
 

Report to: Planning Committee  Date of Meeting:   11 April 2012 
 

Subject: S/2011/1531 
 Hatherlow House, 27 Park Crescent,  Southport 
  
Proposal: Erection of a part two, part four storey living with care facility comprising 33 

individual suites, including the layout of car parking spaces and 
landscaping (alternative to S/2011/0117 refused 8 Apr 2011) 

 
Applicant:  Methodist Homes   Agent:  AA Design Limited 
 
Report of:   Head of Planning Services  Wards Affected:  (Cambridge Ward) 
 
Is this a Key Decision?   No   Is it included in the Forward Plan?  No 
 
Exempt/Confidential No  
 

 
Summary 
 
This application is seeking consent for the erection of a part two, part four storey living 
with care facility comprising 33 individual suites, including the layout of car parking 
spaces and landscpaing (alternative to S/2011/0117 refused 08/04/2011) 
 
The main issues for consideration in the assessment of this application are the principle 
of development, Class C2 use (residential institutions), design and visual impact on the 
street scene and character of the area, impact on residential amenity, heritage asset 
value in terms of the existing building under Planning Policy Statement 5 (PPS5) and site 
planning and planning policy constraints. 
 
 
Recommendation(s) 
 
Approval 
 
 
Reasons for the Recommendation: 
 
The proposed development is acceptable in principle in this location and the quality of 
design is sufficient to justify the loss of the existing building.  The proposal will not have a 
significant detrimental impact on amenity and the design will have a positive impact on its 
surroundings.  The scheme meets the requirements for tree planting under policy DQ3 
and makes a contributuion towards the provision or upkeep of public greenspace under 
policy DQ4.  The proposal therefore complies with Sefton's adopted UDP policies CS3, 
DQ1, DQ3, DQ4, H10 and AD2. 
 
 
Implementation Date for the Decision 
 
Immediately following the Committee/Council/Working Group meeting 



 
Contact Officer:  Mrs S Tyldesley Telephone 0151 934 3569 
 
Case Officer:  Andrea Fortune Telephone 0151 934 2208 (Tues- Fri) 
 
Email:   planning.department@sefton.gov.uk 
 
 
Background Papers:       
 
The following papers are available for inspection by contacting the above officer(s). 
 
History and Policy referred to in the report 



 
 

S/2011/1531 

 
The Site 
 
The site occupies a corner plot at the junction of Park Avenue, Park Crescent and 
Cambridge Road.  The site is currently occupied by a large, vacant 3 storey villa with 
significant architectural merit and a later single storey extension at the rear.  The building 
was previously occupied as a residential care home.  The site is bound by Berkley Court 
(four-storey block of flats) to the south-east and Nightingale House (three storey block of 
flats with basement garages) to the north-east.  Vehicular access to the site is from Park 
Avenue and the site lies opposite Hesketh Park which is registered as a Grade II Listed 
Historic Park.   
 
This application was presented to Planning Committee Visiting Panel in February for 
information only.  This application is now presented for determination. 
 

Proposal 
 
Erection of a part two, part four storey living with care facility comprising 33 individual 
suites, including the layout of car parking spaces and landscaping (alternative to 
S/2011/0117 refused 08/04/11). 
 

History 
 
S/11344 Alterations to fire escape at rear.  Granted 10/05/79. 
 
S/2011/0117 Erection of a part three, part four storey residential care development 

comprising 35 individual suites, including the layout of car parking spaces 
and landscaping.  Refused 08/04/2011. 

 

Consultations 
 
Highways Development Control – There are no objections to the proposal to erect a 
residential care development on this site as there are no highway safety implications.  
The existing vehicular access to the site off Park Avenue will be widened to cater for two 
cars to pass one another without difficulty.  The existing vehicular access at the corner of 
Park Crescent / Park Avenue will be closed off and as such the footway crossing will 
need to be reconstructed as footway.  A separate pedestrian access will be provided 
onto the footway close to the corner of Park Crescent / Park Avenue.  There is an 
existing pedestrian refuge and two existing fully accessible bus stops on Park Crescent 
(one on each side of the road) a short distance from the site, however, there is no safe 
and convenient crossing point for pedestrians on Park Avenue at the roundabout junction 
with Park Crescent, together with flush kerbs and tactile paving on the footway either 
side of the refuge.  In addition, it will be necessary to reconstruct part of the footway on 
the north-west side of Park Avenue adjacent to the site frontage so that it is level and 
suitable for use by pedestrians who may have mobility difficulties.  A total of 12 off-street 
car parking spaces (including two marked out for use by disabled persons) are proposed, 
which is an acceptable level of parking provision.  However, cycle parking will also be 
required at the ratio of one secure covered staff space per 5 staff members present at 



the busiest time, plus one cycle stand per 20 residents, which can be secured by 
condition. 
 
Built Environment Director – Head of Environment – No objection in principle to this 
proposal subject to standard conditions / informatives being included on the approval 
notice for this application. 
 
Merseyside Police Architectural Liaison – Detailed comments have been forwarded to 
the applicant via their agent.  Summary of comments as follows: 

• Park Crescent is a relatively low crime area. 

• Fencing to perimeters should be minimum of 1800mm in height, close-boarded 
fencing with no footholds to the outerface. 

• Defensive planting is advisable where side fencing exists to properties, eg, 
pyracantha, berberis and hawthorn. 

• Shrubs and hedges should generally have max growth height of 1metre whilst 
trees should be pruned up to a minimum height of 2 metres, to maintain clear field 
of vision around the site. 

• Recommend boundary abutting gated pathway to north east is raised to height of 
1.8m, to reduce potential for unauthorised entry. 

• Street lighting should provide suitable low level of ambience to discourage 
offenders and provide natural surveillance. 

• Recommend adequate parking spaces are incorporated into development to 
accommodate all residents. 

• Communal parking area must be within view of ‘active’ rooms within apartments. 

• Building lines should be kept simple as recessed areas create hiding places and 
reduce natural surveillance. 

• Side access gates should be positioned to the front building line to avoid blind 
spots, be lockable and a minimum of 1800mm in height. 

• Recommend that the link block be constructed to prevent scaling and to eliminate 
the possibility of accessing upper floors. 

• All ground floor and any accessible windows or roof lights must be independently 
certificated to British Standards and must include minimum 6.4mm laminated 
glazing within its double glazing system. 

• The plans do not indicate bin storage and should have a dedicated area in an 
open fence structure. 

• Recommend an internal letterbox to serve all apartments. 

• Recommend CCTV as a minimum to cover the main entrance and lobby/waiting 
area. 

 

Neighbour Representations 
 
Last date for replies: 7th March 2012 
Received to date:  Letters of objection received from flats 1, 5, 10, 14, 16 Berkley Court 
(2 Park Avenue); 55B Rufford Road raising the following concerns: 

• Rear building is up against boundary and will cause loss of light and open aspect 
when in the garden.  Should be moved back 10 metres also. 

• Height of rear building at 11m to eaves and even more to the ridge will cause 
overlooking and a loss of light. 

• No bin stores shown on plans this time, should not be at front as would be 
unsightly. 



• Loss of iconic building with tower that can be seen from far away, should not be 
demolished, façade should be retained. 

• Lack of car parking spaces will lead to much on-street parking on Park Avenue. 

• Park Avenue is a HGV route and increased parking will cause a hazard. 

• Building is an eyesore as it stands and recognise that something has to be done 
but cannot agree with the plans submitted. 

• Need clarification of the boundary wall height between site and Berkley Court. 

• Consider that reasons for refusal 1, 2 and 3 still apply, despite amendments. 

• Existing building is of great architectural interest and an iconic structure. 

• Should be preserved as it compliments the building on the opposite corner which 
has been restored and converted into flats.  Existing building should be 
refurbished. 

• Is in a strategic area close to Hesketh Park which has been given heritage money. 

• Other flat developments built following demolition of existing buildings have not 
sold. 

 
Comments were also made that residents were pleased that the main block of the 
building had been moved away from the boundary with Berkley Court and the link section 
reduced in height.  Comment also made that the redevelopment of the site is welcomed 
as the existing site is often vandalised and unsightly. 
 
Letter from 26 Darwin Court stating no objection to the scheme. 
 

Policy 
 
The application site is situated in an area allocated as Primarily Residential on the 
Council’s Adopted Unitary Development Plan. 
 
AD2       Ensuring Choice of Travel 
CS3       Development Principles 
DQ1       Design 
DQ3       Trees and Development 
DQ4       Public Greenspace and Development 
H10        Development in Primarily Residential Areas 
HC5       Historic Parks and Gardens Archaeology 
PPS5     Planning for the Historic Environment 
  

Comments 
 
The main issues in the assessment of this application will be the principle of 
development, Class C2 use (residential institutions), design and visual impact on the 
street scene and character of the area, impact on residential amenity, heritage asset 
value in terms of the existing building under Planning Policy Statement (PPS5) and site 
planning and planning policy considerations. 

 
Background 
 
An application was refused in April 2011 for the erection of a part three part four storey 
residential care development of 35 units.  The application was refused on the basis of 
four grounds including the scale, massing and design which resulted in an unacceptable 
form of development; the scale, siting and layout would have a detrimental impact on the 



amenity of neighbouring properties; the loss of the significance of Hatherlow House as a 
non-designated Heritage Asset and the failure to provide a financial contribution towards 
the provision of off-site public greenspace and the provision of trees under policy DQ3. 

 
The revised application was presented with a number of amendments to the original 
scheme in an attempt to address the above reasons for refusal.  However, Planning 
Committee indicated at the Visiting Panel site visit in February that they felt the scheme 
submitted required further negotiation in terms of the design and the detail of the scheme 
should pick up curved features which are present on the existing and surrounding 
buildings and also consider the re-use of materials from the existing building. Members 
also raised the issue of improving the radius of the road junction due to damage being 
caused to the footway.  A further revised design has now been submitted following 
recent negotiation and now forms the basis for this assessment.  
 
Principle 
The site lies within a primarily residential area where the principle of residential use with 
care is acceptable subject to other policy constraints. 
 
C2 Use 
The application seeks consent for a residential care development (Use Class C2).  In 
defining C2 uses, the emphasis is upon the provision of a significant level of care and 
type of accommodation. 
 
The importance of establishing the level of care to be provided is linked to the 
requirement of policy H3 for housing development over 15 units to provide an affordable 
housing contribution.  If the applicant can demonstrate that the proposal is for residential 
care and not just for apartments, there is no requirement to seek any affordable housing 
contribution under policy H3. 
 
Having assessed the information submitted, it is accepted that the use proposed here 
falls within use class C2.  This is based on the specific features of the scheme, which 
when presented together as a package, distinguish the proposal from open market 
housing for the elderly.  These include the requirement that at least one occupant in each 
unit must be aged 60 or over, or be in need of specific care or registered disabled which 
will be secured by condition.  In addition to this there is a medical assessment for 
potential residents upon entry which determines the level of care required, and a service 
charge, ‘well-being’ charge which must be purchased which is set at a higher price than 
service charges for open market flat schemes.  The provision of 24 hour support and or 
care within on-site 24 hour management, communal facilities, provision of meals on site 
etc, when provided together clearly identify the use proposed as extra care housing 
under use class C2.  Furthermore the applicant is a charity (MHA) which runs several C2 
establishments, one of which is at Weld Road in Birkdale.  As such there is no 
requirement for the scheme to provide an element of affordable housing.  A condition will 
also be used to ensure the use remains within use class C2 should another operator 
purchase the site in the future. 
 
PPS5  and the value of the building as a Heritage Asset 
Hatherlow House is a building of some significance and of such high architectural quality 
that it has been the subject of applications for listing in the past and more recently in 
response to this site being proposed for redevelopment.  English Heritage accepts that 
the building is of local interest as a prominent building within the local area and that it 



was part of the original planned development surrounding Hesketh Park. However, within 
a national context it lacks the special architectural and historic interest required to qualify 
for listing.  
 
Therefore as the building is not covered by any formal designation, but still possesses 
historical interest it is defined under PPS 5 as a non-designated heritage asset, of which 
it is a material consideration when planning applications are received that would impact 
on its significance or its setting therefore its retention is sought.  It is also believed that 
the demolition of this building along with any new development would also impact on the 
setting of Hesketh Park, which is a designated Heritage Asset.  It is important, however, 
for Committee to note that the demolition of the building is possible without any planning 
permission being required as the building has no legal protection to prevent this.   
 
Given the high quality of the existing building, its replacement, if any, should be of 
significant design quality in order to compensate for the loss of this building.  In 
particular, the site occupies a prominent corner and the design of any replacement 
building must embrace this prominence with strong design features.   
 
Previous designs submitted for this site lacked architectural quality and did not satisfy the 
requirements of PPS5 set out above, or policy DQ1 which requires development to make 
a positive contribution to its surroundings to the quality of its design.  Planning 
Committee indicated at the Visiting Panel site visit in February that they felt the scheme 
submitted required further negotiation in terms of the design and that the detail of the 
scheme should pick up curved features which are present on the existing and 
surrounding buildings and also consider the re-use of materials from the existing 
building.   
 
Following further negotiation, a revised design has now been submitted which is a 
significant improvement on previous schemes.  The revised design shows a prominent 
corner tower with curved bays which is reflective of features of the existing building and 
takes reference from other buildings in the locality.  The height of the tower feature is 
greater than the rest of the building and this along with the curved bays is an 
improvement to the earlier scheme.  The Juliette balconies to the tower are now shown 
to be set into the window frames, which is more appropriate and the overall design 
represents a quality building more akin to its very prominent position within the street 
scene. 
 
Members at Visiting Panel referred to the re-use of materials from the existing building in 
the redevelopment scheme.  The applicants have addressed this and have submitted a 
summary of which materials they intend to reuse in the proposal.  These include the re-
use of good quality brick from the main building in the rebuilding of the boundary wall to 
the frontage, the reuse of the main doorway as a gateway feature in the garden, the 
reuse of some of the stone lintels that are in a sufficient condition to be reused on the 
new windows.  This approach is welcomed given the importance and quality of the 
existing building.  The proposal will be a new planning architectural chapter in the history 
of the site but takes significant reference and features from the existing building.  The 
reuse of some existing materials is a welcome addition to the scheme and is a direct 
result of Committee’s request to do so. 
 
Committee Members also raised concerns regarding the damage to the footway that has 
occurred as a result of the junction outside the site being used by HGV’s as a main route 
out of Southport.  They requested that the radius of the junction be widened.  However, 



as the problem is an existing situation that does not arise as a direct result of this 
proposal, it would be unreasonable for the applicant to carry out such major highway 
works in order to remedy this.  However, a scheme of highway improvement works is 
required by Highways Development Control by condition which includes the 
reconstruction of the footway between the two existing accesses to Hatherlow House 
along with the provision of a pedestrian refuge on Park Avenue at the roundabout 
junction, together with flush kerbs and tactile paving on either side of the refuge.  
Conservation colleagues have requested that the details of the materials to be used in 
the provision of tactile paving be agreed prior to its installation. 
 
Residential Amenity 
The original scheme has been amended in order to address a number of concerns raised 
relating to the impact on residential amenity, particularly of those in Berkley Court 
adjacent.   
 
The main building has been reduced in size and moved away from the boundary with 
Berkley Court.  This has increased the distance from the kitchen windows of flats in 
Berkley Court being increase from 7.2m previously to 10.6m.  Whilst this is less than the 
12 m recommended in SPG, it is on balance considered to be a sufficient distance to 
prevent any outlook or overlooking issues.  Furthermore, windows in the side gable of 
the proposed building will be obscurely glazed to prevent overlooking. 
 
The central link has been reduced from 3 storey to 2 storey and the roof garden 
removed.  First floor windows in the elevation facing the gardens of Berkley Court will be 
obscurely glazed to prevent overlooking.  The impact on residential amenity of 
neighbours in terms of overlooking has therefore been addressed with these 
amendments. 
 
Objections raised by neighbours regarding the secondary block fronting Cambridge Road 
refer to the proximity of the building to the boundary and the potential impact of this on 
their outlook, especially from flats in the rear part of Berkley Court.  The building is 
positioned so as to minimise the projection to the front given the stagger in the building 
line.  If this building were to move away from the boundary, it would be overly dominant 
when viewed along Cambridge Road and be visually detrimental to the street scene.  
The applicant does not wish to further reduce the building in terms of its floorspace as 
this would reduce the number of units which would raise viability issues for the scheme.   
 
It is accepted that the outlook for these residents will change, however, given that this 
building is some 17 metres from the rear elevations of Berkley Court at the closest point 
which is also a four storey building, it is considered to be a sufficient distance away to 
prevent a significant detrimental impact on the amenity of Berkley Court.  Overall is it 
considered that the revised scheme has addressed a number of concerns initially raised 
and now presents a proposal which will not have a significant detrimental impact on 
amenity of existing neighbours. 
 
Concerns raised by neighbours included that no details of bin stores has been submitted.  
Plans and elevations have now been received showing the bin stores and mobility 
scooter storage sheds being on the south-eastern boundary adjacent to the Berkley 
Court boundary.  Given the concerns raised regarding waste and the potential impact on 
neighbouring properties, the applicant has agreed to submit a waste management plan 
for the site which will be required by condition and should explain how waste will be dealt 
with at the site in order to allay some of the fears raised by residents. 



 
Generally it is considered that the amendments to date have reduced the potential 
impact on the amenity of neighbours to some degree and that overall, the scheme does 
not have a significant detrimental impact on amenity and therefore complies with policy 
H10. 
 
 
Trees and Greenspace 
Policy DQ3 requires the provision of new tree planting for new development which is 
calculated on the basis of 1 tree per 50 sq m of new gross floorspace.  In addition to this 
any trees removed as part of the development must be replaced on the basis of at least 
2 for 1. 
 
For the purposes of this proposal, the floorspace requires 69 trees to be planted and 19 
are proposed to be removed giving a replacement requirement of 38.  The total 
requirement for tree planting is 69 + 38 = 107 trees.  The latest landscape plan submitted 
shows 56 trees to be planted on site leaving 51 to be planted off-site via a section 106 
agreement.  The applicant has agreed in writing to pay the required amount for tree 
planting via a s106 which will be required by condition and is 51 x £506.50 = £25,831.50 
(2012/2013 prices). 
 
However, the final landscape scheme is not complete at this stage and will be required 
as a condition of any consent granted.  As such the outstanding tree figure may change 
at a later date once the landscape details are finalised and the s106 figures can be 
amended up until the agreement is signed.  The landscape condition will therefore be 
used to ensure the tree planting is in accordance with policy DQ3 notwithstanding the 
detail shown on the latest landscape plan.  This is an acceptable approach. 
 
Policy DQ4 requires the provision of a financial contribution towards existing greenspace 
or the provision of new public greenspace where there is a clear and justified shortfall 
within an area. 
 
In this case, based on the total floorspace of the proposed building, the financial 
contribution calculated on the basis of new floorspace would be £1,905 per 100 sq m of 
gross floorspace (£66,549.39).  However, the applicant has provided a case for a 
reduced contribution on the basis of this case having exceptional circumstances.  They 
argue that as the building was previously in use as a care home, and could be reopened 
at any time.  They point out that the care home previously had 26 residents and that a 
reduction equivalent to that floorspace should be permitted. As such it is only the 
additional provision of care beds that should be included in the calculations for off-site 
public greenspace improvements.  The replacement of the total building has been led by 
the need for improved care facilities which cannot be achieved by extension.  Taking into 
account the additional requirement for greenspace generated by the proposal, the 
location of the site is opposite Hesketh Park and the provision is by a charity, a 
contribution under policy DQ4 of £33,274.69 is considered reasonable in this specific 
case.  The applicant has agreed this. 
 
The level of contribution achieved for the overall site under policies DQ3 and DQ4 is 
therefore £59,106.19 and is considered acceptable. 
 
 
 



Conclusion 
 
The revised scheme is considered to be of sufficient design quality to replace the existing 
building which has significant architectural merit.  The scheme, with conditions, 
represents a reasonable solution for bringing forward this prominent site for 
redevelopment which meets design and amenity requirements. 
 
Recommendation 
 
This application is recommended for approval subject to Planning Committee agreeing 
the contributions under policy DQ4. 
 

Conditions  
 
1. T-1 Full Planning Permission Time Limit 
2. M-2 Materials (sample) 
3. M-6 Piling 
4. M-3 Obscure Glazing 
5. Prior to the commencement of the development:- 

a)  Full details of windows and doors including cross sections and samples of 
materials shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority.  
b) The windows and doors shall be installed in accordance with the plans approved 
under (a) above. 

6. L5  Landscaping (scheme) 
7. P-5 Plant and machinery 
8. P-8 Kitchen Extraction Equipment 
9. Prior to the commencement of development  

a)  details of proposed ground levels and details of the finished slab level for the 
buildings shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority.  
b)  The ground levels across the site and finished slab levels for the building shall 
be as per the plans approved under (a) above. 
c) The ground levels across the site and finished slab levels for each property shall 
be as per the plans approved under (a) above. 

10. a)  Prior to the commencement of development, details of mitigation measures for 
bats shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
b)  The measures agreed under (a) above shall be implemented in full and retained 
as such thereafter. 

11. S-106 Standard S106 
12. a)  Prior to the occupation of the development, a management plan for dealing with 

waste at the site shall be submitted and agreed in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. 
b)  The approved waste management plan shall be implemented and carried out as 
approved. 

13. H-1 Remove existing vehicular/pedestrian access 
14. H-2 New vehicular/pedestrian access 
15. H-5 Off-site Highway Improvements 
16. H-6 Vehicle parking and manoeuvring 
17. H-7 Cycle parking 
18. R2  Use Classes Limitation - Residential Homes 



19. The extra care units to be provided within the development shall not be occupied 
other than by: 
a)  persons who are on admission over the age of 60 and are mentally and / or 
physically frail, have mobility problems, are people who suffer from a partial of full 
paralyses or are in need of assistance with the normal activities of daily life; and 
b) the spouses or relatives of such qualifying people under a) provided that this 
person is themselves over the age of 60 
c) persons whose occupation is agreed in writing within the Local Planning 
Authority prior to any first occupation. 

20. X1  Compliance 
 

Reasons 
 

1. RT-1 
2. RM-2 
3. RM-6 
4. RM-3 
5. RM-4 
6. RL1 
7. RP-5 
8. RP-8 
9. RD-3 
10. To safeguard conservation of species and to comply with policy NC2 in Sefton's 

adopted UDP. 
11. RS-106 
12. In the interests of amenity and to comply with policy H10 of the adopted Sefton 

UDP. 
13. RH-1 
14. RH-2 
15. RH-5 
16. RH-6 
17. RH-7 
18. RR1 
19. The scheme is purpose designed to meet the needs of this particular age group 

and the introduction of a different age structure would place demands upon the site 
which have not been provided for in the current scheme and to comply with Sefton 
UDP Policy H2. 

20. RX1 
 

Notes 
 
1. The applicant is advised that all works to the adopted highway must be carried out by 

a Council approved contractor at the applicant's expense.  Please contact the 
Highways Section on 0151 934 4175 or development.control@sefton.gov.uk for 
further information. 

 
2. The applicant is advised that, notwithstanding the details of windows required by 

condition, the Council would not seek to allow UPVC for windows at this 
development. 

 
3. Bats may be present in your building.  Bats are protected species.  If you discover 



bats you must cease work immediately, contact Batline on 01704 385735 for advice. 
 

 

Drawing Numbers 
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Existing site plan 
 

 



Proposed site plan 
 

 
 


