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PENWORTHAM TOWN COUNCIL

PLANNING COMMITTEE

Meeting held at the Penwortham Community Centre at 6.37pm on Monday 20 June 2011

Present:
Councillor J R Hothersall (in the chair)




Councillors, M Gardner, Pimblett, Read, Mrs M Robinson 



and Mrs C Wooldridge. 

Members of 


the Public:
   65

In attendance:
Steve Caswell – 
Town Manager 



 
Michael Cronin - 
Democratic Services Manager 


  
Steven Brown – 
Planning Team Leader, South 







Ribble Borough Council
 

1.
Election of Chairman for 2011/12


RESOLVED:
that Councillor J R Hothersall be elected chairman 




of the committee for 2010/11.

2.
Election of Vice-Chairman for 2011/12


RESOLVED:
that Councillor Mrs C Wooldridge be elected vice-




chairman of the committee for 2011/12.
3.
Apologies for Absence

Apologies for absence were received from Councillors D Bretherton and  
D Nicholson.
4.
Minutes of the Last Meeting

RESOLVED:
that the minutes of the last meeting of the committee 


held on 24 January 2011 be approved as a correct 


record and signed by the chairman.

5 .
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


The chairman welcomed all present to the meeting and introduced Mr 
Steven Brown, Planning Team Leader, South Ribble Borough Council, 
who had kindly agreed to assist the meeting with the consideration of this 
application.  Details were on the South Ribble Borough Council Planning 
Portal: 



http://publicaccess.southribble.gov.uk/online-applications/


Mr Brown described the scheme. He stressed that he was in attendance 
to provide information and respond to questions and would not be 
expressing an opinion on the application itself.  

Sainsbury’s proposals were for the complete demolition of the existing 
vacant buildings on site and the construction of a new retail food store.  A 
customer café and toilets and staff facilities would be provided at a 
mezzanine level. The car parking spaces would include spaces for 
mobility-impaired and parent and child parking and cycle parking hoops 
were to be provided close to the front entrance of the store beneath the 
canopy.  The relevant dimensions were as follows:

Gross floorspace 
5,733 sq m


Net sales area 
3,251 sq m

Convenience floorspace 2,787 sq m

Car Parking 

304 spaces

Size comparisons with the local Tesco and Morrison’s stores were 
presented. 


The store would be located at the southern end of the site with the main 
elevation facing north towards the district centre. The car park would lie to 
the front (north) and east of the store with the service yard area to the 
west.  It would be predominantly a single-storey construction with a 
general height of 6.7m increasing to 11.3m in the eastern section to 
accommodate the upper mezzanine level.
 
The car park would be accessed via a new junction on Liverpool Road 
with a two-lane egress to allow movements in both directions.  It would be 
necessary to remove a number of trees and part of the existing boundary 
hedge to Liverpool Road to create the access point.

Amendments would be made to the Cop Lane/Liverpool Road junction


including the widening of Cop Lane to two full-width lanes on the 
immediate approach to the junction and the lengthening of the merge lane 
on Liverpool Road on the western side of the junction.  The Cop Lane 
service access would be close to the junction. 

Landscaping would be introduced to supplement the site boundaries and 
soften the appearance of the car park area to accommodate the proposed 
development.

Mr Brown reported that with regard to the consultation process no 
responses had yet been received from the Highway Authority or the other 
statutory bodies.  84 letters from local residents had thus far been 
received, most of which were against the proposal. 

The chairman reminded the meeting that the Town Council was not the 
planning authority and that South Ribble Borough Council would make the 
final decision on the application. 

County Councillor Mrs Blow stressed the fact that the highway proposals 
being put forward were those of the applicant not the Highway Authority 
and that the latter had not yet reached a view on the application.  This was 
confirmed by Mr Brown. 



Councillor Howarth asked whether the application complied with the Local 
Plan and how many trees were to be felled in the Rawstorne Road 
Conservation Area. 


Mr Brown replied that the relevant local plan policy was D3 - 
Development Policy 3: Existing Built-Up Areas.  This stated that 

“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”.

With regard to the trees, those on the frontage were shown for retention 
but the Council’s Arboriculturist would closely examine all the trees in 
the area and the implications of the application and report fully to the 
Borough Council’s Planning Committee. If planning permission were 
to be granted this would give the applicant the right to carry out the tree 
works indicated. 


In response to a query from the chairman concerning the status of the 
Penwortham Town Plan with regard to the application, Mr Brown 
responded that although this was not a statutory document it would 
certainly assist the Planning Authority in reaching a decision.  

The Mayor asked whether the mezzanine counted as part of the sales 
area and Mr Brown replied that it did not as this was a café, toilet and staff 
facilities area. 



Councillor Pimblett presented details of the meeting he had recently held 

with the County Council’s Public Realm Manager (who was responsible for 
Highways).  County Councillor Mrs Blow had also attended.  He had 
raised a number of issues central to the application including:


i)
the effects of the extra traffic generated by the proposals will 



aggravate the already very serious congestion problems on 



Liverpool Road;

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


on Cop Lane;


iii)
equally, it is not possible to create six lanes on Liverpool Road as 


proposed;


iv)
the removal of the car parking on Liverpool Road used by the 


library - Sainsbury’s state that the car parking spaces at the 



proposed store could be used but this is impossible to guarantee 


under planning law; the store car park might in any case become 


effectively a “park and ride” facility for Preston commuters which 


would necessitate the imposition of appropriate waiting restrictions;


v)
a traffic-controlled crossing on Liverpool Road would add 



significantly to the congestion problems; 


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

vii)
the HGVs servicing the Cop Lane access would cause huge 



congestion on the road;


viii)
the Cop Lane junction is already under investigation for high levels 


of pollution and the proposals would significantly exacerbate an 


already serious problem.

Councillor Mrs Robinson asked if the Public Realm Manager was in fact 
saying that the proposals were non-viable.  Councillor Pimblett responded 
that Councillor Mrs Blow and he had discussed the issues for about two 
hours with the officer and examined each point in detail.  The officer had 
not in fact indicated what the final response of the Highway Authority 
would be.  


Councillor Mrs Robinson queried what the next steps would be if the 
Highway Authority were to object.


Mr Brown responded that if the Planning Authority received a strong 
objection it could simply refuse the application. The applicant could 
however be given the opportunity to amend the proposals and re-submit 
them.  He indicated however that the county council supported in principle 
economic regeneration and development.  Any changes in the application 
would necessitate a repeat of the consultation process.

Councillor Mrs Robinson stressed that under the Local Development 
Framework proposals currently being drawn up, a strong preference had 
been indicated for a “mixed” development on this site.  She asked what 
weight would be given to this expression of public feeling. 

Mr Brown stated that significant weight would be given to that expression 
of local opinion, including of course the views of the Town Council. 

County Councillor Mrs Blow expressed concern about the effects of the 
traffic light proposals on Buckley’s Funeral Directors on Liverpool Road 
and about the removal of the bus lay-by outside the library which would 
have serious consequences for those reliant of public transport, including 
school children.


Councillor M Gardner asked if it could be made a condition of any 
planning approval that parking for users of the library be retained.  

Mr Brown stated that this could be so conditioned or be included in a 
Section 106 agreement.  He confirmed that other stores had limited 
parking to two hours to avoid the area being used as a park-and-ride.  

Councillor Mrs Wooldridge expressed serious concern about the 
proposals for service deliveries on Cop Lane.  She asked whether these 
would be 24 hours per day and what the noise implications would be. 

Mr Brown indicated that the application was not clear on this matter and 
that he was seeking clarification.  Full details on this would be presented 
to the Planning Committee when the application was considered.  The 
Environmental Health Department would be asked to report fully on the 
noise implications. 

Councillor Mrs Robinson also queried how deliveries could be 
accommodated without causing very serious congestion and was 

concerned about the visual impact of the fence and building façade on 
properties on Alcester Avenue and Greyfriars Drive.

Mr Brown agreed that currently the trees provided an effective screen and 
this issue would be investigated thoroughly.


Residents reported the results of a traffic count they had recently 
undertaken at the Sainsbury’s store at Bamber Bridge between 7.30am 
and 7.30pm.  Only 2 HGVs had delivered during that period and the 
assumption therefore was that they visited the store primarily during the 
very early morning and late at night.  A total of 4,644 cars had been 
counted during the monitored time and the period of high-volume traffic 
was, interestingly, later than the normal rush-hour time. 


A resident asked how long the planning process could in theory last if a 
large number of changes to the plan were made. 


Mr Brown indicated that normally a developer could approach the 
council with suggested changes on two or three occasions after which it 
would be clear that no resolution could be achieved. The application would 
then either have to be withdrawn of submitted to the committee.  

Responding to a resident Mr Brown confirmed that Local Plan Policy D3 
was the relevant policy and was available on–line from the Planning Portal 
of South Ribble Borough Council (see above).


A resident reminded the meeting that the aim of the first stage of the 
Penwortham By-Pass had been to reduce traffic on Liverpool Road and 
that this goal had clearly not been achieved.  She worked at premises on 
Liverpool Road and 
regularly witnessed serious accidents and motorists 
using the traffic lights incorrectly. 

A resident referred to the traffic survey produced by the applicant which, 
he claimed, was fatally flawed.  There was a serious discrepancy in the 
traffic flow figures primarily because movements at the junctions at 
Kingsway and Hill Road had not been accounted for appropriately.  

Mr Brown noted these comments and said he would seek clarification on 
the figures.


A resident cautioned the objectors not to be seduced by offers by the 
applicant under Section 106.  The very significant safety issues could not 
be solved by such offers because the two key roads were already highly 
congested.  Another pedestrian crossing would not overcome the existing 
road safety problems.

The chairman reassured the meeting that members and officers at the 
Planning Authority took a very hard-headed approach to all Section 106 
proposals. 


A resident referred to the traffic and accident counts supplied by 
Sainsbury’s and was sceptical about their advice that customers should 
cycle to the store.  He strongly agreed that there were significant road 
safety 
problems associated with the application.

A resident criticised the applicant’s traffic counts which he claimed were 
created by means of a particular software package which did not reflect 
the true situation and significantly underestimated the volume of vehicles. 
These counts needed to be radically re-addressed.  

Mr Brown was asked if it was mainly trees that were significant with regard 
to impact on the Conservation Area or whether other factors were taken 
into consideration.  He replied that there were many factors involved and 
that in general terms it was a question of assessing how the proposed  
development might affect the character of the area. 


A resident referred to the cycling issues and pointed out that the Liverpool 
Road junction proposals had removed the cycle lane altogether.  Cyclists 
would of course require a significant amount of space on the carriageway 
and this would cause even greater congestion.    

A resident who was an experienced HGV driver expressed serious 
concern about the access to the service area and stated that it would be 
extremely difficult for an articulated vehicle to enter and leave the site 
without obstructing Cop Lane.


A resident drew a distinction between the type and the volume of noise. 


He stated that although the applicant’s report suggested that there would 
be little or no increase in the volume of noise, the type of noise (revving of 
engines, clanking of trolleys, slamming of car doors etc) would be 
extremely injurious to local amenities.  He drew a comparison with the 
noise of bird-song which could often be loud but which was usually 
agreeable.


A resident was appalled at the disastrous effect the development would 
have on the economy and appearance of Penwortham as a whole and 
feared it would lead 
to significantly more shops being boarded up on 
Liverpool Road.  Small businesses would be put under enormous 
pressure and she referred to the recent Christmas market which had been 
a significant boost for local traders, all of whom were potentially 
threatened by the Sainsbury’s development.  

A resident stated that the scale of the proposed development was in fact 
very substantial, despite the assurances of the applicant, and that the 
external appearance was “identikit” and soul-less in style.  


The Chairman confirmed that individuals were encouraged to submit 
comments and objections but that the Town Council as a whole would 
express a view.  


Mr Brown assured the meeting that all comments would be taken into 
account in the final report to the Borough Council’s Planning Committee 
and the views of the Town Council would be clearly spelt out.  The 
committee would not of course be bound by any officer recommendation

Councillor Mrs Robinson stressed that the Town Council represented the 
whole of Penwortham and that very significant weight should therefore be 
given to its views.  


Councillor Pimblett reminded the meeting that planning factors other than 
highway concerns were relevant, such as:



Unacceptable size and massing;



Injury to the visual amenities of local residents such as those on 


Alcester Avenue;



Noise nuisance from vehicles etc.


He felt that the application should be withdrawn and a much smaller 
proposal submitted. 


Councillor Mrs Robinson expressed concern that there was uncertainty 
about the height of the flue from the boiler.  This was a material 
consideration of real importance and needed to be examined carefully.


A resident referred to the assurance by E H Booth that they would not shut 
the Liverpool Road shop following the construction of the Millbrook Way 
store.  This of course had proved not to be the case and parallels could be 
drawn with Sainsbury’s statement that the Beechway outlet would remain 
open.  


Mr Brown indicated that it could not be a condition of any approval that the 
Beechway store should remain open.


A resident noted that despite assurances the proposal was that the store 
would open 24 hours a day.  He also expressed concern that the road 
closures for the annual gala procession might not be feasible if 
Sainsbury’s objected.


Concern was expressed by a resident with regard to the fact that the 
ecology survey was “desktop” in nature.


Mr Brown reassured the meeting that the Planning Authority would consult 
the county council’s Ecology Department and if it was considered that the 
survey was inadequate appropriate action would be taken.  All the 
specialist reports set out in the applicant’s documents would be 
independently examined and verified by the Planning Authority. 

Concern was also expressed about the scale and validity of the applicant’s  
consultation exercise.      



Mr Brown confirmed that, increasingly, major competitors were scrutinising 
applications such as this and objections were often received from them. 
All such objections would be available for public scrutiny.


Councillor D Wooldridge indicated that a number of Town Councillors who 
were not members of the Planning Committee were present and he 
commended the committee for holding a special meeting to consider this 
matter.  He urged that the views expressed by the Town Council and the 
relevant comments in the Town Plan be given due prominence in the 
report 
to the Planning Authority.


A resident confirmed that she had in her possession a very large number 
of names and addresses of people objecting to the application and that 
these would be forwarded to the Borough Council.

Concern was expressed that the applicant might submit a smaller 
proposal and, having gained approval for that, might put forward a much 
larger suggested development which it would be difficult to refuse.  


Mr Brown indicated that it was very unlikely that the authority would 
agree to a larger development simply because a smaller one had been 
approved earlier.


A resident felt that Kingsway could in future become a rat-run if the 
development was approved.


A local teacher considered that it would be even more difficult to ensure 
that pupils remained in school at all times if the application were to be 
approved in that a large Sainsbury’s would constitute a significant 
temptation.  

Mr Brown pointed out that in fact another B1 user (smaller businesses) 
could go on the site without the need for planning permission.


A resident asked if it was possible to encourage a “mixed” use of the site.


Mr Brown stated that during the extensive LDF consultation no-one had 
suggested a large store for the site.  However, once such an 
application 
had been made it was necessary to carry out the statutory process.  


It was reported by a resident that he had seen bats in the area.  


Councillor Pimblett asked when the application was likely to be considered 
by the Planning Committee.  He stressed that members of the public 
would be able to attend. 


Mr Brown indicated that his best estimate at this stage was September/ 
October.  Agenda papers would be published in advance and an update 
on the current situation could be obtained by ringing the Planning 
Department at the Borough Council.


Councillor Ms Prynn stressed that clarity and precision were needed when 
stating grounds for any objection to a planning application.

Mr Brown stated that the letters produced by the council contained 
guidance on how to object to a planning application.  For example, 
“competition” did not constitute a material consideration by “viability” did.


Councillor Mrs Robinson stressed that although the deadline given for 
objections was 29 June representations would be considered up to the 
day of the relevant committee meeting. 


Mr Brown confirmed that consultation by the Planning Authority on the 
application had been more extensive than required by statute.

A resident made the point that the effects of the store would be felt by 
Longton, Hutton and beyond and it was confirmed that Borough 
Councillors representing those areas would be taking appropriate action to 
ensure that the interests of those residents and business were protected. 


The chairman indicated that the minutes of this meeting would be 
considered by the Town Council on 5 July 2011 and that the final 
comments and recommendations of the council would then be forwarded 
to the Planning Authority and all the relevant agencies. 

The chairman again thanked all present for their attendance and for all the comments received.  On behalf of councillors and members of the public he expressed his appreciation to Mr Brown for his invaluable assistance in the consideration of this matter. 








…………………………..Chairman
(The meeting finished at 8.00pm)

The minutes of this meeting will be published on the website www.penworthamtowncouncil.gov.uk 
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