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Dear Councillor
PLANNING COMMITTEE - WEDNESDAY 1ST JUNE, 2022
I refer to the agenda for the above meeting and now enclose the following report(s) which
were unavailable when the agenda was published.
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Agenda Item 8

Planning Committee: 1st June 2022
Late Representations/Information
Appendix 4
Item 4A
DC/2021/01739: 102 The Serpentine North, Blundellsands Liverpool L23 6TJ
List of documents attached:
Letter from objector, Ms Sass, 27 May 2022
Letter from objector, Ms Sass, 30 May 2022
Letter from Paul Crisp on behalf of Ms Sass, 30 May 2022
Response on tree matters from Sefton’s Arboriculture Officer
Response on ecological issues from Merseyside Environmental Advisory Service 30 May 2022
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Sefton Council’s comments on tree-related matters.
The following comments comprise the consultation response from Sefton
Planning Department’s Arboricultural Officer to the case officer, February 2022.
These remain the view of the Arboricultural Officer in response to the comments
submitted by the objector as part of these late representations.
“Further to our ongoing discussions in relation to the above-mentioned application I
have now had time to review the updated tree report from Treestyle Consultancy Ltd
(updated 18 February 2022) and the report from JCA Associates and would provide
the following comments:
“It may be worth noting that the report from JCA provides comment in relation to an
earlier layout and Treestyle Consultancy report. The updated layout has been
considered in the report from Treestyle Consultancy.
“JCA Appraisal – This report identifies 30 individual trees, 4 groups and 2 hedges as
being relevant in terms of this application. However, since receiving this submission I
have received an email advising that this report and the report by Treestyle
Consultancy have omitted one Holly tree in close proximity to T29 making the tally to
31 trees. Of the 36 tree assets assessed 6 are classed as category A, 14 as category
B, 15 as category C and 1 as category U. This categorisation is generally higher than
that of Treestyle Consultancy. The reason for this is stated as being collectively the
trees provide excellent visual amenity to the properties and surrounding. It is my view
that the development site and surrounding properties do not contain any category A
trees.
“Included within the report is a section which outlines inaccuracies within the
submission by Treestyle Consultancy (as detailed above these comments relate to an
earlier submission). These inaccuracies generally relate to the recoding of a number
of the species, stem diameters and height. It further states that the report from
Treestyle Consultancy identifies the development requiring the removal of 17 tree
assets along all three of the boundaries bordering adjacent properties; however the
document does not identify any loss along the rear boundary.
“It is clear when reading both submissions there are some inaccuracies within each
and therefore I have not gone into detail of each specific inaccuracy and given my
view relating to these. However, it has been noted that the updated submission from
Treestyle Consultancy has addressed a number of these identified inaccuracies.
“With specific regard to the updated layout I would comment as follows:
“The amended layout has addressed some of my original concerns by setting back the
design from the northern boundary with Blundellsands Hall providing a greater
interface distance. However, I do have some concerns in relation to the southern
boundary. The updated tree report from Treestyle Consultancy shows trees T13 and
T14 within the neighbouring property. However, the proposed ground floor plan by
Diaz Associates shows these trees as being within the application site and requiring
removal due to them being located within the retaining wall. Therefore further
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clarification is required it terms of the tree impacts within this area. If it is proposed to
construct the foundation of the property within the RPA of trees to be retained the
design of this foundation would need to be considered by the Arb Consultant and
included within their reports.
“Taking the above into account I am unable to support the application in its current
form. However, further consideration and clarification of the above issues may resolve
my concerns”.
The Arboricultural Officer concludes: “Following these comments further dialogue was
entered into with the applicant who provided sufficient detail to resolve these issues
and to allow my support of the scheme”.
In response to comments submitted by Ms Sass on 31st May 2022, the
Arboriculture Officer notes the following:
“With regards to point 1 Ms Sass is correct in that the trees were originally recorded
by the applicant’s Arboricultural Consultant as being smaller than that of Ms Sass’s
consultant. However, the height has no bearing on the root protection area. This is
determined from the stem diameter.
“With regards to point 2 it is my understanding that these comments etc relate to the
original report by the applicant’s arb consultant. As detailed in my previous comments.
This was updated taking into account some of the issues raised and the amended
layout.
“Point 15 the comments have been provided in the above response
“Point 19 the scheme allows for the retention of the off-site trees therefore mitigating
planting is not required”.
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Item 4B
DC/2022/00087: Land at Crosby Coastal Park
An email has been received from the Chair of the Seafront Residents’ Action Group. This raises the
following points and a response is given to each point:
 The statement made in the committee report that the need for the proposed path is not a
material consideration is astonishing.
Response: Whether a particular consideration is material will depend on the circumstances
of the case. The scope of what can constitute a material consideration is very wide but
ultimately it is what is ‘relevant’ to making the planning decision in question in the public
interest. It is for the decision maker to make the primary judgment as to what should be
considered in the circumstances of any given case. For this application, the ‘need’ is
considered to be subjective, and the perceived need for the path does not make it a material
consideration as to ‘why’ it is acceptable and sustainable development in the public interest
and in planning terms.


At the bottom of page 43 of the agenda, under the sub-heading ‘Objections’ the report
states that the petitions have been signed by almost 300 residents but our records show it
was 471 residents.
Response: This is an error and the report should state 471 mainly local residents have signed
the petitions.



The report states that the path will have a grey bituminous macadam surface for the shared
use sections and the cycle only sections will have a light buff coloured surface but there is no
reference to these colours in the application.
Response: This information has been provided by the applicant and is now published online.
It clarifies that the small cycle only section at the bottom of South Road and the cycle only
section running from Great Georges Road to Cambridge Road are to be light buff in colour.
All other sections of the shared use path will be in standard grey coloured bituminous
macadam. These colours are reflected in the Construction Details drawings.
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Item 4C
DC/2022/00454: College Green Rest Home, 14 College Road
The applicant’s agent has provided a letter outlining how the business will be operated and managed.
This states that the facility will be for low-risk fee paying clients and will be staffed 24 hours a day.
During their stay clients will not leave the premises except to attend medical appointments or go on
a walk when they will be accompanied by staff. No one will use illicit substances or alcohol. Clients will
attend a daily program of therapy from 8.30am to 9pm 7 days a week. The estimated fee for a 28 day
stay is likely to be around £13,000.
Item 4D
DC/2022/00569: 6 Roehampton Drive, Crosby, Liverpool, L23 7XD
A further objection has been received which reiterates the concerns raised on page 75 of the
committee report including:
Issues are raised in relation to the site location plan being inaccurate. The term used for the extension
being modest is not considered to be accurate. The objector claims that the report is inaccurate as
they do not have a patio area in the front garden.
Overshadowing
Extension will block light into main living room, the two side windows, the window on the rear
elevation, and also the kitchen and dining room. The two-storey extension will overshadow
garden/patio area outside main lounge area. With reference made to foliage in the report, this is not
a permanent feature, nor is the height permanent. It is significantly cut back once the growing season
ends to maximise sun into living areas. It is disputed that the 45-degree guideline has been taken from
the mid-point on the first-floor window. In the winter and autumn, the sun will sit lower, meaning
even less sunlight.
Privacy
Current plans including covered terrace area would significantly breach privacy. Plans would give
applicants full view of main patio area and garden.
Loss of Outlook
Allowing two storey extension will have an overbearing and oppressive effect reducing current outlook
across large gardens, creating a feeling of being fenced in. Outlook from the rear will be significantly
impacted
Response:
The location plan is only used to show the location of the site rather than the actual build of the
property. An updated site plan will be used within the presentation.
In relation to a front patio, this was a misunderstanding of the original objection.
The issue of windows has been covered in the report.
The amended site plan has now been accurately added. The objector has been informed of this.
Having calculated the 45 degree daylight test, the measurement provided by the applicant is accurate.
A new block plan has also been received and the objector has been made aware of this. Condition 2
has now been changed to read:
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The development shall be carried out in accordance with the following approved plans and
documents:
0.01PL (Rev A) Proposed Plans
0.05PL (Rev A) Proposed Site Plan
0.02PL (Rev A) Location Plan & Block Plan
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt.
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Appendix 5
Item 5A
DC/2022/00375: Deyes High School Deyes Lane, Maghull Liverpool L31 6DE

Amendments are proposed to the following conditions as shown :
4)

Demolition of the school buildings No development shall commence, including any
demolition, site clearance or ground works, shall not commence until a scheme setting
out arrangements on the procedures to be adopted during the commencement of the
proposed demolition has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The development shall be implemented in accordance with the
approved details.
Reason: These details are required prior to the commencement of demolition
development in order to ensure that the phases of development are managed properly
and in order to safeguard the living conditions of the surrounding occupiers.
The proposed changes require a demolition method to be submitted prior to
demolition rather than before the development commences. This ties it more clearly
to when it is needed.

9)

Site arrival shall be restricted to the following times:
Monday to Friday – 07:30 to 18:00
Saturday – 08:00 to 13:00
Site construction shall be restricted to the following times:
Monday to Friday 08:00 07:00 to 18:00
Saturday - 08:00 to 13:00.
No construction activity which generates noise shall take place prior to 08:00 on any
day
During term time at this site construction vehicle arrivals or departures shall not take
place during the following hours:
08:00 to 09:15 and 14:45 to 15:30

The proposed amendment would allow construction workers to arrive by 7am but no noisy
construction activity to begin until 8am.
17)

Prior to reinstatement of the Northern part of the playing field shown on drawing
number 10l 7-DEP-00-ZZ-DR-L-0002 Rev 2.4 (Annotated Site Plan) Legend No.1, a
scheme for the removal of conifers, bunds, gravel car park and the reinstatement of the
affected playing field shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority after consultation with Sport England. The scheme must be in
accordance with Sport England guidance "Natural Turf for Sport" (2011) to ensure a
uniform surface across the playing field and provide a timetable for implementation.
In the first planting season following the removal of conifers, bunds, and gravel car park
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the affected The playing field must be reinstated in accordance with the approved
scheme.
Reason: To ensure the site is restored to a condition fit for purpose and to accord with
Development Plan Policy EQ2 and paragraph 99(b) of the NPPF.
The purpose of the proposed amendment to condition 17 is to simplify it.
PROPOSED ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS
No development of the service compound shall commence until details of the design,
appearance and layout of the fire water tank and boundary fencing have been submitted to
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development shall be carried out
in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To ensure a satisfactory form of development.
This is proposed to be a condition instead of approving the plans upfront
Car parking spaces 79 to 89 on the approved layout plan shall be equipped with the ducting
to enable future electric vehicle infrastructure and chargers to be installed.
Reason: To facilitate the use of electric vehicles and to reduce air pollution and carbon
emissions.
This is to require ducting to enable future electric vehicle charging points to be provided
when needed
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