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Appendix 4  
 
Item 4A 
 
DC/2022/01269: 102 The Serpentine North, Blundellsands 
 
List of documents attached: 
 
Update on the report 
Additional petition from David Campbell, 12 October 2022 
Letter from Objector Neil Hargreaves, 13 October 2022 
Letter from objector, Ms Sass, 14 October 2022  
Letter from Jonathan Cocking, 13 October 2022 
Comments on Case Officer report from Ms Sass, received on 17 October 2022 
Tree Survey Report from Jonathan Cocking 17 October 2022 
Councils response  
 
 
Update on the report 
 
Comments from No.98  
Further comments from the neighbour to the south has been submitted, stating that they would 
not wish to loss the boundary wall between the properties. This however would be a civil matter 
between the applicant and the adjoining resident, to be dealt with via a party wall agreement. 
They have also reiterated that they would not wish to loss any trees within their property. 
Concern was raised that the latest plan shows the root protection areas of these trees as being 
significantly smaller than they were previously, also that the task is not made any easier by 
the fact the tree numbers have changed when compared with previous plans. 
The applicant’s arboriculturists has clarified that the previous plan grouped together two trees 
within the neighbouring garden of no.98, which shows one larger root protection area, initially 
labelled as G13. The latest plans revised this to show the trees separated, which involves 
adding an additional tree number (T34) to the plans and a smaller root protection area for the 
two individual trees. This approach is considered acceptable and makes a more detailed 
assessment of each individual tree rather than the group as a whole.  
 
Amended description 
The description has been amended to better reflect the proposed development. The 
description previously described the extension to the south and east as two storey. This has 
been amended to part single storey, part two storey. The proposed layout has not been 
amended but the description is considered more accurate. It is not considered that the 
alteration would unfairly prejudice any of the neighbouring properties, as the amendment 
describes a reduced scale. The neighbouring properties have also consulted several times 
and have ample opportunities to makes comments on the proposal as described within the 
amendment. 
 
Error in report  
Page 16 of the committee report makes refence to Tree 30 being within the applicant’s site.  
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However, this is an error, and the Tree Constraints plan demonstrates this tree is within the 
neighbouring land, at Blundellsands Hall. The report however clarifies that the removal of this 
tree would not be permitted should the development be approved. 
 
Amendment of Condition 3 
Amendment to the proposed condition 3 listed within the report, to include details of the 
retained and removed trees, rather than just those to be retained, plus a additional point to 
cover details of any additional services if necessary.  
  
 
      Notwithstanding the details contained in the Arboricultural Report, no development shall take 

place (including the pre-construction delivery of equipment or materials, creation of site access 
or clearance of the site) until an Arboricultural Method Statement (AMS) and tree protection 
plan setting out measures for the protection of retained trees has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The submission must as a minimum include 
the following: 

 
i. A Site Plan to identify all the trees to be retained and removed within the site 
ii. Tree protection fencing details and location; 
iii. Removal of existing structures and hard surfacing 
iv. Installation of temporary ground protection; 
v. Retaining structures to facilitate changes in ground levels; 
vi. Preparatory works for new landscaping; 
vii. Auditable system of arboricultural site monitoring, including a schedule of specific site 

events requiring input or supervision including reporting to LPA at appropriate timings. 
viii. The installation of any additional services. 
 

 
           The AMS must be carried out by a competent arboriculturist in line with BS5837;2012 (Trees in 

relation to design, demolition, and construction- Recommendations). Any protection measures 
detailed in the method statement such as fencing and/or ground protection must be in place 
prior to the commencement of the works on site and shall be retained in place until the 
development hereby permitted is complete.  

 
           Reason: The condition is required prior to commencement as it will ensure there is no 

unacceptable tree damage or loss and is placed to safeguard the appearance of the area. 
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Additional petition from David Campbell, 12 October 2022 
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Letter from Objector Neil Hargreaves, 13 October 2022 
 

Hello Louise 
 
I’m sorry for emailing you directly, but I have not been able to find a way to upload photographs onto 
the portal. Our covering comment has been uploaded, but not the photographs. 
 
We are posting as a direct neighbour – in 98 The Serpentine North. 
 
We have made reference in a previous comment to the attractive brick wall between the two properties 
which is under threat of demolition to be replaced by the white-rendered side wall of the new property. 
I wanted to upload photographs so that you could truly appreciate what I mean. 
 
Below is the covering comment. The photographs are below and attached. Is it possible to upload them 
please? 
 
Thank you 
Neil Hargreaves 
 
 
Further to our previous submissions, I thought you should see the wall we’ve previously referred to 
which is adjacent to our courtyard, and forms the boundary with 102 The Serpentine North. Please 
see the two photographs below. I trust you will appreciate why we do not want to lose this wall, and 
our established plants, including the wildlife living within them. 
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Letter from objector, Ms Sass, 14 October 2022 

 
 

Lorraine Sass 
Blundellsands Hall 

The Serpentine North, 
Blundellsands 

L23 6TJ 
 

14th October 2022 
 
My objection to planning application DC/2022/01269 and the amended plans are as follows: 
 
The Adopted Blundellsands Conservation Area Appraisal (BCAA) makes a clear assessment of the 
character and appearance of the conservation area, including appearance, materials, windows, roofs 
etc. The application proposals, including the recent amendments, remains in clear breach of the 
guidance within that document. 
 
It is acknowledged that the proposal is more in-keeping with the present property (which it is 
identified and accepted by Sefton Council as not making a positive contribution to the heritage 
environment).  However, the individual new features and aspects that are newly introduced are not 
in accordance with that which is set out to make a positive contribution to the conservation area – 
identified in Sefton Councils own guidance.  Such conflict will undermine Sefton Councils own 
guidance and further support a building not making a positive contribution to the environment but 
potentially causing harm given its new conflicting individual features and significant increase in scale.  
 
The application proposals would be a breach of Sefton Councils own guidance in relation to almost 
all features and aspects.  It is further significantly in conflict with the Blundellsands Conservation 
Area Advisory Leaflet for Householders. 
 
Replacing a building which is deemed to make a negative contribution to the character and 
appearance of a conservation area with one that makes a similar contribution – i.e. that also 
detracts, not making a positive contribution to the historic environment, would certainly meet the 
tests of the South Lakeland Landmark case.  
 
It is suggested the replacement dwelling will actually detract from the character and appearance of 
the conservation area significantly more than the existing building as the significant increase in size, 
with features and aspects that, by Sefton Councils own determination, are those that are not 
characteristic or even acceptable, supports the view that the new proposal, whilst perhaps 
refreshing the property, actually detracts from making a positive contribution.  
 
For instance, the replacement dwelling stretches the full width of the site (almost from boundary to 
boundary), which is more than the existing building and is noted by the adopted Conservation Area 
Appraisal as being a detracting feature. Sefton council officers must assess why they believe it 
acceptable to go directly against their own guidance and actively accept something that is actually 
determined to be detrimental and in direct conflict to guidance.  This has not been done. The new 
proposal replaces wooden windows and doors with grey aluminium (not acceptable according to 
guidance), features a zinc roof which is identified as not in keeping with the character of the area 
(yet says the character is retained).    
 
Whilst the existing building may detract from the character and appearance of the conservation 
area, the proposed building would be a far greater detracting feature than the existing, given the use 
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of inappropriate materials and features and disproportionate increase in scale, masking heritage 
assets and compromising the spacious planned character of the Blundellsands Conservation Area by  
building boundary to boundary, taking out trees and therefore exposing the ground floor level.  This 
will appear as a large house squeezed into the plot. On that basis, the proposals would actually harm 
the character and appearance of the Blundellsands Conservation Area.  
 
The application should therefore be refused.  
 
There is inconsistency between those assessing the merits of the site when introduced new features, 
suggesting policy and guidance is not being consistently understood or followed by Sefton Council 
staff.  The previous conservation officer stated ‘THE GLAZED BALCONIES SHOWN ON THE PLANS, 
AND THOSE CERTAINLY POSITIONED TO THE FRONT AND SIDE ELEVATION, ARE AN INDISPUTABLY 
MODERN INTERVENTION WHICH ARE VISUALLY INTRUSIVE AND NOT IN KEEPING WITH THE 
CHARACTER OR APPEARANCE OF THE CONSERVATION AREA. THEIR PRESENCE WOULD NOT 
PRESERVE OR ENHANCE THE CHARACTER OF THE CONSERVATION AREA SO I WOULD SUGGEST 
THESE BE RECONSIDERED’. Yet the present conservation report has no issue with this feature 
meaning officers judgement is inconsistent.  
 
BCAA Guidance for planning decisions:  5.0 TOWNSCAPE AND FOCAL BUILDINGS  
 
5.1 TOWNSCAPE  
 
5.1.1 at the older addresses along the sea-facing part of The Serpentine, the houses have at least their 
own width between them and their neighbours.  There is little visual relationship between wider 
groups of buildings, only perhaps between neighbouring houses’. ‘Where the existing rhythm set out 
by the large spaces between the buildings is broken, the results are generally hugely detrimental’.  
The suggestion that it is ‘HUGELY DETRIMENTAL’ is significant and should be acknowledged when a 
building is proposed to be built boundary to boundary (apart from 1m north side).  It is of further 
significance that trees T8 and T9 which the leading specialist, Jonathan Cocking, believes would be 
unable to be retained (and Sefton Council tree officer also having particular concerns), would mean 
the ground floor would be exposed and the boundary to boundary build entirely evident.  It is 
therefore determined that by Sefton Councils own assessment, the proposal would be ‘hugely 
detrimental’ in this important aspect.  
 
‘The rhythm can easily be broken, for instance by a significant extension, that largely fills the gap 
between the building and its neighbour, and the character and appearance of the streetscape would 
subsequently change, to the detriment of the conservation area. Appearance of the streetscape 
would subsequently change, to the detriment of the conservation area’. 
 
There is very clear and robust guidance in Sefton Councils own document that determines the 
importance of the gaps between buildings and how a significant extension will be detrimental to the 
character and appearance of the streetscape by filling the gap. In the image below this demonstrated 
the effect when trees central to this image (T8 and T9) will be destroyed by the proposal – T9 being 
entirely within the RPA of the tree.  Consequently, leaving the building at ground level entirely exposed 
in views into the conservation area, ensuring the building will appear cramped into the plot and very 
clearly (as fully set out above) causing some harm to the character and appearance of the streetscape 
as demonstrated by Sefton Councils own reasoning. 
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In addition, Chapter 12 of House Extension SDP denotes that “extensions in conservation 
areas should preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the area. In particular: a) 
The content of Conservation Area Appraisals (where available) will be taken into account.  
 
Blundellsands Conservation Area Appraisal (BCAA) states: 
 
 c) We will carefully assess the architectural appearance, character and history of the building 
affected, and buildings in the area including their features, layout, spaces between them and 
neighbouring buildings and their setting.  
 
d) Extensions or new features must use appropriate architectural detailing, landscaping and 
materials that suit the age and style of the building (e.g., timber windows instead of PVC.) 
 
BCAA recognises that “inappropriate scale often almost filling the width of their plot, and 
extension to width impacts spaciousness”, which is a “defining character of Blundellsands 
Park Conservation Area”. This is clearly in direct conflict with comments from officers in the 
assessment of this proposal, further undermining Sefton Councils own guidance. 
  
Blundellsands Conservation Advisory Leaflet states:  
 
External alterations to existing buildings including extensions:   
 
The following deals with some of the details of alterations and extensions to buildings.  
 
• aluminium windows should not be used (the proposal uses aluminium windows) 
 
• Brickwork and stonework should not be painted or rendered (no existing brickwork will be 
evident as it is proposed to be entirely covered with render)  
 
• Cladding of brickwork in stone, artificial stone, pebble dash, render, timber, plastic or tiles is 
not permitted for practical as well as aesthetic reasons (cladding of brickwork in lower sections 
is applied) 
 
• Original roofing materials and existing rooflines and views should be retained (they are not 
– a new flat roof is introduced, rooflines are made higher, views of heritage assets will be 
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blocked) 
 
• Wooden moulded and panelled doors are likely to be the most suitable. (aluminium windows 
and doors are proposed) 
Blundellsands Conservation Advisory Leaflet states:  
‘In determining applications for the development of land and alterations or extensions to buildings 
within the Blundellsands Park Conservation Area the Council will pay special regard to: - 
 
• The retention and enhancement of views into and out of the area, vistas within the area and the 
general character and appearance of the street scene and roofscape. 
External alterations to existing buildings including extensions:  
The following deals with some of the details of alterations and extensions to buildings.  
 
• Original roofing materials and existing rooflines and views should be retained (the alien roof covering 
in zinc sheeting is introduced – existing rooflines and views as above) 
 
However, whilst the adopted BCAA aims to guide planners in making appropriate planning decisions, 
the proposal directly conflicts also with the development plan, including policy EQ2 (Design), NH9 
(Heritage Assets), NH11 (Listed Buildings), NH12 (Conservation Areas) and NH15 (Non-designated 
Heritage Assets).   
 

MASKING HERITAGE ASSETS Conflicts with NH9 (Heritage Assets),  

 
The image below shows the extent of the extension coming forward off the main house elevation to 
the west (the increase in roof height, addition to the front elevation and massing making this a sizeable 
extension protruding forward). 
 

 
 
Image below shows how the extension both over the garage and to the entire front of the property, 
plus the increase in scale, would block the historic bay of Blundellsands Hall from road views (and 
some limited views from along the coast).  Permanently blocking an important aspect of a non-
designated heritage asset and secondary landmark site is considered detrimental to the historic 
environment.  The featured bay was specifically identified in the NDHA status recommendation.  
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The featured bay of Blundellsands Hall has direct correlation to historic buildings eroded by the sea in 
the immediate area, which are detailed in references of the oldest houses in the region (images 
below).  Blundellsands Hall appears to be the only building, within any of the primary views (including 
from the coastal pathway) into the conservation area, having such clear historical referencing in style 
and features.  
 
Early historical images                              Blundellsands Hall similar featured bay  
                                                                      and chimneys (more viewable from coast) 

  
 
With reference to the landmark case in the HIGH COURT OF JUSTIC London: 08/09/2015 Obar Camden 
Limited Claimant-and -The London Borough of Camden Defendant- and –Vidacraft Limited: 
 
‘NPPF 128 and CLARPA both required the applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets 
affected including any contribution made by their setting’. ‘it is not possible to come to a conclusion 
about harm until an assessment has been made of the significance of the asset affected’. ‘that section 
12 NPPF (particularly at paragraph 128) required the applicant to describe the significance of heritage 
assets affected’. ‘officers had come to the conclusion that there was no harm and that the Committee 
were experienced. One wonders in those circumstances why there is the requirement in CLARPA and 
NPPF paragraph 128 as stated above. The reality is, in my judgment, that these were material 
considerations which were not considered and therefore the decision is flawed’. 
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It is absolutely clear from the images above that the bulk and massing of the northern and front 
extensions, disrupts key views of the heritage assets. The materiality of the building which afforded it 
NDHA designation will be blocked from important views into the conservation area.  Whilst there was 
a clear assessment in presenting Blundellsands Hall for NDHA status, highlighting specific features such 
as the sandstone detailing, the featured bay, relic dunes and trees, which was accepted in confirming 
the NDHA status, officers have failed to properly highlight these specific features in assessing 
significance. 
 
POLICY EXPLANATION:  SLP NH9 HERITAGE ASSETS: Chapter 11: (Page 158)11.100 ‘The aspects which 
contribute to the significance of these assets will be expected to be retained’. 
 
 BCAA Guidance for planning decisions states: 
 
 4.3 ‘Perhaps the most important of views to the character of Blundellsands are those INTO and OUT 
OF the conservation area. Most notably these include views from along the coast and from the water 
itself’.  
 
‘Blanefield’ a house being recommended for NDHA status, which is specifically featured in the BCAA 
in relation to making a positive contribution to views, can only currently be seen across the applicants 
garage. Reference to Blanefield in the Blundellsands Conservation Area Appraisal (BCAA) 6.4 titled: 
‘Views across the Key Park showing the contribution which chimneys make to the character of the 
area’. This historic property will be obstructed by the building on top of the applicant’s garage and the 
increase in mass of the proposed extensions. It is therefore considered there is some detriment to the 
conservation area by this extension. The property is most visible during winter to spring when leaves 
have fallen. Despite the proposed first-floor extension being stepped in, the angling of the applicant 
plot means the property will be obscured by the significantly increased massing of the northern 
extension. 
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Historic England Advice Note 1 (Second Edition): Setting and views; 58 ‘Heritage assets can gain 
significance from their relationship with their setting whilst views from within or outside an area form 
an important way in which its significance is experienced and appreciated’. 
 
NPFF: Glossary Appendix 2 
 
‘Significance:  The value of a heritage asset… Significance derived not only from a heritage asset’s 
physical presence, but also from its setting’. 
 

TREES: 
SEFTON LOCAL PLAN: CHAPTER TEN - DESIGN AND ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
 
Trees and landscaping 
 
7. Development proposals must: 
 
a. Not result in unacceptable loss of, or damage to, existing trees or woodlands 
or significant landscaping during or as a result of development, 
 
c. Where appropriate, include an appropriate landscape scheme 
 

 No landscape scheme has been provided. 
 Significant loss of existing trees is anticipated both to enable the development and for the 

construction (confirmed by Advisor to the Planning Inspectorate and Expert Witness 
Jonathan Cocking).   

 Trees are missed off relative plans where the RPA should be mapped, not only for the 
development but also for the construction.   

 There is no justification whatsoever to exclude trees on plans. 
 The crown spread should have been shown on all applicable plans (according to BS5837-

2012), including the first-floor plan. Despite numerous requests this has been refused.   
 There is no justification whatsoever for refusal to show correct tree constraints - it is a 

requirement in BS5837-2021 which is the guidance used by Sefton Council.  
 Category A1 trees and others are at risk in the neighbouring garden of Blundellsands Hall as 

are trees in Number 98.   
 T30 (A1 category tree) was applied to be removed as part of the application.  This tree is not 

owned by the applicant.  
 There has been discrepancy as to the categorisation of trees.  The applicant’s category of 

T32 as U for example means they are not required to show this on plans.  This is a Category 
A1 tree, confirmed by providing extracts from BS5837-2012 and supporting images. 

  Rather than acknowledge this inaccuracy, it is suggested a group of trees in which this 
belongs does not form part of the planning application.  However, the trees are still affected 
by the development with construction traffic and inadequate protection / exclusion zones 
due to the misidentification of scale and location.   Much is unseen and below ground RPA 
which will be compacted / threatened by leaching or other disturbance by construction 
traffic with the RPA.  Feasibility of any sizeable new structure is in doubt due to extensive 
influencing of trees.  

 Trees in the area around T30/T29 have been excluded on all most recent plans.   
 Tree location and RPA on trees within influencing distance of the construction have 

repeatedly changed or been omitted from final plans.  Many have note even match their 
own Tree Survey.  See images below which are plans to show the moving location of trees 
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and RPA from the applicants.  Note particularly T13 and T31 with other trees within the 
construction zone now omitted. Also, T8, T9 and T32 on the tree plans which differ. 

 All trees on Jonathan Cockings assessment have a within 1mm accuracy in location and 
scale. 
 

The image on the left is the most recent ground floor plan.  The image on the right is the retained 
walls plan uploaded before.  Note the RPA of T13 when it is away from the main development.  
The RPA ‘shrinks’ when forced to move the location of the tree nearer its true location.  
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Historic England:  TREE MANAGEMENT, CONSENTS AND CONTROLS: 
 
‘There should be a general presumption to retain trees, especially veteran trees, wherever possible’.  
 
Woodland Tree Guide: 
 
The older the tree the more valuable it becomes. Dying ancient trees may endure for many decades 
and by still being present in the landscape continue the biological, historical, or cultural connection, 
as well as providing very valuable habitat for wildlife. 
 
Image below shows roosting habitat for bats in Blundellsands Hall grounds.  This tree is in danger due 
to site traffic and construction, destabilisation due to the location on a large relic dune immediately 
next to the applicant site with significant overhanging branches. Applicants Tree Survey recommends 
removal as ‘limited life potential’.  This is categorised as an A1 tree, a central tree to the tree corridor.  
Numerous similar roosting habitats are within Blundellsands Hall grounds. 
 

 
 
The image below demonstrated the close location to the site boundary of T29, shown some metres 
away on the applicants plans (when it is shown on earlier plans – curiously omitted from more recent). 
This is situated on an unsupported relic dune. It is a tree of significant ecological value and is a major 
tree within the tree corridor.  
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Blundellsands Advisory Leaflet section: Additional Planning Powers states: 
 
‘Determining applications for the development of land and alterations or extensions to buildings 
within the Blundellsands Park Conservation Area, the Council will pay special regard to: - 
 
‘The retention and preservation of existing trees’ 
 
SLP: 9 Trees; Sefton is generally relatively sparse and that urban trees are therefore very important 
because of their green infrastructure benefits. Regarding TPO’s, paragraph 10.82 states that 
‘development that results in a loss of trees which are subject to a TPO will be acceptable only if it is 
demonstrated that there are no practical alternative solutions and where the need for development 
outweighs the value of the trees that will be lost.’. 
 
Tree T32 (below) described on the applicant’s Tree Survey as ‘4 metres’ (12 foot) and ‘small’.  Note 
scale in relation to building. This tree is vast and healthy – the first tree in the shelter belt so is smaller 
than its indicative age due to exposure to continual wind and salt – but it is NOT 4 metres tall.  
 

 
 
SLP EQ9:   
 
TREES AND LANDSCAPING  
 
(Page 129) 10.82 ‘Hence it is important in Sefton to protect existing trees’  
  
‘Loss of existing trees on development sites should be avoided’.  
 
‘Development that results in a loss of trees which are subject to Tree Preservation Orders will be 
acceptable only if it is demonstrated that there are no practical alternative solutions and 
where the need for the development outweighs the value of the trees that will be lost’. 
 
There is clear intent both in policy and guidance that the green infrastructure is extremely 
important to retain within this conservation location.  The challenges of growing new stock 
to any decent hight should not be underestimated in this extremely windy location when 
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trees are subjected to continual salt spray.  Growing a tree of significant hight and girth 
takes a vast amount longer than in other locations, confirming the necessity to retain tree 
stock that is already present.  
 
SLP EQ9:  TREES AND LANDSCAPING (page 129)10.84 ‘The need for a landscaping scheme is set 
out in the Council’s validation checklists’.  No landscape scheme has yet been produced by the 
applicants.  
‘The landscaping scheme should include all existing and proposed trees and other planting, hard 
and soft surfacing, pathways, cycleways and road, means of enclosure and any other relevant 
information’.  
The image below of the existing wall at number 98 which would require rebuilding as part of the party 
wall to enable the swimming pool complex.  The vast, mature ivy and vine is a significant foraging area 
for bees.  This wall is also part of the walled courtyard enjoyed for 40 plus years by the neighbours.  
Its destruction would be detrimental to the neighbouring property and to the ecology supporting bee 
population. It appears that the ‘wall retained’ would need to be reconstructed given the new 
extension to house the swimming pool so could not feasibly be retained as it is with the mature growth 
cover.  It would be abhorrent to have to lose this important foraging area for bees and a wall of 
significance for the occupiers of 98.  
 

  
 
 
The image below, taken from the applicant’s own information, clearly shows the near location of T32.  
It should be noted that the applicants were observed cutting and snapping branches and were 
reported to the enforcement team but there was no action following a site visit by Carl Salisbury who 
said there was only evidence of ‘small branches’ being removed.   This image clearly demonstrates the 
canopy would be in the way of all site traffic commuting down this route in order to build the 
construction.  This would clearly be impossible without decimating this tree.  It should be further noted 
that this image is taken when the leaves have fallen.  This is a significantly large tree full of leaves 
when in bloom so coming nearer into the proposed development during spring to autumn.  The image 
also demonstrates that the applicants could clearly view into the ground of Blundellsands Hall and 
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potentially into the lounge / bathroom (when leaves are lost) from the full-length Juliet balcony.  
The image below, taken from the applicants’ own documents, shows the extremely close proximity of 
T32.  

 It would be impossible to construct the proposal without significant damage to this tree 
where all site traffic would pass, and an additional floor would be built spanning the entire 
length of the existing garage and to the most easterly point seen here.    

 This demonstrates the introduction of an additional alien full length glass door and Juliet 
balcony in this position would allow the applicants to view extensively into the grounds and 
private rooms (including a bathroom with a raised bath and the sitting room) of 
Blundellsands Hall, following the certain destruction of this tree.  

 The refusal to show canopy clearance on any first floor or roof plans is unjustified when it is 
a requirement of the BS5837-2012 and necessary (as demonstrated here) in order to assess 
the impact on tree cover. 

 The applicants were reported for snapping branches of this tree, yet no action was taken, 
claiming it was only small branches (despite the trees being protected as part of the 
conservation area).  

 
 

 
 
The image below shows overhang into the area above the present garage.   
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Any detriment to the tree cover in the grounds of Blundellsands Hall is a detriment to a designated 
NDHA and Secondary Landmark Site.  Much of the tree cover in Blundellsands Hall grounds is visible 
from the public realm, either from the coast / road or from the side. 
 

PRESERVATION AND CHARACTER: 
 
In the case Lindblom J in R (Forge Field Society and others) v Sevenoaks DC and others10 said at 
paragraphs 48 – 49 “48. ‘As the Court of Appeal has made absolutely clear in its recent decision in 
Barnwell, the duties in sections 66 and 72 of the Listed Buildings Act do not allow a local planning 
authority to treat the desirability of preserving the settings of listed buildings and the character and 
appearance of conservation areas as mere material considerations to which it can simply attach such 
weight as it sees fit. If there was any doubt about this before the decision in Barnwell it has now been 
firmly dispelled. When an authority finds that a proposed development would harm the setting of a 
listed building or the character or appearance of a conservation area.  it must give that harm 
considerable importance and weight.                                                                                                                                            
49. This does not mean that an authority's assessment of likely harm to the setting of a listed building 
or to a conservation area is other than a matter for its own planning judgment. It does not mean that 
the weight the authority should give to harm which it considers would be limited or less than 
substantial must be the same as the weight it might give to harm which would be substantial. But it is 
to recognize, as the Court of Appeal emphasized in Barnwell, that a finding of harm to the setting of 
a listed building or to a conservation area gives rise to a strong presumption against planning 
permission being granted. The presumption is a statutory one. It is not irrebuttable. It can be 
outweighed by material considerations powerful enough to do so. But an authority can only properly 
strike the balance between harm to a heritage asset on the one hand and planning benefits on the 
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other if it is conscious of the statutory presumption in favour of preservation and if it demonstrably 
applies that presumption to the proposal it is considering’. 
 
With direct reference in the BCAA (reference to heritage building) ’Many modern buildings have an 
additional storey within the same height as their neighbouring historic building.  THIS CHANGES THE 
‘GRAND’ APPEARANCE OF THE BUILDING AND THEREFORE IS DETRIMENTAL TO THE CHARACTER OF 
THE AREA’.  
 
‘The high-density characteristic of the more modern development is viewed as being generally 
DETRIMENTAL to the area’ 
 
In the landmark case, South Lakeland District Council v Secretary of State which concluded ‘Preserving 
the character or appearance of an area is achieved either by a positive contribution to 
PRESERVATION or which leaves the character or appearance from harm’. 
 
High Court case: Safe Rottingdean V Brighton and Hove City Council which quashed the Planners 
decision - ‘it is not considered that adequate weight has been given to the aforementioned heritage 
assets, nor the setting of the Conservation Area’.  
 
BCAA Material Consideration in Planning Decisions ‘The grain and density is predominantly defined by 
generous plots‘  
 
‘Space between properties contribute to a sense of openness’.  ‘Buildings generally fill about 10-15% 
of their plots.  This sense of spaciousness is critical to the character of the conservation area’ ‘sea-
facing part of the Serpentine the houses have at least their own width between them and their 
neighbour’ 
 
 Planning Policy: (NH12 and NH1 of the Local Plan HC3) ‘Developments which harm elements which 
make a positive contribution to the significance of a conservation area, or its setting will not be 
permitted, unless it can be demonstrated that public benefit outweighs the harm’.   
 
Destruction of trees within the grounds of an NDHA (Blundellsands Hall) of which the setting in which 
the asset is experienced is as important as the building and the spacious character, does not ‘preserve’ 
Sefton Council have adopted guidance for the conservation area. It is guidance of how to 
manage the Blundellsands conservation area and must carry weight in the decision-making 
process.  
 
The case officers report and that of the conservation officer, suggests elements of the 
proposals are acceptable when they do not form part of the character or appearance of the 
conservation area. There is no explanation, in many instances, as to why the conservation 
officer in particular has decided to put that guidance to one side.   

 Officers are in direct contrast to their own guidance, which will undermine the 
decision-making process, and ultimately, the Councils own guidance. 

 There should be clear justification for doing so and there is not.  
 There is a disparity between Sefton Councils own guidance and that of the officers.   
 There is also inconsistency with two conservation officers’ comments in relation to 

this site.   
 The previous heritage at risk officer stated the glazed balconies were ‘an 

‘indisputably modern intervention which are visually intrusive and not in keeping 
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with the character of the conservation area’ yet the present conservation officer 
finds them acceptable.  

 The present case officer acknowledges the grey zinc sheet roofing is ‘not keeping in 
character with the Conservation Area’ yet finds it acceptable as the applicants have changed 
the pitch of the roof and extended it higher and states, they are unable to therefore have 
tiles which is in keeping with the conservation area. 

 
The context of the original planned layout of Blundellsands with the seaward backdrop and ‘large villas 
set in spacious grounds’ characteristic of the Conservation (BCAA 3.2) (not merely ‘large plots’ as 
inferred by the conservation officer).  
 
POLICY: SLP NH12 CONSERVATION AREAS Chapter 11 (page 162) 
 

1. Development which harms elements which make a positive contribution to a conservation 
area, or its setting will not be permitted, unless it can be demonstrated that public benefits 
outweigh the harm. 
 

POLICY: SLP NH9 HERITAGE ASSETS Chapter 11 (page 157) 
 

5. Proposals affecting Sefton’s heritage assets and their settings should ensure that 
features which contribute to their significance are protected from losses and harmful 
changes. Development should therefore: 
 
2. b. Be designed to avoid harm  

c. Be of a high-quality design which is sympathetic to the historic context of the 
heritage assets affected 

SLP; Key policy links  NH9 Heritage assets Explanation 11.138 The policy aims to conserve or enhance 
the aspects of Sefton’s non-designated, locally important, heritage assets. Such assets which are likely 
to be affected by development proposals should be identified early in the design process, so that the 
development proposals avoid harm and maximise the heritage benefits. 
 
ROOFS: 
 
(5). BCAA planning guidance 7.4 
 
7.4 ‘Roofs play a critical role in the character of Blundellsands as they are often the most prominent 
part of the building, with the rest obscured by trees. Even when roofs are not always completely visible 
from the street, they nevertheless contribute to long views. 
 
It is established by the Conservation Officer that the proposed Zinc sheeting as a roof cover is not in 
keeping with the character of the conservation area, yet the writer goes on to say she considers the 
character to be preserved.   Zinc sheeting is required due to the roof pitch, not assisted by the 
additional height (also conflicting with policy, as extensions cannot have a roof pitch or eaves higher 
than the original property, and this does).  
 
 ‘Where properties form a run (either as a terrace or a group of the same design), the alteration of 
one roof seriously detracts from the quality of the street scene’.   
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Surrounding properties next door and next-door-but-one on both sides North and South and those to 
the rear are all pitched roofs, including the applicants existing building. The present property also 
forms a run of 1950’s/60’s houses with both next door and next door-but-one to the South. No flat 
roofs are visible, making the large double story flat roof extension incongruous.  
 
SPD – House Extensions 2: 1.1 A ‘THE RIDGE OF THE EXTENSION SHOULD BE LOWER THAN THAT OF 
THE MAIN BUILDING’. The proposed roof is 1 metre higher than the original building. 
 
SPD – House Extensions 2: 1.1 B. ‘DESIGN FEATURES INCLUDING DOORS AND WINDOWS AND 
ROOFS SHOULD MATCH THE EXISTING BUILDING’. Doors and windows are changed from wood to 
grey aluminium.  A new oblong window that does not match any existing windows is introduced. 
Additional windows both front and back do not match existing.  
 
The above proposed features are also not allowable under Sefton Councils own Advisory Leaflet for 
house extensions which states   ‘EXTERNAL ALTERATIONS TO EXISTING BUILDINGS INCLUDING 
EXTENSIONS:  ADDITIONAL WINDOWS SHOULD BE RESTRICTED TO THE NON-PROMINENT 
ELEVATIONS AND ALSO MATCH EXISTING DESIGNS. Two additional windows are in the most 
prominent front first floor elevation, with neither matching any existing. Further prominent new 
windows of alien design are throughout  Juliet balconies are also not a feature seen anywhere within 
the existing property. The miss-match of windows and the modern grey aluminium finish and design, 
alien to the existing 1960’s building, can not make a positive contribution to the conservation area or 
preserve or enhance it in accordance with Sefton Councils own guidance.  
 
Sefton Local Plan Policy NH12 (Conservation Areas) states: - a) REPLACEMENT OR NEW FEATURES 
ARE OF AN APPROPRIATE STYLE AND USE MATERIALS WHICH ARE SYMPATHETIC TO THE AGE, 
ARCHITECTURE AND FEATURES OF THE AFFECTED PROPERTY. Numerous features are not 
compliant.  A ‘brise soleil’ and glazed privacy screen are inconsistent with any feature in the historic 
environment.  
 
Blundellsands Advisory Leaflet for householders also advises ‘CLADDING OF BRICKWORK IN STONE, 
ARTIFICIAL STONE, PEBBLE DASH, RENDER, TIMBER, PLASTIC OR TILES IS NOT PERMITTED FOR 
PRACTICAL AS WELL AS AESTHETIC REASONS’.  The proposal has the addition of new cladding 
including over existing brickwork on the front elevation, contrary to Sefton Councils own guidance.  
 
The Blundellsands Conservation Appraisal discusses the importance of chimneys ‘CHIMNEYS: IN 
MOST CASES, THE ORIGINAL CHIMNEY STACKS AND POTS FORM AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE DESIGN 
OF BUILDINGS’. The existing chimney will be removed and not replaced. 
 
2nd principle - Effect on street scene 1.3 (SDP – House Extensions) 
 
SPD – House Extensions 1.3 A ‘EXTENSIONS SHOULD TAKE INTO ACCOUNT THE SPACING BETWEEN 
BUILDINGS AND THE FRONT LINE OF BUILDINGS IN THE LOCAL AREA’. Building boundary to boundary 
does not agree with Sefton Councils own guidance.  
 
1.4 SPD – House Extensions: EXTENSIONS SHOULD ENSURE THAT NEIGHBOURS’ HOMES AND 
GARDENS HAVE A REASONABLE LEVEL OF PRIVACY. IN PARTICULAR: 1.4 A WINDOWS AND 
BALCONIES SHOULD BE POSITIONED SO THAT THEY DO NOT DIRECTLY LOOK INTO NEARBY 
WINDOWS OF NEIGHBOURING HOMES OR THEIR GARDENS.    
 
Throughout the BCAA, it is clearly demonstrated what could be determined as making a positive 
contribution and what is negative to the Blundellsands Conservation Area.  Numerous aspects 
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proposed in the applicant’s construction are contained in this document, identified in almost every 
aspect as detrimental to the heritage environment.  
 
As clear example, under the section NEGATIVE FACTORS AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR ENHANCEMENT 
7.0 (pages 48-58), the BCAA states; ‘where properties form a run (either as a terrace or as a group of 
the same design), the alteration to one roof seriously detracts from the quality of the street scene’.   
 
Summary 

 
 Whilst the merits of any application affecting heritage assets requires an element of 

subjective judgement, any decision should be based on a sound justification. As has been 
demonstrated above, the merits of this application are clear. The application proposals are 
in clear breach of the statutory duty and the development plan,  in that they would 
contravene the key principles set out in the Council’s Conservation Area Appraisal and they 
would, as a result, cause a greater degree of harm to the Blundellsands Conservation Area 
than the existing building. On this basis, the application proposals should be refused. 

 
 
From Lorraine Sass 
Blundellsands Hall 
The Serpentine North 
Blundellsands 
Liverpool L23 6TJ 
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Letter from Jonathan Cocking, 13 October 2022 
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Comments on Case Officer report from Ms Sass, received on 17 October 2022 
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Tree Survey Report from Jonathan Cocking 17 October 2022 
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Council Response 
 
INTRODUCTION 

 

102 The Serpentine North lies within Blundellsands Park Conservation Area. It is adjacent to what is 
now considered a Non-Designated Heritage Asset, Blundellsands Hall (108 The Serpentine North). It is 
near a grade II Listed Building, St. Nicholas Fountain. The existing post-war property makes a neutral 
contribution to the character and appearance of the Conservation Area. It is a modern construction 
which does not possess any architectural merit. 
 
Conservation comments have been provided assessing the proposals against local and national policy. 
The architectural appearance, character and history of the heritage assets affected, and buildings in 
the area including their features, layout, spaces between them and neighbouring buildings and their 
setting were carefully assessed. 
 
CONSERVATION AREA APPRAISAL AND ADVISORY LEAFLET 
 
Within the Blundellsands Park Conservation Area Advisory Leaflet and the Blundellsands Park 
Conservation Area Appraisal it is important that where it refers to appropriate materials that the 
advice and guidance is read in full context of the paragraphs and sections in which they are written. 
They are written in regard to traditional and historic buildings which contribute to the character and 
appearance of the Conservation Area.  
 
The objector states, ‘The Adopted Blundellsands Conservation Area Appraisal (BCAA) makes a clear 
assessment of the character and appearance of the conservation area, including appearance, 
materials, windows, roofs etc.’  It refers to features and materials that are a positive contribution to 
the Conservation Area, which should be retained. These are found on historic properties that 
contribute positively to the character of the Conservation Area.  The objector comments further: ‘The 
application proposals, including the recent amendments, remains in clear breach of the guidance 
within that document.’ This is inaccurate as 102 The Serpentine North is not a historic property and 
does not contribute positively to the character of the Conservation Area. The current building is a 
modern building which is considered to make a neutral contribution to the Conservation Area 
character. It does not possess any architectural merit or historic features. New alterations are in-
keeping with the character of the building and will not cause harm to the Conservation Area, as the 
overall modern character of the building will be retained as well as its neutral contribution to the 
character of the Conservation Area.  
 
The objector comments that the proposal involves  ‘Replacing a building which is deemed to make a 
negative contribution to the character and appearance of a conservation area with one that makes 
a similar contribution’ This statement is incorrect as 102 The Serpentine North makes a neutral 
contribution to the character of the Conservation Area, not a negative one. The neutral contribution 
will be retained after the proposed alterations as it is a modern building which does not contribute 
positively to the Conservation Area, but at the same time it does not detract from it. It is therefore 
not considered to make a negative contribution to the character of the area.  

 

CONTRIBUTION OF BUILDING 
 
102 The Serpentine North is referenced as a building that is of neutral contribution to Blundellsands 
Park Conservation Area, the extension to the property would be considered neutral also and would 
not affect the character and appearance of the Conservation Area. The comments received state: 
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‘Whilst the existing building may detract from the character and appearance of the conservation 
area, the proposed building would be a far greater detracting feature than the existing (…)’. Buildings 
that are of neutral contribution to the character of the Conservation Area are not considered to 
detract from it. As the extension of the property is considered to be neutral it would not affect or 
detract from the character of the Conservation Area. 
 
PLOT AND SPACE BETWEEN DWELLINGS 
 
The existing plot does not contribute positively to the character of the Conservation Area, as it does 
not have any historic significance, as it was previously subdivided by contrast with those larger plots 
that remain which do contribute positively to the Conservation Area. The plot of the building in which 
102 The Serpentine North now sits was subdivided many years ago, therefore any original plot size 
has lost its significance and commonality with the historic properties within the Conservation Area 
including any original planned rhythm and spacing between properties. The objection states ’(..) the 
replacement dwelling stretches the full width of the site (almost from boundary to boundary), which 
is more than the existing building and is noted by the adopted Conservation Area Appraisal as being 
a detracting feature’. As noted above, the plot has lost its significance, any original planned rhythm 
or spacing between properties does not possess the same value as with original plots that still retain 
their original size, character and significance. The spacing alterations will not be a detracting feature 
and will not impact negatively on the street scene.  
 
The objection states that alterations would be ‘(…)‘HUGELY DETRIMENTAL’ is significant and should 
be acknowledged when a building is proposed to be built boundary to boundary (apart from 1m 
north side).’ There is a misunderstanding of the guidance which mentions that those type of 
alterations would be ‘Hugely Detrimental’ in the older addresses along the sea-facing part of The 
Serpentine, which means historic properties. 102 The Serpentine North is a modern property in a 
subdivided plot which does not possess any architectural significance. The comments continue:  
‘There is very clear and robust guidance in Sefton Councils own document that determines the 
importance of the gaps between buildings and how a significant extension will be detrimental to 
the character and appearance of the streetscape by filling the gap’. It is clear in the guidance that 
this is the case for historic properties and plots. This does not apply to 102 The Serpentine North which 
is a modern dwelling in a subdivided plot.  
 
Blundellsands Park Conservation Area Appraisal states, ‘Where properties form a run (either as a 
terrace or a group of the same design), the alteration of one roof seriously detracts from the quality 
of the street scene’.  This is not the case for No. 102 The Serpentine North as it is not part of a terrace 
or a group of houses which present the same design. 
 
VIEWS OF THE CONSERVATION AREA 
 
Views into and out of the Conservation Area will not be significantly altered. Proposed alterations to 
102 The Serpentine North will keep the modern character of the current building which makes a 
neutral contribution to the Conservation Area. Alterations will not cause harm to the main views or 
rhythms of the Conservation Area. The proposal will not cause a harmful alteration to the street scene 
with the character of the Conservation Area largely preserved as well as the views into and out of the 
Conservation Area. The Conservation Area Appraisal states ‘Perhaps the most important of views to 
the character of Blundellsands are those into and out of the Conservation Area. Most notably these 
include views from along the coast and from the water itself’. It is acknowledged that alterations will 
change the current views, however it is considered that the impact will be minimal and not harmful. 
The objector states, ‘Blanefield’ a house being recommended for NDHA status, which is specifically 
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featured in the BCAA in relation to making a positive contribution to views, can only currently be 
seen across the applicants garage. (…) This historic property will be obstructed by the building on 
top of the applicant’s garage and the increase in mass of the proposed extensions. It is therefore 
considered there is some detriment to the conservation area by this extension. The property is most 
visible during winter to spring when leaves have fallen. Despite the proposed first-floor extension 
being stepped in, the angling of the applicant plot means the property will be obscured by the 
significantly increased massing of the northern extension.’ 
 
The property shown in the Conservation Area Appraisal is No. 72 Warren Road, which is considered 
to make a positive contribution to the Conservation Area. However, it hasn’t been considered to be a 
Non-designated Heritage Asset. The contribution of the dwelling has also been mistaken. The 
Conservation Area Appraisal mentions the chimneys of the dwelling as a positive contribution for the 
Conservation Area, under the section of ‘Typical Features and Details’. The property is only visible 
from The Serpentine North for a short period of time in the year, obscured by the leaves of the trees 
the rest of the year. The Conservation Area Appraisal does not mention views to the historic house 
from The Serpentine North or state that they make a positive contribution to the Conservation Area.  
If it had meant to, this would have been included under the section ‘Views and Vistas Within the 
Conservation Area’. But it is not. The proposal will not cause harm to the significance or settings of 
the building, which makes a positive contribution to the Conservation Area, however it is not 
considered a Non-designated Heritage Asset. Alterations may have an impact on the views from The 
Serpentine North, but these are minimal and considered not to be harmful.  
 
NON-DESIGNATED HERITAGE ASSET 

 

Due to the recently submitted Heritage Statement in support of making the neighbouring property of 
Blundellsands Hall (108 The Serpentine North) a Non Designated Heritage Asset, it now can be 
considered as such. The proposal for 102 The Serpentine North will provide a clear contrast in style 
with the adjacent historic property. However, the extension will not harm the architectural integrity, 
history of Blundellsands Hall nor its status as a NDHA. The building and the extension are not 
considered harmful and will not have a negative impact on the setting of the Non-designated Heritage 
Asset. The proposed development at 102 The Serpentine North would have no impact on the 
significance of 108 Blundellsands Hall, nor would the proposed development impact upon the setting 
of the building which would retain its large and spacious plot. The development would not cause any 
harm to the significance or the setting of 108 Blundellsands Hall.  
 
The objector states, ‘(…) the extension both over the garage and to the entire front of the property, 
plus the increase in scale, would block the historic bay of Blundellsands Hall from road views (and 
some limited views from along the coast).  Permanently blocking an important aspect of a non-
designated heritage asset and secondary landmark site is considered detrimental to the historic 
environment.  The featured bay was specifically identified in the NDHA status recommendation.’ 
The size of the extension is considered acceptable, the height of the garage will be increased slightly. 
However, this will not have a big impact on of the bay of Blundellsands Hall which will still be visible 
from the street as shown on submitted street view plans. The alterations to the views are minimal and 
will not have any major impact on the views in and out of the Conservation Area. The Heritage 
Statement provided from Blundellsands Hall describes the significance of the Non-designated Heritage 
Asset, the significance and the setting of the asset will not be harmed by the new proposed works to 
No. 102 The Serpentine North. Clear consideration of the significance of the heritage asset has been 
assessed and it has been provided in the comments from the Conservation Officer.  
 
The objection mentions that ‘It is absolutely clear (..) that the bulk and massing of the northern and 
front extensions, disrupts key views of the heritage assets. The materiality of the building which 
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afforded it NDHA designation will be blocked from important views into the conservation area.  
Whilst there was a clear assessment in presenting Blundellsands Hall for NDHA status, highlighting 
specific features such as the sandstone detailing, the featured bay, relic dunes and trees, which was 
accepted in confirming the NDHA status, officers have failed to properly highlight these specific 
features in assessing significance.’ The Conservation Officer has assessed the significance and 
concludes that alterations to the views will be minimal and will not have a major impact on the street 
scene, the views in and out of the Conservation Area and the views towards the Non-designated 
Heritage Asset. Significance and setting of the Non-designated Heritage Asset would be preserved. 
Proposed works do not affect any of the significance mentioned above, such as the sandstone details 
or the featured bay. Every feature that adds to the significance of the Heritage Asset would be 
retained.  
  
CONSERVATION AREA 
 
The proposal does make a number of substantial changes to the existing property. The unique design 
would as a minimum preserve the character and appearance of Blundellsands Park Conservation Area. 
The changes are such that they would have the potential to enhance the existing property which is 
currently of neutral interest and will remain of neutral interest to the Conservation Area after the 
proposed alterations. No harm arises to the Conservation Area given the design is acceptable and 
considered high-quality. Although the proposal will enhance the current construction, its contribution 
to the character of the Conservation Area would continue to remain neutral. The proposal does not 
detract from the character and appearance of the Conservation Area. The proposal does not cause 
harm to the Conservation Area. It is acknowledged that when an authority finds that a proposed 
development would harm the character or appearance of a Conservation Area it must give that harm 
considerable importance and weight. However, the conclusion after careful consideration was that no 
harm was caused to the Conservation Area.                                                                                                                                     
 
LISTED BUILDING 
 
In terms of the St Nicholas fountain, grade II Listed Building, the proposal will not cause harm to the 
significance of the fountain or affect its character as a building of special architectural or historic 
interest. The fountain is situated in the middle of a busy 3-way road junction sitting approximately 12 
metres in front of the application site. There is an adequate distance between the fountain and the 
proposed building. The proposal would not harm the setting of the listed drinking fountain, it will not 
be affected by the proposed alterations. The proposal adheres to local policy NH11 ‘Works Affecting 
Listed Buildings’. It is acknowledged that when an authority finds that a proposed development would 
harm the setting of a Listed Building it must give that harm considerable importance and weight. 
However, the conclusion after careful consideration was that no harm will be caused to the 
significance or the setting of the Listed Building. 
                                                                                                                                           
MATERIALS AND DESIGN 
 
The proposal has been altered since the previous design. A different approach and rationalisation was 
taken to assess the proposal as it differs from the previous one. The glazed balcony extension has been 
modified. The current proposal only presents a small section with a glazed balustrade to the front of 
the property. The glazed balustrade has been assessed in correspondence with the new proposed 
alterations and extension. They were considered not to be harmful in regard to the overall design of 
the new extension of the dwelling. The glazed balustrade is in keeping with the character and design 
of the new proposed extension and alterations of current building. It is considered a modern feature 
which is sympathetic with the overall modern design of the dwelling. As well as all other proposed 
materials which are considered acceptable as they correspond to the overall modern design and style 
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of the building, as the windows and roofing material. As previously stated in the ‘Conservation Area 
Appraisal and Advisory Leaflet’, appropriate materials relate to traditional and historic buildings which 
contribute to the character and appearance of the Conservation Area. 
 
The current building is a modern building which is considered to make a neutral contribution to the 
Conservation Area character. It does not possess any architectural merit or historic features. New 
alterations are in keeping with the character of the building and will not cause harm to the 
Conservation Area as the overall modern character of the building will be retained as well as its neutral 
contribution to the character of the Conservation Area.  The objector states ‘The new proposal 
replaces wooden windows and doors with grey aluminium (not acceptable according to guidance)’. 
 
Aluminium or UPVC windows and doors are not considered acceptable in historic properties according 
to guidance and 102 The Serpentine North is a modern property. The Conservation Area Leaflet states, 
‘Brickwork and stonework should not be painted or rendered’. As mentioned before in the section of 
‘Conservation Area Appraisal and Advisory Leaflet’, appropriate materials in guidance refer to 
traditional and historic buildings. Render is featured on some older and newer developments within 
the Conservation Area, and it would be considered acceptable. 102 The Serpentine North is a modern 
property, the existing brickwork is considered not to have any historical significance.  
 
The leaflet also states, ‘Cladding of brickwork in stone, artificial stone, pebble dash, render, timber, 
plastic or tiles is not permitted for practical as well as aesthetic reasons’ this relates to historic and 
traditional properties as mentioned before. ‘(…) features a zinc roof which is identified as not in 
keeping with the character of the area (yet says the character is retained).’ Grey zinc roofing is not a 
usual material used for roofing in the Conservation Area. However, it is acknowledged that because 
of the low roof pitch it isn’t practical to use tiles or slate, so some form of sheet material would appear 
to be the best solution. It was suggested to use a tile effect roofing sheet which will be a more 
sympathetic choice. The zinc roof was considered acceptable as it is in keeping with the character of 
the modern dwelling, and its use is justified in the submitted Heritage Statement. Blundellsands Park 
Conservation Area Appraisal (BPCAA) states, ‘Extensions or new features must use appropriate 
architectural detailing, landscaping and materials that suit the age and style of the building’. The 
materials and style of the new extension are considered sympathetic with regard to the current 
modern building. BPCAA also states, ‘Chimneys: in most cases, the original chimney stack and pots 
form an integral part of the design of buildings’. This is the case for historic properties; 102 The 
Serpentine North is a modern dwelling, the current chimneys have no significance.  
 
Blundellsands Park Conservation Area Appraisal states, ’Many modern buildings have an additional 
storey within the same height as their neighbouring historic building. This changes the ‘grand’ 
appearance of the building and therefore is detrimental to the character of the area’. The total height 
of the extension of No. 102 The Serpentine North will be lower than that of the neighbouring historic 
property and respects the total height of the other adjacent modern property, so it is considered not 
to have a negative impact on the character of the Conservation Area.  
 
POLICIES AND GUIDANCE 
 
Historic England Advice Notes are meant to provide direction and should not be taken as a directive. 
The proposal complies with local policies NH9 ’Heritage Assets’, NH11 ’Works Affecting Listed 
Buildings’, NH12 ’Conservation Areas’ and NH15 ’Non-designated Heritage Assets’, as well as NPPF, 
NPPG. 
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CONCLUSION 
 
The objection states, ‘The case officers report and that of the conservation officer, suggests elements 
of the proposals are acceptable when they do not form part of the character or appearance of the 
conservation area. There is no explanation, in many instances, as to why the conservation officer in 
particular has decided to put that guidance to one side.’ As explained and stated before there has 
been a misunderstanding of the Conservation Area Appraisal and the Advisory Leaflet. The documents 
should be read in full context of the paragraphs and sections that they are written, in the contexts 
previously mentioned they are written in regard to traditional and historic buildings which contribute 
to the character and appearance of the Conservation Area.  
 
The Conservation Team has taken into consideration the guidance to assess the proposal. The objector 
continues: ‘Officers are in direct contrast to their own guidance, which will undermine the decision-
making process, and ultimately, the Councils own guidance.’ We are not in agreement with this as 
previously was explained and justified all the issues stated by the objector. ‘There should be clear 
justification for doing so and there is not.’ A clear justification has been provided on the comments 
provided by the Conservation Team as well as in this report.  ‘There is a disparity between Sefton 
Councils own guidance and that of the officers’ We do not agree with this statement as we believe 
there is a misunderstanding of the guidance from the objector. ‘There is also inconsistency with two 
conservation officers’ comments in relation to this site’.  A different rationalisation was taken to 
assess the proposal as the design significantly differs from previous one. The two proposals cannot be 
compared as the new one has been altered since the previous design and has now been amended to 
remove the glazed balcony.  
 
The objector continues: ‘The previous heritage at risk officer stated the glazed balconies were ‘an 
‘indisputably modern intervention which are visually intrusive and not in keeping with the character 
of the conservation area’ yet the present conservation officer finds them acceptable’, this issue has 
been explained under section ‘Materials and Design’. ‘The present case officer acknowledges the grey 
zinc sheet roofing is ‘not keeping in character with the Conservation Area’ yet finds it acceptable as 
the applicants have changed the pitch of the roof and extended it higher and states, they are unable 
to therefore have tiles which is in keeping with the conservation area’,. This issue has been explained 
under section ‘Materials and Design’.  
 
‘Throughout the BCAA, it is clearly demonstrated what could be determined as making a positive 
contribution and what is negative to the Blundellsands Conservation Area.  Numerous aspects 
proposed in the applicant’s construction are contained in this document, identified in almost every 
aspect as detrimental to the heritage environment.’ As previously stated, we identified most of the 
aspects to have a minimum impact which will not cause harm to the Conservation Area. ‘(…) any 
decision should be based on a sound justification. (…)The application proposals are in clear breach 
of the statutory duty and the development plan,  in that they would contravene the key principles 
set out in the Council’s Conservation Area Appraisal and they would, as a result, cause a greater 
degree of harm to the Blundellsands Conservation Area than the existing building. On this basis, the 
application proposals should be refused.’ It was concluded that the current application is not causing 
harm to any heritage asset. Conservation comments have been provided assessing the proposals 
against local and national policy and all guidance have been taken into consideration for the 
comments.   

 
The Conservation Team believes the proposal to be in adherence with relevant NPPF, NPPG and local 
policies NH9’Heritage Assets’, NH11’Works affecting Listed buildings’, NH12’Conservation Areas’ and 
NH15’Non-designated Heritage Assets’. 
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TREES AND LANDSCAPING  -  RESPONSE 

A number of concerns have been raised relating to trees and these are responded to below: 

The starting point is the commitment of the Local Planning Authority to retain any trees of value. There 
are no trees covered by a Tree Preservation Order within this or the adjoining sites.  

It is agreed that “the green infrastructure is extremely important to retain within this conservation 
location”.  It is also acknowledged that “the challenges of growing new stock to any decent hight 
should not be underestimated in this extremely windy location when trees are subjected to 
continual salt spray”.   

It is not a requirement to provide a landscaping scheme as part of the application as this can be 
addressed through applying a condition to any approval.  A tree survey was submitted with the 
application.  

It is not agreed that the scheme will involve the loss of any trees of value.  It is entirely appropriate 
that stringent safeguards are in place to make sure that existing trees are protected during the 
construction process. These safeguards are set out in condition 3 as follows: 

 Notwithstanding the details contained in the Arboricultural Report, no development shall take 
place (including the pre-construction delivery of equipment or materials, creation of site access 
or clearance of the site) until an Arboricultural Method Statement (AMS) and tree protection 
plan setting out measures for the protection of retained trees has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The submission must as a minimum include 
the following: 

 
i. A Site Plan to identify all the trees to be retained and removed within the site 
ii. Tree protection fencing details and location; 
iii. Removal of existing structures and hard surfacing 
iv. Installation of temporary ground protection; 
v. Retaining structures to facilitate changes in ground levels; 
vi. Preparatory works for new landscaping; 
vii. Auditable system of arboricultural site monitoring, including a schedule of specific site 

events requiring input or supervision including reporting to LPA at appropriate timings. 
viii. The installation of any additional services. 
 

         The AMS must be carried out by a competent arboriculturist in line with BS5837;2012 (Trees in 
relation to design, demolition, and construction- Recommendations). Any protection measures 
detailed in the method statement such as fencing and/or ground protection must be in place 
prior to the commencement of the works on site and shall be retained in place until the 
development hereby permitted is complete.  

 
         Reason: The condition is required prior to commencement as it will ensure there is no 

unacceptable tree damage or loss and is placed to safeguard the appearance of the area. 
 

It is not accepted that any trees in adjoining properties are at risk. The applicants mistakenly included 
in their application that a neighbouring tree be felled and this was repeated in the officer report but 
this is not the case.  An application cannot require the loss of a tree in an adjoining property.    

Page 77

Agenda Item 8



Trees are not shown on all of the plans but they are shown on what are considered to be the relevant 
plans – i.e. the tree constraints plan and the tree protection plan. The objector considers details of 
crown spread should be shown on the first floor layout plan but this is not considered necessary. 
Members visited the site on Monday 17th October and from the garage roof viewed the canopy of tree 
T32 in the neighbouring garden. This enabled them to judge at first hand any likely conflict with the 
proposed first floor extension above the garage. 

The objector claims discrepancy as to the categorisation of trees.  “The applicant’s category of T32 as 
U for example means they are not required to show this on plans.  This is a Category A1 tree”.  This 
is incorrect.  The applicant’s arboricultural consultant classifies this as Category B.2. 

It is acknowledged there have been some discrepancies in the position and measurements of trees 
outside the boundary of the application site. The applicant’s arboricultural consultant has had to 
estimate some of the measurements as he has not been able to gain access to the adjoining sites.  
Corrections have been submitted for those which are critical to understanding the impact of the 
scheme. 

The objector refers to the ecological value of the party wall at number 98 which would require 
rebuilding to enable the swimming pool complex.    This is dealt with elsewhere in these late 
representations and is a private matter to be agreed between the applicant and the neighbour.   
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Item 4B 
 
DC/2021/02497: Wadacre Farm Chapel Lane, Melling 
 
Habitats Regulations Assessment 
 
Details of the Appropriate Assessment and comments provided by Natural England have been 
provided and are attached. 
 
 
Neighbour representation 
 
Since the completion of the committee report a further neighbour objection has been 
received but raises no new issues to those already reported. 
 
Revision to conditions 
 

The following conditions are updated and included: 
 
Approved Plans 
 
2)  The development shall be carried out in accordance with the following approved plans 

and reports: 
 

 Site Location Plan Drawing no. R110/1000 
 Planning Layout Drawing no. R110/1 Rev H 
 Illustrative Site Layout Drawing no. R110/1 Rev H 
 Fencing Layout Drawing no. R110/2 Rev D 
 Materials Layout Drawing no. R110/3 Rev D 
 External Surfaces Hard & Soft Landscaping Drawing no. R110/4 Rev D 
 Affordable Housing Layout Drawing no. R110/7 Rev D 
 Site Sections Drawing no.30500/101 Rev B 
 Landscape Proposals no. 418203 Rev D 
 1.8 m High Close Boarded Timber Fence Drawing no. SD.1A 
 900 mm Post & Rail Fence Drawing no. SD.21 
 Knee Rail Fence Details Drawing no. SD.23B 
 1.8 m High Screen Wall Drawing no. SD.46A 
 Preliminary Drainage Layout Drawing no. 30500_100 Revision E 
 Tree Survey and Arboricultural Implications Assessment Issue 6 October 2022 
 Tree Constraints Plan Drawing no. 4182-01 Rev B 
 Tree Protection Plan 4182-02 Rev E 
 Construction Management Plan 11th October 2022 Revision D 
 Flood Risk Assessment 30500 SRG September 2021 
 Foul & Surface Water Drainage Design Drawing no. 30500/100 Rev B  
 E3P (January 2022) Phase 1 Geoenvironmental Site Assessment ref: 14-664-R1-3 
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 House Types 
 

 Waddington Drawing no. HT117(A) P/117 
 Hatton Drawing no. HT139/P/115 
 Regency Drawing no. HT142/P/01 
 Bonington rear aspect no bay -Floor Plans Drawing no. HT147/P/113 
 Bonington rear aspect no bay- Elevations Drawing no. HT147/P/114-2 
 Bonington side aspect with bay- Floor Plans Drawing no. HT147/P/112-12 
 Bonington side aspect with bay – Elevations Drawing no. HT147/P/110-11 
 Lowry- Floor Plans Drawing no. HT164/P/2/V4-2 
 Lowry- Elevations Drawing no. HT164/P/2/V1-1 
 Gladstone Floor Plans & Elevations Drawing no. HT165(H)/P/3 
 Charleston II Drawing no. HT166/P/119 
 Brantwood II Drawing no. HT167/P/5 
 Aroncroft Drawing no. HT169/P/205 
 Kingswood-Floor Plans Drawing no. HT174/P/1 
 Kingswood- Elevations Drawing no. HT174/P/2 
 Bridewell Drawing no. HT181/P/1 
 Bridewell-Bressingham-Floor Plans Drawing no. HT181-182/P/1 
 Bridewell-Bressingham-Elevations Drawing no. HT181-182/P/2 
 Arley Drawing no. HT186/P/1 
 Tatton-Floor Plans Drawing no. 188/P/01  
 Tatton-Elevations Drawing no.188/P/02 
 Duxbury Drawing no. HT189/P/01 
 Ashbury Drawing no. HT190/P/01 
 Elworth Drawing no. HT191/P/01 
 Rivington Drawing no. HT192/P/01 
 Ordsall M4(2) Drawing no. HT194/P/01 
 Garage-Single Detached Garage Drawing no. P/SG/1 

 
 Reason: For the avoidance of doubt. 
 
During Building Works 
 
11)  No development shall commence above slab level until a Noise Impact Assessment has 

been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority to identify 
any properties which may require acoustic mitigation measures to the building 
envelope to deliver the internal noise level requirements of Table 4 of BS8233:2014, 
including the glazing and possible acoustic trickle ventilation. The agreed mitigation 
measures identified in the Noise Impact Assessment shall be implemented in full prior 
to the properties being occupied and shall be retained thereafter. 
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 Reason: To safeguard the living conditions of the future occupiers. 
 
Ongoing Conditions 
 
37)  Within the first planting/seeding season following completion the development, all 

planting, seeding or turfing comprising in the approved details of landscaping shall be 
carried out; and any trees or plants which within a period of 5 years from the completion 
of the development die, are removed or become seriously damaged or diseased shall 
be replaced in the next planting season with others of similar size and species. 

 
 Reason: To ensure an acceptable visual appearance to the development. 
 
Prior to Commencement 
 
No development shall commence until a scheme of piling methodology, which provides 
justification for the method chosen and details noise and vibration-suppression methods 
proposed, is submitted and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The agreed 
scheme shall then be implemented throughout the development. 
 
Reason: To safeguard the living conditions of the neighbouring/adjacent occupiers and land 
users during the construction period. 
 
The following informative should also be included: 
 
 
Informative 
 
There are a variety of piling methods available, some of which cause considerably greater 
noise and vibration than others. It is common for the prevailing ground conditions to 
influence the chosen method of piling. Where the prevailing ground conditions would 
permit more than one piling method, the Council would expect the contractor to choose the 
method which causes the least amount of noise and vibration, in accordance with the 
following hierarchy: 
 

• Pressed-in methods, e.g. Hydraulic jacking  
• Auger / bored piling  
• Diaphragm Walling  
• Vibratory piling or vibro-replacement  
• Driven piling or dynamic consolidation  

 
Should the contractor propose to use a method which is not the preferred lower impact 
option, then satisfactory justification will need to be provided in order to demonstrate the 
piling method that is utilised meets Best Practicable Means (BPM). Please note vibration 
monitoring will be required for all piling projects. For further advice on what to include in your 
piling methodology scheme and current standards please contact Sefton’s Pollution Control 
Team. 
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