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PENWORTHAM TOWN COUNCIL

Special Meeting of the Council held at the Penwortham Community Centre, Kingsfold Drive, Penwortham at 6.30pm on Tuesday 19 July 2011. 

Present:
The Mayor, Councillor L T Read (in the chair).





Councillors 
J R Hothersall, Mrs J R Hothersall, Hancock, Howarth, 





Nicholson, Mrs M Robinson, Mrs R Robinson, 






S Robinson, Taylor, Mrs C Wooldridge and 






D Wooldridge.    


Members of 

the public:
 55

In attendance:
Steve Caswell - Town Manager





Michael Cronin - Democratic Services Manager





Ms J Try 

-  Sainsbury’s Supermarkets




Mr C Hargreaves
-  Savell, Bird and Axon (Transport 








Planning) 






Ms S Ryan

-  Turley Associates (Planning)




Mr S Royal 

– Dialogue Stakeholder Communications




33.
Apologies for Absence

Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Bretherton, Mrs D A Gardner, 


M Gardner, Pimblett, Ms Prynn and Mrs Woollard.
34.
Minutes of the Last Meeting



RESOLVED:
that the minutes of the last meeting held on 5 July 2011 be 




approved as a correct record and signed by the Mayor.  
35.
Declarations of Interest  
The Mayor, Councillor L Read, declared a personal, non-prejudicial interest in the development control item at minute no. 36 as a local resident and business owner  but was able, under the Members’ Code of Conduct, to remain in the meeting and take part in the discussion.   
36.
Planning Application No. 07/2011/0380/FUL – Erection of Retail Store (Class 
A1), Vehicular and Pedestrian Accesses following Demolition of Existing 
Building – Land at Liverpool Road/Cop Lane Penwortham


Sainsbury’s had requested the opportunity to undertake a presentation on the 
current situation with regard to this application and had forwarded additional 
information to councillors.  


Councillors S Robinson and Howarth stated that essentially the circulated 
documents did not propose any changes to the submitted planning application.  
Councillor Mrs M Robinson indicated that it was the task of the council as a 
consultee to respond to the submitted application.  Councillor Hothersall confirmed 
that if any significant amendments were made to the application by Sainsbury’s the 
council would have the opportunity to reconsider the matter.   

The representatives gave a short presentation. They indicated that they were still 
working on the details of the application and were seeking to resolve issues that had 
arisen following the public consultation.  Further consultation was being undertaken 
by the company and the Interim Summary of Consultation would be forwarded to 
councillors as soon as possible. 

They referred to the Retail Impact Assessment which they were to discuss shortly 
with the Planning Authority and acknowledged that the most contentious issues had 
related to highway and traffic matters. They considered that the application reflected 
real progress made in the spheres of traffic flow and road safety. The Planning 
Authority would re-consult on any modifications made to the submitted plans.  

They confirmed that the Birch Avenue store would remain open and that the new 
development would not open 24 hours per day. 


It was conceded that the application had strongly divided local opinion but they 
stressed that they took all comments very seriously and would be happy to report 
back to the council at any time.

All complaints about the security and safety of the vacant site had been referred to 
the owners Telereal Trillium.

The Sainsbury’s representatives left the meeting at this point and the Mayor thanked 
them for their attendance. 


A summary of the planning issues raised at the Planning Committee meeting on 20 
June 2011 had been circulated.

Councillor Hothersall proposed that the officers write to all relevant agencies 
notifying them of the council’s objections as recorded in the minutes of the Planning 
Committee on 20 June 2011, including the subsequent concerns relating to injury 
accidents in the area.   

Councillor Mrs Wooldridge considered that the council should strongly object to the 
planning application and should put forward clearly the concerns of the public 
relating in particular to traffic, inappropriate development, conservation area matters 
and noise and disturbance. These should be sent to the Planning Authority, the 
Highway Authority and the Borough Council’s Environmental Health Department. 

Councillor Howarth stressed that it was the Town Council itself that was the 
consultee and that it was therefore for the council to make the response. It should of 
course listen to all the comments and arguments put forward but should ultimately 
submit its own views not simply those of the public.  The response must be based 
on valid planning grounds. 


Councillors Wooldridge and Mrs M Robinson agreed with this view and stressed the 
need for the reasons to be founded on firm, “water-tight” planning considerations.   


Councillor Hothersall considered that the following point, not contained in the circulated summary, should be included in the final comments: the applicant might submit a smaller proposal and, having gained approval for that, might put forward a much larger development which the Planning Authority would then find difficult to refuse.  

Councillor Mrs M Robinson referred to the summary of comments and stressed the need for material considerations only to be submitted, such as: traffic; scale and appearance; loss of sunlight; significant overlooking; loss of trees; conservation area/listed building considerations; noise and disturbance to amenities. 
Councillor Howarth added that Local Plan and LDF considerations were also extremely important.  He referred to the A59 Penwortham Highway Safety Improvement Scheme which highlighted the incidence of accidents at the Cop Lane/Liverpool Road junction.  He also expressed concern about the removal of the cycle lane which would have an adverse effect on road safety.  
Councillor S Robinson stressed the importance of minimising air pollution and referred to the Borough Council’s existing figures which exceeded the acceptable levels.  He cast doubt on Sainsbury’s statement that there would be no increase in the “travel” use of Liverpool Road.  It was logical to conclude that the air quality would deteriorate rapidly in the area. Moreover, an important issue was the likelihood of increased standing traffic which would have a particularly detrimental effect on the local environment.

Councillor Howarth supported this view and referred to the fact that under the proposals there would be two more sets of traffic lights.  

Councillor Nicholson expressed particular concern about HGVs and the fact that Sainsbury’s would be unable to control the precise times of arrival and departure. These could well coincide with school start and finish times. 
A local resident raised very serious concerns about the validity of the traffic assessment submitted with the application.  For example, Section 3.4 provided a description of the highway network surrounding the site but did not make reference to current traffic conditions during peak periods.  Although reference was made to queuing behaviour along Cop Lane no information was provided on typical observed queue lengths on each of the junction approaches. A number of other concerns relating to the assessment were set out in detail by the resident.  In essence, he stated that the base model appeared to have been coded incorrectly. 
County Councillor Mrs Blow expressed concern about the fact that HGVs would be obliged to use Millbrook Way and Cop Lane to gain access to the store.  

Councillor Mrs M Robinson referred to the ongoing problems posed by the doctors’ surgery. 

Councillor S Robinson was concerned about the arrangements for the HGV deliveries in the service yard which he felt were inadequate and were likely to cause queues onto Cop Lane.
Councillor Howarth highlighted the adverse effect the development would have on the Conservation Area and the Water Tower, the Fleece and Rawstorne Road.  The proposed tarmaced car park of 360 spaces was not in keeping with the area. 

Councillor Mrs M Robinson was concerned at the proposed removal of the area of land on which the annual Christmas Tree was located.  A significant highway tree nearby was also scheduled for felling.
RESOLVED: that strong objection be made to Planning Application No. 07/2011/0380/FUL 

on the following grounds and that these objections be passed to the Local 


Planning Authority, the Highway Authority, the Borough Council’s 



Environmental Health Department and the Member of Parliament:



A.
CONTRAVENTION OF POLICIES


i)
the proposal contravenes the South Ribble Local Plan Policy D3 - 



DEVELOPMENT POLICY 3: EXISTING BUILT-UP AREAS:




“within the existing built up areas, as defined on the Proposals Map, 



proposals for the re-use of undeveloped, under-used and unused land 


and buildings, or for redevelopment, will be permitted provided that:



a) 
The land or buildings are not allocated for another use in this 




plan, and the development would comply with the requirements 



of this plan relating to access, parking and servicing; 



b) 
The development would be in keeping with the character and 




appearance of the area; and



c) 
The development would not adversely affect the amenities of 




nearby residents”.


ii)
the proposal contravenes the South Ribble Local Plan Policy



QD1 - QUALITY OF DEVELOPMENT POLICY 1: DESIGN CRITERIA 


FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT



“Planning permission will be granted for development provided that:



a)
The proposal is well related to neighbouring buildings and to 




the locality in terms of its size, scale, orientation, intensity (plot 



coverage) and external materials;



…….




c) 
The development would not prejudice highway safety, including 



pedestrian safety, or the free flow of traffic;



…….




e) 
Any noise, disturbance and traffic generation will not be 




detrimental to the amenity of the area; and



f) 
The development will not cause harm to neighbouring property 



by leading to overlooking and loss of privacy, overshadowing or 



an overbearing effect”.


iii)
the proposed use contravenes the Local Development Framework 



Landowners’ & Developers’ Site Suggestions (Site SR 114) - Site 



Allocations and Development Management Policies Development Plan 


Document, which shows the site as “mixed” and not wholly Class A1; 


iv)
the proposal contravenes policies contained in the Penwortham Town 


Plan relating to the need for increased viability and vitality of shops 



(8.5); relief of traffic congestion on Leyland Road and Liverpool Road 


(8.4); promotion of more sustainable means of travel (8.4); the need 



for a wide variety of retail outlets in each centre (8.5); and the 




protection of significant trees and replacement where possible (8.7).   


B.
HIGHWAYS, TRAFFIC AND ROAD SAFETY


v)
the proposed development and suggested highway configurations  



would have a significantly adverse effect on the area in terms of extra 


traffic generated which would aggravate the already very serious 



congestion and road safety problems on Liverpool Road and its 



junction with Cop Lane (significant injury/accident record at this 



location highlighted in the A59 Penwortham Highway Safety 




Improvement Scheme);


vi)
a traffic-controlled crossing on Liverpool Road would also add 




significantly to the congestion problems; 


vii)
there is insufficient land available to create, as proposed, two 




lanes on Cop Lane and six lanes on Liverpool Road;



viii)
the proposed crossing on Cop Lane is too close to the junction 



and the manoeuvring of HGVs servicing the Cop Lane access 




would be likely to cause serious congestion and road safety hazards 



on the road;


ix)
loss of important car parking in the lay-by on Liverpool Road adjacent 


to the library; 


 


x)
scheme would create serious road safety hazards for cyclists in 



that it removes the cycle lane at the Liverpool Road/Cop Lane  



junction.  The presence of cyclists on the main carriageway would 



further slow the traffic and cause congestion;

 


xi)
Creation of child protection, safeguarding and road safety issues with 


regard to children attending Penwortham Girls High School and other 


local schools; 



xii)
the traffic assessment submitted with the application is invalid and 



misleading for the reasons summarised in the appendix to these 



minutes;



C.
POLLUTION AND AIR QUALITY



xiii)
proposals in terms of increased exhaust emissions from  moving and 



standing vehicles would significantly exacerbate an already serious 



problem of air pollution on Liverpool Road and Cop Lane and create 



further health hazards for local residents;


D.
VISUAL IMPACT 


xiv)
unacceptable scale, massing and appearance of the development;



xv)
overbearing nature of the development and loss of sunlight would 



adversely affect the amenities of nearby residents;


xvi)
inappropriate development in the vicinity of a conservation 




area and of significant local buildings such as the Water Tower 



and Fleece Inn;


xvii)
visual impact of fence and building façade adversely affecting 




amenities of nearby properties particularly on Alcester Avenue 



and Greyfriars Drive;


xviii)
removal of trees adversely affecting visual amenities;


E.
NOISE NUISANCE







 


xix)
noise nuisance to local residents caused by the banging of car doors, 


revving engines, use of trolleys and activities associated with a busy 



retail outlet;


F.
COMMERCIAL VIABILITY


xx)
viability of local traders would be seriously threatened; 



G.
PROTECTED SPECIES



xxi)
possible existence of bats, a protected species, in the area;


H.
ESTABLISHED USE/PRECEDENT



xxii)
Approval of a smaller-scale proposal on the site would set precedent 



for larger development which would be difficult to refuse. 
The Mayor asked those present if they had any further comments to make.
A resident felt that many local people were totally unaware of the application and that they needed to be informed of this important proposal.  It was agreed that an appropriate article should be placed in the Council’s quarterly newsletter

A resident considered that the most important factor of all was the need to ensure the safety of children on the roads. 

Very serious concern was expressed about the condition of the site and the safety of children gaining access to it.  Apparently the electricity supply was still connected.  Councillor S Robinson outlined the action that had been taken thus far and the legal difficulties the Borough Council faced in issuing an enforcement notice.

It was agreed that Telereal Trillium should be contacted and urged in the strongest terms to secure the site and ensure the safety of persons who might wish to gain access to it and that efforts be made to ensure that the electricity was disconnected.

A resident stressed the importance of local people having the opportunity to scrutinise the reports of the various agencies on aspects of the planning application.

Councillor Howarth confirmed that all such documents were open to public inspection.  
Councillor Mrs M Robinson stated that it was important to assess the proposal in terms of the overall effect it would have on Penwortham.  She expressed her thanks to the group opposing the proposed development for their efforts to raise awareness of the implications of the scheme. 







……………………………….Mayor
(The meeting finished at 7.50pm)

These minutes will appear on the council’s website:  www.penworthamtowncouncil.gov.uk/council_minutes.htm 
THE NEXT ORDINARY MEETING WILL BE HELD AT 7.00PM ON TUESDAY 6 SEPTEMBER 2011 AT THE PENWORTHAM COMMUNITY CENTRE           
The minutes of this meeting, and the next agenda, will be available on the internet at www.penworthamtowncouncil.gov.uk










APPENDIX

Minutes of the Special Meeting of the Penwortham Town Council held at 6.30pm on Tuesday 19 July 2011. 
Comments on the Traffic Assessment Relating to Planning Application No. 07/2011/0380/FUL (Minute no. 36 B xii) refers)
i)
the base model has been set up incorrectly and has not been calibrated to prove 
that it accurately reflects the existing conditions at the junction;

ii)
no future background traffic growth has been assumed and no data provided to 
substantiate this view (is there an assumption that no development will take place in 
Preston over the next 5 years?);

iii)
Queue length data has not been built into the traffic surveys to take account of the
actual demand at the junction (ie queues at the beginning and end of the peak 
hours), rather than just the junction stop-line demand;

iv)
the base model has not been calibrated against existing surveyed data (queue 
lengths) to ensure it correctly reflects existing conditions;
v)
The pedestrian crossing at Queensway and the merge have not been represented in 
the LINSIG models.  LINSIG is in fact very poor at modelling the blocking of vehicles 
from one junction to the next.  A Paramics model would be more suitable. 
vi)
in the base model Liverpool Road West has been modelled incorrectly with two long 
lanes instead of one long through lane and a short ahead/right turn lane.  The 
existing ahead/right turn is about 10 vehicles long when taking account of the “keep 
clear” markings and should be modelled as a short lane; 

vii)
In the base model Cop Lane has been modelled as two long lanes.  The right turn 
lane is approximately 6 vehicles long in reality and should be modelled as a short 
lane.

viii)
in the 2016 “with development” model Liverpool Road West has been modelled as 
two long lanes with a small right turn lane.  This should be modelled as one long 
lane with the second through lane as a short lane and the right turn lane as a short 
lane;
ix)
in the 2016 “with development” model Cop Lane needs to be modelled with the right 
turn lane as a short lane;

x)
no future background traffic growth on the network has been assumed despite 
ambitious growth plans for Preston. TEMPRO local growth factors should be applied 
to the surveyed flows to provide a robust estimate of the traffic flows in 2016.  
TEMPRO provides traffic growth factors based on data from the National Transport 
Model (NTM) and is the industry’s standard method of calculating background traffic 
growth.  

  








(ends)
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