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Planning Committee: 30th August 2017 
 

Late Representations/Information 
 

Late Representations: DC/2017/00606 Land South of Andrew’s Lane, Formby 

The following information/documents have been provided in relation to the application above, and 
are asset out in the paces to follow: 

Network Rail 

The following information has been provided by Network Rail, which was requested following the 
application being deferred from the previous committee 2nd August 2017. 

• Risk Assessment  
• Answers to questions raised by the Local Planning Authority 

Formby Parish Council  

The following information has been submitted by Formby Parish Council. 

• Letter dated 25th August 2017 
• Previous letter submitted 28th July 2017 (prior to 2nd August 2017 committee).  

Little Altcar Parish Council 

The following information has been submitted by Formby Parish Council 

• Previous letter submitted 28th July 2017 (prior to 2nd August 2017 committee).  

Neighbour Representations 

The following information has been submitted, and it was requested that this be brought to the 
attention of the Planning Committee. 

• Letter with information attached from Mr Paul Lander dated 27th July 2017 (received 28th 
July 2017). This was submitted prior to the 2nd August 2017 committee). Please note this 
includes documents in colour which are difficult to read and supporting tables in a large 
format that could not be reproduced. The information has been submitted to the Highways 
Team for their information and comment. 

 

In addition to the documents provided above there were neighbour representations received, by 
email, in relation to the content of the Committee Report, and these are reported below. These 
were received after the Committee Report was compiled: 

• Liz Williams 
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In the light of Ian Maher's reported comments concerning Maghull - that there had been no 
meaningful dialogue with the communities which smacks of riding roughshod over the views of local 
people , it is exactly the same in this case. 

Liz , you are aware that I agreed to meet with Redrow and their agent with a very small group of 
people for an INFORMAL SITE VISIT . There has been no consultation with local people organised by 
Redrow whatsoever and it is clearly up to the developer to engage with the community not for the 
community to organise this for Redrow. 

• Lorna Lander 

‘I have just read the officer’s report in relation to the above and would like to make a response to this 
and request an amendment please.  

 Page 26  states 

 A note of a Site Meeting with Local Residents on 24 March 2017 states (Appendix C of 

the Planning Statement): ’14. For the two properties on either side of the site access 

brick boundary walls will be constructed to align with existing timber fences. Where 

there is a verge, wildflower and tree planting will be used to enhance the visual quality 

of the threshold to the development.’ 

 Page 33 states 

  A number of residents have criticised the approach to consultation, including the period 

prior to the application being submitted. There is some confusion about responsibilities 

for consulting local residents. Appendix C of the Planning Statement submitted as part 

of the application includes a note of a site meeting held with local residents on 24 

March 2017, which lists the matters raised and provides some commentary. One of the 

resident’s has commented that this was an information site visit with a very small group 

of people. There is no note of how many residents this included. 

 The sentence highlighted above is very misleading.   This was an "informal" site visit with 6 
residents.  I would appreciate it if this was recorded as such. ‘ 

Further comments have also been sent in: 

 

‘For the sake of clarity, I wish to make the following amendments to the above report. 

On page 6 of the report fails to mention the existing  NCN810 which is the start of the traffic free 
section of the NCN810 at the bottom of Andrews Lane .    
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 It is proposed that access to the development will be from Andrews Lane via a new section of road as 
the continuation of Andrews Lane along the existing Right of Way  

should read.... 

along the existing Right of Way and existing entrance to the traffic free section of the NCN810 
route and will provide..... 

 page 17 

Access is proposed to be a continuation of the existing Andrew’s Lane. The existing 
footpath/cycleway no.35 will be incorporated into the new access, until it reaches the access into the 
proposed housing development itself. 

should read... 

The existing footpath No 35 and traffic free section of the NCN 810 route will be incorporated into 
the new access road.  There is only one way in and one way out of the new housing development. 

 page 19 

A number of representations from residents stated the Transport Assessment was adequate 

should read ..... 

was inadequate’ 
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London North Western (LNW) Route
Level Crossing Risk Assessment

Hogg’s Hill Lane Footpath Level Crossing with Gates,
19/06/2017
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Reason for the risk assessment 

Network Rail has a responsibility and legal duty under the Health and Safety at Work 
Act 1974 for the health, safety and welfare of its employees and for protecting others 
against risk.  

Network Rail also has a legal responsibility under the Management of Health and 
Safety at Work Regulations 1999. Section 3 focuses on the requirement for suitable 
and sufficient assessments of risk to health and safety of employees and others in 
connection with their undertaking.

Network Rail is committed to reducing the risk on the railway and has identified that 
one of its greatest public risks is at level crossings. This is where the railway has a 
direct interface with other elements e.g. vehicles and/or pedestrians. Network Rail is 
working to reduce this risk to as low as is reasonably practicable. 

2 DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE 

2.1 Level crossing details 

Name of crossing Hogg’s Hill Lane
Type Footpath Crossing with Gates
Engineers Line Reference (ELR) HXS3
Mileage 10m 39ch
OS grid reference SD293059
Number of lines crossed 2
Line speed (mph) 60mph
Electrification Electrified – Third Rail
Signal box Sandhills
Risk assessment next due date 19/09/2019

As part of a level crossing risk assessment, data is entered into the industry 
accepted risk modelling support tool (All Level Crossing Risk Model) which enables 
Network Rail to compare risk at all level crossings throughout the network. Results 
for this level crossing are provided below; see Appendix A for further details on how 
this is calculated.

ALCRM Risk Details
Risk Score C3

FWI 0.006165197
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Hogg’s Hill Lane level crossing is an unprotected crossing. This means the crossing 
is not protected from train movements and therefore trains can traverse the crossing 
whether it is clear or not. The crossing is also known as a passive crossing as there 
is no method of warning of an approaching train. The crossing relies upon users 
actively stopping, looking and listening for approaching trains before deciding if it is 
safe to cross.

At present, there are 770 level crossings on the LNW route. Out of this figure Hogg’s 
Hill Lane level crossing is ranked number 39. However, if you compare this level 
crossing to other crossings of a similar type it is ranked 13 out of 379.
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2.2 Crossing imagery 

Aerial view of Hogg’s Hill Lane Level Crossing
(Latest aerial photograph available from August 2014)

Ordinance Map view of Hogg’s Hill Lane Level Crossing

Up side approach of Hogg’s Hill Lane         Down side approach of Hogg’s Hill Lane

Additional photographs of the surrounding environment are provided in Appendix B. 
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2.3 Crossing environment
Hogg’s Hill Lane level crossing is located along the Sefton Coastal Footpath which 
leads from the town of Formby toward the Sefton Coast. The town of Formby lies to 
the north of the crossing and has an approximate population of 22,400 (based on the 
2011 census). 

To the east of the crossing, there are a number of dwellings including a new housing 
development which has recently been completed. Although the housing development 
has been completed there are future aspirations to develop the area further in this
area. 

To the west of the crossing, the area is highly rural as the path leads toward the 
coast; the distance from the crossing to the coast is approximately 1 mile. Directly to 
the west of the crossing there are a number of fields which appear to be agriculturally 
active, however heading toward the coast, the area is classed as a nature reserve 
and is therefore kept in its natural form. 

Additionally, there are two schools located to the north-west of the crossing. Because 
of this, school children are known to use the level crossing to access the residential 
area to the north-east of the crossing. 

2.4 Crossing approaches  
This crossing is located between Hightown station and Formby station. At this 
location the crossing spans two lines with a maximum line speed of 60 mph. The 
railway is orientated from north to south.

Approaching the crossing from the west the first track met is the down line which 
leads toward Southport. Approaching the crossing from the east the first track met is 
the up line which leads toward Liverpool. 

Users approaching the crossing from the east would travel along Hogg’s Hill Lane, 
heading south-west toward the Sefton Coast. From the start of Hogg’s Hill Lane, the 
distance to the crossing is approximately 350 metres. 

Users approaching the crossing from the west would travel along the Sefton Coastal 
Footpath over a number of fields toward the level crossing. Once over the crossing, 
users would travel along Hogg’s Hill Lane into the town of Formby. 

2.5 Crossing usage  
Normal passenger services run between the hours of 05:50 and 00:10 with 
approximately 148 services per day. However, the number and frequency of services 
can fluctuate depending on operational requirements, engineering works or during 
times of disruption.
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A nine day census was completed between 21/01/2015 and 29/01/2015. As the 
census was completed over 9 days, the results have been averaged in order to give 
an average daily usage; on average there were 76 pedestrians and 26 pedal/motor 
cycles. 

As there are two schools nearby, school children are known to use the crossing to 
access the school and the residential area. Unaccompanied children are defined as 
vulnerable users as their risk perception may not be as heightened as an adult. 

As the recent census visually identified vulnerable users such as unaccompanied 
children, the traverse time has been increased by 50%. However it must be noted 
that a visual census does not fully identify all users with protected characteristics.

The census did not identify any irregular users and it appeared that many of the 
users were local residents who use the level crossing often. However, as the 
crossing is located on the Sefton Coastal Footpath, the crossing may be used by 
irregular users walking to the coast. That said, this is unlikely to be a high number, 
with the majority users being local residents. 

3 HAZARDS  

3.1 Sighting and traverse   
A decision point is a position where an individual would reasonably make a decision 
to cross the railway.  

Sighting is the distance that can be seen in both directions for approaching trains. At
this crossing the sighting is greater than required for the time needed to allow an 
able bodied person to traverse the crossing.  

The length of the crossing from a safe place on one side of the railway to a safe 
place on the other side of the crossing is 9 metres when crossing from the up side 
and 9 metres when crossing from the down side. 

The time required to traverse the crossing from the up side is 7.57 seconds for a
pedestrian. The time required to traverse the crossing from the down side is 7.57
seconds for a pedestrian. However, as vulnerable users have been identified at this 
crossing, the traverse time has been increased by 50% which allows pedestrian 
users 11.35 seconds to traverse the crossing. These times have been calculated 
using the Network Rail sighting calculation tool.

Sighting is greater than the required minimum at this location meaning users have 
suitable visibility to see if a train is approaching and determine if it is safe to traverse 
the crossing.  
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Decision 
point (m)

Traverse 
length (m) Measured from

Up side 2m 9m 2m from nearest running rail
Down side 2m 9m 2m from nearest running rail

Traverse Time Up 
Side (seconds)

Traverse Time Down 
Side (seconds)

Pedestrians 11.35 seconds 11.35 seconds

Minimum 
sighting 
distance 

required (m)

Available 
sighting 

distance (m)
Comments

Upside looking 
towards up train 
approach

304m 380m Measured to track curvature / 
vegetation

Upside looking 
towards down train 
approach

304m 800m Measured to vanishing point

Down side looking 
towards up train 
approach

304m 400m Measured to track curvature / 
vegetation

Down side looking 
towards down train 
approach

304m 800m Measured to vanishing point
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3.2 Identified hazards and risks

Hazard Potential impact Mitigations 
Trains Fatality or serious injury Level crossing signage.

Greater than minimum required 
sighting available. 
50% additional traverse time for 
vulnerable users. 
Regular crossing inspections and 
maintenance regime in place. 

Slip, trip, falls Fatality or serious injury  Appropriate crossing decking for 
crossing type and location.  
Regular crossing inspections and 
maintenance regime in place. 
Vegetation management plan in place.  

Difficulty on hearing 
approaching trains 
due to inclement 
weather 

Fatality or serious injury  Level crossing signage. 
Greater than minimum required 
sighting available. 
50% additional traverse time for 
vulnerable users. 

Darkness Fatality or serious injury  Review of night time usage completed 
– no known usage during night time 
quiet period. 

Vegetation growth 
between visits 
reducing the ability 
to see trains 
approaching 
crossing 

Fatality or serious injury  Vegetation management plan in place.  
Regular inspection and maintenance 
regime in place. 
Greater than minimum required 
sighting available.

Unfamiliar users Fatality or serious injury  Standard crossing layout, compliant 
with Office of Rail and Road guidance. 
Instructional signage at crossing 
Greater than minimum required 
sighting available.

Increased usage 
due to possible 
future 
developments

Fatality or serious injury  Review and update this risk 
assessment appropriately – large 
development recently completed 
nearby. Potential for more in the future. 

Decision point not 
highlighted

Fatality or serious injury Stop look listen signage available and 
clearly visible.
Greater than minimum required 
sighting available.

The risk assessment is based on data collected at the crossing and entered into ALCRM. 
This is a computer-based application used by Network Rail to assist in the risk management 
of level crossings. The risk result consists of a ‘letter’ and ‘number’ classification of safety 
risk, giving the ‘letter’ (A-M for individual risk) or ‘number’ (1-13 for collective risk) band. 
These rankings represent the range of risk across all types of crossings where A and 1 are 
the highest and M and 13 are the lowest. 
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Safety Risk 
Individual Risk C 
Collective Risk 3 

User Type 
Ind Risk 
(Fraction) 

Ind Risk 
(Numeric) 

Collective 
Risk 

Cyclist / 
Motorcyclist 1 in 12151 8.23E-05 0.001562005 
Pedestrian 1 in 12151 8.23E-05 0.004565862 
Passengers 0 
Staff 3.73E-05 
Total 0.006165197 

Collision Frequencies 

    Train / User     
User 
Equipment     Other 

Pedestrian:     0.007777083     8.94E-04     0.00244974 

Collision Risk 

    Train / User     
User 
Equipment     Other 

Pedestrian:     0.006062392     1.37E-05     5.17E-05 
Key Risk Drivers 
Frequent Trains 
Large Numbers of users 

4 SAFETY MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM 

4.1 Network Rails internal safety management information systems have been 
interrogated and revealed that during the previous 5 years there has been one
reported incidents at the crossing, see details below.   

12/11/2015 – 2S07 reported a near miss at Hogg’s Hill level crossing due to youths 
lingering on the crossing. An emergency brake was applied and the train stopped 
three coach lengths passed the crossing.

5 OTHER FACTORS AFFECTING THE CROSSING 

5.1 A large housing development (70+) has recently been constructed to the south-east 
of the level crossing. 

Planning permission is being sought for the building of 95 dwellings on a portion of 
land to the west of the crossing. The proposed development will be in close proximity 
to the Liverpool to Southport railway line and also Hoggs Hill crossing. Network Rail
has objected to the development on the grounds of higher usage, resulting in  
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greater risk. The proposal includes a path directly linking the development to the 
crossing via an existing network of pathway/cycle routes.

With 95 dwellings (at a possible 2 adults and 1-2 minors per dwelling) including dog 
walkers and vulnerable users. There is potential for Hoggs Hill Lane Level Crossing 
to see an increase in the type and volume of users, as the site itself is currently 
fields/agricultural and the site will now be residential. At this stage, Network Rail 
cannot support the layout and design of the footpath links within the development as 
they could lead residents over the level crossing increasing the risk. Network Rail 
would request that before the consideration of any planning decision that the 
developer, the LPA, Rights of Way and Highways meet with Network Rail to discuss 
the issues. 

There is also a risk of an increase in use and possible change of user e.g prams and 
mobility scooters etc from the other side of the railway, if a more accessible footpath 
is created. A new ALCRM score has been generated using a user increase of 20%, 
this is only 16 extra pedestrian and 6 cyclist users a day. The risk score remains the 
same (C3), but the FWI increases to 0.007615832.This is an increase of 23%.
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7 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

7.1 Closure by Diversion of Right of Way
The first option at this location is to close the level crossing and divert the public right 
of way. This option completely eliminates risk at the crossing by extinguishing the 
rights over the level crossing and completely closing it. At this location, significant 
works may be required to the surround rights of way however this is expected to be a 
reasonable cost. 

However, there only appears to be one viable diversion at this location which is 
approximately 1 mile long. This diversion may be seen as excessive and may be 
rejected by residents and the local authority as it be too lengthy and take too much 
time. 

Closure by Pedestrian Over Bridge
The next option at this location would be to install a pedestrian over bridge. Again, 
this option would completely remove risk at the crossing by allowing users to 
traverse the railway via the over bridge. This option is likely to involve land purchase 
on either side of the railway in order to fit the structure in place. Additionally, there is 
a potential that residents and the local authority would reject a bridge as it is close to 
the Sefton Coast. 

Although this option completely removes risk at the crossing, the option is likely to be 
very costly due to the construction involved. As such, this option does not perform 
well on the cost benefit test. 

Closure by Pedestrian Underpass 
Another option at this location would be to construct a pedestrian underpass. Again, 
this option would completely remove risk at the crossing by allowing users to
traverse the railway via the underpass. This option is likely to involve land purchase 
on either side of the railway in order to appropriately gradient the underpass. To 
ensure the correct gradients are achieved, a large amount of land purchase may be 
required. 

Additionally, this option may suffer from anti-social behaviour, flooding and other 
issues, which may lead to rejection of the proposal. Although this option completely 
removes risk at the crossing, the option is likely to be very costly due to the 
construction involved. As such, this option does not perform well on the cost benefit 
test.

Installation of Miniature Stop Lights (MSL)
Another option at this location is the installation of MSL. Miniature Stop Lights 
provide a visual indication of a train approach via a red or green light. If the light 
displays a red indication, a train is approaching and it is not safe to cross. If the 

11 
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system provides a green indication, it is safe to cross as there is not an approaching 
train. This option only provides a 29% risk reduction for a significant cost and as 
such does not perform well on the cost benefit test. 

Additionally, the introduction of MSLs assumes that all users of the crossing pay 
attention to the warning given by the lights and that they are not ignored. Research 
from the RSSB states that: 

‘When in a group of people, individuals are prone to following the ‘herd mentality’, 
paying less attention to their surroundings and following the decision-making of 
the group as a whole. This may be particularly problematic at footpath and 
bridleway crossings on routes used often by ramblers. Young people in groups 
also exhibit more risky behaviour. A young person’s attitude to risk tends to be 
one of a ‘risk adopter’. Although most young people will not engage in extremely 
dangerous behaviour, peer group dynamics can encourage them to behave more 
dangerously than they would when on their own.  

Installation of VAMOS Overlay System
The final option at this location would be to install the VAMOS Overlay system. This 
system works in a similar way to MSL, however is not fully linked into the signalling 
system, therefore can be installed at a lower cost. The system provides a visual 
indication of train approach via a red or green light. If the light displays a red 
indication, a train is approaching and it is not safe to cross. If the system provides a 
green indication, it is safe to cross as there is not an approaching train.

This system only provides a 29% risk reduction as it still relies on users reliably using 
the system correctly. However, due to the relatively low cost, this option performs 
moderately on the cost benefit test.

7.2 Network Rail is subject to the requirements of the Health and Safety at Work Act etc.
1974 to reduce risk ‘so far as is reasonably practicable’. In simple terms this means 
that the cost, time and effort required in providing a specific risk reduction measure 
needs to be commensurate with the safety benefit that will be obtained as a result of 
its implementation.

Following the completion of the risk assessment and having reviewed all relevant 
information and options, the assessor recommends that closure via pedestrian over 
bridge is the most suitable at this location. This option has been selected as 
diversion is deemed unviable and an underpass introduces significant new risk 
including flooding and anti-social behaviour. Due to the nearby development, there is 
a risk the crossing use could increase and there is potential for further development 
meaning usage would increase further. 

12 
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As previously stated it is believed that the addition of the development could increase 
the risk at the crossing by up to 23% increasing the FWI from 0.00616 to 0.00762. 
Following modelling using the All Level Crossing Risk Modelling tool it has been 
determined that the installation of Vamos would reduce the risk at the crossing by 
29%.  Therefore, if the development was to be given permission, the introduction of 
Vamos would maintain the risk level at the crossing to a similar level as at present.

If the construction of an overbridge was cost prohibitive due to the possibility of 
further land purchase and permissions in the area then the installation of Vamos 
should be considered.
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8 APPROVAL 
 

Prepared by: Shaun Edwards Signature:

Job Title: Network Rail Level Crossing Manager

Date:

Approved by: Gemma Lavery
Signature:

Job Title: Network Rail Route Level Crossing Manager

Date:
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9 APPENDIX A

ALCRM provides an estimate of both the individual and collective risks at a level 
crossing. 

The individual and collective risk is expressed in Fatalities and Weighted Injuries 
(FWI). The following values help to explain this:

1 = 1 fatality per year or 10 major injuries or 200 minor RIDDOR events or 1000 
minor non-RIDDOR events
0.1 = 20 minor RIDDOR events or 100 minor non-RIDDOR events
0.005 = 5 minor non-RIDDOR events

INDIVIDUAL RISK
This is the annualised probability of fatality to a ‘regular user’. NOTE: A regular user 
is taken as a person making a daily return trip over the crossing; assumed 500 
traverses per year.

Individual risk:
Applies only to crossing users. It is not used for train staff and passengers 
Does not increase with the number of users. 
Is presented as a simplified ranking:
o Allocates individual risk into rankings A to M 

(A is highest, L is lowest, and M is ‘zero risk’ e.g. temporary closed, dormant or 
crossings on mothballed lines)

o Allows comparison of individual risk to average users across any crossings on 
the network

Individual 
Risk

Ranking
Upper Value 
(Probability)

Lower Value
(Probability)

Upper Value 
(FWI)

Lower Value 
(FW)

A 1 in 1 Greater than 1 
in 1,000 1 0.001000000

B 1 in 1,000 1 in 5,000 0.001000000 0.000200000
C 1 in 5,000 1 in 25,000 0.000200000 0.000040000
D 1 in 25,000 1 in 125,000 0.000040000 0.000008000
E 1 in 125,000 1 in 250,000 0.000008000 0.000004000
F 1 in 250,000 1 in 500,000 0.000004000 0.000002000
G 1 in 500,000 1 in 1,000,000 0.000002000 0.000001000
H 1 in 1,000,000 1 in 2,000,000 0.000001000 0.000000500
I 1 in 2,000,000 1 in 4,000,000 0.000000500 0.000000250

J 1 in 4,000,000 1 in 
10,000,000 0.000000250 0.000000100

K 1 in 
10,000,000

1 in 
20,000,000 0.000000100 0.000000050

L Less than 1 in 
20,000,000 Greater than 0 0.000000050 Greater than 

0
M 0 0 0 0
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COLLECTIVE RISK
This is the total risk for the crossing and includes the risk to users (pedestrian and 
vehicle), train staff and passengers.

Collective risk:
Is presented as a simplified ranking:

o Allocates collective risk into rankings 1 to 13 
(1 is highest, 12 is lowest, and 13 is ‘zero risk’ e.g. temporary closed, 
dormant or crossings on mothballed lines)

o Can easily compare collective risk between any two crossings on the 
network 

Collective 
Risk

Ranking
Upper Value 

(FWI)
Lower Value 

(FW)

1 Theoretically 
infinite

Greater than 
5.00E-02

2 0.050000000 0.010000000
3 0.010000000 0.005000000
4 0.005000000 0.001000000
5 0.001000000 0.000500000
6 0.000500000 0.000100000
7 0.000100000 0.000050000
8 0.000050000 0.000010000
9 0.000010000 0.000005000
10 0.000005000 0.000001000
11 0.000001000 0.000000500
12 0.0000005 0
13 0.00E+00 0.00E+00

16 
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10 APPENDIX B

Additional photographs of crossing environment (such as upside looking up, up side looking 
down, down side looking up and down side looking down).

Up side looking up Up side looking down

Down side looking up Down side looking down

Up side approach Down side approach

17 
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Questions submitted to Network Rail by Sefton Council Planning Services on 23rd August 2017, 
together with their responses, received on 25th August 2017.     

  

Q1.       The revised Fatalities and Weighted Injuries score is based on information about the 
assumed characteristics of the new development.  Can you clarify the source of the following  
assumptions?  

-         (i) the basis for 2 adults and 1-2 minors per dwelling  

A(i).  Information from the Office of National Statistics average number of occupants per house. 

-          (ii) the evidence base for the user increase of 16 extra pedestrian and 6 cyclist users a day, 
representing a 20% increase  

A(ii).  Due to the layout of the development and amenities in the area an estimate of increased 
usage has been made, this has been calculated on the number of people for whom crossing the 
crossing will be closer than walking the alternative route. 

Q2.       As a result of this development, and the projected increase in risk, the overall risk score (C3) 
is estimated to remain the same. How can a significant safety scheme be justified without a higher 
overall risk score?  

A. C3 is a high risk score and currently this crossing is ranked number 39 on LNW with only 12 
footpath crossings on LNW having a higher risk score.  The risk score does not change following the 
modelled increase of users because of the banding of the risk scores.  The risk actually increases by 
over 20% a fifth higher. 

Q3.       Network Rail did not ask for a contribution from the former Bellway scheme on the east side 
of the railway – can you clarify why this was?  

A. In the area of level crossing safety, Network Rail has moved a long way forward since 2012 when 
the company was fined £1m after admitting health and safety breaches which lead to the deaths of 
two teenage girls at a level crossing in Elsenham.  In 2013 the company improved its organisational 
capability by introducing over 100 Level Crossing Managers, these key personnel are dedicated to 
the safety and risk management of the level crossing estate. These roles bring accountability and 
responsibility to level crossings which in the past had been poorly managed. By having these 
dedicated roles Network Rail are now in a position where they fully understand the risk level 
crossings pose and are committed to working with stakeholders to identify ways to reduce that risk. 
The Bellway scheme was before this time. 

Q4.       The Local Planning Authority cannot require payment under the Community Infrastructure 
Regulations unless there is evidence that the crossing improvements are NECESSARY.   

-          Can you demonstrate that the risk factor is increased solely because of THIS development? 

A.  It is not possible to do this until after the development has been completed. 
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Q5.       Is the developer being asked to pay the full costs of a safety scheme which should have been 
paid for in part by Bellway or by other parties as a result of a general increase in use of the 
recreational paths in the area?   

A. Yes because it is believed that the development will cause the risk at the crossing to increase by 
the stated amount and the system suggested will reduce the risk by that amount. 

Q6.       The estimated cost of the scheme comprises a wide band (£300-500k) – is it possible to 
provide a more precise estimate of cost?  

A. Not at this time as site specific studies have not been completed to develop this as a mitigation.   

Q7.       Can you confirm that NR is unable to meet any of the projected costs of the safety scheme?  

A. Network Rail is public sector company that is funded by the tax payer, we are regulated by the 
Office of Rail and Road who assess the level of expenditure we are granted, this is done in five year 
cycles and as such there is no funding further identified for this site at this time.  

Q8.       There had been a query as to whether this stretch of line was suitable for a VAMOS system – 
can you confirm that this safety measure is technically suitable at this crossing?  

A. Initial surveys are promising but development and investigations have not been completed. 
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The Parish Council Office 
Formby Library 
Duke Street 
FORMBY 
L37 4AN 
01704 395955 
parishclerk@formbyparishcouncil.org.uk 

 
 
25 August 2017 
 
 
Planning Services 
Sefton Metropolitan Borough Council 
Magdalen House 
30 Trinity Road 
BOOTLE L20 3NJ 
 
Planning Application DC/2017/00606 Land at Andrews Lane. 
 
With reference our previous comments on the above application, it remains the firm view 
of Formby Parish Council that the Transport Assessment in support of Andrews Lane 
Planning Application is not up to date, nor does it fully assess the impact of development 
as it does not include a full assessment of Hoggs Hill Lane footpath level crossing.  
 
Section 6.4 ‘Hoggs Hill Lane Level Crossing’ the Officer’s report states that “They 
[Network Rail] calculate that usage would be likely to increase by 20% as a result of 
the new development”. 
It is clear that it has now been accepted by all parties, given the ongoing dialogue between 
Sefton Council, Network Rail and Redrow Homes, that the proposed development will 
significantly impact upon the level crossing. 
Sefton’s Local Plan Policy IN2 part 3 section (d) quite clearly states that “Any 
proposal that significantly impacts upon a level crossing should be accompanied by 
a transport assessment which includes assessment of the level crossing”.   
 
Determining this application without a full assessment of its impact, which includes a 
transport assessment of Hoggs Hill Lane level crossing would be contrary to policy. This 
assessment should be carried out in addition to and not in place of the ongoing statutory 
consultations with Network Rail.   
 
Formby Parish Council is concerned that there has not been adequate transparency 
regarding assessment of the crossing carried out by Network Rail.  As its conclusions are 
likely to be presented in the form of a late representation to the Planning Committee, we 
protest at the lack of opportunity to consider those conclusions. 
 
However, having been advised that the All Level Crossing Risk Model (ALCRM) is the 
common and most likely method of risk assessment we would draw your attention to the 
report –  
Safety at level crossings :  Parliamentary Transport Committee - Eleventh Report,  
section 3 Risk assessment, paragraph 17 where it states that  “Models are only as 
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good as their underlying data and assumptions. Concerns have been expressed 
about both of these in relation to ALCRM. For example: 
·  Crossing usage inputs are mostly based on a 30-minute census conducted during 
an off-peak period between 0930 and 1630 on weekdays. This approach does not 
take account of crossings with high within-day variations (e.g. near workplaces or 
schools), high weekend use compared with weekdays (e.g. on country walking and 
cycling routes) or where there is seasonal variation (e.g. near beaches)”. 
 
All of the concerns voiced by the Parliamentary Select Committee report directly apply to 
Hoggs Hill Lane level crossing, and the benefits that a robust transport assessment of the 
crossing could bring to properly inform the ALCRM model is beyond dispute. 
Section 6.4 of the Officers reports continues... “From a planning perspective, any 
requirement for safety measures to address extra risk must be fairly and reasonably 
related in scale and kind to the development (para 204, NPPF)”. 
 
This part of the Officer’s report is misleading and misquotes Paragraph 204 of the NPPF 
which actually states that “Planning obligations should only be sought where they 
meet all of the following tests (bullet point 3)[are] fairly and reasonably related in 
scale and kind to the development”.  Indeed there is no mention of safety within the 
Planning Conditions and Obligations section of the NPPF.  It is concerned with what can 
be expected from the developer however Network Rail is subject to the requirements of 
the Health and Safety at Work Act 1974 to reduce risk ‘so far as is reasonably 
practicable’.  In simple terms this means that the cost, time and effort required in 
providing a specific risk reduction measure needs to be commensurate with the 
safety benefit that will be obtained as a result of its implementation.   
 
This is an entirely different test and mitigation measures in this instance are not bound or 
capped by the level of contribution that can be reasonably expected from a developer.  In 
reality this cost benefit analysis can and may dictate a solution that is beyond the scope of 
contributions from a single development. 
 
If the ALCRM model is being used to assess risk then differences in assumptions about 
the volume of foot traffic over the crossing could lead to significantly different outcomes for 
risk, as Train Pedestrian Values (TPVs) are calculated by multiplying the number of 
pedestrians who pass over the railway within any period of 15 minutes by the number of 
trains passing over the crossing in the same period.  Given the comments by the 
Parliamentary Select Committee a calculation based simply on the number of houses and 
their proximity to the crossing (which is all we can deduce from the Officer’s report) is not 
sufficient to gain a full understanding of increased risk.  A transport assessment of the 
crossing would include consideration of the significant improvements to the footpaths and 
cycle ways within and around the site, improvements in connectivity to Sefton Coastal 
Path,the attraction of a new recreation space, the effect of new signage to direct people 
onto the new routes (a planning condition) and any development likely to come forward 
within the next 3 years.  This would include Powerhouse phase 2  MN2.19 , Altcar Lane 
MN2.18 and PDC Centre MN2.16 which will result in the loss of existing open green 
space, in all a further 56 homes within close proximity to the crossing. 
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A robust assessment of the increase in number of people likely to use Hoggs Hill Lane 
level crossing is pivotal in determining overall risk and this is instrumental in calculating the 
level of mitigation Network Rail must consider and the cost benefit calculation needed 
when addressing the crossing. 
   
Finally addressing this matter through a transport assessment as is demanded by Sefton’s 
Local Plan will give a role to the community and interested parties when considering the 
options that result from Network Rail’s risk assessment. 
 
Given the reasons above if the Local Planning Authority fail to request this additional 
information as demanded by the Local Plan, prior to determining the application then there 
would be a need to refer the matter to the Council’s formal complaints procedure, the 
Local Government Ombudsman and the Parish Council will seek approval for a Judicial 
Review, if the development is approved and a proper justification is not provided. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Yours faithfully  
 
 
 
 
Claire Jenkins 
Clerk and Responsible Financial Officer 
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27 July 2017 

Mr Paul Lander 
1A Barton Heys Road 
Formby 
Liverpool L37 2EZ 

Sefton Council Planning Services 
Magdalen House 
30 Trinity Road 
Bootle L20 3NJ 

Case Officer Liz Beard 
The planning application number is DC/2017/00606 

DC/2017/00606 I Construction of 99 dwellings comprising a mix of houses and 
apartments together with the construction of access road and the laying out of open 
space (to include the installation of an attenuation pond) (Amended plans and 
description) I Land To The South Of Andrews Lane Formby L37 2YH 

I wish to make late representations as the cycle data has not been mentioned in the 
officer's report for the traffic free cycle route NCN910 which is relevant as part of this route 
is forming the new access road to the new development. Therefore I insist that its put 
before members on following grounds : 

Access and Safety 

The access road to the new development is by way of the NCN810 traffic free cycle route 
and footpath 35 

From cycle usage data from Sefton's Principal Transport Officer , Strategic Transportation 
Planning & Investment. He confirmed that for the month of July 2016 cycle usage was circa 
7,000 for the month. 

Sustrans advised that the cycle counters are automatic, and the data is collected 
periodically by a consultancy on behalf of local authorities. It is not something Sustrans 
have control over or access to. 

Sefton advised that their consultants are Mott MacDonald. The counter is 100m south of 
the proposed development.- see spreadsheet attached for usage figures for the month of 
July 2016. More recent data received from Sefton via Mott MacDonald for weeks 
commencing 16th January 2017 to week commencing 12th June 2017 indicates 27,875 
total usage by cyclists. 

Redraw Formby Transport Assessment - Proposed Development and Impact 

Extract Taken from Section 5.3 
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            1A Barton Heys Road 
            Formby  
            Liverpool L37 2EZ 
            28 August 2017   
     
 
Planning Services 
Sefton Council 
Magdalen House 
30 Trinity Road 
BOOTLE L20 3NJ 
 

Planning Application DC/2017/00606 

Case Officer Liz Beard 

Dear Sirs 

Late Representation/Officer's Report 30 August 2017 

The proposal for the new access road is the existing traffic free cycle path part of the NCN810 and 
also footpath No 35.  This will mean 100% increase in traffic accessing the new development 
sharing this with cyclists.  There is only one way in and one way out of this development and all 
cyclists will  have to cross over the junction to the entrance of the new development to join the 
existing traffic free cycle route or exist the traffic free route.  

The number of cycle journeys made for the month of July 2016 was 7,000.   The numbers for nearly 
six month of this year was circa 28,000.  In usage terms Sefton's own Highways Manager agreed 
that these numbers where high.  

This data (available from Sefton Council) has not been used in any analysis for traffic usage for the 
new road.   The number of cycle journeys made on this existing route therefore should be taken into 
consideration.  

With the combined vehicles being potentially 200 cars plus service vehicles all using  this new  
access road along with the cyclists (of all abilities and ages) plus pedestrians (young and old) those 
with mobility issues, dog walkers, walking groups, school children, families with toddlers, prams, 
pushchairs, all wanting to access either the new development or the traffic free cycle route and 
footpath, then surely all these factors must be taken into consideration for safety reasons. 

The Transport Assessment did not look at  the above data nor into a detail forecast impact on the 
access new road. 

 

On page page 19 of the Officer Report 

Vehicular and Pedestrian Access 
The new access will comprise a 5.5m wide carriageway and 2m wide footways on 
either side.  
 
Highways Manager for Sefton states ‘the layout 
of the access roads, footways and shared surface areas within the development site is 
generally acceptable’. (page 19 of the officer's report) 
 
On page 20 of this same report the Inspector states 
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‘Access to the site would be along the extended Andrews Lane through a narrow gap 
between two existing houses. There is evidence that this can be provided to current 
highways standards and the junctions with Barton Heys Road and Andrews Close 
would operate safely….The Council consider that an acceptable access can be 
achieved; I agree.’ 

However Sefton's own "guidance" for highways standards ie Design and Construction of New 
Roads to Adoptable Standards and also Street Design guides,  both authoritative documents,  
evidence of which can be found on Sefton's website for all to read, clearly states in Street Design 
the road hierarchy.   Pedestrians are placed top of this hierarchy followed by cyclists and then 
traffic.  In Chapter 3 of the Design and Construction of New Roads document states the width of 
roads and footways in table format.  In areas of high usage of cyclists then in all the tables states 
2m standard width 3m or more in areas with high levels of pedestrians or cycle routes.   
  
The Highways Manger states "is generally acceptable within the development"  However the 
Inspector is speaking of the narrow gap that is to become the new access road. This narrow gap 
between two existing houses is 9.6m wide.  Therefore adhering to current highways standards this  
 
 
 
clearly cannot be achieved!  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Condition 14 does not improve the 45 metre section of the traffic free cycle path.  In fact the 
section is to become the new access road into the development.  Cyclists have to share this 
section with two way traffic and with only way in and one way out of the new housing 
development this gives cause for concern for the numbers of cyclists who presently use the 
existing route. 
  
Extract from Local Plan IN2 states  

2. Improvements to the transport network will take account of the need for:  

a. Improving safety and accessibility for all transport users 

c. Maintaining, improving and extending the walking and cycling network 

The new proposal for the access road to the new development is taking away 45m section of the 
beginning entrance to the traffic free cycling network (NCN810).  The traffic free cycle network will 

 Cycling group heading south entering the  start of the 
cycle free route NCN810 at bottom of Andrews Lane 
on Friday 24 July Cycling group heading North 

from traffic free route NCN810 at top of Andrews on 
Thursday 24 July 2017  
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only be accessible through the new housing development across the junction entrance of the new 
development.  

The proposal is also for a pathway across the open space with the attenuation pond with railway line 
running alongside and leading to/from the Hoggs Hill Lane unmanned level crossing. This is putting 
all lives at Risk when accessing the footpath 35 and 5 and also the traffic free cycle network 

No alternative safe route is planned for cyclists or pedestrians during the lifetime of the 
development.  Access/exist in Formby will only be via the unmanned level crossing at Hoggs Hill 
Lane - this is a safety risk!! 
 
Conditions 

The number of serious conditions  relating to this proposal is very high when one considers this is a 
full planning application and not an outline and therefore these conditions should have been met 
before the full application was submitted by Redrow.  

The number of the concerns raised in the outline planning application which was refused have still 
not been met.    

Yours faithfully 

 

P E Lander  
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Speaking at Planning Committee

You have confirmed that you wish to address the Planning Committee.  In 
order to make as much information as possible available to the Committee 
members before the meeting, would you please complete this form and return 
it to the Planning Department at the address below.

Site Address:    Land To The South Of Andrews Lane, Formby L37 2YH

Application Number: DC/2017/00606

Your Name: John Williams

Summary of Main Issues of Case
Please outline the main points you wish to draw to the attention of the 
Committee:

Flooding and Drainage issues

Additional Supporting Information

Please attach any supporting information for example photographs. This will 
be circulated to members of the Planning Committee prior to the meeting.  
Please note that this will be reproduced in an A4 black and white format.

New information will not be accepted on the night as there will not have been 
sufficient time for Councillors to consider it.

Please return this form and any additional paperwork by 10:00am on 
Tuesday 29 August, 2017 to:

Planning Department
Magdalen House
30 Trinity Road
Bootle
L20 3NJ
Fax: 0151-934-3587
E-mail: planning.department@sefton.gov.uk

If you have any queries regarding this form or the Committee procedures, please 
contact the Democratic Services Officer, Olaf Hansen, on 0151 934 2067.
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Appendix 4B 
 
DC/2014/01312: Former Arriva Bus Depot 503-509 Hawthorne Road Bootle L20 6JJ 
 
 
Speaking at committee form attached. 
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Speaking at Planning Committee 

 
You have confirmed that you wish to address the Planning Committee.  In 
order to make as much information as possible available to the Committee 
members before the meeting, would you please complete this form and return 
it to the Planning Department at the address below. 
 
Site Address:    
Former Arriva Bus Depot 503-509 Hawthorne Road, Bootle L20 6JJ  
 
 
Application Number:    DC/2014/01312 
 
Your Name:          Colin Williams, Director, The Planning Studio Ltd 
 
Summary of Main Issues of Case 
Please outline the main points you wish to draw to the attention of the 
Committee: 
 
The site is part of regeneration priority for the Council to deliver housing, 
regenerate large derelict land sites, improve the area formerly part of the 
Market Renewal Klondyke area. 
 
Extensive discussions with the Council officers, provided all information 
requested by the Council and addressed all planning and technical issues.  
 
Full retail statement provided and agreed sequential test assessment 
demonstrated that there are no sequentially preferable sites and the retail 
development will contribute to serving a need identified in the Council’s retail 
study which underpins the adopted Sefton Local Plan.  
 
Highways and access issues agreed with the Council Highways Officer.  
 
The site has been vacant and derelict for many years due to long standing 
issues of viability and abnormal site contamination clean-up costs, with most 
recent site investigations suggesting costs could be circa £3.4m to 
decontaminate the site – very extensive abnormal costs that cannot be 
sustained by a housing development alone. Cross subsidy by the proposed 
retail development is required to deliver the housing development.  
 
The 119 houses will contribute significantly to the Council's 5 year supply and 
will be from brownfield land sources. This gives significant presumption in 
favour of the development.  
 
The proposed development will deliver very significant new investment into 
the area, in excess of hundred jobs in construction phases and circa 40 fte 
jobs in the retail development.  
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The development delivers sustainable development compliant with the 
adopted Local Plan policies for the site – as set out in the Planning Officer 
report.  
 
 
 
Additional Supporting Information 
 
Please attach any supporting information for example photographs. This will 
be circulated to members of the Planning Committee prior to the meeting.  
Please note that this will be reproduced in an A4 black and white format. 
 
New information will not be accepted on the night as there will not have been 
sufficient time for Councillors to consider it. 
 
Please return this form and any additional paperwork by 10:00am on 
Tuesday 29 August, 2017 to: 
 
Planning Department 
Magdalen House 
30 Trinity Road 
Bootle 
L20 3NJ 
Fax: 0151-934-3587 
E-mail: planning.department@sefton.gov.uk  
 
 
If you have any queries regarding this form or the Committee procedures, please 
contact the Democratic Services Officer, Olaf Hansen, on 0151 934 2067. 

Page 51

Agenda Item 8



This page is intentionally left blank


	Agenda
	8 Late Reps

