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PLANNING COMMITTEE :   18 AUGUST 2010

Late Representations/Information 

Part 1 

APPENDIX 4

Item 4A 
S/2010/0350 : Sainsburys, 1-3 Liverpool Road, Crosby,  

Petitions and objections 

A total of 6 petitions are attached seeking to directly address Committee, and 
other supporting information associated are attached in date order of original 
receipt.

1. Petition of 46 signatures sponsored by Councillor Peter Papworth on 
behalf of residents at ‘Sandalwood’, Coronation Road objecting to the 
application.  (Councillor Papworth has indicated he will speak on behalf 
of these residents).

2. Petition of 36 signatures sponsored by Councillor Paula Parry on 
behalf of Catherine Caddick, 13 Liverpool Road, in support of the 
application. 

3. Petition of 7,512 signatures sponsored by Councillor Peter Papworth 
on behalf of ‘ABetterCrosby’ objecting to the application (only 26 
signatures and attachments enclosed; hard copy available for 
members at Planning Committee). 

4. Petition of 26 signatures sponsored by Councillor Peter Papworth from 
Jacqueline Auton of ‘Café Barista’, Moor Lane, objecting to the 
application. 

5. Petition of 26 signatures sponsored by Councillor Steve McGinnity from 
Janet Smith of 44 De Villiers Avenue, objecting to the application.  This 
followed at 58 signature petition from residents of De Villiers Avenue 
which was not sponsored.  Her objection letter is attached. 

6. Petition of 26 signatures sponsored by Councillor Peter Papworth from 
Steve Pritchard of Pritchards Bookshop, Liverpool Road, objecting to 
the application.  His objection letter is attached. 

Petitions 5 and 6 arrived following the cut off time of 1000 on August 13 and 
as such, it is at the members discretion as to whether or not they will allow the 
petitioners to address Planning Committee directly. 

The applicant has also submitted supporting information for display at the 
committee meeting, copies of which are attached in addition to their 
confirmation of wishing to address Planning Committee in response to the 
above.
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Further individual representations have been received from the following 
addresses on or after the 26 July 2010: 

Belvidere Park, 1; Blundell Road, Hightown, 34; Brooke Road West, 58; 
Boundary Drive, 4; Chestnut Avenue, 6; Coronation Drive, 4, 25; Coronation 
Road (83 Sandalwood), 51; De Villiers Avenue, 17, 44; Durban Avenue, 1, 2, 
3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 10; Eshe Road North, 62; Hillcrest Road, 13; Ilford Avenue, 21; 
Little Crosby Road, 32, ‘Brookside Cottage’, Liverpool Road, 13 (Crosby 
Traders Association); Marine Terrace, 2; Moor Drive, ‘Joybarick’, 14, 49; Moor 
Lane, 13, 49; Moorland Avenue 54; Richmond Road (Avon Richmond Flats 
Ltd); Rimrose Valley Road, 107; Rossett Road, 18; Rothesay Drive, 20; 
Scape Lane, 3, 8; Second Avenue, 9; Sunnyside Road, 42; The By-Pass, 3; 
Vermont Avenue, 27; Victoria Road, 33. 

Of these 42 addresses (some having written more than once) all bar one 
object to the application.   

Crosby Traders Association have also forwarded three letters form other 
traders opposed to the application in addition to their a letter of support for the 
proposals.

In addition, a letter of objection is attached to the representations from the 
occupier of 3 The By-Pass, Crosby. 

The issues raised throughout these submissions have been subject to 
significant discussion in the Planning Committee report and members are duly 
advised of the basis on which those addressing the Committee will seek to 
present their case. 
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Item 4B 

S/2010/0801 : 61-63 Albert Road, Southport

1. Additional comments received from 6 Fleetwood Road 

  Street scene illustration with the amended scheme relates to the 
wrong application 

  PPS5 requires new development to making positive 
contributions to the character and local distinctiveness of the 
historic environment.  Given the site is opposite Hesketh Park 
this is critical. 

  The dormers and terraces on front elevation are out of character 

  Number of storeys should be limited to four as with adjacent 
developments

  Another style further disrupts the rhythm of the street scene, 
should be designed similar to Regency Court 

  Would expect a minimum separation distance of 3 metres to the 
boundary given height, and the projection beyond rear wall of 
Regency Court is excessive 

  Two front entrances would benefit the scheme (in and out) as 
this would ease manoeuvrability for larger vehicles entering and 
leaving the site 

  The revised plan shows many trees to be planted maybe some 
should be planted on the area edged blue 

The design, access arrangements and tree planting issues cannot be 
assessed at this stage given that the application is in outline only.  The 
plans have been checked and the correct street scene elevation is 
provided on the website for this application. 

2. Additional comments from 22 Regency Court : 

  Opposes encroachment beyond current building line to the rear, 
resulting in loss of outlook and amenity to Regency Court. 

  Previous Planning Inspector made reference to outlook from 
residents lounge at Regency Court and main issue t appeal was 
impact on neighbours 

  Concern about terraces on upper floor being open and 
overlooking

  There is no planting to screen the view of the proposal 

  Proposals not sustainable as family housing 

  Care was taken to ensure Regency Court did not overlook 
application site. 

3. The applicant has confirmed in writing that he is willing to enter into a 
S106 Agreement for the provision of trees and Greenspace in order to 
comply with policies DQ3 and DQ4. 
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4. Speaking at committee form from petitioner attached. 

5. Change condition 15 to read 

‘The detailed plans submitted for condition 2 shall take full account of the 
impact on the amenity of occupiers of Regency Court in respect of 
overlooking from balconies and overbearing impact. In this respect the 
plans submitted with the present application shall be considered 
indicative only and the approval hereby granted does not imply approval 
of the footprint or detail of the submitted plans.’ 

 Reason 

‘In the interests of the amenities of adjoining occupiers and to comply 
with UDP Policies CS3, H10 and DQ1’ 
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Item 4C 

S/2010/0907 : Plot 3, Land to rear of Oak Hey, Lambshear Lane, Lydiate

Amended Drawing

An amended drawing was received that sought to address the issues raised 
concerning the two-storey projecting element to the left hand side of the 
proposed dwelling.  This amendment is not considered to be acceptable and 
discussions towards an appropriate solution are ongoing.  In the event that an 
acceptable amended plan is not available to be presented to Committee it is 
respectfully requested that the decision be deferred for the next Committee 
cycle.

APPENDIX 5 

Item 5A 

S/2010/0707 : 72 Sonning Avenue, Litherland

Correct ordnance survey plan attached. 
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APPENDIX 5 

Item 5B 

S/2010/0862 : Bartlett House, Parkhaven Trust, Liverpool Road South, 
Maghull

Amended drawing received in respect of trees and landscaping. 

Add  Drawing numbers 1172 01, 02, 03B; 3912 SK60, SK61, SK62, SK63, 
SK64, SK65, SK66, SK67 

Additional information received from the applicant as follows :- 

A revised landscaping plan which allows retention of more trees has been 
submitted.  A total of 9 trees are shown for removal on drawing 1172-02.A 
total of 18 new trees are shown on the landscape plan 1172-03B. 

The Trust undertakes to plant a further 16 trees planted within the Parkhaven 
Trust grounds on Liverpool Road South.  These are in addition to other new 
trees as part of another planning approval.

On the basis of this there is no longer a requirement for a commuted sum for 
trees.

Replace  Condition 9 

9  ‘Before the development is commenced, a detailed scheme including the 
location, species and size for the planting of 16 additional  trees within 
the grounds of Parkhaven Trust shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority.  These trees shall be planted in 
the first planting season following commencement of the development. 
Any trees that within a period of 5 years after planting are removed,die 
or become seriously damaged or diseased shall be replaced by others of 
a species size and number as originally approved.’ 

 Reason  - RL-4 

The portico is to be retained and incorporated in the garden area 

In response to a request for a commuted sum towards the pedestrian crossing 
the Trust comments as follows :- 

The Parkhaven Trust is a charity that invests income and donations into 
the provision of the facilities it offers. The Trust is not a commercial 
developer and has no other financial resources with which to make 
donations elsewhere. The Trust is always keen to work with the council 
and to provide facilities which are of benefit to the wider community. 
Current new proposals include new allotments and the formation of a 
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mile walk through the parkland. However on this occasion the Trust is 
unable to offer a contribution to the Sefton Lane crossing. 

The Highways Development Control Manager reports that the money for this 
crossing has now been found by revising the scheme of highways 
improvement to be paid for by Arena Housing in respect of their development 
within Parkhaven Trust grounds to include the crossing in lieu of additional 
improvements at the site junction. 
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PLANNING COMMITTEE :     18 AUGUST 2010 
 

Late Representations/Information 
 
 

Part 2 

 
 
 
APPENDIX 4 
 
 
Item 4A 
 
S/2010/0350 : Sainsbury’s, 1-3 Liverpool Road, Crosby 
 
Report 
 
Members are advised that the application site lies within the three wards of Manor, Victoria and 
Blundellsands.   
 
The Regional Spatial Strategy is no longer formally in place.  As such, the regional policies 
referred to in the report are not relevant. 
 
Further Representations received 
 
A significant number of further representations have been received; these are referred to within 
Late Representations 1 and generally comment on the Planning Committee report.   
 
The letter sent from ABetterCrosby dated 17 August 2010 is attached in full.   
 
18 Rossett Road and ‘Brookside Cottage’, Little Crosby Road have written objecting further, Flat 
35 of Sandalwood, 83 Coronation Road, has also objected further to the multi-storey car park at 
Islington, and the 28 Endsleigh Road writes in support of the proposal.   
 
Director’s observations on further representations 
 
As mentioned in the main report, a total of 698 properties were notified of the proposals.  Site 
notices and press notices were placed and the Council’s notification process has far exceeded 
that required for the development in the interests of ensuring that all parties have an opportunity 
to express their views. 
 
There have been further representations which relate to concern over the advice of 
PlacesMatter!, the lack of consideration given to the views of local traders, queries over traffic 
provision, the competition of the increased foodstore against other retailers in the village, design 
and the loss of historic buildings, and the use of the community building.  
 
Consultation has taken place with local ward members, North West Regional Development 
Agency, Liverpool Chamber of Commerce and Industry, Merseyside Civic Society, Liverpool 
Vision, The Mersey Partnership, Existing tenants on Moor Lane, and Residents and businesses 
on Richmond Road, Moor Lane, De Villiers Avenue, Vale Road, Vermont Avenue, Kings Road, 
Alexandra Road, Alexandra Court and Coronation Road. 
 
The proposals are largely to the edge of the developed historic core of Crosby Village and the 
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report acknowledges the loss of locally distinctive buildings, most notably the Glenn Buildings. 
 
The proposals will bring significant employment benefits both in respect of the applicant’s 
proposal and the refresh of the existing retail offer. 
 
The current foodstore overtrades and this view is based on expert retail appraisal and for 
reasons set out below under “Retail Issues” it is not possible to expect the applicant to reprovide 
a foodstore of the same size and scale.  The same assessment comments specifically on the 
requirement to assess retail need. 
 
The planning recommendation is based around the approved policy framework, but the 
operational and commercial concerns of an applicant must all the same have to be regarded as 
material planning considerations.  Both the report and many of those with objection clearly 
recognise the need for investment.  
 
The multi-storey is necessary to serve the parking requirements of the scheme proposed and its 
design has been enhanced with the use of coloured panels. 
 
The restriction on hours is a recognition of an otherwise unrestricted opening giving rise to 
amenity issues for adjoining residents.  Service deliveries are not considered to cause issues 
for nearby residents due to the acoustic walling and the ungated access avoiding vehicles 
waiting or having to undertake reversing on or around the highway.  The applicant has agreed 
to the prohibition of the following activities between 2200 and 0700:   
 

- use of vehicle mounted refrigeration units within the service yard/on the access 
ramp, 

- stock or waste movement in the service yard using metal roll pallet trucks, 
- waste collections, and 
- use of the compactor. 

 
There will be no direct harm to outlook or loss of light for residential properties albeit the views 
will be different.  There will be landscaping around the edge of the car park to ensure visual 
amenity. 
 
There are provisions to be agreed via Section 106 Agreement to ensure a full review of a 
Residents Privileged Parking scheme (RPP) to cater for the before and after parking around the 
centre and inform on measures considered necessary to prevent parking on surrounding 
residential streets by town centre users and there would also be a need for this to be subject to 
further specific consultation. 
 
Concerns have been raised regarding the range of goods on offer in Sainsbury’s but this is 
protected by condition as far as may be considered reasonable given the site’s town centre 
location.  Competition is not an issue though the proposals make provision for existing traders 
being relocated as far as is possible. 
 
 
VIEWS OF PLACESMATTER! ON THE APPLICATION 
 
PlacesMatter! have made significant valuable contributions to the design process.  They have 
indicated in their (attached) letter of January 26 2010 that the applicant has done “a good deal 
of work exploring different store configurations”.  They also indicate that “in terms of scale – 
height and massing – the proposed scale of new buildings seems generally acceptable for this 
town centre location”. 
 
It acknowledges that many of the issues relating to urban edge and retention of existing fabric 
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could only be achieved through the construction of a “smaller store”, which is identified as being 
unsuitable for the future of Crosby in separate advice from the Council’s retail consultants, 
White Young Green. 
 
The provision of a store on the Islington site is discussed but has been discounted for reasons 
explained in the original Planning Committee report.    Overall PlacesMatter! comment that “the 
planned investment in Crosby must be embraced and welcomed”, and that the alternative is “a 
failing centre with more people using the out of town alternatives in an increasingly 
unsustainable way”.   
 
Though discussing the alternative option in their submission, and making observations on a 
number of difficulties associated with town centre redevelopment, they do not specifically object 
to the positioning of the store as proposed. 
 
It is considered that this range of comments is sufficient to justify the comment contained in the 
original report stating that the panel offer “broad support” to the proposals.  The report also 
makes specific reference at 8.14-8.20 that they have expressed reservations over the 
proposals. 
 
It is considered that as far as is possible to do within the consideration of this planning 
application that the views of PlacesMatter! have been considered fully and reported fairly and 
accurately, to correctly reflect their acknowledgement of the issues connected to regeneration 
as a whole as well as the specifics of individual design. 
 
 
RETAIL ISSUES 
 
Following a series of concerns raised by objectors relating to size and amount of retail 
proposed, further discussion has been undertaken with the Council’s retained retail consultants, 
White Young Green, who respond as follows: 
 
“Does The Development Have to Assess ‘Need’? 
 
In dealing with the need point first, reference has been made to our Retail Strategy Report re 
need for foodstore provision in the south of the Borough.  As you will appreciate, the study 
seeks to assess the future need for retail development within Sefton and whether or not there is 
a need to identify sites beyond established centres to meet that need.   
 
In terms of South Sefton, the study clearly concludes that there is no need for further foodstore 
development outside of established centres following the completion of the edge of centre Asda 
at Bootle and the out of centre Tesco at Litherland.   
 
Whilst the conclusions are unequivocal, it does not mean that there should be no more 
investment in established centres in the south of the Borough.  Furthermore, the study also 
confirms that the Sainsbury’s store in Crosby is significantly overtrading and is under significant 
pressure for expansion.   
 
As you are aware, the key objective of national policy is to secure investment within established 
centres so they can prosper.  As a result development ‘within’ established centres has never 
had to demonstrate that there is a need for that development in the first instance, unlike edge of 
centre or out of centre schemes under the previous PPS6.  PPS4 has now removed the need 
test for developments completely on the basis that it was restricting competition and choice.  
Therefore, the conclusions of the RSR are effectively irrelevant when considering the 
Sainsbury’s proposals.  The only bearing that the conclusions will have is when judgements are 
formed about the impact of the development once it is completed.   
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Therefore, any reference to the findings of the RSR in relation to ‘need’ (or the lack of) and how 
this should influence the scale of the development proposed is misleading and does not reflect 
the approach advocated by government guidance.   
 
Why Will Not A Smaller Store Work? 
 
Sainsbury’s already operate a small and compromised supermarket within Crosby which as a 
result, significantly constrains the range of goods that can be sold and the overall quality of the 
shopping environment.  The store is also too small to serve the needs of the local community 
and as a result is extremely busy at peak times.  Therefore, Sainsbury’s have an opportunity to 
resolve these problems by providing a modern store that will not only enable them to stock a 
wider range of products but will given them the space to create a much more pleasant 
environment for the customer including wider aisles, less congestion, specialist food counters, 
and more natural light.   
 
The approach by many operators is to create as much space as possible to enhance the 
internal quality of the environment – therefore, in an ideal world Sainsbury’s would probably 
prefer a bigger store than can be achieved in Crosby.   
 
The quality of the shopping experience is exactly what the customer expects from a modern 
foodstore and therefore, if the store is to compete effectively within other stores elsewhere in 
Sefton it must be able to offer a similar choice and experience.  All of our previous survey 
research has demonstrated that the Asda store at Aintree has dominated shopping patterns in 
the South of the Borough because of its size, range of goods and its location.   
 
The same applies to the Tesco in Southport in north Sefton which again dominates shopping 
patterns because of its size, range of goods and location.  Therefore, size is a critical factor in 
ensuring that a foodstore can be competitive when trying to capture market share and meet the 
needs of its customers.  As a result, if the size of the store was to be reduced, then so would the 
range of goods, the quality of the shopping experience and the ability of the store to compete 
with others.    
 
Furthermore, the foodstore will act as the anchor to draw people into the centre.  Therefore, the 
stronger the anchor the stronger the future vitality of the centre.  Good examples of this include 
the Asda redevelopment at Huyton where a compromised Asda store (which was overtrading) 
was redeveloped to provide a bigger Asda store to meet the needs of the community and act as 
the key anchor for Huyton.   
 
Once developed, the Asda (which is much bigger at 14,795 sqm) brought about significant 
improvements in the rest of Huyton Town Centre and the old store was redeveloped to deliver a 
scheme known as Cavendish Walk.  This attracted key operators such as Wilkinsons, New 
Look, Select, Claires, Costa Coffee, Carphone Warehouse. etc.  All of these operators would 
not have come without the redevelopment of Asda and the fact that the new store acts as a key 
anchor and attractor.     
 
Another major factor to consider is the significant costs involved in developing town centre sites 
including land assembly, demolition, highways improvements, etc.  In order to support these 
significant costs, there has to be a significant improvement in the quality of the store for the 
operator.   
 
Therefore, if the store is significantly reduced in size (say by a third) then the operator would 
have to assess whether it was worth the significant investment for such a small gain and the 
fact that they will end up with what they consider to be a compromised store.  In this case I think 
there would be little benefit in Sainsbury’s improving the size of their store slightly given the 
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significant investment required to deliver the scheme.  Any simple ‘cost/benefit analysis’ would 
lead Sainsbury’s to conclude that the significant investment was not worth the return.   
 
Comprehensive redevelopment within centres (such as Crosby) only tends to come along once 
in a generation.  Therefore, the store that Sainsbury’s are seeking to achieve is not just to serve 
the needs of the community today but to ensure that it is viable and attractive for the next 20 to 
30 years.   
 
If a store is built that is too small to meet those needs then further development will need to take 
place to resolve this in the future either through an extension or reconfiguration of the store. 
Such an ad hoc approach would not benefit the future vitality and viability of the town centre as 
a whole and would not deliver a comprehensive solution for the redevelopment of Crosby.” 
 
The Planning and Economic Development Director would fully endorse this assessment and it is 
considered that the approach to providing a foodstore is entirely appropriate and compliant with 
the key policies of the Sefton UDP and advice contained in PPS4.     
 
The original comments of the retail consultants are also attached. 
 
 
HIGHWAYS MATTERS 
 
Highways Development Control comment further as follows: 
 

Following a series of meetings and discussions between Savell, Bird & Axon and Sefton 
Council, a number of issues were highlighted with regards to the previously submitted 
comments from the Assistant Director of Transportation and Development and 
amendments have now been suggested as follows. 
 
Richmond Road Access 
 
A further extensive analysis of the proposed vehicular access on Richmond Road has 
been undertaken, following the suggestion within the original comments for this junction 
to be signal controlled. The analysis clearly highlights that the introduction of a signal 
controlled junction on Richmond Road would result in queue lengths encroaching onto 
the roundabout junction. As it has been previously demonstrated that the introduction of 
an uncontrolled vehicular access on Richmond Road allows the highway network to 
operate within its capacity, it has been agreed that the proposed vehicular access on 
Richmond Road is to remain as a priority junction in accordance with the submitted 
drawings. The left turn egress onto the by-pass is also to remain as shown upon the 
original drawings. 
 
 
Islington/Coronation Road/Church Road Junction 
 
It is agreed that there will be a controlled pedestrian crossing in this location. 
 
Further modelling work by the applicant's advisors of this part of the network has 
indicated that retention of the roundabouts with partial signalisation on the Islington 
approach, including the incorporation of facilities for pedestrians and cyclists, may result 
in a more efficient overall operation on this part of the network than a scheme of full 
signal control.  An appropriate amendment to the schedule of highway improvements is 
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therefore required which also provides flexibility for the Highway Authority to optimise 
these improvements as part of the detailed design process. 
 
Residents Only Parking Scheme 
 
It has been agreed with the applicants and their transport advisors that the S.106 
Agreement will need to deal with the introduction of a residents only parking scheme.  
The study will extend over a large residential area around the village.  The proposed 
streets are listed under the heading ‘Section 106 Requirements’. 
 
Such a scheme should only be implemented where it can be fully justified that the 
proposed development has become a direct catalyst for the material increase in the 
level of on street car parking within the surrounding streets and therefore, a pre and 
post development study of on-street parking will be undertaken in the surrounding area. 
Sefton Council has identified and agreed the extent of the study area.  The study would 
be funded by the S.106 Agreement.  The S.106 Agreement would also make provision 
for the funding of a residents only parking scheme if as a result of the study material, 
increases in on-street parking arising from the redevelopment. 
 
Cycling 
 
Following a further review of the conditions relating to cycling, it has been agreed to 
remove the proposal to allow cycling within the pedestrian area and the contra flow 
cycle facility along Alexandra Road on the grounds of highway safety. 
 
However, a number of other suggested measures are to be implemented to improve 
cycle access to and from the site as follows: 
 
*       A cycle parking strategy such that cycle parking is available at all off the entrance 

points to the town pedestrianised area, including the pedestrian entrance on 
Richmond Road; 

*      Undercover cycle parking is already indicated on HCD's layout these being located 
beneath the store building; 

* Improved crossing facilities and links between Cooks Road and Alexandra Road 
and the pedestrianised Liverpool Road (dropped crossings); 

*         Provision of access from the Liverpool Road/The Bypass junction to the 
pedestrian section of Liverpool Road (dropped crossing); 

*     Toucan crossing facilities at Islington as indicated in SBA dwg no. N81418/SK19A 
linking to a contra flow cycle facility along Church Road linking to the town centre 
pedestrianised area; 

* Provision of a shared use cycle route along the development side of The Bypass 
between the Moor Lane roundabout and the proposed new signal controlled 
crossing - this is currently being looked at in liaison with the landscape 
consultants; 

* Secure staff cycle parking adjacent to Unit 7 of the proposed development. 
 
Taxi Provision 
 
With regards to the provision of taxis to the development, Sainsbury's have now 
submitted revised drawings (plans P60 Rev N Ground Floor and P61 Rev H First Floor) 
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showing the provision of both hackney and private hire provision, which is acceptable. 
These plans include : - 
 
* A hackney carriage taxi rank for 4 cabs within the First Floor car park area close 

to the store customer entrance to directly serve the store; 
* A hackney carriage taxi rank for 4 cabs (as extended) on Richmond Road to 

serve the store and rest of the town centre during the daytime; 
* A hackney carriage evening taxi rank on the proposed service access road for 4 

cabs, which will also assist night time surveillance and therefore security; 
* A drop off/pick up area for mini-cabs adjacent to the main customer entrance at 

the bottom of the travelators (the plan indicates that a car can reverse out of the 
affected disabled bays without affecting the bay). 

* Retention of the existing 2 cab taxi rank on The Green. 
 
A565 Route Management Strategy 
 
The total cost of implementing the proposed recommendations within the A565 Route 
Management study corridor amount to £1.2M (estimated) plus 10% fees, totalling 
£1.32M. Generally, all of the proposed improvements are within a 2-3 mile radius of the 
proposed Sainsbury’s development. 
 
The effect of the additional traffic upon the highway network associated with the 
proposed Sainsbury's development, whilst minimal but nonetheless utilising the existing 
capacity in broad terms is in the region of 6 percent and as such, a s106 contribution of 
£79,200 should be sought from the developer to contribute towards the works. 
 
For clarity, Schedule 1 which relates to condition 13 for the off-site highway 
improvements is amended and condition 14 is altered as per the heading “Amendments 
to Planning Conditions”. 
 
 
Section 106 Requirements 
 
A565 Corridor Improvement Strategy - a £79,200 contribution towards the 
implementation highway works identified within the strategy. 
 
Residents Privileged Parking Scheme - subject to the results of pre and post 
development surveys (to be undertaken in accordance with an agreed methodology), 
the applicant will be required to fund the implementation of a Residents Privileged 
Parking Scheme (including legal procedures, advertising, traffic signs and carriageway 
markings and enforcement for at least 10 years. The area provisionally identified 
includes the following roads:- 
 
Albert Grove, Alexandra Road, Cambridge Avenue, Carlton Terrace, Century Road, 
Church Road, Claremont Terrace, Cooks Road, Coronation Road (part), De Villiers 
Avenue (part), Durban Avenue, Enfield Avenue, First Avenue, Harrington Road, Hornby 
Street, Islington, Kilnyard Road, Kings Road, Little Crosby Road (part), Liverpool Road 
(part), Liverpool Road (part) 
Lune Street, Manor Road (part), Mayfair Avenue, Miller Avenue, Moor Drive, Moor Lane 
(part), Moorland Avenue, Princes Avenue, Queens Road, Richmond Road, Scape Lane, 
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Second Avenue, Shaftesbury Road, St. Luke's Road, The Bypass, The Byway, The 
Northern Road (part), Third Avenue 
Vale Road, Vermont Avenue, Vermont Road, Victoria Road, Willow Way,  
Windsor Road, York Avenue, York Road. 
 
18 Rossett Road has written commenting further on the Transport Assessment and technical 
note, but the comments raised relating to a perceived inadequacy in the level of survey work are 
not considered to give rise to further requirements in respect of detailed assessment and the 
Highways Development Control team confirm that the submitted assessments are acceptable 
and have further been subject to independent appraisal on behalf of the Council’s own transport 
consultants. 
 
DESIGNING OUT CRIME 
 

The Council’s Community Safety team have commented on CCTV provisions.   
 
The Council made existing CCTV investment in the year 2000. The system comprises 
of six pan tilt & zoom colour cameras with an original operational requirement primarily 
to deter car crime from the three Council owned car parks, and incidence of disorder in 
the pedestrianised area. 
  
The capital cost of the scheme was in the region of £150,000 which included a certain 
amount of infrastructure in the provision of a private fibre circuit connecting the cameras 
to a hub collector by the George P/H and thereon by BT fibre to Sefton Security Hq's 
and the Police Control Room at Marsh Lane, Bootle. As you must appreciate a 
considerable amount of revenue has also been expended since the system became live 
in May 2000 in terms of maintenance, BT line rental and not least monitoring.   
 
It is agreed that this investment is worthy of continuing within the scope of the new 
development and for it to be complementary to any security requirements/systems 
Sainsbury's specify.   
 
However it is unfortunate that this scheme is due to go ahead when budgetary 
constraints and funding within the Local Authority is under such intense pressure that 
any match or support funding to contribute to any proposed works would be extremely 
difficult to find or justify. Clearly, within the plans, certain car parking provision is being 
relocated which will require the repositioning of at least two cameras.   
 
I would consider that to replicate the Crosby CCTV system at today's costs would be in 
the region of £200,000.  My opinion would be that a sum of £50,000 would not be 
unrealistic in order to facilitate the relocation, repositioning or remounting  of existing 
identified cameras together with any remedial work required to ducting, fibre provision, 
power supplies and other contingencies to meet a 2010/11 operational requirement.” 
 
In the light of the above, it is considered that whilst this issue has arisen late in the day, 
the Draft Heads of Terms should be amended to require that the applicant provides a 
seperate commuted sum payment of £50,000 to be offset towards the meeting of 
immediate operational requirements as set out above.   
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HEADS OF TERMS 
 
The recommendation to approve is subject to the completion of a Section 106 Agreement to 
secure the following: 
 
- Tree contribution of £196,019, 
 
- Public greenspace contribution of £143,450, 
 
- A mosaic to the south elevation of retail unit 6 (overall value £30,000), to be subject of 

organised design competition, 
 
- Contribution of £50,000 towards relocation, repositioning and remounting of existing 

cameras as a result of the proposed development, 
 
- Contribution towards A565 Corridor Improvement Strategy - a £79,200 contribution 

towards the implementation of highway works, 
 
- Scheme to secure Residents Privilege Parking (RPP) as necessary following pre-

development and post-development surveys, and 
 
- Agreement that the applicant to manage community building for minimum 5 year period 

and that the Council will assume no liability following that period. 
 
A separate Section 278 Agreement will also be required for other off site highway works. 
 
AMENDMENTS TO PLANNING CONDITIONS 
 

Conditions 9, 10 and 11 
 
Delete from the first sentence of each condition “In the event that contaminated land is 
identified”. 
 
Condition 13 
 
Schedule 1 to which the condition relates is amended as follows: 
 
a. Closing off the redundant vehicular accesses on Richmond Road and reconstruction 
of the footway/verge; 
 
b. Alteration of the existing vehicular access on Little Crosby Road and reconstruction 
the footway/verge as necessary; 
 
c. Construction of new vehicular accesses on Richmond Road and a scheme of works 
to alter, realign and widen Richmond Road, to allow the introduction of a designated 
right turn lane into the proposed main vehicular access; 
 
d. Construction of uncontrolled pedestrian crossing facilities and the improvement of the 
pedestrian refuge at the junction of Richmond Road and Little Crosby Road; 
 
e. Reconstruction of the footway on the south side of Little Crosby Road between the 
vehicular service entrance and the roundabout junction with Islington and Cooks Road; 
 

Agenda Item 12

Page 69



 

Planning Committee - 10 -                                                                                     Late Reps 2  
* 

f. Alteration and improvement of the existing bus facilities on Islington to accommodate 
provision for bus layover and new bus stop facilites including new bus shelters, access 
kerbs, footway improvements with uncontrolled pedestrian crossing facilities, and 
enhanced ‘bus stop’ carriageway markings; 
 
g. Introduction of improvements to the junction of Islington/Coronation Road/Church 
Road, including the provision of traffic signals designed to enhance facilities for 
pedestrians and cyclists; 
 
h. Introduction of traffic signal controlled pedestrian and cyclist facilities north of the 
existing vehicular service access on The By-Pass; 
 
i. Introduction of a vehicular access on The By-Pass designed to allow vehicles leaving 
the site to turn left only and the introduction of pedestrian facilities in the form of flush 
kerbs and tactile paving; 
 
j. Construction of a new vehicular access on The By-Pass designated for service 
vehicles only, with pedestrian facilities either side of the access in the form of flush 
kerbs and tactile paving and a designated pedestrian route across the vehicular access; 
 
k. Introduction of uncontrolled pedestrian facilities in the form of flush kerbs and tactile 
paving at all the arms of the roundabout junction of The By-Pass/Richmond 
Road/Moorland Avenue/The Northern Road/Moor Lane; 
 
l. Introduction of two bus stops, one on each side of The By-Pass adjacent to the site, 
including 'half laybys', access kerbs, new footway areas, enhanced ‘bus stop’ 
carriageway markings and bus shelters; 
 
m. Introduction of a bus stop on the south side of Richmond Road adjacent to the site, 
including access kerbs, new footway area, enhanced ‘bus stop’ carriageway markings 
and bus shelter; 
 
n. Introduction of uncontrolled pedestrian facilities in the form of flush kerbs and tactile 
paving across Cooks Road and Alexandra Road; 
 
o. Introduction of a shared use pedestrian/cycle route along the north side of The 
Bypass between the new traffic signal controlled pedestrian and cyclist facilities and the 
roundabout at The By-Pass/Richmond Road/Moorland Avenue/The Northern 
Road/Moor Lane; 
 
p. Introduction of a lay-by for use by ‘hackney carriage vehicles’ on the south side of 
Richmond Road adjacent to the site including associated traffic signs and carriageway 
markings; 
 
q. Introduction of traffic signal controlled pedestrian facilities across Richmond Road in 
the vicinity of Avon Court; 
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Condition 14 is amended as follows:  
 

Unless otherwise agreed in writing, the development shall not be brought into use until 
the following Traffic Regulation Orders (TRO's) :- 
 
• to prohibit 'right turns' out onto the Bypass at the exit from the car park 
• to prohibit U-turns on the Bypass; 
• to introduce waiting/loading restrictions on all roads in the immediate vicinity of 

the development site; 
• to introduce taxi ranks within the development site and the immediate vicinity; 
• to introduce controls on all off-street car parking areas within of the development 

site; and, 
• to introduce bus stop/lay-over facilities on roads in the immediate vicinity of the 

development site; 
 
have been implemented in full.” 
 
 
Condition 20: The plan number is P66H. 
 
Condition 32: The plan number is P77A. 
 
Condition 41: The FRA reference is Risk Assessment Release 4.0 received by the Council on 
2 August 2010. 
 
Condition 43: The plan number is P60N. 
 
Condition 44: The plan number is P77A. 
 
Add conditions as follows: 
 
a) Prior to the commencement of development, full details of the proposed measures to 

ensure that all mud and other loose materials are not carried on the wheel and chassis 
of any vehicles leaving the site and measures to minimise dust nuisance shall be 
submitted to an agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority.   

 
b)  The approved details shall be implemented throughout the period of construction unless 

otherwise agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority. 
 
Reason: In the interests of highway safety and to accord with policies CS3 and AD2 in the 
Sefton Unitary Development Plan. 
 
a) Prior to the commencement of development a Construction Traffic Management Plan shall 

be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.   
 
b) The provisions of the Construction Traffic Management Plan shall be implemented in full 

during the period of construction and shall not be varied unless otherwise agreed in writing 
with the Local Planning Authority. 

 
Reason: In the interests of highway safety and to accord with policies CS3 and AD2 in the 
Sefton Unitary Development Plan. 
 
a)  Development shall not begin until a surface water drainage scheme for the site including 

details of how the scheme shall be maintained and managed after completion, has been 
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submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority in consultation with 
the Environment Agency.  

 
b) The scheme shall subsequently be implemented in accordance with the approved details 

before the development is completed.  
 
Reason: To prevent the increased risk of flooding, to improve and protect water quality, improve 
habitat and amenity, and ensure future maintenance of the surface water drainage system 
pursuant to EP7 - Flood Risk of the Sefton UDP. 
 
APPROVED PLAN NUMBERS, ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS 
 
ARCH/2008-023 P51C, P52B, P53*, P54*, P60N, P61H, P62A, P63E, P64B, P65*, P66H, 
P67C, P68A, P69B, P70F, P71B, P72, P73B, P74*, P75*, P76*, P77A, P78A, P80E, Multi 
Storey Car Park elevation received 17 June 2010. 
 
Tree Survey and landscaping plans 735-01 (2 parts), 02E, 03*, 04B, 05*, 06*.  
 
Air Quality Assessment received 12 March 2010 and addendum report 
Design Appraisal received 12 March 2010 
Development Framework received 12 March 2010 
Drainage Strategy Statement received 12 March 2010 
Ecological Assessment received 22 March 2010 and update received 17 June 2010 
Environmental Noise Impact Assessment received 17 June 2010 
External Lighting Assessment received 12 March 2010 
Flood Risk Assessment (Risk Assessment Release 4.0) received 2 August 2010 (electronic 
copy) 
Keeping Crosby Trading report received 12 March 2010 
Planning and Retail Statement received 12 March 2010 
Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Statement received 12 March 2010 
Transport Assessment and appendices received 12 March 2010, supplementary technical 
appraisal June 2010. 
Utilities Statement received 12 March 2010. 
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