
04:00 - 05:00
05:00 - 06:00
06:00 - 07:00

26 191 0.072 26 191 0.276 26 191 0.34807:00 - 08:00
26 191 0.144 26 191 0.422 26 191 0.56608:00 - 09:00
26 191 0.164 26 191 0.218 26 191 0.38209:00 - 10:00
26 191 0.143 26 191 0.180 26 191 0.32310:00 - 11:00
26 191 0.169 26 191 0.174 26 191 0.34311:00 - 12:00
26 191 0.194 26 191 0.180 26 191 0.37412:00 - 13:00
26 191 0.185 26 191 0.175 26 191 0.36013:00 - 14:00
26 191 0.186 26 191 0.182 26 191 0.36814:00 - 15:00
26 191 0.288 26 191 0.207 26 191 0.49515:00 - 16:00
26 191 0.322 26 191 0.197 26 191 0.51916:00 - 17:00
26 191 0.405 26 191 0.235 26 191 0.64017:00 - 18:00
26 191 0.292 26 191 0.237 26 191 0.52918:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00
20:00 - 21:00
21:00 - 22:00
22:00 - 23:00
23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   2.564   2.683   5.247

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just
above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus
departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where
count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time
period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of
the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days
that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals
(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated
time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated
calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip
rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.

Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 101 - 491 (units: )
Survey date date range: 01/06/00 - 29/05/13
Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 25
Number of Saturdays: 0
Number of Sundays: 1
Surveys manually removed from selection: 0

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate
calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum
survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of
surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of
the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED
MULTI-MODAL  CYCLISTS
Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS
BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS
No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate
00:00 - 01:00
01:00 - 02:00
02:00 - 03:00
03:00 - 04:00
04:00 - 05:00
05:00 - 06:00
06:00 - 07:00

26 191 0.007 26 191 0.010 26 191 0.01707:00 - 08:00
26 191 0.007 26 191 0.017 26 191 0.02408:00 - 09:00
26 191 0.004 26 191 0.005 26 191 0.00909:00 - 10:00
26 191 0.003 26 191 0.004 26 191 0.00710:00 - 11:00
26 191 0.004 26 191 0.004 26 191 0.00811:00 - 12:00
26 191 0.006 26 191 0.005 26 191 0.01112:00 - 13:00
26 191 0.004 26 191 0.003 26 191 0.00713:00 - 14:00
26 191 0.005 26 191 0.003 26 191 0.00814:00 - 15:00
26 191 0.015 26 191 0.009 26 191 0.02415:00 - 16:00
26 191 0.013 26 191 0.007 26 191 0.02016:00 - 17:00
26 191 0.013 26 191 0.010 26 191 0.02317:00 - 18:00
26 191 0.010 26 191 0.007 26 191 0.01718:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00
20:00 - 21:00
21:00 - 22:00
22:00 - 23:00
23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.091   0.084   0.175

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just
above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus
departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where
count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time
period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of
the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days
that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals
(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated
time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated
calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip
rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.

Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 101 - 491 (units: )
Survey date date range: 01/06/00 - 29/05/13
Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 25
Number of Saturdays: 0
Number of Sundays: 1
Surveys manually removed from selection: 0

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate
calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum
survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of
surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of
the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED
MULTI-MODAL  PEDESTRIANS
Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS
BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS
No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate
00:00 - 01:00
01:00 - 02:00
02:00 - 03:00
03:00 - 04:00
04:00 - 05:00
05:00 - 06:00
06:00 - 07:00

26 191 0.022 26 191 0.047 26 191 0.06907:00 - 08:00
26 191 0.037 26 191 0.176 26 191 0.21308:00 - 09:00
26 191 0.046 26 191 0.055 26 191 0.10109:00 - 10:00
26 191 0.033 26 191 0.041 26 191 0.07410:00 - 11:00
26 191 0.036 26 191 0.039 26 191 0.07511:00 - 12:00
26 191 0.046 26 191 0.036 26 191 0.08212:00 - 13:00
26 191 0.035 26 191 0.040 26 191 0.07513:00 - 14:00
26 191 0.035 26 191 0.038 26 191 0.07314:00 - 15:00
26 191 0.164 26 191 0.062 26 191 0.22615:00 - 16:00
26 191 0.079 26 191 0.055 26 191 0.13416:00 - 17:00
26 191 0.068 26 191 0.047 26 191 0.11517:00 - 18:00
26 191 0.050 26 191 0.048 26 191 0.09818:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00
20:00 - 21:00
21:00 - 22:00
22:00 - 23:00
23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.651   0.684   1.335

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just
above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus
departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where
count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time
period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of
the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days
that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals
(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated
time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated
calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip
rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.

Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 101 - 491 (units: )
Survey date date range: 01/06/00 - 29/05/13
Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 25
Number of Saturdays: 0
Number of Sundays: 1
Surveys manually removed from selection: 0

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate
calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum
survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of
surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of
the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED
MULTI-MODAL  PUBLIC TRANSPORT USERS
Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS
BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS
No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate Days DWELLS Rate
00:00 - 01:00
01:00 - 02:00
02:00 - 03:00
03:00 - 04:00
04:00 - 05:00
05:00 - 06:00
06:00 - 07:00

26 191 0.000 26 191 0.017 26 191 0.01707:00 - 08:00
26 191 0.004 26 191 0.035 26 191 0.03908:00 - 09:00
26 191 0.005 26 191 0.012 26 191 0.01709:00 - 10:00
26 191 0.006 26 191 0.009 26 191 0.01510:00 - 11:00
26 191 0.007 26 191 0.010 26 191 0.01711:00 - 12:00
26 191 0.008 26 191 0.009 26 191 0.01712:00 - 13:00
26 191 0.010 26 191 0.004 26 191 0.01413:00 - 14:00
26 191 0.006 26 191 0.004 26 191 0.01014:00 - 15:00
26 191 0.029 26 191 0.005 26 191 0.03415:00 - 16:00
26 191 0.015 26 191 0.005 26 191 0.02016:00 - 17:00
26 191 0.017 26 191 0.005 26 191 0.02217:00 - 18:00
26 191 0.011 26 191 0.003 26 191 0.01418:00 - 19:00

19:00 - 20:00
20:00 - 21:00
21:00 - 22:00
22:00 - 23:00
23:00 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.118   0.118   0.236

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just
above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus
departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where
count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time
period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of
the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days
that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals
(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated
time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated
calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip
rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.

Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 101 - 491 (units: )
Survey date date range: 01/06/00 - 29/05/13
Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 25
Number of Saturdays: 0
Number of Sundays: 1
Surveys manually removed from selection: 0

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate
calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum
survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of
surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of
the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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TRIP RATE CALCULATION SELECTION PARAMETERS:

Land Use :  02 - EMPLOYMENT
Category :  B - BUSINESS PARK
MULTI-MODAL  VEHICLES

Selected regions and areas:
02 SOUTH EAST

BU BUCKINGHAMSHIRE 1 days
03 SOUTH WEST

DC DORSET 1 days
WL WILTSHIRE 1 days

04 EAST ANGLIA
NF NORFOLK 1 days
SF SUFFOLK 1 days

05 EAST MIDLANDS
LN LINCOLNSHIRE 1 days
NT NOTTINGHAMSHIRE 1 days

06 WEST MIDLANDS
SH SHROPSHIRE 1 days
ST STAFFORDSHIRE 1 days
WO WORCESTERSHIRE 1 days

07 YORKSHIRE & NORTH LINCOLNSHIRE
NO NORTH LINCOLNSHIRE 1 days

10 WALES
CF CARDIFF 2 days

11 SCOTLAND
EB CITY OF EDINBURGH 1 days

This section displays the number of survey days per TRICS® sub-region in the selected set

Filtering Stage 2 selection:

This data displays the chosen trip rate parameter and its selected range. Only sites that fall within the parameter range
are included in the trip rate calculation.

Parameter: Gross floor area
Actual Range: 1300 to 13300 (units: sqm)
Range Selected by User: 1000 to 15000 (units: sqm)

Public Transport Provision:
Selection by: Include all surveys

Date Range: 01/06/00 to 22/06/09

This data displays the range of survey dates selected. Only surveys that were conducted within this date range are
included in the trip rate calculation.

Selected survey days:
Monday 1 days
Tuesday 4 days
Wednesday 2 days
Thursday 6 days
Friday 1 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys by day of the week.

Selected survey types:
Manual count 14 days
Directional ATC Count 0 days

This data displays the number of manual classified surveys and the number of unclassified ATC surveys, the total adding
up to the overall number of surveys in the selected set. Manual surveys are undertaken using staff, whilst ATC surveys are
undertaking using machines.

Selected Locations:
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre) 5
Edge of Town 9

This data displays the number of surveys per main location category within the selected set. The main location categories
consist of Free Standing Edge of Town Suburban Area Neighbourhood Centre Edge of Town Centre Town Centre and
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This data displays the number of surveys per location sub-category within the selected set. The location sub-categories
consist of Commercial Zone, Industrial Zone, Development Zone, Residential Zone, Retail Zone, Built-Up Zone, Village, Out
of Town, High Street and No Sub Category.

Filtering Stage 3 selection:

Use Class:
Not Known 1 days
   B 1    13 days

This data displays the number of surveys per Use Class classification within the selected set. The Use Classes Order 2005
has been used for this purpose, which can be found within the Library module of TRICS®.

Population within 1 mile:
1,001  to 5,000 1 days
5,001  to 10,000 1 days
10,001 to 15,000 5 days
15,001 to 20,000 3 days
20,001 to 25,000 1 days
25,001 to 50,000 3 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated 1-mile radii of population.

Population within 5 miles:
50,001  to 75,000 2 days
75,001  to 100,000 2 days
100,001 to 125,000 2 days
125,001 to 250,000 4 days
250,001 to 500,000 3 days
500,001 or More 1 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated 5-mile radii of population.

Car ownership within 5 miles:
0.6 to 1.0 8 days
1.1 to 1.5 6 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated ranges of average cars owned per residential dwelling,
within a radius of 5-miles of selected survey sites.

Travel Plan:
Not Known 1 days
No 13 days

This data displays the number of surveys within the selected set that were undertaken at sites with Travel Plans in place,
and the number of surveys that were undertaken at sites without Travel Plans.
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LIST OF SITES relevant to selection parameters

1 BU-02-B-01 BUSINESS PARK BUCKINGHAMSHIRE
LONDON ROAD

HIGH WYCOMBE
Edge of Town
No Sub Category
Total Gross floor area:  1 3 3 0 0 sqm

Survey date: THURSDAY 08/07/04 Survey Type: MANUAL
2 CF-02-B-01 BUSINESS PARK CARDIFF

FORTRAN ROAD
ST MELLONS
CARDIFF
Edge of Town
Industrial Zone
Total Gross floor area:  1 2 0 0 0 sqm

Survey date: WEDNESDAY 18/10/06 Survey Type: MANUAL
3 CF-02-B-02 BUSINESS/TECH. UNITS CARDIFF

CRICKHOWELL ROAD
ST MELLONS
CARDIFF
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
No Sub Category
Total Gross floor area:   2 5 8 7 sqm

Survey date: FRIDAY 20/10/06 Survey Type: MANUAL
4 DC-02-B-01 BUSINESS PARK DORSET

COMMERCIAL ROAD

POOLE
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Built-Up Zone
Total Gross floor area:   1 5 7 0 sqm

Survey date: THURSDAY 17/07/08 Survey Type: MANUAL
5 EB-02-B-03 BUSINESS PARK CITY OF EDINBURGH

LOGIE GREEN ROAD

EDINBURGH
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Industrial Zone
Total Gross floor area:   6 6 7 5 sqm

Survey date: TUESDAY 01/05/07 Survey Type: MANUAL
6 LN-02-B-01 BUSINESS PARK LINCOLNSHIRE

BISHOPS ROAD

LINCOLN
Edge of Town
Industrial Zone
Total Gross floor area:   4 4 6 0 sqm

Survey date: TUESDAY 17/05/05 Survey Type: MANUAL
7 NF-02-B-02 BUSINESS PARK NORFOLK

WHITING ROAD
LONG JOHN'S HILL
NORWICH
Edge of Town
Retail Zone
Total Gross floor area:   7 4 0 0 sqm

Survey date: THURSDAY 17/05/07 Survey Type: MANUAL
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LIST OF SITES relevant to selection parameters (Cont.)

8 NO-02-B-02 BUSINESS PARK NORTH LINCOLNSHIRE
DONCASTER ROAD

SCUNTHORPE
Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total Gross floor area:   1 5 7 4 sqm

Survey date: THURSDAY 22/09/05 Survey Type: MANUAL
9 NT-02-B-01 BUSINESS PARK NOTTINGHAMSHIRE

PARK LANE

NOTTINGHAM
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
No Sub Category
Total Gross floor area:   2 3 2 1 sqm

Survey date: THURSDAY 17/05/07 Survey Type: MANUAL
10 SF-02-B-01 BUSINESS PK SUFFOLK

KEMPSON WAY

BURY ST EDMUNDS
Edge of Town
Industrial Zone
Total Gross floor area:   2 4 8 0 sqm

Survey date: WEDNESDAY 10/05/06 Survey Type: MANUAL
11 SH-02-B-03 BUSINESS CENTRE SHROPSHIRE

CASTLE STREET
HADLEY
TELFORD
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
No Sub Category
Total Gross floor area:   1 3 0 0 sqm

Survey date: TUESDAY 16/06/09 Survey Type: MANUAL
12 ST-02-B-03 BUSINESS PARK STAFFORDSHIRE

FRANK FOLEY WAY
GREYFRIARS
STAFFORD
Edge of Town
Industrial Zone
Total Gross floor area:   4 0 6 4 sqm

Survey date: THURSDAY 06/07/00 Survey Type: MANUAL
13 WL-02-B-01 BUSINESS PK WILTSHIRE

HIGH STREET
COPED HALL
WOOTTON BASSETT
Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total Gross floor area:   2 6 0 0 sqm

Survey date: MONDAY 02/10/06 Survey Type: MANUAL
14 WO-02-B-01 BUSINESS PARK WORCESTERSHIRE

BURNT MEADOW ROAD
MOORS MOAT NTH IND. EST
REDDITCH
Edge of Town
Industrial Zone
Total Gross floor area:   3 5 2 5 sqm

Survey date: TUESDAY 02/05/06 Survey Type: MANUAL

This section provides a list of all survey sites and days in the selected set. For each individual survey site, it displays a
unique site reference code and site address, the selected trip rate calculation parameter and its value, the day of the week
and date of each survey, and whether the survey was a manual classified count or an ATC count.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 02 - EMPLOYMENT/B - BUSINESS PARK
MULTI-MODAL  VEHICLES
Calculation factor: 100 sqm
BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS
No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days GFA Rate Days GFA Rate Days GFA Rate
00:00 - 00:30
00:30 - 01:00
01:00 - 01:30
01:30 - 02:00
02:00 - 02:30
02:30 - 03:00
03:00 - 03:30
03:30 - 04:00
04:00 - 04:30
04:30 - 05:00
05:00 - 05:30
05:30 - 06:00
06:00 - 06:30
06:30 - 07:00

14 4704 0.182 14 4704 0.043 14 4704 0.22507:00 - 07:30
14 4704 0.525 14 4704 0.062 14 4704 0.58707:30 - 08:00
14 4704 0.814 14 4704 0.118 14 4704 0.93208:00 - 08:30
14 4704 1.034 14 4704 0.155 14 4704 1.18908:30 - 09:00
14 4704 0.726 14 4704 0.182 14 4704 0.90809:00 - 09:30
14 4704 0.299 14 4704 0.162 14 4704 0.46109:30 - 10:00
14 4704 0.237 14 4704 0.190 14 4704 0.42710:00 - 10:30
14 4704 0.184 14 4704 0.178 14 4704 0.36210:30 - 11:00
14 4704 0.182 14 4704 0.199 14 4704 0.38111:00 - 11:30
14 4704 0.162 14 4704 0.267 14 4704 0.42911:30 - 12:00
14 4704 0.237 14 4704 0.477 14 4704 0.71412:00 - 12:30
14 4704 0.302 14 4704 0.322 14 4704 0.62412:30 - 13:00
14 4704 0.349 14 4704 0.317 14 4704 0.66613:00 - 13:30
14 4704 0.340 14 4704 0.196 14 4704 0.53613:30 - 14:00
14 4704 0.248 14 4704 0.232 14 4704 0.48014:00 - 14:30
14 4704 0.187 14 4704 0.219 14 4704 0.40614:30 - 15:00
14 4704 0.166 14 4704 0.246 14 4704 0.41215:00 - 15:30
14 4704 0.175 14 4704 0.270 14 4704 0.44515:30 - 16:00
14 4704 0.152 14 4704 0.483 14 4704 0.63516:00 - 16:30
14 4704 0.135 14 4704 0.563 14 4704 0.69816:30 - 17:00
14 4704 0.128 14 4704 0.803 14 4704 0.93117:00 - 17:30
14 4704 0.074 14 4704 0.683 14 4704 0.75717:30 - 18:00
14 4704 0.065 14 4704 0.320 14 4704 0.38518:00 - 18:30
14 4704 0.043 14 4704 0.159 14 4704 0.20218:30 - 19:00

19:00 - 19:30
19:30 - 20:00
20:00 - 20:30
20:30 - 21:00
21:00 - 21:30
21:30 - 22:00
22:00 - 22:30
22:30 - 23:00
23:00 - 23:30
23:30 - 24:00

Total Rates:   6.946   6.846  1 3.792

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just
above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus
departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where
count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time
period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of
the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days
that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals
(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated
time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated
calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip
rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
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Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 1300 - 13300 (units: sqm)
Survey date date range: 01/06/00 - 22/06/09
Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 14
Number of Saturdays: 0
Number of Sundays: 0
Surveys manually removed from selection: 0

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate
calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum
survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of
surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of
the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 02 - EMPLOYMENT/B - BUSINESS PARK
MULTI-MODAL  CYCLISTS
Calculation factor: 100 sqm
BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS
No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days GFA Rate Days GFA Rate Days GFA Rate
00:00 - 00:30
00:30 - 01:00
01:00 - 01:30
01:30 - 02:00
02:00 - 02:30
02:30 - 03:00
03:00 - 03:30
03:30 - 04:00
04:00 - 04:30
04:30 - 05:00
05:00 - 05:30
05:30 - 06:00
06:00 - 06:30
06:30 - 07:00

14 4704 0.005 14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.00507:00 - 07:30
14 4704 0.009 14 4704 0.002 14 4704 0.01107:30 - 08:00
14 4704 0.015 14 4704 0.002 14 4704 0.01708:00 - 08:30
14 4704 0.033 14 4704 0.003 14 4704 0.03608:30 - 09:00
14 4704 0.012 14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.01209:00 - 09:30
14 4704 0.003 14 4704 0.003 14 4704 0.00609:30 - 10:00
14 4704 0.003 14 4704 0.002 14 4704 0.00510:00 - 10:30
14 4704 0.002 14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.00210:30 - 11:00
14 4704 0.002 14 4704 0.003 14 4704 0.00511:00 - 11:30
14 4704 0.005 14 4704 0.005 14 4704 0.01011:30 - 12:00
14 4704 0.005 14 4704 0.006 14 4704 0.01112:00 - 12:30
14 4704 0.005 14 4704 0.005 14 4704 0.01012:30 - 13:00
14 4704 0.005 14 4704 0.008 14 4704 0.01313:00 - 13:30
14 4704 0.005 14 4704 0.006 14 4704 0.01113:30 - 14:00
14 4704 0.006 14 4704 0.002 14 4704 0.00814:00 - 14:30
14 4704 0.002 14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.00214:30 - 15:00
14 4704 0.002 14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.00215:00 - 15:30
14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.003 14 4704 0.00315:30 - 16:00
14 4704 0.003 14 4704 0.005 14 4704 0.00816:00 - 16:30
14 4704 0.003 14 4704 0.005 14 4704 0.00816:30 - 17:00
14 4704 0.008 14 4704 0.018 14 4704 0.02617:00 - 17:30
14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.024 14 4704 0.02417:30 - 18:00
14 4704 0.002 14 4704 0.009 14 4704 0.01118:00 - 18:30
14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.005 14 4704 0.00518:30 - 19:00

19:00 - 19:30
19:30 - 20:00
20:00 - 20:30
20:30 - 21:00
21:00 - 21:30
21:30 - 22:00
22:00 - 22:30
22:30 - 23:00
23:00 - 23:30
23:30 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.135   0.116   0.251

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just
above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus
departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where
count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time
period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of
the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days
that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals
(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated
time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated
calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip
rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
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Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 1300 - 13300 (units: sqm)
Survey date date range: 01/06/00 - 22/06/09
Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 14
Number of Saturdays: 0
Number of Sundays: 0
Surveys manually removed from selection: 0

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate
calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum
survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of
surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of
the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 02 - EMPLOYMENT/B - BUSINESS PARK
MULTI-MODAL  PEDESTRIANS
Calculation factor: 100 sqm
BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS
No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days GFA Rate Days GFA Rate Days GFA Rate
00:00 - 00:30
00:30 - 01:00
01:00 - 01:30
01:30 - 02:00
02:00 - 02:30
02:30 - 03:00
03:00 - 03:30
03:30 - 04:00
04:00 - 04:30
04:30 - 05:00
05:00 - 05:30
05:30 - 06:00
06:00 - 06:30
06:30 - 07:00

14 4704 0.005 14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.00507:00 - 07:30
14 4704 0.012 14 4704 0.006 14 4704 0.01807:30 - 08:00
14 4704 0.046 14 4704 0.003 14 4704 0.04908:00 - 08:30
14 4704 0.087 14 4704 0.014 14 4704 0.10108:30 - 09:00
14 4704 0.032 14 4704 0.006 14 4704 0.03809:00 - 09:30
14 4704 0.026 14 4704 0.023 14 4704 0.04909:30 - 10:00
14 4704 0.027 14 4704 0.008 14 4704 0.03510:00 - 10:30
14 4704 0.011 14 4704 0.011 14 4704 0.02210:30 - 11:00
14 4704 0.012 14 4704 0.014 14 4704 0.02611:00 - 11:30
14 4704 0.021 14 4704 0.023 14 4704 0.04411:30 - 12:00
14 4704 0.073 14 4704 0.117 14 4704 0.19012:00 - 12:30
14 4704 0.117 14 4704 0.248 14 4704 0.36512:30 - 13:00
14 4704 0.194 14 4704 0.169 14 4704 0.36313:00 - 13:30
14 4704 0.131 14 4704 0.091 14 4704 0.22213:30 - 14:00
14 4704 0.088 14 4704 0.032 14 4704 0.12014:00 - 14:30
14 4704 0.027 14 4704 0.011 14 4704 0.03814:30 - 15:00
14 4704 0.006 14 4704 0.006 14 4704 0.01215:00 - 15:30
14 4704 0.014 14 4704 0.018 14 4704 0.03215:30 - 16:00
14 4704 0.008 14 4704 0.012 14 4704 0.02016:00 - 16:30
14 4704 0.009 14 4704 0.020 14 4704 0.02916:30 - 17:00
14 4704 0.012 14 4704 0.059 14 4704 0.07117:00 - 17:30
14 4704 0.009 14 4704 0.056 14 4704 0.06517:30 - 18:00
14 4704 0.003 14 4704 0.023 14 4704 0.02618:00 - 18:30
14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.009 14 4704 0.00918:30 - 19:00

19:00 - 19:30
19:30 - 20:00
20:00 - 20:30
20:30 - 21:00
21:00 - 21:30
21:30 - 22:00
22:00 - 22:30
22:30 - 23:00
23:00 - 23:30
23:30 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.970   0.979   1.949

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just
above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus
departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where
count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time
period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of
the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days
that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals
(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated
time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated
calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip
rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
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Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 1300 - 13300 (units: sqm)
Survey date date range: 01/06/00 - 22/06/09
Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 14
Number of Saturdays: 0
Number of Sundays: 0
Surveys manually removed from selection: 0

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate
calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum
survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of
surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of
the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 02 - EMPLOYMENT/B - BUSINESS PARK
MULTI-MODAL  PUBLIC TRANSPORT USERS
Calculation factor: 100 sqm
BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS
No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days GFA Rate Days GFA Rate Days GFA Rate
00:00 - 00:30
00:30 - 01:00
01:00 - 01:30
01:30 - 02:00
02:00 - 02:30
02:30 - 03:00
03:00 - 03:30
03:30 - 04:00
04:00 - 04:30
04:30 - 05:00
05:00 - 05:30
05:30 - 06:00
06:00 - 06:30
06:30 - 07:00

14 4704 0.011 14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.01107:00 - 07:30
14 4704 0.043 14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.04307:30 - 08:00
14 4704 0.046 14 4704 0.002 14 4704 0.04808:00 - 08:30
14 4704 0.055 14 4704 0.005 14 4704 0.06008:30 - 09:00
14 4704 0.026 14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.02609:00 - 09:30
14 4704 0.012 14 4704 0.002 14 4704 0.01409:30 - 10:00
14 4704 0.003 14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.00310:00 - 10:30
14 4704 0.005 14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.00510:30 - 11:00
14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.00011:00 - 11:30
14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.00011:30 - 12:00
14 4704 0.006 14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.00612:00 - 12:30
14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.00012:30 - 13:00
14 4704 0.005 14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.00513:00 - 13:30
14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.00013:30 - 14:00
14 4704 0.003 14 4704 0.002 14 4704 0.00514:00 - 14:30
14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.002 14 4704 0.00214:30 - 15:00
14 4704 0.002 14 4704 0.003 14 4704 0.00515:00 - 15:30
14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.009 14 4704 0.00915:30 - 16:00
14 4704 0.005 14 4704 0.009 14 4704 0.01416:00 - 16:30
14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.020 14 4704 0.02016:30 - 17:00
14 4704 0.015 14 4704 0.071 14 4704 0.08617:00 - 17:30
14 4704 0.005 14 4704 0.029 14 4704 0.03417:30 - 18:00
14 4704 0.003 14 4704 0.006 14 4704 0.00918:00 - 18:30
14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.000 14 4704 0.00018:30 - 19:00

19:00 - 19:30
19:30 - 20:00
20:00 - 20:30
20:30 - 21:00
21:00 - 21:30
21:30 - 22:00
22:00 - 22:30
22:30 - 23:00
23:00 - 23:30
23:30 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.245   0.160   0.405

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just
above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus
departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where
count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time
period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of
the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days
that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals
(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated
time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated
calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip
rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
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Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 1300 - 13300 (units: sqm)
Survey date date range: 01/06/00 - 22/06/09
Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 14
Number of Saturdays: 0
Number of Sundays: 0
Surveys manually removed from selection: 0

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate
calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum
survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of
surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of
the standard filtering procedure are displayed.



APPENDIX 3 

TRICS Output – Industrial Estate 
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TRIP RATE CALCULATION SELECTION PARAMETERS:

Land Use :  02 - EMPLOYMENT
Category :  D - INDUSTRIAL ESTATE
MULTI-MODAL  VEHICLES

Selected regions and areas:
03 SOUTH WEST

BR BRISTOL CITY 2 days
CW CORNWALL 1 days
WL WILTSHIRE 1 days

05 EAST MIDLANDS
LN LINCOLNSHIRE 1 days

09 NORTH
CB CUMBRIA 1 days
NB NORTHUMBERLAND 1 days

11 SCOTLAND
ER EAST RENFREWSHIRE 1 days

This section displays the number of survey days per TRICS® sub-region in the selected set

Filtering Stage 2 selection:

This data displays the chosen trip rate parameter and its selected range. Only sites that fall within the parameter range
are included in the trip rate calculation.

Parameter: Gross floor area
Actual Range: 5347 to 17708 (units: sqm)
Range Selected by User: 5000 to 20000 (units: sqm)

Public Transport Provision:
Selection by: Include all surveys

Date Range: 01/06/00 to 04/06/13

This data displays the range of survey dates selected. Only surveys that were conducted within this date range are
included in the trip rate calculation.

Selected survey days:
Monday 1 days
Tuesday 2 days
Wednesday 2 days
Thursday 2 days
Friday 1 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys by day of the week.

Selected survey types:
Manual count 8 days
Directional ATC Count 0 days

This data displays the number of manual classified surveys and the number of unclassified ATC surveys, the total adding
up to the overall number of surveys in the selected set. Manual surveys are undertaken using staff, whilst ATC surveys are
undertaking using machines.

Selected Locations:
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre) 4
Edge of Town 4

This data displays the number of surveys per main location category within the selected set. The main location categories
consist of Free Standing, Edge of Town, Suburban Area, Neighbourhood Centre, Edge of Town Centre, Town Centre and
Not Known.

Selected Location Sub Categories:
Industrial Zone 6
Residential Zone 1
No Sub Category 1

This data displays the number of surveys per location sub-category within the selected set. The location sub-categories
consist of Commercial Zone, Industrial Zone, Development Zone, Residential Zone, Retail Zone, Built-Up Zone, Village, Out
of Town High Street and No Sub Category
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Filtering Stage 3 selection:

Use Class:
Not Known 2 days
   B 1    1 days
   B 2    2 days
   B 8    1 days

This data displays the number of surveys per Use Class classification within the selected set. The Use Classes Order 2005
has been used for this purpose, which can be found within the Library module of TRICS®.

Population within 1 mile:
1,000 or Less 1 days
1,001  to 5,000 1 days
5,001  to 10,000 2 days
15,001 to 20,000 2 days
25,001 to 50,000 2 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated 1-mile radii of population.

Population within 5 miles:
5,001   to 25,000 2 days
25,001  to 50,000 1 days
50,001  to 75,000 2 days
250,001 to 500,000 2 days
500,001 or More 1 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated 5-mile radii of population.

Car ownership within 5 miles:
0.6 to 1.0 2 days
1.1 to 1.5 6 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated ranges of average cars owned per residential dwelling,
within a radius of 5-miles of selected survey sites.

Travel Plan:
Not Known 1 days
No 7 days

This data displays the number of surveys within the selected set that were undertaken at sites with Travel Plans in place,
and the number of surveys that were undertaken at sites without Travel Plans.
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LIST OF SITES relevant to selection parameters

1 BR-02-D-02 INDUSTRIAL ESTATE BRISTOL CITY
NOVERS HILL
BEDMINSTER
BRISTOL
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Industrial Zone
Total Gross floor area:   6 0 0 0 sqm

Survey date: THURSDAY 19/11/09 Survey Type: MANUAL
2 BR-02-D-03 INDUSTRIAL ESTATE BRISTOL CITY

CROFTS END ROAD
SPEEDWELL
BRISTOL
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Industrial Zone
Total Gross floor area:   6 0 0 0 sqm

Survey date: TUESDAY 20/10/09 Survey Type: MANUAL
3 CB-02-D-04 INDUSTRIAL ESTATE CUMBRIA

CARLISLE ROAD

BRAMPTON
Edge of Town
No Sub Category
Total Gross floor area:  1 7 7 0 8 sqm

Survey date: WEDNESDAY 16/12/09 Survey Type: MANUAL
4 CW-02-D-02 INDUSTRIAL ESTATE CORNWALL

DRUIDS ROAD

CAMBORNE
Edge of Town
Industrial Zone
Total Gross floor area:   6 5 1 5 sqm

Survey date: FRIDAY 21/09/07 Survey Type: MANUAL
5 ER-02-D-01 INDUSTRIAL ESTATE EAST RENFREWSHIRE

MURIEL STREET

BARRHEAD
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Industrial Zone
Total Gross floor area:   7 2 1 1 sqm

Survey date: WEDNESDAY 19/09/01 Survey Type: MANUAL
6 LN-02-D-01 INDUSTRIAL ESTATE LINCOLNSHIRE

BELTON LANE

GRANTHAM
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total Gross floor area:   5 3 4 7 sqm

Survey date: THURSDAY 12/05/05 Survey Type: MANUAL
7 NB-02-D-01 INDUSTRIAL ESTATE NORTHUMBERLAND

A695

HEXHAM
Edge of Town
Industrial Zone
Total Gross floor area:  1 0 5 2 5 sqm

Survey date: MONDAY 23/05/05 Survey Type: MANUAL
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LIST OF SITES relevant to selection parameters (Cont.)

8 WL-02-D-01 IND. ESTATE WILTSHIRE
MARLBOROUGH ROAD

WOOTTON BASSETT
Edge of Town
Industrial Zone
Total Gross floor area:   7 0 5 0 sqm

Survey date: TUESDAY 03/10/06 Survey Type: MANUAL

This section provides a list of all survey sites and days in the selected set. For each individual survey site, it displays a
unique site reference code and site address, the selected trip rate calculation parameter and its value, the day of the week
and date of each survey, and whether the survey was a manual classified count or an ATC count.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 02 - EMPLOYMENT/D - INDUSTRIAL ESTATE
MULTI-MODAL  VEHICLES
Calculation factor: 100 sqm
BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS
No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days GFA Rate Days GFA Rate Days GFA Rate
00:00 - 00:30
00:30 - 01:00
01:00 - 01:30
01:30 - 02:00
02:00 - 02:30
02:30 - 03:00
03:00 - 03:30
03:30 - 04:00
04:00 - 04:30
04:30 - 05:00
05:00 - 05:30
05:30 - 06:00

1 7211 0.111 1 7211 0.097 1 7211 0.20806:00 - 06:30
1 7211 0.097 1 7211 0.083 1 7211 0.18006:30 - 07:00
8 8295 0.113 8 8295 0.084 8 8295 0.19707:00 - 07:30
8 8295 0.363 8 8295 0.121 8 8295 0.48407:30 - 08:00
8 8295 0.430 8 8295 0.187 8 8295 0.61708:00 - 08:30
8 8295 0.420 8 8295 0.246 8 8295 0.66608:30 - 09:00
8 8295 0.312 8 8295 0.238 8 8295 0.55009:00 - 09:30
8 8295 0.261 8 8295 0.228 8 8295 0.48909:30 - 10:00
8 8295 0.286 8 8295 0.268 8 8295 0.55410:00 - 10:30
8 8295 0.303 8 8295 0.306 8 8295 0.60910:30 - 11:00
8 8295 0.357 8 8295 0.323 8 8295 0.68011:00 - 11:30
8 8295 0.344 8 8295 0.330 8 8295 0.67411:30 - 12:00
8 8295 0.261 8 8295 0.356 8 8295 0.61712:00 - 12:30
8 8295 0.297 8 8295 0.321 8 8295 0.61812:30 - 13:00
8 8295 0.279 8 8295 0.289 8 8295 0.56813:00 - 13:30
8 8295 0.327 8 8295 0.300 8 8295 0.62713:30 - 14:00
8 8295 0.307 8 8295 0.307 8 8295 0.61414:00 - 14:30
8 8295 0.244 8 8295 0.267 8 8295 0.51114:30 - 15:00
8 8295 0.276 8 8295 0.255 8 8295 0.53115:00 - 15:30
8 8295 0.249 8 8295 0.270 8 8295 0.51915:30 - 16:00
8 8295 0.253 8 8295 0.369 8 8295 0.62216:00 - 16:30
8 8295 0.205 8 8295 0.357 8 8295 0.56216:30 - 17:00
8 8295 0.146 8 8295 0.430 8 8295 0.57617:00 - 17:30
8 8295 0.084 8 8295 0.225 8 8295 0.30917:30 - 18:00
8 8295 0.059 8 8295 0.146 8 8295 0.20518:00 - 18:30
8 8295 0.018 8 8295 0.075 8 8295 0.09318:30 - 19:00
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.00019:00 - 19:30
1 7211 0.028 1 7211 0.014 1 7211 0.04219:30 - 20:00
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.014 1 7211 0.01420:00 - 20:30
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.014 1 7211 0.01420:30 - 21:00
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.00021:00 - 21:30
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.00021:30 - 22:00

22:00 - 22:30
22:30 - 23:00
23:00 - 23:30
23:30 - 24:00

Total Rates:   6.430   6.520  1 2.950

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just
above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus
departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where
count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time
period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of
the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days
that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals
(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated
time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated
calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip
rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
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Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 5347 - 17708 (units: sqm)
Survey date date range: 01/06/00 - 04/06/13
Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 8
Number of Saturdays: 0
Number of Sundays: 0
Surveys manually removed from selection: 1

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate
calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum
survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of
surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of
the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 02 - EMPLOYMENT/D - INDUSTRIAL ESTATE
MULTI-MODAL  CYCLISTS
Calculation factor: 100 sqm
BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS
No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days GFA Rate Days GFA Rate Days GFA Rate
00:00 - 00:30
00:30 - 01:00
01:00 - 01:30
01:30 - 02:00
02:00 - 02:30
02:30 - 03:00
03:00 - 03:30
03:30 - 04:00
04:00 - 04:30
04:30 - 05:00
05:00 - 05:30
05:30 - 06:00

1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.00006:00 - 06:30
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.00006:30 - 07:00
8 8295 0.005 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00507:00 - 07:30
8 8295 0.005 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00507:30 - 08:00
8 8295 0.009 8 8295 0.003 8 8295 0.01208:00 - 08:30
8 8295 0.003 8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.00508:30 - 09:00
8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.00409:00 - 09:30
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.00209:30 - 10:00
8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00210:00 - 10:30
8 8295 0.003 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00310:30 - 11:00
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00011:00 - 11:30
8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00211:30 - 12:00
8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.00412:00 - 12:30
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00012:30 - 13:00
8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.005 8 8295 0.00713:00 - 13:30
8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.00413:30 - 14:00
8 8295 0.003 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00314:00 - 14:30
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00014:30 - 15:00
8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.00415:00 - 15:30
8 8295 0.008 8 8295 0.006 8 8295 0.01415:30 - 16:00
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.006 8 8295 0.00616:00 - 16:30
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.003 8 8295 0.00316:30 - 17:00
8 8295 0.005 8 8295 0.008 8 8295 0.01317:00 - 17:30
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.00217:30 - 18:00
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.003 8 8295 0.00318:00 - 18:30
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.006 8 8295 0.00618:30 - 19:00
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.00019:00 - 19:30
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.00019:30 - 20:00
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.00020:00 - 20:30
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.00020:30 - 21:00
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.00021:00 - 21:30
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.00021:30 - 22:00

22:00 - 22:30
22:30 - 23:00
23:00 - 23:30
23:30 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.055   0.054   0.109

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just
above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus
departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where
count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time
period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of
the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days
that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals
(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated
time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated
calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip
rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
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Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 5347 - 17708 (units: sqm)
Survey date date range: 01/06/00 - 04/06/13
Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 8
Number of Saturdays: 0
Number of Sundays: 0
Surveys manually removed from selection: 1

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate
calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum
survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of
surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of
the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 02 - EMPLOYMENT/D - INDUSTRIAL ESTATE
MULTI-MODAL  PEDESTRIANS
Calculation factor: 100 sqm
BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS
No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days GFA Rate Days GFA Rate Days GFA Rate
00:00 - 00:30
00:30 - 01:00
01:00 - 01:30
01:30 - 02:00
02:00 - 02:30
02:30 - 03:00
03:00 - 03:30
03:30 - 04:00
04:00 - 04:30
04:30 - 05:00
05:00 - 05:30
05:30 - 06:00

1 7211 0.014 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.01406:00 - 06:30
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.00006:30 - 07:00
8 8295 0.009 8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.01107:00 - 07:30
8 8295 0.024 8 8295 0.005 8 8295 0.02907:30 - 08:00
8 8295 0.017 8 8295 0.003 8 8295 0.02008:00 - 08:30
8 8295 0.021 8 8295 0.009 8 8295 0.03008:30 - 09:00
8 8295 0.005 8 8295 0.003 8 8295 0.00809:00 - 09:30
8 8295 0.005 8 8295 0.003 8 8295 0.00809:30 - 10:00
8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.00410:00 - 10:30
8 8295 0.009 8 8295 0.008 8 8295 0.01710:30 - 11:00
8 8295 0.011 8 8295 0.006 8 8295 0.01711:00 - 11:30
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.006 8 8295 0.00611:30 - 12:00
8 8295 0.017 8 8295 0.021 8 8295 0.03812:00 - 12:30
8 8295 0.023 8 8295 0.009 8 8295 0.03212:30 - 13:00
8 8295 0.008 8 8295 0.011 8 8295 0.01913:00 - 13:30
8 8295 0.014 8 8295 0.008 8 8295 0.02213:30 - 14:00
8 8295 0.008 8 8295 0.006 8 8295 0.01414:00 - 14:30
8 8295 0.009 8 8295 0.009 8 8295 0.01814:30 - 15:00
8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00215:00 - 15:30
8 8295 0.005 8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.00715:30 - 16:00
8 8295 0.005 8 8295 0.003 8 8295 0.00816:00 - 16:30
8 8295 0.006 8 8295 0.011 8 8295 0.01716:30 - 17:00
8 8295 0.017 8 8295 0.021 8 8295 0.03817:00 - 17:30
8 8295 0.003 8 8295 0.012 8 8295 0.01517:30 - 18:00
8 8295 0.003 8 8295 0.014 8 8295 0.01718:00 - 18:30
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.005 8 8295 0.00518:30 - 19:00
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.014 1 7211 0.01419:00 - 19:30
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.00019:30 - 20:00
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.00020:00 - 20:30
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.00020:30 - 21:00
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.00021:00 - 21:30
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.00021:30 - 22:00

22:00 - 22:30
22:30 - 23:00
23:00 - 23:30
23:30 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.237   0.193   0.430

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just
above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus
departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where
count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time
period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of
the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days
that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals
(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated
time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated
calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip
rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
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Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 5347 - 17708 (units: sqm)
Survey date date range: 01/06/00 - 04/06/13
Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 8
Number of Saturdays: 0
Number of Sundays: 0
Surveys manually removed from selection: 1

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate
calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum
survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of
surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of
the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 02 - EMPLOYMENT/D - INDUSTRIAL ESTATE
MULTI-MODAL  PUBLIC TRANSPORT USERS
Calculation factor: 100 sqm
BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES TOTALS
No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip No. Ave. Trip

Time Range Days GFA Rate Days GFA Rate Days GFA Rate
00:00 - 00:30
00:30 - 01:00
01:00 - 01:30
01:30 - 02:00
02:00 - 02:30
02:30 - 03:00
03:00 - 03:30
03:30 - 04:00
04:00 - 04:30
04:30 - 05:00
05:00 - 05:30
05:30 - 06:00

1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.00006:00 - 06:30
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.00006:30 - 07:00
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00007:00 - 07:30
8 8295 0.009 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00907:30 - 08:00
8 8295 0.009 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00908:00 - 08:30
8 8295 0.006 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00608:30 - 09:00
8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00209:00 - 09:30
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00009:30 - 10:00
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00010:00 - 10:30
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00010:30 - 11:00
8 8295 0.003 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00311:00 - 11:30
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00011:30 - 12:00
8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.00412:00 - 12:30
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00012:30 - 13:00
8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00213:00 - 13:30
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.00213:30 - 14:00
8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.00414:00 - 14:30
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00014:30 - 15:00
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.00215:00 - 15:30
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.003 8 8295 0.00315:30 - 16:00
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00016:00 - 16:30
8 8295 0.002 8 8295 0.003 8 8295 0.00516:30 - 17:00
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.003 8 8295 0.00317:00 - 17:30
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00017:30 - 18:00
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.003 8 8295 0.00318:00 - 18:30
8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.000 8 8295 0.00018:30 - 19:00
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.00019:00 - 19:30
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.00019:30 - 20:00
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.00020:00 - 20:30
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.00020:30 - 21:00
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.00021:00 - 21:30
1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.000 1 7211 0.00021:30 - 22:00

22:00 - 22:30
22:30 - 23:00
23:00 - 23:30
23:30 - 24:00

Total Rates:   0.037   0.020   0.057

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just
above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus
departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where
count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time
period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of
the table.

To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days
that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals
(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated
time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated
calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip
rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
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Croft Transport Solutions     Licence No: 851401

Parameter summary

Trip rate parameter range selected: 5347 - 17708 (units: sqm)
Survey date date range: 01/06/00 - 04/06/13
Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday): 8
Number of Saturdays: 0
Number of Sundays: 0
Surveys manually removed from selection: 1

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate
calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum
survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of
surveys are show.  Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of
the standard filtering procedure are displayed.



Croft Transport Solutions 
 

 
Registered in England Number: 7373729 
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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









21 EDENHURST AVENUE

Representations relating to Proposed SUE at Edenhurst Avenue

Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

EDENHURST AVENUE 001 1 122 A G Edwards
EDENHURST AVENUE 002 1 127 Adrian Carter
EDENHURST AVENUE 003 1 190 Colin Spratt
EDENHURST AVENUE 004 1 121 Debra Murphy
EDENHURST AVENUE 005 2 250 Gemma Carter

252 George Lee
EDENHURST AVENUE 006 1 259 Gladys Webster
EDENHURST AVENUE 007 1 260 Graham Gofton
EDENHURST AVENUE 008 1 70 Graham Moorcroft (1)
EDENHURST AVENUE 009 2 70 Graham Moorcroft (2)

70 Graham Moorcroft (3)
EDENHURST AVENUE 010 1 271 I Thomas
EDENHURST AVENUE 011 1 275 Ian Lawson
EDENHURST AVENUE 012 1 302 Jayne Tattan (1)
EDENHURST AVENUE 013 1 302 Jayne Tattan (2)
EDENHURST AVENUE 014 1 333 John Webster (1)

Petition – 38 signatures
EDENHURST AVENUE 015 1 333 John Webster (2)

Petition – 37 signatures
EDENHURST AVENUE 016 1 333 John Webster (3)

Petition – 79 signatures
EDENHURST AVENUE 017 1 333 John Webster (4)

Petition – 126 
signatures

EDENHURST AVENUE 018 1 333 John Webster (5)
Petition – 29 signatures

EDENHURST AVENUE 019 1 333 John Webster (6)
Petition – 17 signatures

EDENHURST AVENUE 020 1 333 John Webster (7)
Petition – 38 signatures

EDENHURST AVENUE 021 1 333 John Webster (Junior)
EDENHURST AVENUE 022 1 334 John Webster (Senior)
EDENHURST AVENUE 023 1 335 Jordan Spratt
EDENHURST AVENUE 024 1 336 Joseph Albert Aiello
EDENHURST AVENUE 025 1 406 Mark Gray
EDENHURST AVENUE 026 1 119 Sian Butt, Pegasus 

Group for Taylor 
Wimpey

EDENHURST AVENUE 027 1 549 Thomas Roberts
EDENHURST AVENUE 028 1 556 Unknown
EDENHURST AVENUE 029 1 557 Valerie Forster
Total 31











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 Adrian Carter

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

Postcode

Telephone Number

Email Address
Preferred Method of 
Contact

Letter

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

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



PART B – YOUR REPRESENTATIONS

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

Name and/or Organisation

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

Modification Ref Policy Ref Paragraph Ref

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

Yes No

a) Legally Compliant? (see guidance note 2.2)

b) Sound? (see guidance note 2.3)

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

I do not believe that the proposed removal of greenbelt is sound, nor do I believe that the proposal put forth to 
create 87 dwellings and green space is sound.
The area proposed by to be removed by the council and the developers has previously been used as sports fields 
and entertainment by the local community. This land was then bought by speculative developers and has been 
prevented from being used by the local community. 
The proposal to remove this as greenbelt land would see an increase in the local traffic and impact the quality of life 
by the residents. Furthermore I do not believe that there is adequate resources open in the area.
St Pascal Baylon school is currently an oversubscribed school. With the introduction of 87 dwellings – many with 
children, this would impact the school heavily. Children who could go to this as their local school may well end up 
being pushed out further afield. Furthermore this is not a Knowsley Council school – but a Liverpool one. All local 
schools are oversubscribed and there is simply not enough places to go around. 
The school creates significant traffic along Edenhurst Avenue and Gladstone Avenue during school times, to the 
degree that this is often dangerous as parents park without due care and attention. The creation of additional 
houses will increase this problem. I have concerns that there may be increased risk of accidents.
The additional houses will also create extra pressure in the surrounding area on resources it is hard to be seen to 
be a sustainable development.

The Plan 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 Plan should provide the most appropriate strategy when considered against
reasonable alternatives.

The Plan should show how its policies and proposals help to ensure that the social,
environmental economic and resource objectives of sustainability will be achieved

1 



The local doctors, whilst currently accepting some new patients will be stretched on its current 
resources. It is currently impossible to get an appointment within the current guidelines due to this 
being an oversubscribed practice.

Furthermore the increased traffic will create significant problems to the local community. During 
the proposed building this will lead to heavy industrial traffic on residential roads, and will lead to 
significant disruption to the residents during this build period. Our right to family life will therefore 
be impacted greatly. This may also lead to accidents to local people, possibly children. 

The proposal to have open green space on the edge of the site, is neither required nor needed. 
There are significant open green spaces, both at Court Hey Park and on Childwall Valley Road. 
This creation of open green space which will lead on to the Belle Vale estate will cause significant 
anti-social behaviour and will be used as a cut through for people not residing in the current area. 
This will not only lead to anti-social behaviour but will cause significant impact on police resources 
and create an unsafe environment for those of us who reside in the area. 

The proposal has not taken into account local resident concerns and therefore cannot be 
considered as justified or sound as we have been excluded from the proposed developments until 
today. 

The proposal to build 87 dwellings would impact on the local housing stock. These will stick out 
like a sore thumb. If this proposal is approved these should be built in a similar style to existing 
properties so to reflect the local area. Furthermore residents should be compensated as our house 
prices will be affected and potentially see a decrease in value especially during any building 
period. 

The trees are a haven for wildlife and I have seen bats flying from the trees there at dusk. There is 
a flood zone which needs to be maintained. There is precious little green space left and once 
again it seems to be for the needs of developers rather than the interests of the local community. I
have not yet met one resident who is supportive of this proposal. 

2 



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 13/11/2014

I object to the proposal as this is not justified. Should this be approved, I believe that the 
removal of green space will damage the local houses and the feel of the estate.

The additional opening of un-required green space will create increased anti-social behaviour 
and will result to increased crime. I would propose that should the houses be built that the area 
identified as a flood zone is not opened up so to prevent increased crime and antisocial 
behaviour.
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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
Name

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.

Mr
Colin Spratt
Civil Servant
Government



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.

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary 

M168
Edenhurst Avenue Green Space Sportsfield Site

I OBJECT TO THE MODIFICATION OF USE TO THE EDENHURST AVENUE GREENSPACE SPORTSFIELD 
SITE.

ANY CHANGE OF USE WILL FURTHER CONGEST AN AREA ALREADY PLAGUED WITH HIGHWAY AND
ACCESS CONSTRAINT AND WILL FURTHER INCREASE THE CARBON FOOTPRINT FOR THE AREA.

THE AREA IS SITUATED BETWEEN THE B5178 AND THE END OF THE M62.  THE POLLUTION FROM
TRAFFIC BETWEEN THESE AREAA IS ALREADY HIGH AND TRAFFIC AROUND THESE ROADS IS 
CONSISTENTLY CONGESTED.

THERE IS NO SOUND INFRASTRUCTURE.  THE NEAREST PRIMARY SCHOOL IS OUTSIDE THE
BOROUGH AND ALREADY OVERSUBSCRIBED FROM CHILDREN WITHIN THE LIVERPOOL AREA.

THE CONSULTATION HAS NOT BEEN LEGALLY COMPLIANT.  THERE HAS BEEN NO PUBLIC MEETING
OR FORUM.  ONLY A DROP-IN EVENT WHICH PROVIDED SCANT INFORMATION.  IGNORING 80% OF
RESIDENTS WHO ARE DIRECTLY AFFECTED, LEAVING THEM UNINFORMED ABOUT THE PROPOSED
CHANGE OF USE.

RECENTLY KNOWSLEY COUNCIL & LOCAL POLICE HAVE SPENT BETWEEN £25,000 & £28,000 FENCING 
OFF THE AREA OF THE EDENHURST GREEN SPACE SPORTSFIELD SITE.  CUTTING OFF A PUBLIC
RIGHT OF WAY.  A SITE OWNED PRIVATELY AND ALWAYS ALLOWED ACCESS TO RESIDENTS, WALKERS
AND MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC UNTIL IT WAS SECURELY FENCED OFF.

IT IS CLAIMED INSPECTIONS HAVE BEEN CARRIED OUT AT THIS, AND OTHER SITES, THROUGHOUT 
THE GREENBELT IN KNOWSELY, WHICH ARE PART OF THE CURRENT “PUBLIC CONSULTATION”.

THE EDENHURST AVENUE GREEN SPACE SPORTSFIELD SITE IS EXTREMELY SECURE.  SO MUCH SO
IT IS IMPOSSIBLE TO GAIN ACCESS.  THEREFORE, ANY CLAIM OF ANY SUCH INSPECTION IS
EXTREMELY FLAWED AND QUESTIONABLE.



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

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary 

USE BROWNFIELD SITES.

TWO SUCH ALTERNATIVES ARE:

THE OLD BOWRING PARK HIGH SCHOOL SITE ON WESTERN AVENUE IN
ROBY IN HUYTON.  THIS SCHOOL WAS DEMOLISHED SOME TIME AGO AND AS A
FORMER BROWNFIELD SITE WOULD BE IDEAL AS AN ALTERNATIVE SITE.

ROBY COLLEGE ON RUPERT ROAD IN ROBY IN HUYTON IS DUE TO BE
RELOCATED.  THE OLD COLLEGE IS THEN DUE TO BE DEMOLISHED.  
AS THIS IS ANOTHER BROWNFIELD SITE WITHIN THE AREA THIS HAS BEEN
IDENTIFIED AS AN ALTERNATIVE SITE.

THE FIRE STATIONS IN PRESCOT AND HUYTON ARE DUE TO BE CLOSED.
BOTH OF THESE AREAS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED AS ALTERNATIVE SITES.

 14.11.14
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Proposed Modifications - Consultation
Representations Form 

 

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























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.



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 

 

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

*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



x

core  



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



The LA should demonstrate robust and sound arguments against the points raised above.
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From: Jayne Tattan 
Sent: 14 November 2014 10:43
To:
Subject: Representation Form for M168 area
Attachments: Change.Org signatures_1415958185.txt; CS Mods Response Form and Guidance-2 

JMTattan.pdf; Scan of Natural Approach to a thriving Borough.pdf; List of People in 
Attendance to a Thriving Borough Knowsley Green Space Conference June 14.pdf; 
Continuation sheeet for CS Mode Response Form JMTattan.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Please find attached completed representation form, attached continuation sheet, change.org
signatures from  petition, New Green Space Strategy dated 19 June 14 and The Natural Approach 
to a Thriving Borough Knowsley Green Space Conference list of attendees and Companies 
represented.

Regards 

Jayne

Tattyhead Emails 
The content in this email is Private & Confidential.  If you have been sent this email in 
error, pleases notify the sender and delete from your files.  Thank you.



file:///C|/Users/apterr/Desktop/Change%20Org%20signatures_1415958185.txt[14/11/2014 13:44:30]

Name    City    State   Zip Code        Country Signed On
Jayne Tattan      09/10/14
Jayne Tattan      09/10/14
Carla Jefferies   09/10/14
Chris Lovett      09/10/14
Colette McCormack         09/10/14
Zoe Alkiviadou    09/10/14
Tracie White      09/10/14
Chelsea Harris    09/10/14
Carly Fenn        09/10/14
chris wood        09/10/14
kristina Green    09/10/14
Jordan Spratt     09/10/14
Claire McDonald   09/10/14
Chris Whittle     09/10/14
david gaskell     09/10/14
Nicola Meredith   09/10/14
Andrea O'Shaughnessy      09/10/14
William O'Shaughnessy     09/10/14
Angels Mocroft    09/10/14
Jacqueline Barrow         09/10/14
Emma Shaw         09/10/14
Glen Turner       09/10/14
Kate Greene       09/10/14
chris rothery     09/10/14
Tom Crone         09/10/14
Ursula Rigert     09/10/14
phil newton       10/10/14
Jean Tattan       10/10/14
angela terry      11/10/14
Colin Spratt      11/10/14
Audrey Hastie     11/10/14
Elizabeth O'Halloran      12/10/14
johnny webster    13/10/14
Michael McLoughlin        14/10/14
Helen Flynn       14/10/14
Neil Cook         15/10/14
Stephen McDonald          15/10/14
Lisa Owen         16/10/14
Janet Nelsonjones         20/10/14
sandra bates      23/10/14
Gina Dearing      23/10/14
Jacqui Mcassey    23/10/14
Lorna Jackson     23/10/14
EDDIE GILDEA      23/10/14
Siobhan Brereton          23/10/14
Lee Kenny         23/10/14
Erika Mitchell    23/10/14
Janet Daly        23/10/14
Christine Howarth         23/10/14
nicola lyons      23/10/14
Vicki Hall        23/10/14
Karon Mageer      23/10/14
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Joanne callister          23/10/14
Liam axworthy     23/10/14
Louise Tully      23/10/14
Nikki Penman      23/10/14
mary coulton      23/10/14
David Lowry       24/10/14
Samuel Cross      24/10/14
andrena jones     24/10/14
gaynor finney     25/10/14
sandra wilson     25/10/14
Donna Naden       27/10/14
Lee Goodwin       04/11/14



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
Name

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.

Mrs
Jayne Tattan
Location Manager
Lime Pictures Ltd



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.

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary 

M168
Edenhurst Avenue Green Space Sportsfield Site

I OBJECT TO THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION OF THE EDENHURST AVENUE SPORTSFIELD SITE OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPORTANCE LOCALLY.     IT IS A FLOOD RISK SITE.

A PROPER INSPECTION OF THE SITE HAS NOT TAKEN PLACE.  KNOWSLEY COUNCIL & LOCAL 
POLICE HAVE SPENT IN EXCESS OF £25,000 SECURING AND BLOCKING OFF A PUBLIC RIGHT OF 
WAY.  LAND OWNED PRIVATELY AT A COST TO THE COUNCIL TAX PAYER.

WE ENDORSE K.M.B.C.’s U.D.P. OF 2008 ARGUMENTS FOR GREENBELT RETENTION AND FURTHER
WELCOME THE SUPPORT OF CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER SHEENA RAMSEY’s - NEW GREEN SPACE
STRATEGY CONFERENCE WHICH TOOK PLACE ON 19 JUNE 14 TITLED - “THE NATURAL APPROACH 
TO A THRIVING BOROUGH” IN SUPPORT OF OUR ARGUMENTS FOR GREEN AND OPEN SPACES 
AND REQUEST THIS PLEDGE IS HONOURED.
ATTACHED COPY OF THIS DOCUMENT AND A LIST OF COMPANIES AND PEOPLE IN ATTENDANCE 
AND SUPPORT OF THIS STRATEGY ON 19 JUNE 2014 AT THE NATIONAL WILDFLOWER CENTRE, 
COURT HEY PARK, ROBY ROAD, LIVERPOOL  L16 3NA, WHICH BORDERS THE EDENHURST 
SPORTSFIELD SITE.  THESE SITES ENHANCE EACH OTHER. 
IN SUPPORT OF THIS STRATEGY AND IN ATTENDANCE AT THIS CONFERENCE PEOPLE FROM AREAS 
INCLUDING:- KNOWSELY COUNCIL, MERSEY FOREST, ARUP, APSE, MEAS, LIVERPOOL 
JOHN MOORES UNIVERSITY, HALEWOOD VOLUNTEER GROUP, LEARNING THROUGH LANDSCAPES, 
MALVERN PRIMARY SCHOOL, ST HELENS COUNCIL, MERSEYSIDE BIOBANK, HERITAGE LOTTERY,
ROYAL HORTICULTURAL SOCIETY, ABERDEEN CITY COUNCIL, MOUCHEL 2020 KNOWSLEY, 
INTELLIGENT HEALTH, NATIONAL WILDFLOWER CENTRE WILDLIFE, HALTON COUNCIL, KEEP 
BRITAIN TIDY, NORTHUMBRIA UNIVERSITY AMONGST OTHERS.  ATTACHED COPY OF NAMES AND 
COMPANIES IN ATTENDANCE AT THIS CONFERENCE.

PLEASE FIND ATTACHED A PETITION SIGNED IN SUPPORT OF THIS.

CONTINUED ON SEPARATE SHEET…



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

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary 

USE OF BROWNFIELD SITES MUST BE A PRIORITY.

SUCH ALTERNATIVES ARE:

THE OLD BOWRING PARK HIGH SCHOOL SITE.  FORMERLY SITED AT
WESTERN AVENUE, HUYTON L36.  THIS SCHOOL HAS BEEN DEMOLISHED
AND AS A FORMER BROWNFIELD SITE IS AN IDEAL ALTERNATIVE SITE.

ROBY COLLEGE, RUPERT ROAD, ROBY L36 9TD.  A CURRENT BROWNFIELD
SITE, THE COLLEGE IS DUE TO BE RELOCATED WITHIN KNOWSLEY AND THE
BUILDING IS EARMARKED TO BE DEMOLISHED.  
THIS IS AN IDEAL ALTERNATIVE SITE.

TWO FIRE STATIONS IN THE KNOWSLEY BOROUGH HAVE BEEN EARMARKED
FOR CLOSURE.  AS BOTH ARE BROWNFIELD SITES AND SET TO BE
DEMOLISHED HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED AS IDEAL ALTERNATIVE SITES.

J.M.Tattan















IT IS AN UNSUSTAINABLE LOCATION DUE TO THE NEAREST LOCAL SCHOOL 
BEING OVERSUBSCRIBED AND OUTSIDE THE BOROUGH.  THE NEAREST 
PRIMARY SCHOOL WITHIN THE BOROUGH IS 1.7 MILES AND HAS NO PUBLIC 
TRANSPORT MEANS TO AND FROM IT.  INCREASING THE CARBON FOOTPRINT 
IN THE AREA DUE TO THE NEED OF CAR(S) 

HIGHWAY AND ACCESS CONSTRAINTS MAKE IT AN INAPPROPRIATE 
DEVELOPMENT. 

THIS SITE IS ENCLOSED BETWEEN THE B5178, A MAIN THOROUGHFARE TO 
AND FROM LIVERPOOL FROM THE M57 AND THE START AND JUNCTION 5 OF 
THE M62.  CONGESTION IN THESE AREAS IS DAILY AT ALL TIMES IN THE DAY.  
NOXIOUS FUMES AND PEOPLES HEALTH AND WELFARE WILL BE 
COMPROMISED. 

A TREE PRESERVATION ORDER IS IN PLACE TO PROTECT THE POPLAR TREES 
ON THE SITE.  ANY PROPOSED BUILDING WILL LIKELY CAUSE DAMAGE. 

THE CONSULTATION HAS NOT BEEN LEGALLY COMPLIANT.  THERE HAS BEEN 
NO PUBLIC MEETING OR FORUM AND APPOX. 80% OF RESIDENTS FROM BOTH 
KNOWSLEY AND LIVERPOOL (BOUNDARIES) REMAIN UNIFORMED. 
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From: Jayne Tattan 
Sent: 14 November 2014 11:49
To:
Subject: Fwd: Representation Form for M168 area
Attachments: Change.Org signatures_1415958185.txt; CS Mods Response Form and Guidance-2 

JMTattan.pdf; Scan of Natural Approach to a thriving Borough.pdf; List of People in 
Attendance to a Thriving Borough Knowsley Green Space Conference June 14.pdf; 
Continuation sheeet for CS Mode Response Form JMTattan.docx; Scan copy of Flood 
Area Edenhurst Site.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Please add this supporting document KGBS16: Edenhurst Avenue, Huyton.  In respect of the 
problematic and flood risk site at Edenhurst. 

Kind regards  

Jayne

Tattyhead Emails 
The content in this email is Private & Confidential.  If you have been sent this email in 
error, pleases notify the sender and delete from your files.  Thank you.







1

From:
Sent: 14 November 2014 11:17
To:
Subject: FW: Representation Forms & Bowring Park Area

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

From: Jayne Tattan
Sent: 14 November 2014 10:55
To:
Subject: Representation Forms & Bowring Park Area

Dear  

Thank you for the offer to meet John Webster, Alan Shaw and Myself in respect of the proposed 
change to the Edenhurst Avenue Greenspace Sportsfield Site. 

Sadly, I doubt this meeting will take place before todays noon deadline, however there are some 
points I would like to make in respect of our area and welcome setting a date for such a meeting. 

Could you please add these to your Representation for our Area as you stated last night in the 
meeting.

I look forward to hearing from you. 

Kind regards  

Jayne

IT IS AN UNSUSTAINABLE LOCATION DUE TO THE NEAREST LOCAL SCHOOL BEING
OVERSUBSCRIBED AND OUTSIDE THE BOROUGH.  THE NEAREST PRIMARY SCHOOL 
WITHIN THE BOROUGH IS 1.7 MILES AND HAS NO PUBLIC TRANSPORT MEANS TO AND 
FROM IT.  INCREASING THE CARBON FOOTPRINT IN THE AREA DUE TO THE NEED OF 
CAR(S) 

HIGHWAY AND ACCESS CONSTRAINTS MAKE IT AN INAPPROPRIATE DEVELOPMENT.
ANY CHANGE OF USE WILL CAUSE FURTHER CONGESTION IN AN AREA ALREADY 
PLAGUED WITH HIGHWAY AND ACCESS CONSTRAINTS.

THERE IS NO SOUND INFRASTRUCTURE.  THE NEAREST PRIMARY SCHOOL IS
OUTSIDE THE BOROUGH AND ALREADY OVERSUBSCRIBED FROM CHILDREN WITHIN 
THE LIVERPOOL AREA.
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THIS SITE IS ENCLOSED BETWEEN THE B5178, A MAIN THOROUGHFARE TO AND
FROM LIVERPOOL FROM THE M57 AND THE START AND JUNCTION 5 OF THE M62.  
CONGESTION IN THESE AREAS IS DAILY AT ALL TIMES IN THE DAY.  NOXIOUS FUMES 
AND PEOPLES HEALTH AND WELFARE WILL BE COMPROMISED. 

A TREE PRESERVATION ORDER IS IN PLACE TO PROTECT THE POPLAR TREES ON
THE SITE.  ANY PROPOSED BUILDING WILL LIKELY CAUSE DAMAGE. 

THE CONSULTATION HAS NOT BEEN LEGALLY COMPLIANT.  THERE HAS BEEN NO
PUBLIC MEETING OR FORUM AND APPOX. 80% OF RESIDENTS FROM BOTH KNOWSLEY 
AND LIVERPOOL (BOUNDARIES) REMAIN UNIFORMED. 

THERE HAS BEEN NO PUBLIC MEETING OR FORUM, ONLY A DROP-IN EVENT WHICH
PROVIDED SCANT INFORMATION.  IGNORING 80% OF RESIDENTS WHO DIRECTLY 
AFFECTED, LEAVING THEM UNINFORMED ABOUT THE PROPOSED CHANGE OF USE. 

KNOWSLEY COUNCIL AND LOCAL POLICE HAVE SPENT BETWEEN £25,000 & £28,000
FENCING OFF THE AREA OF THE EDENHURST AVENUE GREEN SPACE SPORTS FIELD 
SITE, CUTTING OFF A PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY.

A SITE OWNED PRIVATELY AND ALWAYS ALLOWED ACCESS TO RESIDENTS AND
WALKERS UNTIL THE COUNCIL SPENT COUNCIL MONEY SECURING AND BLOCKING 
RESIDENTS AND MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC OUT. 

IT IS CLAIMED INSPECTIONS HAVE BEEN CARRIED OUT AT THIS, AND OTHER SITES,
THROUGHOUT THE GREENBELT IN KNOWSELY, WHICH ARE PART OF THE CURRENT 
“PUBLIC CONSULTATION”. 

THE SITE IS EXTREMELY SECURE, SO MUCH SO IT IS IMPOSSIBLE FOR IT TO BE
INSPECTED.  IT IS IMPOSSIBLE TO GAIN ACCESS TO THE SITE. THEREFORE, THE CLAIM 
OF ANY SUCH INSPECTION IS EXTREMELY FLAWED AND QUESTIONABLE. 

WE ENDORSE K.M.B.C.’s U.D.P. OF 2008 ARGUMENTS FOR GREENBELT RETENTION
AND FURTHER WELCOME THE SUPPORT OF CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER SHEENA 
RAMSEY’s - NEW GREEN SPACE STRATEGY CONFERENCE WHICH TOOK PLACE ON 19 
JUNE 14 TITLED - “THE NATURAL APPROACH TO A THRIVING BOROUGH” IN SUPPORT OF 
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OUR ARGUMENTS FOR GREEN AND OPEN SPACES AND REQUEST THIS PLEDGE IS 
HONOURED. 

ATTACHED COPY OF THIS DOCUMENT AND A LIST OF COMPANIES AND PEOPLE IN
ATTENDANCE AND SUPPORT OF THIS STRATEGY ON 19 JUNE 2014 AT THE NATIONAL 
WILDFLOWER CENTRE, COURT HEY PARK, ROBY ROAD, LIVERPOOL  L16 3NA, WHICH 
BORDERS THE EDENHURST SPORTSFIELD SITE.  THESE SITES ENHANCE EACH OTHER. 

IN SUPPORT OF THIS STRATEGY AND IN ATTENDANCE AT THIS CONFERENCE PEOPLE 
FROM AREAS INCLUDING:-  

KNOWSELY COUNCIL,  

MERSEY FOREST,  

ARUP,

APSE,

MEAS,

LIVERPOOL JOHN MOORES UNIVERSITY,  

HALEWOOD VOLUNTEER GROUP,

LEARNING THROUGH LANDSCAPES,

MALVERN PRIMARY SCHOOL,

ST HELENS COUNCIL,  

MERSEYSIDE BIOBANK,

HERITAGE LOTTERY, 

ROYAL HORTICULTURAL SOCIETY,  

ABERDEEN CITY COUNCIL,  

MOUCHEL 2020 KNOWSLEY,  

INTELLIGENT HEALTH,

NATIONAL WILDFLOWER CENTRE WILDLIFE,

HALTON COUNCIL,

KEEP BRITAIN TIDY,  

NORTHUMBRIA UNIVERSITY AMONGST OTHERS.  ATTACHED COPY OF NAMES AND
COMPANIES IN ATTENDANCE AT THIS CONFERENCE FOR YOUR PERUSAL.
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Jayne

Tattyhead Emails 
The content in this email is Private & Confidential.  If you have been sent this email in 
error, pleases notify the sender and delete from your files.  Thank you.
UK Parliament Disclaimer: This e-mail is confidential to the intended recipient. If you have received it in 
error, please notify the sender and delete it from your system. Any unauthorised use, disclosure, or copying 
is not permitted. This e-mail has been checked for viruses, but no liability is accepted for any damage 
caused by any virus transmitted by this e-mail.  









































































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
Name

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.

Mr
Jordan Spratt

Student
n/a



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.

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary 

M168

EDENHURST AVENUE SITE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPORTANCE.
LOCALLY THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION IS NOT LEGALLY COMPLIANT OR SOUND BECAUSE IT DOES
NOT RESPECT N.P.P.F. SECTION 9 - THAT CONSTRUCTION OF NEW BUILDINGS ON GREENBELT LAND IS 
CONDSIDERED APPRORIATE.

IT IS AN UNSUSTAINABLE LOCATION BECAUSE SCHOOLS ARE OVERSUBSCRIBED, MEDICAL SERVICES
STRETCHED, WITH LITTLE RETAIL PROVISION.

IT IS A FLOOD RISK SITE.

HIGHWAY AND ACCESS CONSTRAINTS WOULD MAKE IT AN INAPROPRIATE DEVELOPMENT.

THE VISUAL IMPACT WOULD BE DETRIMENTAL TO EXISTING DWELLERS.

SUCH SIMILAR DEVELOPMENTS AROUND THIS SITE HAVE SATURATED THE LOCAL HIGHWAY
NETWORK MAKING THE SITE UNDELIVERABLE AS A RESERVE HOUSING LOCATION.



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

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary 

13/11/14 J.B.Spratt

















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

 

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



Please see comments within enclosed letter. 

Thank you 



x
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13th November 2014 

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

Dear Sir or Madam 

Representations to Knowsley Local Plan: Core Strategy 
Schedule of Proposed Modifications to the Submission Document 

Further to the publication of Schedule of Proposed Modifications to the Core Strategy (as 
approved at the Council’s Cabinet on 10th September 2014), we set out comments made on 
behalf of our client Taylor Wimpey UK Limited (TW) principally in relation to their land interest at 
Edenhurst Avenue, Huyton. This letter will only comment on the most recent changes within the 
above document dated September 2014 but will draw on the Inspectors findings reported during 
the examination process.  

In summary, Taylor Wimpey support the Council’s proposed modifications with specific regards to 
the release of Green Belt sites through the Core Strategy and in particular the proposed 
allocation of the Edenhurst Avenue site as a Sustainable Urban Extension for residential 
development. This modification is one Taylor Wimpey has sought throughout the Core Strategy 
process.  

A number of the proposed modifications seek to address the Council’s lack of 5 year land supply 
and address the issues raised by the Inspector in his Interim Findings dated 24th January (EX26).
This letter provides further detail on TW’s support for the proposed modifications relating to 
Green Belt release, Housing Delivery and the inclusion of Sustainable Urban Extensions within 
the Core Strategy.  

Green Belt Release 

TW support the modification at paragraph 1.3 which confirms that Core Strategy will include the 
allocation of areas to be removed from the Green Belt to be referred to as ‘Sustainable Urban
Extensions’ (SUE). TW also support the additional wording at paragraph 1.10 which confirms the 
Site Allocations and Development Policies (SADP) document will identify further sites for housing, 
employment and other development and will supplement the allocations for the SUEs set out 
within the Core Strategy; it is important to clarify that those sites allocated within the SADP 
should not be a substitute for the sites allocated as SUEs within the Core Strategy. This approach
is in line with the Inspector’s comments detailed at paragraph 12 of the Inspector’s Interim 
Findings (EX26) which confirms that Option 2 as stated within document AD37 may be the most 
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expedient in terms of controlling the release of Green Belt land and minimising the delay in 
achieving adoption of the Core Strategy.   

In accordance with the above modifications, the Council have included map extracts within the 
Proposed Modifications to the Policies Map document (CS10). TW support the modifications made 
and in particular support the addition of Map Extract 4 and the identification of the Edenhurst 
Avenue site for an SUE for residential removal including its removal from the Green Belt.  

With regards to the Spatial Strategy for Knowsley (Policy CS1) and the Green Belt (Policy CS5),
TW support the amendment to clause ‘e’ in Policy CS1 and the release of the SUE sites from the 
Green Belt at adoption in order to meet housing need and ensure an adequate supply of housing 
land and the amendment of clause 4 within Policy CS5 which confirms that a number of locations 
will be removed from the Green Belt to accommodate development needs. We also support the 
amendment made at paragraph 6.8 which reaffirms that the SUEs will be required to meet 
immediate development needs and as well as long term needs.   

Housing Delivery 

With regards to the Council’s 5 year land supply, we note that within the Inspector’s Second 
Interim Findings (EX34), he has considered the Council’s schedule of further modifications
(CS08b) and the Council’s revised approach to the calculation of a 5 year housing land supply 
and confirms he now finds this sound. The inclusion and allocation of the SUEs was justified 
through the examination process as it was confirmed that the Council were unable to 
demonstrate a 5 year land supply of deliverable housing sites as there were serious viability 
constraints with a number of the sites within the existing urban area.  

We note and support the amendment made to paragraph 5.6 which states that the sites which 
have been removed from the Green Belt will help to ensure an adequate supply of land for 
housing and employment development. We also note the addition made to paragraph 5.23 which 
confirms the Council will review Policy CS3 (Housing Supply, Delivery and Distribution) when 
appropriate if there is an under-delivery of housing against the plan period target.  

Policy CS3 provides further detail on the supply and phasing of land for new housing 
development, clause 3 confirms that land will be identified to ensure a five year supply of 
deliverable sites is maintained at all times and land within the SUEs will be released to subject to 
the requirements of Policies CS5 and SUE1 to SUE2c. 

With regards to affordable housing, Policy CS15 (Delivering Affordable Housing) TW support the 
amendment made to clause 1 which reduces the provision of affordable housing sought within 
the urban area to 10%. It is accepted that there is generally a higher level of development 
viability in the proposed SUEs and therefore a higher rate of 25% affordable housing is generally 
acceptable within the SUEs. Taylor Wimpey also support recognition that viability will also be a 
key consideration for any individual case as set out at paragraph 7.6. We note the recommended 
tenure split stated in paragraph 7.8 however, TW consider that the existing housing mix in the 
area should be considered when assessing the amount and tenure of affordable housing in order 
to assist in creating mixed communities. A number of the proposed SUEs are adjacent to areas 
dominated by social rented properties and therefore in some instances it may be preferential for 
a development to provide a higher level of private, low cost for sale units to balance the housing 
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market. We note the Council’s commitment to rebalancing the housing market is endorsed at 
paragraph 7.9. 

Inclusion of Sustainable Urban Extensions 

Taylor Wimpey support the addition of Chapter 6A regarding SUEs and safeguarded land, in 
particular the inclusion of Edenhurst Avenue as an SUE within Policy SUE1. It is noted within the 
Inspector’s second interim findings (EX34) that the Council’s identification of SUEs and the 
removal of the phasing mechanism as stated within the Submission Document Incorporating 
Proposed Modifications (CS09) is now sound. It is noted and supported at paragraph 6A.16 that 
the SUEs will be released from the Green Belt and allocated on adoption of the Plan.  

The 86 dwellings suggested by the Council on the allocation profiles within Appendix E is based 
on development just within Flood Zone 1. It should be noted that as part of any planning 
application a full Flood Risk Assessment would be carried out and therefore it may be possible 
that the site would be able to accommodate a greater number of dwellings than the figure 
proposed by the Council. We support the lack of a cap on the development capacity of the sites,
indeed initial assessments carious out by TW indicate the developable area can be increased after 
mitigating flood risk which can be assess at the application stage. 

Conclusions 

This letter has reaffirmed Taylor Wimpey’s support for the identification of Edenhurst Avenue as 
a Sustainable Urban Extension. We note the Inspector has considered a number of the proposed 
modifications and finds a number of the above sound (EX34). TW share the Inspector’s view on
the Council’s amendments relating to the context of this letter. 

We trust these representations are clear and outline our support for the Proposed Modifications 
to the Core Strategy and the examination process as a whole. 

Should you have any questions regarding the above, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Yours sincerely 

Sebastian Tibenham  
Planning Director  



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

 

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























2 A58 PRESCOT

Representations relating to Proposed SUE “ A58  Prescot”

Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

A58 PRESCOT 001 1 121 A E Sherlock Petition (60)
A58 PRESCOT 002 1 125 A S Davies
A58 PRESCOT 003 1 139 Anita Clift
A58 PRESCOT 004 1 170 Carl
A58 PRESCOT 005 1 86 Cllr Ian Smith, Liberal 

Democrats (1)
A58 PRESCOT 006 1 86 Cllr Ian Smith, Liberal 

Democrats (2)
A58 PRESCOT 007 1 198 Daniel Wilson, Prescot 

Town Council
A58 PRESCOT 008 1 220 Dorothy Daw
A58 PRESCOT 009 1 222 Douglas Thurgeston
A58 PRESCOT 010 1 225 Edward Lilley
A58 PRESCOT 01 1 251 George Howarth MP
A58 PRESCOT 01 1 268 Hilda Gittens
A58 PRESCOT 01 2 311 Jen Kokosalakis (1)

Jen Kokosalakis (1)
A58 PRESCOT 01 1 323 Johanna Robinson
A58 PRESCOT 01 2 330 John Sills (1) Petition (45)

330 John Sills (2)
A58 PRESCOT 01 1 344 K Brown (1)
A58 PRESCOT 01 1 344 K Brown (2) Petition (47)
A58 PRESCOT 01 1 344 K Brown (3)
A58 PRESCOT 0 1 379 Louise Mitton
A58 PRESCOT 02 1 385 M Coghlan
A58 PRESCOT 02 1 405 Marion Green (1)
A58 PRESCOT 02 1 405 Marion Green (2)
A58 PRESCOT 02 1 405 Marion Green (3)
A58 PRESCOT 02 1 405 Marion Green (4)
A58 PRESCOT 02 2 415 Matt Emblem

428 Mike Emblem
A58 PRESCOT 02 2 421 Michael Gittens (1)

421 Michael Gittens (5)
A58 PRESCOT 02 1 448 P E Prescott
A58 PRESCOT 02 1 114 Paul Daly, Sport England 

Total
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From:
Sent: 17 October 2014 11:11
To:
Subject: FW: Knowsley Local Plan - Site name - Land bounded by A58, Prescot

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Original Message
From:
Sent: 13 October 2014 15:49
To:
Subject: Knowsley Local Plan Site name Land bounded by A58, Prescot

Dear Sir,
I am writing with reference to the Knowsley Local Plan Public Consultation letter dated
19th September 2014.
Unfortunately I was unable to attend the local consultation meeting.
I visited the local library but they were unable to give any further information than was
available online.
It seems that your plans are in their infancy but I feel my views are important at this
stage.

With reference to the Prescot site there are only 2 roads that currently access this area:
Knowsley Park Lane and Stanley Crescent.
These roads would not sustain a development on the scale you intend. Is a new access road
planned?

If not then I must draw your attention to the current congestion.
Both Knowsley Park Lane and Stanley Crescent are gridlocked by school traffic at the
beginning and end of the school day.
For example one morning last week 4 double decker buses were in convoy along Knowsley Park
Lane causing chaos as they negotiated the narrow road littered with parked cars on their
way to drop children off at Prescot School(Academy?)

Also causing congestion are parents who after dropping off/collecting their children then
exit to Derby Road. Turning left is no too bad but if someone is waiting to turn right
across the traffic coming up the hill then there is an accident just waiting to happen.
There is a 30mph limit I wish!!!

Further congestion is caused on Egerton Road where staff who work at Prescot School park
their cars all day. Some arriving at 7am and others not leaving until 7pm.

The end of Park Road where you turn into Stanley Crescent is a blind corner where due to
parked cars you have to drive on the wrong side of the road to make the turning. This
problem has escalated since the Council introduced parking charges at the car park on
Derby Road. People who work in Prescot park their vehicles on Park Road free all day
instead of using the carpark.

I trust this is information is relevant to your decision on the proposed development.

I would appreciate a reply to confirm this mail has been received.
Regards,
Anita Clift

A58 PRESCOT 003 ID:139
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From: carl
Sent: 03 October 2014 09:46
To:
Subject: Proposed change of green belt in prescot.

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Hi
I was unfortunate to miss the public consultation at Knowsley park school. However I feel that to grant 
permission to expand the population of Prescot which seems to be growing at a unbelievable rate, due to 
planning permission granted for new dwellings on every bit of land possible.
I don't see how you how it is possible to grant anymore permission for dwellings while the local council 
keep removing our facilities and locate them in Huyton.  You have taken our local leisure centre and 
swimming baths and located them in Huyton whilst leaving us in Prescot a soccer centre and a SMALL 
gym.  
Whilst the population of Prescot increases it is evident that the main road through is getting more congested.
Can you please inform me if the new 133 dwellings will be social housing or private sale houses.  
I wait in anticipation for your reply. 
Many thanks
Carl

Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone. 
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From:
Sent: 14 November 2014 09:30
To:

Subject: Land Bounded by A58, Prescot

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Sirs,
Strong objection to the proposed development identified above.

It is a disappointment to have to consider this topic once again. The land in question is green belt. The 
points that led to that designation, which were acceptable to all parties, have not changed with time. The 
council agreed to keep the land in a green belt which theoretically defines a boundary between Prescot and 
Huyton.

Quite why the council should consider changing the designation from green belt is further disappointing, 
and beyond me. 

Quite clearly, and most disappointingly, the council has either not made adequate study of the nearby local 
or they have taken the lazy route with respect to the proposed development. There are numerous sites in the 
area that could be equally suitable for the project: sites where the community would benefit from such 
development. 

14.11.2014
(09.30 am - sorry for last minute objection) 

Sent from my iPad 

A58 PRESCOT 010 ID:225
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From:
Sent: 14 November 2014 00:42
To: Knowsley Local Plan
Cc:
Subject: Knowsley Local Plan:Core Strategy Proposed Modifications - 

ConsultationRepresentations form
Attachments: JenK13112014CSModsResponseFormGuidance2.docx; MBKLocalPlan.doc; To Local 

Plan Team.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Local Plan Team 
I attach my completed form and referred submission of John Sills who has authorised me to inform you I 
wish to sign his form as attached , being a copy of his already submitted submission. 
Trust this is all useful 

Jen Kokosalakis

A58 PRESCOT 013 ID:311



 

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 Ms
Name Jennifer

Job Title 
(if appropriate)

Kokosalakis

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.
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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)    NO

b) Sound? (see guidance note 2.3)      NO

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.

4.
If 

you are objecting to the modification please set out how you consider it should be changed 

M078, M168 &M272 CS5, SUE1, SUE2 

Jennifer Kokosalakis 

Map extract 5 Land bounded 
by A58 Prescot 

3. I consider this is NOT LEGALLY COMPLIANT because there has not been sufficient consultation. I only know of one, Dr John Sills,* who 
had heard of the proposals. I have not until this Wednesday, been aware, or notified of any council consultation on this matter, The Knowsley 
Park Lane lamp post notice and letter which he received, never appeared in Park Road, even though this proposal is in my vicinity. I am 
shocked KMBC’s good record of consultation has not applied to this action.

 I consider this change from Green Belt to Sustainable Urban Extension (for residential use) IS NOT SOUND, being inappropriate for the western corner 
because due to the brook bridge it’s perimeter consists of very much higher road levels and probably is the reason there is just one farm bungalow right in 
the centre of it, because other parts of the site would be oppressively low, lacking light and views, so I recommend the farm and its field be changed back 
to Green Belt. Green belt land should only be planned for development, if all full potential of brownfield sites has been allocated, of which there 
are many.

Visually and historically Prescot Town crowns the height of the sandstone ridge dramatically. The existing Green Belt wedge at the base (the 
Whitaker triangle /this proposed modification site) is significant in leading the view up to this pinnacle. Infill this with housing of any scale and 
the long established vista - visible from great distances - will be lost. 

As with a number of these Core Strategy proposed modifications, this part of the defined site is traversed by a stream, (Prescot Brook), which 
by its presence, it is the lowest point in the surrounding topography and dwarfed by the A57 and wall above, which as well as this can be an 
unpleasant factor regarding light and outlook, as indicated by the farm bungalow being right in the middle. This has no other housing, for 
obvious historic reasons - to be safe from potential flooding - which if housing is built here with increased hard surfaces of houses, roads, 
parking and hard landscaping and increasing danger from climate change, would intensify flash flood danger. Even if culverting is employed 
across the whole site, there could still be a danger in future of backing up. If the housing is kept clear of the lowest flood endangered land, this 
would reduce the numbers of housing and maybe become non cost-effective.

But I agree with the modification to change the northern section from Green Belt to Urban Greenspace and educational land as long as this does not mean 
high rise school buildings overshadowing the adjacent housing. 

* whose submission I have now had sight of and wish to add my name to his list of objectors regarding the whole of his submission. 
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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.

PART B – YOUR REPRESENTATIONS

(This is a DUPLICATE of Part B as my 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)    NO

b) Sound? (see guidance note 2.3)      NO

4. To make this LEGALLY COMPLIANT this modification to Sustainable Urban Extension (for residential use) 
should be subject to consultation with all residents of Prescot, the Historic Soc. and THI and potential developers 
should be consulted re the risk of flooding.

To make this modification to Sustainable Urban Extension (for residential use), SOUND it should be changed back 
to Green Belt or to Urban Greenspace,

Even if culverting is employed across the whole site, there could still be a danger in future of backing up.

If the housing is kept clear of the lowest flood endangered land, this would reduce the numbers of 
housing and maybe become non cost-effective.

I agree with the modification to change the northern section from Green Belt to Urban Greenspace and 
educational land as long as this does not mean high rise school buildings overshadowing the adjacent housing. 

M078, M168 &M272 CS5, SUE1, SUE2 

Jennifer Kokosalakis 

Map extract 6 Land bounded 
by A58 Prescot 

3 
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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.

MAP EXTRACT 6 CARR LANE PRESCOT

I consider this is NOT LEGALLY COMPLIANT because there has not been sufficient consultation. I only know of one, Dr John Sills, who had heard 
of the proposals. I have not until this Wednesday, been aware, or notified of any council consultation on this matter, The Knowsley Park Lane lamp 
post notice and letter which he received, never appeared in Park Road, even though this proposal is in my vicinity. I am shocked KMBC’s good 
record of consultation has not applied to this action.

Not sound

As with a number of these Core Strategy proposed modifications – this site is traversed by stream and
possibly farm ditches. Also by definition of the existence of the stream, it is the lowest point in the 
surrounding topography, which as well as this can be an unpleasant factor regarding light and outlook, 
these areas have no housing in the vicinity, for obvious historic reasons - to be safe from potential flooding 
- which if housing is built here with increased hard surfaces of houses, roads, parking and hard landscaping 
and increasing danger from climate change, would intensify flash flood danger.

Even if culverting is employed across the site, there could still be a danger in future of backing up.

If the housing is kept clear of the lowest flood endangered land, this would reduce the numbers of housing 
and maybe become non cost-effective.

Also Green belt land should only be planned for development, if all full potential of brownfield sites has 
been allocated, of which there are many.

The site is adjacent to South Prescot Planning Action Area and it would seem premature to consider 
housing here, until it is known what proposed activities are planned adjacent.

* whose submission I have now had sight of and wish to add my name to his list of objectors regarding the 
whole of his submission. 

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.

4. To make this legally compliant this modification should be subject to consultation with all residents 
within walking distance of the playing fields etc.. and potential developers should be consulted re the risk of 
flooding. To make his Strategy sound it should be changed back to Green belt or to Urban Greenspace, or 
a decision delayed to combine it with the strategy for South Prescot Action Area

PART B – YOUR REPRESENTATIONS

4 
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(This is a SECOND duplicate of Part B as my comments relate to 3 modifications)

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)    NO

b) Sound? (see guidance note 2.3)      NO

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.

I consider this is NOT LEGALLY COMPLIANT because there has not been sufficient consultation. I only know of one, Dr John Sills*, who had 
heard of the proposals. I have not until this Wednesday, been aware, or notified of any council consultation on this matter, The Knowsley Park Lane 
lamp post notice and letter which he received, never appeared in Park Road, even though this proposal is in my vicinity. I am shocked KMBC’s 
good record of consultation has not applied to this action.

Not sound to change designation from Green Belt to for mixed employment and residential use. I notice, as 
many areas of these proposed modifications, this area has been the location of playing fields and is partly wooded, 
which should be kept as such green spaces particularly since the council is aware that a high proportion of its 
population inhabit flats or terraced houses with little garden space, have low car ownership, are multiply deprived, 
have high average levels of bad & very bad and health and there is the obesity factor – all of which freely accessible 
local playing fields could be so beneficial and it is not just to replace these with yet more housing and any industry 
would be disadvantage financially by flooding.As with a number of these Core Strategy proposed modifications, the 
defined site is traversed by stream and probably farm ditches. Also by definition of the existence of the stream, it is the 
lowest point in the surrounding topography, which as well as this can be an unpleasant factor regarding light and 
outlook, this has no other housing, for obvious historic reasons - to be safe from potential flooding - which if housing is 
built here with increased hard surfaces of houses, roads, parking and hard landscaping and increasing danger from 
climate change, would intensify flash flood danger. Even if culverting is employed across the whole site, there could 
still be a danger in future of backing up. If the new development is kept clear of the lowest flood endangered land, this 
would reduce the numbers of housing and maybe become non cost-effective.

* whose submission I have now had sight of and wish to add my name to his list of objectors regarding the 
whole of his submission.

M078, M168 &M272 CS5, SUE1, SUE2a 

Jennifer Kokosalakis 

Map extract 3 Knowsley 
Lane, Huyton 
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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.

4. To make this legally compliant this modification should be subject to consultation with all residents 
within walking distance of the playing fields etc.. and potential developers should be warned re the risk of 
flooding.

To make this strategy SOUND it should be changed back to Green Belt

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 YES

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 13/11/14

I wish to emphasize that having heard from John Sills who had already submitted 
objections with supporting signatures, he has allowed me to peruse his submission and for 
me to state that I support his statements and wish my name/signature to be added to it 
retrospectively, so I here attach it to follow my own additional submission above.
And place my signature here again to confirm this.

Filename: JenK13112014CSModsResponseFormGuidance2. 
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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 

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 relating to the  GREEN BELT  proposals. 





p47: M157 p51: M168 (Doc CS08c: P51
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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: 

A58 PRESCOT 014 ID:323



–  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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From: Louise Mitton 
Sent: 02 November 2014 10:58
To:
Subject: land bounded by A58

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear sir/madam. 

I would like to voice my concern and unhappiness for the proposals to build on the land adjacent to A58 

As a resident of Knowsley Park Lane this proposal concerns me on a number of levels 

The increase in residents In an area that already struggles to cope with the needs of the immediate 
community

An area that has seen a marked reduction in the number of local services and facilities for local people who 
will now be forced to share these limited services with even more residents 

And are we expecting the local schools to accommodate the influx? 

It is more than evident that the provision of education in Knowsley particularly at keystage 3 and above is 
poor - these are well known national statistics yet we intend to inflict this upon even more young people.
You have moved and reduced leisure and youth services in the area - what will these people do? 

It's okay they can jump on the bus to Huyton and access the facilities there - I certainly will to be 
encouraging my son to do that.  So our young people - vulnerable as they are will now be even more 
disadvantaged than before. 

And we have not touched upon the increase in traffic etc etc. 

If the council has issued a plea from Mr Round about a concerted effort to accept the reduction in centrally 
devolved funds then at least make the money work better and stop destroying our area. 

I paia a lot of money to purchase a property that bordered the green belt knowing it was safe and that no 
residential development would be sited close to it - where are these assurances as a home owner.  I do not 
want the value of my property devalued over something it appears I have little control over.  What are my 
rights to appeal this proposal ? 

The only people who sek to gain from this are tesco who is appears are the only business booming in the 
very sad town of prescot. 

Why do we not look at examples of other areas of the north west who have used partnerships with big 
players to improve and enhance the areas? It is not just about giving residents a nice shopping centre - core 
services are a priority.  Libraries, parks, health and education.  Prescot used to be a vibrant place - both day 
and night.  Sadly no more.  

Mrs L Mitton 

A58 PRESCOT 019 ID:379
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Right-click here to download 
pictures.  To help protect your  
privacy, Outlook prevented 
auto matic downlo ad o f this  
picture from the Internet.
photo

Louise Mitton

Right-click here to download 
pictures.  To help protect your  
privacy, Outlook prevented 
auto matic downlo ad o f this  
picture from the Internet.

CONFIDENTIALITY: The information in this email and any attachments is confidential and intended for the sole use of the addressee(s). Access, 
copying, disclosure or re-use, in any way, of the information contained in this email and attachments by anyone other than the addressee(s) is 
unauthorised. If you have received this email in error, please return it to the sender and highlight the error. We accept no legal liability for the 
content of the message. Any opinions or views presented are solely the responsibility of the author and do not necessarily represent those of 4D 
creative limited. We cannot guarantee that this message has not been modified in transit, and this message should not be viewed as contractually 
binding. Although we have taken reasonable steps to ensure that this email and attachments are free from any virus, we advise that in keeping with 
good computing practice the recipient should ensure they are actually virus free. 
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From:
Sent: 24 September 2014 13:50
To:
Subject: Land Bounded by A58 Prescot

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Dear Sir, 

I strongly object to the area known as the 'Land bounded by A58 Prescot' being changed from a Green Belt 
category to that of Residential Housing. 

It is common knowledge that the Beesley brothers, John and Paul only bought Wittaker's Garden Centre 
recently to make their fortune out of the land. They do not live in the area and their only interest is greed. 

This Green Belt is in a beautiful part of Prescot with natural woodland and trees so I would appeal to you - 
could land for a housing estate for 133 houses not be found elsewhere? 

Thank you 

Matthew Emblem 

A58 PRESCOT 025 ID:415,428
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Knowsley Local Plan: Core Strategy 
Proposed Modifications - Consultation 
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PLEASE CONSULT THE GUIDANCE NOTES AT THE END OF THIS FORM AND COMPLETE 
ALL QUESTIONS  
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23 CARR LANE 

Representations relating to Carr Lane

Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted by:
Representor 
ID

Names

CARR LANE 001 1 121 A E Sherlock Petition (60)
CARR LANE 002 1 125 A S Davies 
CARR LANE 003 1 86 Cllr Ian Smith, Liberal 

Democrats (1)
CARR LANE 004 1 86 Cllr Ian Smith, Liberal 

Democrats (2)
CARR LANE 005 1 198 Daniel Wilson, Prescot Town 

Council
CARR LANE 006 1 222 Douglas Thurgeston
CARR LANE 007 2 311 Jen Kokosalakis (1)

311 Jen Kokosalakis (2)
CARR LANE 008 2 330 Jon Sills (2)

330 Jon Sills (1)
CARR LANE 009 1 344 K Brown (1)
CARR LANE 010 1 344 K Brown (2)
CARR LANE 011 1 344 K Brown (3)
CARR LANE 012 1 421 Michael Gittens (3)
Total 14
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From:
Sent: 14 November 2014 00:42
To: Knowsley Local Plan
Cc:
Subject: Knowsley Local Plan:Core Strategy Proposed Modifications - 

ConsultationRepresentations form
Attachments: JenK13112014CSModsResponseFormGuidance2.docx; MBKLocalPlan.doc; To Local 

Plan Team.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Local Plan Team 
I attach my completed form and referred submission of John Sills who has authorised me to inform you I 
wish to sign his form as attached , being a copy of his already submitted submission. 
Trust this is all useful 

Jen Kokosalakis

CARR LANE 007 ID:311



 

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 Ms
Name Jennifer

Job Title 
(if appropriate)

Kokosalakis

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.
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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)    NO

b) Sound? (see guidance note 2.3)      NO

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.

4.
If 

you are objecting to the modification please set out how you consider it should be changed 

M078, M168 &M272 CS5, SUE1, SUE2 

Jennifer Kokosalakis 

Map extract 5 Land bounded 
by A58 Prescot 

3. I consider this is NOT LEGALLY COMPLIANT because there has not been sufficient consultation. I only know of one, Dr John Sills,* who 
had heard of the proposals. I have not until this Wednesday, been aware, or notified of any council consultation on this matter, The Knowsley 
Park Lane lamp post notice and letter which he received, never appeared in Park Road, even though this proposal is in my vicinity. I am 
shocked KMBC’s good record of consultation has not applied to this action.

 I consider this change from Green Belt to Sustainable Urban Extension (for residential use) IS NOT SOUND, being inappropriate for the western corner 
because due to the brook bridge it’s perimeter consists of very much higher road levels and probably is the reason there is just one farm bungalow right in 
the centre of it, because other parts of the site would be oppressively low, lacking light and views, so I recommend the farm and its field be changed back 
to Green Belt. Green belt land should only be planned for development, if all full potential of brownfield sites has been allocated, of which there 
are many.

Visually and historically Prescot Town crowns the height of the sandstone ridge dramatically. The existing Green Belt wedge at the base (the 
Whitaker triangle /this proposed modification site) is significant in leading the view up to this pinnacle. Infill this with housing of any scale and 
the long established vista - visible from great distances - will be lost. 

As with a number of these Core Strategy proposed modifications, this part of the defined site is traversed by a stream, (Prescot Brook), which 
by its presence, it is the lowest point in the surrounding topography and dwarfed by the A57 and wall above, which as well as this can be an 
unpleasant factor regarding light and outlook, as indicated by the farm bungalow being right in the middle. This has no other housing, for 
obvious historic reasons - to be safe from potential flooding - which if housing is built here with increased hard surfaces of houses, roads, 
parking and hard landscaping and increasing danger from climate change, would intensify flash flood danger. Even if culverting is employed 
across the whole site, there could still be a danger in future of backing up. If the housing is kept clear of the lowest flood endangered land, this 
would reduce the numbers of housing and maybe become non cost-effective.

But I agree with the modification to change the northern section from Green Belt to Urban Greenspace and educational land as long as this does not mean 
high rise school buildings overshadowing the adjacent housing. 

* whose submission I have now had sight of and wish to add my name to his list of objectors regarding the whole of his submission. 
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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.

PART B – YOUR REPRESENTATIONS

(This is a DUPLICATE of Part B as my 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)    NO

b) Sound? (see guidance note 2.3)      NO

4. To make this LEGALLY COMPLIANT this modification to Sustainable Urban Extension (for residential use) 
should be subject to consultation with all residents of Prescot, the Historic Soc. and THI and potential developers 
should be consulted re the risk of flooding.

To make this modification to Sustainable Urban Extension (for residential use), SOUND it should be changed back 
to Green Belt or to Urban Greenspace,

Even if culverting is employed across the whole site, there could still be a danger in future of backing up.

If the housing is kept clear of the lowest flood endangered land, this would reduce the numbers of 
housing and maybe become non cost-effective.

I agree with the modification to change the northern section from Green Belt to Urban Greenspace and 
educational land as long as this does not mean high rise school buildings overshadowing the adjacent housing. 

M078, M168 &M272 CS5, SUE1, SUE2 

Jennifer Kokosalakis 

Map extract 6 Land bounded 
by A58 Prescot 

3 
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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.

MAP EXTRACT 6 CARR LANE PRESCOT

I consider this is NOT LEGALLY COMPLIANT because there has not been sufficient consultation. I only know of one, Dr John Sills, who had heard 
of the proposals. I have not until this Wednesday, been aware, or notified of any council consultation on this matter, The Knowsley Park Lane lamp 
post notice and letter which he received, never appeared in Park Road, even though this proposal is in my vicinity. I am shocked KMBC’s good 
record of consultation has not applied to this action.

Not sound

As with a number of these Core Strategy proposed modifications – this site is traversed by stream and
possibly farm ditches. Also by definition of the existence of the stream, it is the lowest point in the 
surrounding topography, which as well as this can be an unpleasant factor regarding light and outlook, 
these areas have no housing in the vicinity, for obvious historic reasons - to be safe from potential flooding 
- which if housing is built here with increased hard surfaces of houses, roads, parking and hard landscaping 
and increasing danger from climate change, would intensify flash flood danger.

Even if culverting is employed across the site, there could still be a danger in future of backing up.

If the housing is kept clear of the lowest flood endangered land, this would reduce the numbers of housing 
and maybe become non cost-effective.

Also Green belt land should only be planned for development, if all full potential of brownfield sites has 
been allocated, of which there are many.

The site is adjacent to South Prescot Planning Action Area and it would seem premature to consider 
housing here, until it is known what proposed activities are planned adjacent.

* whose submission I have now had sight of and wish to add my name to his list of objectors regarding the 
whole of his submission. 

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.

4. To make this legally compliant this modification should be subject to consultation with all residents 
within walking distance of the playing fields etc.. and potential developers should be consulted re the risk of 
flooding. To make his Strategy sound it should be changed back to Green belt or to Urban Greenspace, or 
a decision delayed to combine it with the strategy for South Prescot Action Area

PART B – YOUR REPRESENTATIONS

4 
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(This is a SECOND duplicate of Part B as my comments relate to 3 modifications)

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)    NO

b) Sound? (see guidance note 2.3)      NO

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.

I consider this is NOT LEGALLY COMPLIANT because there has not been sufficient consultation. I only know of one, Dr John Sills*, who had 
heard of the proposals. I have not until this Wednesday, been aware, or notified of any council consultation on this matter, The Knowsley Park Lane 
lamp post notice and letter which he received, never appeared in Park Road, even though this proposal is in my vicinity. I am shocked KMBC’s 
good record of consultation has not applied to this action.

Not sound to change designation from Green Belt to for mixed employment and residential use. I notice, as 
many areas of these proposed modifications, this area has been the location of playing fields and is partly wooded, 
which should be kept as such green spaces particularly since the council is aware that a high proportion of its 
population inhabit flats or terraced houses with little garden space, have low car ownership, are multiply deprived, 
have high average levels of bad & very bad and health and there is the obesity factor – all of which freely accessible 
local playing fields could be so beneficial and it is not just to replace these with yet more housing and any industry 
would be disadvantage financially by flooding.As with a number of these Core Strategy proposed modifications, the 
defined site is traversed by stream and probably farm ditches. Also by definition of the existence of the stream, it is the 
lowest point in the surrounding topography, which as well as this can be an unpleasant factor regarding light and 
outlook, this has no other housing, for obvious historic reasons - to be safe from potential flooding - which if housing is 
built here with increased hard surfaces of houses, roads, parking and hard landscaping and increasing danger from 
climate change, would intensify flash flood danger. Even if culverting is employed across the whole site, there could 
still be a danger in future of backing up. If the new development is kept clear of the lowest flood endangered land, this 
would reduce the numbers of housing and maybe become non cost-effective.

* whose submission I have now had sight of and wish to add my name to his list of objectors regarding the 
whole of his submission.

M078, M168 &M272 CS5, SUE1, SUE2a 

Jennifer Kokosalakis 

Map extract 3 Knowsley 
Lane, Huyton 
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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.

4. To make this legally compliant this modification should be subject to consultation with all residents 
within walking distance of the playing fields etc.. and potential developers should be warned re the risk of 
flooding.

To make this strategy SOUND it should be changed back to Green Belt

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 YES

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 13/11/14

I wish to emphasize that having heard from John Sills who had already submitted 
objections with supporting signatures, he has allowed me to peruse his submission and for 
me to state that I support his statements and wish my name/signature to be added to it 
retrospectively, so I here attach it to follow my own additional submission above.
And place my signature here again to confirm this.

Filename: JenK13112014CSModsResponseFormGuidance2. 

6 



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 

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 relating to the  GREEN BELT  proposals. 
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2 HALEWOOD

Representations relating to Proposed SUE Land East of Halewood  and 
Policy SUE2b

Reference Copies 
Submitted

Submitted By:
Representor 
ID

Name

HALEWOOD 001 1 137 Andrew Taylor
HALEWOOD 002 1 147 Anne Marie Atherton
HALEWOOD 003 1 158 Barry Worrall Petition 

(1,003)
HALEWOOD 004 1 171 Carol Blakeborough
HALEWOOD 005 1 186 Claire Madeloso
HALEWOOD 006 1 203 David Cox
HALEWOOD 007 1 204 David Dickinson, Highways 

Agency
HALEWOOD 008 1 15 George Mackenzie,

Halewood Town Council
HALEWOOD 009 1 261 Graham Lund
HALEWOOD 010 1 273 Ian Calvert
HALEWOOD 011 1 295 Jane Aspinall, Bellway 

Homes (North West 
Division)

HALEWOOD 012 1 348 Kate Greggans
HALEWOOD 013 3 355 Keith Kennedy

437 Nattalie Kennedy (2)
447 Oliver Kennedy

HALEWOOD 014 1 374 Lianne French
HALEWOOD 015 1 402 Maria Town
HALEWOOD 016 1 413 Mary Lonsdale
HALEWOOD 017 1 417 Maurice Handley
HALEWOOD 018 1 437 Nattalie Kennedy (1)
HALEWOOD 019 2 5 Paul Slater (1)

5 Paul Slater (2)
HALEWOOD 020 1 475 Peter Bate
HALEWOOD 021 1 483 Philip Williamson
HALEWOOD 022 1 489 Rachel Johnson
HALEWOOD 023 1 495 Richard Hennity
HALEWOOD 024 1 85 Robin Greenway, Hesketh 

Estate
HALEWOOD 025 1 511 S Stone
HALEWOOD 026 1 520 Sharon Murphy
HALEWOOD 027 1 523 Simon Brown
Total 30
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From: Taylor, Andrew (UG) 
Sent: 26 September 2014 13:26
To:
Subject: East of Halewood Development

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Sir/Madam,

I am writing to lodge my opposition to the development of the Greenbelt land to the East of Halewood.  

Under section 87 and 88 of the planning and development guidance: 
"87 As with previous Green Belt policy, inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special 
circumstances. 

"88 When considering any planning application, local planning authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special 
circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other 
considerations." 

There must be Brownfield sites local to the area which could be developed instead of this area.  

Just a couple of miles away at the Widnes end of Ditton Brook are water habitats containing Great Crested Newts which are protected under the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act. I believe it is a distinct possibility that these animals also inhabit the areas you have highlighted for development. As such a full ecological survey needs 
to be carried out.  

The government also states that developments should avoid areas at risk from flooding:  

"The NPPF and new guidance require planning authorities to take into account flood risk at all stages of the planning process to avoid inappropriate development in 
areas at risk of flooding, and to direct development away from areas of highest risk. " 

"51. A key aim of the PPS was to ensure that local authorities framed policies to locate development in places that "avoid flood risk to people and property where 
possible", and which "manage any residual risk, taking account of the impacts of climate change". 

So I question why you are looking to develop the proposed site at all? 

The considerations must also take in to account the costs of local emergency services having to deal with flood situations within homes on this land.  

Greenbelt land should be left for future generations to enjoy. The impact upon wildlife and wildflowers by developing upon such land is catastrophic.  

I would ask that this development plan is rejected.  

I am a resident of Widnes who frequently uses this land for recreational purposes, I contest this planned development.  

Regards

Andrew Taylor

Concerns about content should be sent to abuse@salford.ac.uk
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From: Anne-marie Atherton
Sent: 26 September 2014 09:20
To:
Subject: Stop the development of Greenbelt land East of Halewood

I am writing to lodge my opposition to the development of the Greenbelt land to the East of Halewood.  

Under section 87 and 88 of the planning and development guidance: 
"87 As with previous Green Belt policy, inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green 
Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances. 

88
When considering any planning application, local planning authorities should ensure that substantial weight 
is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm 
to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other 
considerations."

There must be Brownfield sites local to the area which could be developed instead of this area.

Just a couple of miles away at the Widnes end of Ditton Brook are water habitats containing Great Crested 
Newts which are protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act. I believe it is a distinct possibility that 
these animals also inhabit the areas you have highlighted for development. As such a full ecological survey 
needs to be carried out.

The government also states that developments should avoid areas at risk from flooding:  

"The NPPF and new guidance require planning authorities to take into account flood risk at all stages of the 
planning process to avoid inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding, and to direct development 
away from areas of highest risk. " 

"51. A key aim of the PPS was to ensure that local authorities framed policies to locate development in 
places that "avoid flood risk to people and property where possible", and which "manage any residual risk, 
taking account of the impacts of climate change". 

So I question why you are looking to develop the proposed site at all? 

The considerations must also take in to account the costs of local emergency services having to deal with 
flood situations within homes on this land.  

Greenbelt land should be left for future generations to enjoy. The impact upon wildlife and wildflowers by 
developing upon such land is catastrophic.

I would ask that this development plan is rejected.  

I am a resident of Widnes who frequently uses this land for recreational purposes, I contest this planned 
development.  
Regards

Anne-Marie Atherton 
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From: Barry Worrall 
Sent: 14 November 2014 10:34
To:
Subject: Knowsley Local Plan Representations Form
Attachments: Knowsley BC Local Plan Form Barry Worrall.doc

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Here is my objections form to the proposed Knowsley BC Local Plan. Also a web link to the 38 Degrees 
petition against the planned building on Halewood's Green Belt Land. 
link:
you.38degrees.org.uk/petitions/save-halewood-s-green-belt?source=facebook-share-
button&time=1412704815
Thanks
Barry Worrall 









This web page was set up to allow people to voice the objections to Knowsley 
Borough councils proposed Local Plan, the site has received 1005 signatures up to 
now.. 
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From:
Sent: 14 November 2014 09:46
To:

Subject: FW: Development plans

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

From: Carol Blakeborough 
Sent: 13 November 2014 17:08 
To:
Subject: Development plans 

Dear Madam/Sir,

As a resident of Halewood I am writing to voice my objection to the plans for building 1204 homes on
Greenbelt land from Higher Road through to Lower Road and beyond.
Whilst I'm very aware of the need for more housing I object to these plans for several reasons;

1) Greenbelt land should only be built on in special circumstances, as indicated by Eric Pickles MP, these
precious 'lungs' allow for recreational space and some sort of barrier to constant urban sprawl. If these
plans go ahead there will hardly be a break from Liverpool docks to Widnes given that Halewood already
merges with Hunts Cross/Speke and Woolton and Gateacre
2) This volume of building would change what has eventually become a fairly settled community and
change the nature of that community
3) There would be a need for changes to the infrastructure which clearly did not happen during the
expansion of Halewood around the Okell Drive area. That number of people would need at least one extra
school and medical centre and I dread to think of the impact on traffic. I live on Higher Road and it can
take 10 mins to get off our drive as it is. Would there be any community facilities to allow for things like
Parent & Toddler groups, uniformed organisations etc?

Whilst I realise developer's will make much more profit from ripping up large swathes of land and building
large developments it would be much better for our communities to have small developments in pockets
of unused land. We also need to ensure that any plans include affordable housing for sale and rent.

I do hope you will inform appropriate members and officers about these concerns and the lack of a well
publicised public consultation.

Best wishes,
Carol Blakeborough
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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

Claire Madeloso 

To Whom It May Concern. 

I am sending this email in regard to the above subject. As a Halewood resident, I feel that the consultation 
process for the proposed building works has been extremely limited, and has failed to take account of local 
needs and opinions. Even meetings that have been held to allow people to offer an opinion have been poorly 
advertised, and often taken place during times when many people would be at work, or would be more 
likely to have childcare issues. 

The factors that I would like to address in this representation are as follows; 

1. Strain on local resources. Halewood C of E is a one form entry Church of England school, plantation is
close to its total number of students, St Marks is a small catholic school. There is also only 1 local 
secondary school that draws from a wide catchment and will not offer maximum choice to parents, whilst its 
sixth from provision is extremely limited. The local resources in terms of shops, a reduction in the number 
of buses coming to Halewood, and the proposed number of homes to be built do not appear to have taken 
these issues into consideration. 

2. There has been no justification published for the number of houses that are proposed for the development.
How has the figure / need been determined? Why does the development need to take place on green belt 
land? 

3. Population growth in Halewood does not show the need for the amount of homes that are due to be built.
This negates the need to build on green belt land. 

4. Local roads and infrastructure will not be able to support the number of cars / commuters that are likely to
move into the area with the development. This will eventually lead to further development / disruption in 
the local area. Local air pollution will also have a detrimental impact on residents. 

5. Traffic congestion will cause disruption during and after building is complete.

6. The countryside within the local area will clearly be affected.

7. High quality farmland will be affected. This will disrupt local landowners and businesses, as well as
supply of high quality produce that comes from the local area. 

8. Natural habitats will be disrupted resulting in the loss and migration of local flora and fauna. This is
unlikely ever to be replaced in the future. 
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I would be grateful for an email to acknowledge the receipt of this representation, and I am willing to 
discuss my opposition to the development further. I hope the elected members of the local council have the 
sense and decency to ensure that they listen fully to the views of local residents before they make an 
irreversible decision regarding the future of our community. 

Yours faithfully, 

Claire Madeloso 
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From: David Cox 
Sent: 11 November 2014 12:50
To:
Subject: Release of land from the Green Belt

Importance: High

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear  Sir/Madam

I wish to object to the local plan to remove land from the green belt status. 

The lack of proper consultation

The letter delivered to residents and the form enclosed asks for comments on the modifications to the plan, but there is 
no clear statement in the letter of what these modifications are.  I live within 100m of part of the site under discussion; 
nevertheless the first I knew of the scheme was when notices were attached to local lamp posts about a month ago. 
The plan has clearly been under consideration for some time and yet it is only just being brought to public attention. 
The only public consultation provided was a drop-in event at the Halewood Centre where boards were displayed and 
council officers were made available to answer questions. This is not what I call consultation.

Members of the public asking questions were referred to formal documents  made available on line and for 
consultation at local libraries. The documents filled a large crate and were technical and legalistic. Ordinary residents 
are not trained planners and have neither the time nor experience to plough through the material and make sense if it. I 
have studied some of these documents but failed to get far in the time available.  I see absolutely no reason why a 
simplified outline document could not have been produced for public consumption  followed by  proper local public 
meetings.   I can only conclude that this is the done deal and that the main aim of the council is to hide the facts from 
the electorate.

The folly of building on green belt land.

I am in principle strongly opposed to any reduction of the green belt.  This belt between Knowsley and Halton is quite 
small and has already been compromised by the building of the A5300 and the development of the Everton Training 
Centre.   Do we really want a continuous urban sprawl from the Sefton coast extending to the other side of 
Warrington and the M6.  If the green belt is gradually chipped away this is what will inevitably happen and our towns 
will lose their identity.  (The politicians in London seem to want a Northern City Region- they don’t have to live 
here.)  The housing requirements need to be considered on a regional basis, matched to employment patterns and 
making the best use of existing brownfield sites of which there are plenty. It may cost more, but the release of 
greenfield sites is only going to help large housing developers swell their profits.  

The folly of building on a flood plain.

The northern section of the Halewood plan involves building on a flood plain. Have we learned nothing in the last few 
years.  We watched news reports of floods last winter. We know  that global warming is going to increase variability 
in our weather and a rise in sea levels which is highly likely to affect the Mersey basin. Mitigating the problem in 
areas at risk identified on the Environment Agencies map means, in practice, moving the floods elsewhere. We need 
to be making more land available for possible flood storage not less.

Road congestion and nuisance.

The addition of as many as 1100 houses in a town the size of Halewood will change the whole character of the town 
and place a strain on the facilities and communication.  Our rear garden backs onto Higher road and in the summer it 
is already almost impossible to sit in the garden and have a conversation  because of the traffic noise.  Higher road 
will be the main E-W route serving the new area so expect a huge increase in traffic.  The area at the southern edge of 
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the site will also be bounded by the main West Coast Railway and  the A562 serving the new Mersey Gateway 
Bridge.  People housed on this land will not get much peace, nor will we, and the pollution aspects of this have yet to 
be considered.

My details

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

For the attention of Local Plan Team

David Dickinson
Asset Manager

12 November 2014

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

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

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

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

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

Reason for Highways Agency Response 

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

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

Comments on the Sustainable Urban Extensions policies 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

SUE2a: Sustainable Urban 
Extension – Knowsley Lane, 
Huyton

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

SUE2b: Sustainable Urban 
Extension – East of Halewood

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

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

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

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

Comments on other modified policies 

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

TABLE 4 
Comments on other modified policies
Modification 
Reference

Policy Element Highways Agency Comment

M067 CS 4 Additional 
text in 
section 5

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

M239 CS 27 Additional 
text in 
paragraph 

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

Policy Element Highways Agency Comment

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

M240 CS 27 New 
paragraph 
10.10A

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

Sustainable Urban Extensions Supplementary Planning Documents

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

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

Yours sincerely 

David Dickinson 
NDD North West Asset Development Team 
Email: 



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

RETURNING THIS FORM

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

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

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

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

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

PART A – PERSONAL DETAILS

Personal Details* Agents Details*
Title Mr
Name Dave Dickinson

Job Title 
(if appropriate)

Asset Manager

Organisation 
(if appropriate)

Highways Agency

Postal Address

Postcode

Telephone Number

Email Address
Preferred Method of 
Contact

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

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



PART B – YOUR REPRESENTATIONS

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

Name and/or Organisation

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

Modification Ref Policy Ref Paragraph Ref

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

Yes No

a) Legally Compliant? (see guidance note 2.2)

b) Sound? (see guidance note 2.3)

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

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

Highways Agency

Section 6A

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

Signature David Dickinson Date 12 November 2014

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

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

In order to support and strengthen this position, the Agency suggests that revised wording is 
made within the collection of SUE policies, as specified in Table 3 of the cover letter, to ensure 
the strategic road network issues are fully considered.      
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From: xMackenzie, George
Sent: 13 November 2014 12:47
To:
Subject: LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION RESPONSE

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Jonathan 

Further to previous emails, please accept the following as Halewood Town Council’s formal 
response to the current consultation... 

‘Having considered the proposed Sustainable Urban Extension – East of Halewood, and within 
the possible development of a local Neighbourhood Plan, Halewood Town Council have resolved 
that the site of the former Bridgefield Forum should be developed first, (i.e. before any 
development on the proposed land East of Halewood), and that an affordable housing target of 
25% be applied to any development which takes place.’    

Kind regards  

George MacKenzie 
Town Manager 

Halewood Town Council 





































Knowsley Local Plan: Core Strategy 
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PLEASE CONSULT THE GUIDANCE NOTES AT THE END OF THIS FORM AND COMPLETE 
ALL QUESTIONS  



M001 etc. 

Jane Aspinall – Bellway Homes Ltd (North West Division) 

1.3 etc. 





M042 CS1 

Jane Aspinall – Bellway Homes Ltd (North West Division) 





M055 CS3 

Jane Aspinall – Bellway Homes Ltd (North West Division) 





M078 CS5 

Jane Aspinall – Bellway Homes Ltd (North West Division) 





M133 etc. 

Jane Aspinall – Bellway Homes Ltd (North West Division) 

6.5 etc 





M168 etc 

Jane Aspinall – Bellway Homes Ltd (North West Division) 

N/A 



 





M179 etc. CS17 

Jane Aspinall – Bellway Homes Ltd (North West Division) 

7.23 
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From: Kate Greggans 
Sent: 07 October 2014 22:02
To:
Subject: Proposed plans

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hi,

My name is Kate Greggans and I have bought a house in aldersgate drive 3 months ago which
you will see from your plans is placed opposite one of the fields you are proposing to
remove from the green belt.

I went to the meeting yesterday and was horrified to hear that your plans involve not only
removing the main selling point of my house you also plan to locate social housing there,
70 houses infact. The field is small and is located between a motorway and a railway line,
it is a huge concern of mine that there are plans to build being proposed.

I would like you to know that I and my partner who is currently deployed at the moment as
he is a member of the armed forces strongly oppose this plan and are very concerned as to
what effect it will have on not only our house price but on the local area. We will do
anything within our power to stop this happening, as I know will many others.

Kate Greggans



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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From: Dave & Lianne French 
Sent: 14 November 2014 11:20
To:
Subject: removal of green belt land in Halewood 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Knowsley Council.

I strongly object to the councils proposal to remove Green Belt land in Halewood to build over 1100
houses.

As a local resident for over 15 years I have not been formally notified of the proposed development and
changes. I discovered from a friend who spotted the proposals on lamp posts outside her home.
It is surely unlawful to make such major changes without properly informing and consulting with all the
residents in the immediate vicinity. I wasn’t notified of the information meeting held at the local sports
centre and again found out by word of mouth. As a resident of Halewood Village I feel that such
proposals will significantly change the local area and that I should have been properly informed.

I believe that such development would:
Be inappropriate use of Green Belt land especially when other brown field sites could be
considered, hence promoting urban regeneration.
Affect the character of the countryside, not just visually, but by destroying wildlife. Can you
demonstrate the reasons for development outweigh any adverse affect on wildlife and their
habitats?
Provide an unacceptable increase in traffic onto already busy roads and lanes (traffic calming
measures are now having to be implemented on Okell Drive)

One of the aims of Green Belt land is to prevent ‘urban sprawl’ . Once the countryside is gone it will
be gone forever – please reconsider your plans and other options available.

Yours sincerely

Lianne French



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 













From: Nattalie Kennedy 
Sent: 20 October 2014 10:34
To:
Cc: Programme Officer
Subject: Recent Govt publication - protect our green belt land

In light of the recent Govt publication I would expect a review of the Local Plan and the subsequent interim findings
from the Inspector. Thus the review of environmental, social and economic cost benefit of using
developed/brownfield/contaminated and derelict sites throughout Knowsley. There needs to be more done by
Knowsley Council to ensure that these sites are used first. Knowsley Council is failing it's population by not ensuring
these sites are brought into use.

Knowsley Council need to make these locations desirable.

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/councils must protect our precious green belt land

Recently published 4th October 2014

Eric Pickles said:
This government has been very clear that when planning for new
buildings, protecting our precious green belt must be paramount.
Local people don’t want to lose their countryside to urban sprawl, or
see the vital green lungs around their towns and cities to
unnecessary development.
Today’s guidance will ensure councils can meet their housing needs by
prioritising brownfield sites, and fortify the green belt in their
area.

Regards Natly























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

RETURNING THIS FORM

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

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

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

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

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

PART A – PERSONAL DETAILS

Personal Details* Agents Details*
Title Mr
Name Philip Williamson

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

Postcode

Telephone Number

Email Address
Preferred Method of 
Contact

email

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

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



PART B – YOUR REPRESENTATIONS

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

Name and/or Organisation

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

Modification Ref Policy Ref Paragraph Ref

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

Yes No

a) Legally Compliant? (see guidance note 2.2)

b) Sound? (see guidance note 2.3)

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

All relevant All relevant All relevant 

Consultation Process

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

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

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

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

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

CONTINUED....



 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Signature Date

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

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary…



Further objections to the Local Plan include the following points:

WILDLIFE 

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

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

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

POPULATION

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

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

GREENBELT STATUS

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

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

BROWNFIELD AND ECONOMIC VIABILITY

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

In a recent Knowsley town council ‘Local Plan’ meeting, the planning officers stated that the original plan, that only included 
brownfield sites to be developed, was rejected by the Planning Inspector due to a number of brownfield sites being ‘unviable’.
Presumably this means commercially unviable to the housing developers who own the land, i.e. there is insufficient profit for them
to make in building on the land (or less profit to be made than building on the green belt). Might I suggest that if an organisation not 
driven by profit, in fact driven by supplying residents with their housing needs, such as a local authority, purchase this land and 
build social housing on it. This would result in little, or no green belt being developed to meet the area’s needs and would prove the 
council is working for the residents benefits rather than working for the benefit of corporations such as Redrow Homes and Taylor 
Wimpy and wealthy landowners such as  Lord Derby.
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From: Collin Johnson 
Sent: 13 November 2014 23:14
To:
Subject: Removal of Greenbelt land in Halewood.

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Knowsley Council.

I object most strongly to the proposed of the removal of the greenbelt land in Halewood, and the
proposed building of over 1100 houses here.

My main concerns are
1. There are already brown fields in the area which could be built on .
2. Loss of countryside and the effects on the wildlife .
3. The roads around the area are LANES and are not suitable for the increased traffic this would bring and
with increased levels of pollution .
4. The character of the local area will be lost for ever.

Another concern I have is the process which the council have carried out this process so far . I have been
living in the postcode of L35 for over 11 years now , and have never been informed by letter by the
council, or local councillors of these developments. They allegedly have had public consultations, but
nobody in the area has been aware of them , until 6 weeks ago , when the building proposals suddenly
appeared on street lampposts . This has given the appearance that the council did not wish people to be
made aware of their intentions, as they knew that the resistant's of Halewood would be against them .

I request that council re consider their plans for the area, and leave the greenbelt areas in Halewood
alone .

Yours Sincerely

Mrs Rachel Johnson



1

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
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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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From: Simon Brown 
Sent: 07 October 2014 17:15
To:
Subject: Plans to build on greenbelt areas in Halewood Village.

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Sir / Madam

I wish to voice my opposition at the building of housing developments in the greenbelt areas of
Halewood. Not enough consultation has been sort from those in the village, who will ultimately be
affected by this. Not only those who live close by.

Therefore, I wish for a greater consultation before these plans are granted.

Regards

Simon D Brown









































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



Mr

Alan McNab

Company Director

Ezee Legal Services



X

X



X

13th November 2014









I strongly object to using greenbelt land in Whiston Alan Woodall Sent from my iPhone
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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



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

 

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



See 
attached

Junction Property Ltd 
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KNOWSLEY LOCAL PLAN CORE STRATEGY EXAMINATION 

PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO SUBMISSION DOCUMENTS 

REPRESENTATIONS BY BARTON WILLMORE 

ON BEHALF OF JUNCTION PROPERTY LTD 

NOVEMBER 2014 

 

1 Supporting Representations 

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

suggested by the Council. 

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

given in evidence to the hearing sessions:  

MO42 The removal of the Sustainable Urban Extensions from the Green 

Belt and their allocation for development as part of the spatial 

strategy identified in Policy CS1 and its accompanying text . 

MO55 Acceptance of the Sedgefield method to calculate the five year 

housing requirement as part of Policy CS3 and its accompanying 

text (also MO56A, MO56B, MO65). 

MO59 Setting out the circumstances which would trigger a review of 

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

Modification because of its importance to the soundness of the 

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

Policy CS5. 

MO78 Removal of the Sustainable Urban Extensions from the Green Belt 

as part of Policy CS5. 

M112 Confirmation that measures to mitigate carbon emissions and 

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

M157 Confirmation that the release of the Sustainable Urban Extensions 

will no longer be delayed until the longer-term. 

2 Representations Objecting to Specific Proposed Modifications 

2.1 M168: New Chapter 6A on Sustainable Urban Extensions 

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

particular it supports the following: 

the immediate release of the sustainable urban extensions to meet 

identified development needs; 

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

dwellings (depending on whether of the Council owned land currently 

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

the development of the land South of the M62 for employment 

development; and  

proposals must demonstrate a comprehensive approach to site 

development and infrastructure provision, including the matters set out 

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

masterplan required under the policy to accompany any planning applications for 

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

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

principle that the masterplan should accord with development plan policy.  

However the development plan should not impose a requirement that the 

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

Document.  Such a requirement would effectively incorporate the supplementary 

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

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

supplementary planning documents are not subject to the same rigorous statutory 

procedures and testing as development plan policies. 

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

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

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

subject to very exacting and lengthy procedures for stakeholder and public 

involvement and consultation.  In contrast, supplementary planning documents are 

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

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

requirements for stakeholder and public involvement and consultation. Because of 

these differences, planning law gives development plan policy and supplementary 

planning documents very different statuses in decision-making 

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

must be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material 

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

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

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

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

supplementary planning document would still receive the presumption in favour 

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

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

in particular the presumption in favour of sustainable development under 

paragraphs 14, 196 and 197 of the NPPF.  

2.1.5 The proposed supplementary planning documents for the sustainable urban 

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

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

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

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

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

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

modifications that remove any requirement for proposals to accord with 

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

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

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

Planning Documents would be potentially unlawful and may be capable of 

successful challenge in the Courts.   

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

the tests of soundness and would be potentially unlawful.  

2.2 M169 and M190: Policy CS 15 on Affordable Housing 

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

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

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

generally higher level of development viability in the proposed Sustainable Urban 

Extensions than in the existing urban areas. 

2.2.2 JPL considers that the proposed policy requirement for sustainable urban 

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

not accord with national policy. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

requirements for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or 

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

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

enable the development to be deliverable.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

figure given in the tables. 

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

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

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

because: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

announcements by the Government.  If Zero Carbon Homes is factored 

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

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

begin significant housing construction before 2016.  

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

infrastructure costs.  The baseline viability includes an allowance of 

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

includes a further £590.02 per dwelling for additional infrastructure 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

the case study.  Moreover there will be other very significant 

infrastructure costs for the South of Whiston proposal which have not 

been costed by Mott MacDonald, including contributions for public 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

South of Whiston is untypical of the other large sustainable urban 

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

constitutes such a large proportion of the total capacity coming forward 

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

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

delivered. 

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

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

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

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

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

the tests of soundness. 

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

Arbor Road, Whiston 

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

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

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

urban extension as currently required by the proposed modifications for Policy 

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

yet for it. 

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

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

Urban Extension which is predominantly greenfield agricultural land. 

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

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

wider area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

upon the cooperation of a number of landowners and developers. 

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

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

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

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

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

land in accordance with national policy and guidance. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

necessary or desirable.   

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

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

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

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

and in accordance with national policy.  



10 

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 



































Mrs Clare
Critchley

RE; Knowsley Local Plan; Core Strategy proposed modifications

I have only recently heard about what Knowsley Council is proposing and feel that the consultation has
been inadequate. I would have liked the opportunity to attend the public inquiry sittings (held in
November 2013 and July 2014) had I known about them at the time. Can I request for the public inquiry to
be re convened, as I believe that I have not had the opportunity to make adequate representation.
I am aware that Knowsley Council have recommended that standard response forms are used for
representation, but having read one of them, I am at a loss how to complete it as it is incredibly difficult to
understand and complete, so I have sent you this email to show my representation instead.

I object to the proposals on 5 grounds, listed below;

1) TRAFFIC CONGESTION This will increase due to the proposal of new housing, which means more cars.
It would make everyday life harder as it will take longer to get around locally.

2) THE LOSS OF GREEN FIELDS My family and I value the fields where the development is proposed as we
regularly take walks around there early evenings and weekends with our dog.

3) PUBLIC SERVICES I am concerned about impact more people living in the area will have on our already
full local schools, GP surgeries, dental practices etc.

4) WHISTON'S IDENTITY we will lose the last accessible piece of greenbelt land in Whiston , changing its
identity to a more urban place to live with very little rural identity would not be a place I would wish to
continue living in with my children, as I like raising my children in an area where they can appreciate their
urban surroundings.

5) USE BROWN FIELDS FIRST There are no exceptional circumstances to justify the destruction of the long
established Green Belt land in Whiston. There are enough brown field sites within Knowsley for over new
homes.

I hope that my objections are clear and my form of representation is acceptable.



Regards

Mrs Clare Critchley





















D Kent,

Sir, I have looked at your planned regeneration of Prescot/Whiston and although it may be
good for bringing in more funds for Knowsley council, have you asked the people who live
in the area if they want a new houseing estate plonked on them without a vote. (REMEMBER
YOU ARE ALWAYS TELLING US THAT YOU ARE DEMOCRATIC).

What provisions have been made to safe guard the safty and well being of the mainly
older generation who moved onto the Mobile Home Park for peace of mind and to live out
their lives with out the hustle and bustle of a houseing estate enviroment. Are they going
to be compensated or rehoused on a bungalow estate or are they just going to be left to
fend for them selves.

Can the infastructure manage with an extra 6000 people and at least another 2000 cars
on the already congested road system around Prescot/Whiston. How many more schools are to
be built?, how many more doctors surgeries are to be opened?, how many more bus routes are
to be operated? You must have the answeres because this should have been the first thing
to have been sorted to determine the sustainable number of houses proposed.

The people who elected the council should be given a vote to decide if this plan is
wanted. It should not be just on how much more money the council and property developers
can make. Before any new property is built for houseing, EVERY HOUSE, FLAT, and available
apartment should first be occupied.

I await your reply, D Kent.
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Local Plan Team
Knowsley Council
1st Floor Annexe
Municipal Buildings
Archway Road
Liverpool
L36 9YU

For the attention of Local Plan Team

David Dickinson
Asset Manager

12 November 2014

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

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

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

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

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

Reason for Highways Agency Response 

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

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

Comments on the Sustainable Urban Extensions policies 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

SUE2a: Sustainable Urban 
Extension – Knowsley Lane, 
Huyton

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

SUE2b: Sustainable Urban 
Extension – East of Halewood

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

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

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

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

Comments on other modified policies 

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

TABLE 4 
Comments on other modified policies
Modification 
Reference

Policy Element Highways Agency Comment

M067 CS 4 Additional 
text in 
section 5

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

M239 CS 27 Additional 
text in 
paragraph 

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

Policy Element Highways Agency Comment

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

M240 CS 27 New 
paragraph 
10.10A

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

Sustainable Urban Extensions Supplementary Planning Documents

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

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

Yours sincerely 

David Dickinson 
NDD North West Asset Development Team 
Email: 



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

 


















































































































































































































