PLANNING (DEVELOPMENT CONTROL) COMMITTEE - 9th December 2010
ADDENDUM TO THE AGENDA:

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REPORT (INCLUDING SPEAKERS)

1.0
INTRODUCTION

1.1 This report summarises information received since the Agenda was compiled including, as appropriate, suggested amendments to recommendations in the light of that information. It also lists those people wishing to address the Committee.

1.2
Where the Council has received a request to address the Committee, the applications concerned will be considered first in the order indicated in the table below. The remaining applications will then be considered in the order shown on the original agenda unless indicated by the Chairman.
2.0
ITEM 4 – APPLICATIONS FOR PERMISSION TO DEVELOP, ETC.

	Part 1 Applications for Planning Permission 



	Application
	Site Address/Location of Development
	Ward
	Page
	Speakers

	
	
	
	
	Against 
	For

	75765
	18 Upper Chorlton Road, Old Trafford. M16 7RN
	Clifford 
	1
	
	

	75779
	11 Bradgate Road, Altrincham. WA14 4QU
	Bowdon
	9
	
	

	75788
	Land between 182 & 182a Park Road, Stretford. M32 0AS
	Gorse Hill
	21
	
	

	75823
	Bow Green, Bow Green Road, Bowdon. WA14 3LX
	Bowdon
	36
	(
	

	75885
	Hale Methodist Church, Hale Road, Hale. WA15 9HQ
	Hale Central 
	46
	(
	(

	75938
	220 Ashley Road, Hale. WA15 9SR
	Hale Central
	69
	
	

	75943
	Land adjacent to 5 Mallard Green, Broadheath. WA14 5LJ
	Broadheath
	74
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Please Note

Changes to the Development Plan in Trafford

The Revised Trafford UDP was formally adopted on 19 June 2006.  


On the 6th July 2010, the Department for Communities and Local Government revoked all Regional Spatial Strategies across the country with the intention that from that point forward policies within these plans (including the North West RSS) would no longer form part of the development plan for the purposes of s38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and would not be considered as material when determining planning applications (although evidence that informed the preparation of the revoked RSS may be a material consideration, depending on the facts of the case). 

However on 10th November 2010 a judgement was made in the High Court which considered an earlier decision by the Secretary of State to use the powers set out in section 79 [6] of the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009 to revoke all Regional Strategies in their entirety. The effect of this decision was to re-establish Regional Strategies as part of the development plan which in Trafford's case is the Regional Spatial Strategy for the North West (RSS).

It is, however, still the intention of the Secretary of State to abolish Regional Strategies as set out in the Localism Bill before Parliament, therefore until they are formally abolished by the Localism Bill, Regional Strategies form part of the statutory development plan.  As such, they are the starting point for the determination of planning applications and local plans must be in general conformity with them.  

On 11th November, DCLG sent a letter to all local planning authorities in England advising them that they should still have regard to the secretary of state's letter dated 27 May 2010 (as to the intention to revoke Regional Strategies) as a material consideration in any decisions they are currently taking. However, this position has also been challenged and on 29th November 2010, the High Court has ordered that this claim be expedited and that both the government's statement and the letter is stayed until further notice. 

The following advice was issued by DCLG and the Planning Inspectorate on 7th December 2010: 

“…pending determination of the challenge, decision makers in local planning authorities and at the Planning Inspectorate will in their determination of planning applications and appeals need to consider whether the existence of the challenge and the basis of it, affects the significance and weight which they judge may be given to the Secretary of State’s statements and to the letter of the Chief Planner.”

The Council has begun work on the production of its Local Development Framework (LDF), which will comprise a portfolio of documents and will, over time, replace the Revised Trafford UDP (see attached list) – and that work on the Trafford Core Strategy, the first of these LDF documents, has reached an advanced stage in its production, with the Publication version of the Plan published for consultation purposes in September 2010 and Submission to the Secretary of State made on 3rd December 2010.

The Submission Trafford Core Strategy provides an up to date expression of the Council's strategic planning policy and as such can be considered to be a material consideration, alongside the June 2006 Revised Adopted UDP alongside other relevant planning policy documents such as PPGs, PPSs and SPDs in the determination of planning applications.

PART 1

Page 9 75779/FULL/2010 11 Bradgate Road, Altrincham
REPRESENTATIONS
Following the letters of notification sent out regarding the submission of amended plans an additional letter of objection has been received from the occupiers of No. 13, Bradgate Road. The issues raised have been raised previously and are summarised in the report but also seeks confirmation of the distance from the proposed house to his house on the amended plans. 
OBSERVATIONS
The amended plans submitted by the applicant to date are considered to have addressed all the main concerns raised by officers regarding the application. However, it is still considered that the design of the front and rear elevations of the dwellings is not ideal due to the number and design of the windows. The applicant's agent has not had enough time to amend this aspect of the application prior to the Committee meeting and it is therefore recommended that a condition be attached, should the application be approved, requiring a revised scheme for the windows in these elevations. The applicant’s agent has confirmed that this is acceptable to them. It is not considered that any minor changes to the windows in these elevations would have a material impact on residential amenity as the affected windows are in the front and rear elevations and the changes would not result in additional windows. It is considered that the changes would improve the appearance of the dwellings and therefore the impact on the streetscene would be beneficial. Under these circumstances a condition is considered appropriate.
The agent has confirmed the distances from the proposed development to the boundary with13 Bradgate Road, measured from the autocad drawing, as follows:- the distance between the boundary with no.13 and the main wall of plot 11b would be 3.7m, and the distance between the boundary to the chimney would be 2.6m.

RECOMMENDATION

It is considered that an additional condition should be attached to the planning permission as follows:

‘Notwithstanding the submitted plans, no development shall take place unless and until a revised scheme for the windows in the front and rear elevations of the dwellings hereby approved has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter, development shall proceed in accordance with the revised details.

Page 21, 75788/O/2010, Land between 182 & 182a Park Road, Stretford

During discussions, the agent was informed that the application would be recommended for refusal for several reasons. Following examination of the officers committee report the agent has provided a written request on behalf of the applicant that the application be withdrawn immediately as of 7th December 2010.

Page 36 75823/FULL/2010, Bow Green, Bow Green Road, Bowdon

SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:   Mr. Oakes 





   (neighbour) 







FOR:  
REPRESENTATIONS
An additional representation has been received on behalf of the occupants of the neighbour at 8 Stanhope Road.  This letter correctly points out an error in the report to Committee at paragraph 23 which states that the windows in the side elevation of no.8 Stanhope Road have been conditioned to be fitted with obscure glazing.  Whilst this was the case on the original approval relating to this property, a subsequent application was submitted seeking to vary this condition to allow clear glazing (ref H/67212) which was approved.  

In light of this information the objector considers that the application should be deferred from Committee and the recommendation changed to refusal on the grounds of impact upon residential amenity.

The neighbouring property at 8 Stanhope Road was approved after the original approval for the application site and whilst this permission was still current.  The relationship with the approved scheme was fully taken into consideration by the developers at 8 Stanhope Road themselves when they submitted their application and this was examined in detail in the supporting statement which accompanied the application and deemed to be acceptable.  This relationship has not changed and it is not considered that there would be any adverse impact upon the residential amenity at 8 Stanhope Road for the reasons as stated in the main text of the report.   
 

Neighbours - 1 further letter of objection received on behalf of occupiers of 8 Bow Green Road raising the following concerns:-

- The report has overlooked information in respect of visual amenity and as such should not be considered by Planning Committee.
- The Committee report states at Para. 23 that the windows in the side elevation of the replacement dwelling at 8 Stanhope Road facing the application site are conditioned to be obscure glazed.  The windows are actually clear glazed and the Council granted planning permission on 30 June 2007 (H/67212) for the removal of condition 6 attached to planning approval H/63117 to allow clear glazing to windows in the eastern elevation.

- Thus the objection on the grounds of being detrimental to the visual amenities of 8 Stanhope Road by way of visual intrusion due to the close proximity of the house on Plot 3.
- Also the ground floor windows in the eastern elevation of 8 Stanhope Road are likely to be overshadowed by the presence of the proposed house at Plot 3 as it would be less than 2 metres from the boundary.
- In the light of the evidence that the report has omitted the application should be refused as detrimental to residential and visual amenity contrary to Proposal D1.
Page 46 75885/FULL/2010 Hale Methodist Church, Hale Road, Hale.

SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST: J. Wise




 (on behalf of neighbours)




FOR:  J. Dawson



          (on behalf of applicant)


APPLICANT’S SUBMISSION 

Since the report was prepared, the applicant has stated the following regarding the intended use of the open land and the Church building:
Open Land on Peel Road

The remaining open land on Peel Road is proposed to be accessible by the community for use at all times other than when it is specifically required by the Church or Community hall user groups, i.e. Play School, Church Barbeques and Summer Parties. The success of the open land being available to the wider community will be monitored, and if it becomes apparent that freedom of access is leading to anti-social issues it may have to be controlled via a key sharing initiative.
User Groups and Activities

User groups and activities that are likely to be held within the new Church and Community hall include:

· Church worship every Sunday morning. 

· Occasional Funerals and weddings. 

· Other Church events like Christmas lunches. 

· Monday afternoon Church group. 

· Thursday evening Church group. 

· Pre-School four mornings each week in term time. 

· Lunch club each Monday for 45 senior citizens. 

· After school club for 25children. 

· Girl Guides and Rangers 20 girls. 

· Yoga group. 

· Small dance Group. 

· Tuesday Prayer meeting. 

· Natural History group Monthly evenings. 

· Stamford Park Junior and Infant School for Christmas and summer assemblies. 

There will also be a programme of research and planning by the four Methodist churches in the area working together during the build programme to see what the local community would welcome and what needs can be met.

A further drawing has also been submitted to highlight the existing features that would be retained and used in the new building; these include the existing roof tiles, the stain glass window to the Oak Road elevation, the name stones in the Oak Road elevation and the section of building adjoining no. 1 Oak Road.
REPRESENTATIONS

One further letter of objection received summarised as follows:

1) The proposal conflicts with Trafford UDP policies which state the Council will seek to improve the environment on Hale Road (policies ENV2 and ENV27). It is almost the unanimous view of local people as set out in their objection letters that this proposal will significantly reduce the existing high quality of the environment in clear conflict with these policies. This is itself should result in the refusal of the application.
2) The proposal would result in the loss of a heritage asset which is held dear by the local community as a local landmark building. The applicants have not demonstrated that it is necessary to demolish the building and there would appear to be no reason why this building could not be sold off, converted and so preserved for future generations to enjoy. The information submitted by the applicants in respect of the history of this building is clearly inadequate and the accuracy of what information has been provided has been brought into question. The Greater Manchester Archaeological Unit has pointed this out, it is unclear at the present time who the chief architect was for this building. As GMAU state “If Edward Potts was the chief architect then the significance of the building would be historically and architecturally enhanced”. This is very important information in understanding the significance of this building as a heritage asset. Without this information the Council cannot give proper consideration to the issues and any approval would be contrary to government planning policy relating to the historic environment. The application should also be refused on the basis that inadequate information has been provided regarding the significance of this building as a heritage asset and that in the absence of that information the Council cannot properly consider the facts of the case. 

3) There are significant issues with on street parking. Local residents are very concerned about highway safety particularly given the close proximity of 3 primary schools. The traffic report submitted as part of the application is misleading in as much as it states that there has been only 1 slight accident within 50m of the junction of Peel Road and Hale Road in a 7 year period. This is simply not true. Local residents have personally witnessed a significantly greater number of accidents. The Council should not give weight to this information and should take seriously residents concerns regarding on street parking and highway safety in this area. 
Permission should be refused and the applicants encouraged to consider instead a scheme of conversion or a revised proposal which retains the facades of these heritage buildings.

OBSERVATIONS

Initially the applicant indicated that the land on Peel Road shown as garden on the plans would be for the private use of residents of the development and by the Church / Church Hall.  This private use of the land meant that a Section 106 Agreement was required to secure a financial contribution toward off-site open space and sports facilities as there was no on-site provision. However, the applicant has since indicated that this land would be made accessible to the general public and therefore it is relevant to assess whether or not a contribution toward off-site provision is still required.

Clarification on how ‘accessible’ this land would be has been sought from the applicant and it has been indicated that ideally they would work out the preferred strategy with the local community. It has been confirmed that a gate would be provided for direct access from Peel Road with a control fitted to allow access as and when appropriate, (in order to avoid youths congregating at night and anti-social behaviour). 

It is acknowledged that the open space provided on-site is of a size (approximately 290m2) that is proportionate to the scale of the proposed development, based on the criteria set out in the SPG ‘Informal/Children’s Playing Space and Outdoor Sports Facilities Provision’. Subject to the specific arrangements for public access and an appropriate layout and facilities being provided within the space, it is considered that this provision is sufficient to off-set any requirement for a contribution towards off-site provision of open space. A suitable condition will need to be attached to any permission requiring the land to be provided as open space in accordance with a scheme to be submitted and approved by the Council, and requiring the open space to be retained thereafter.
With regards to outdoor sports facilities provision, this could not be reasonably provided on the land given the amount of land available and also the potential for sports use to impact on the amenity of nearby properties, therefore a contribution toward off-site provision will still be required, as set out in the report. 

RECOMMENDATION:

MINDED TO GRANT, subject to amended Section 106 Agreement and additional condition:

Section 106 Agreement to secure: -

(i) A contribution of £3,833.59 toward outdoor sports facilities in accordance with the Council’s SPG ‘Informal/Children’s Playing Space and Outdoor Sports Facilities Provision and Commuted Sums’.
Additional Condition: -

16. Provision of open space in accordance with a scheme to be submitted and approved by the Council and to be retained thereafter.
Page    74 75943/FULL/2010 Land adjacent to 5 Mallard Green, Broadheath
CONSULTATIONS
The following consultation response has been received since the report was finalised:

Local Highway Authority – The proposals indicate there will be an integral garage at each property but the site layout plan submitted does not lay out the driveways and it is considered that even with a roller shutter garage door and a drive length of 5m that there is not the adequate aisle width of 6m provided to enable vehicles to exit the site safely.

In addition an access width of 4.5m needs to be provided in order for simultaneous access and egress to be made, the entranceway is as narrow as 2.2m which is not acceptable on highways grounds.

Whilst the plans indicate there is a car park next to the site, this car park is mainly unused and residents tend to park vehicles in the existing cul-de-sac turning head where this site is proposed to be accessed from.  Whilst there are no objections to access being taken off this cul-de-sac restrictions would need to be put in place to keep the cul-de-sac clear at all times.
In its current form the proposals are not acceptable on highways grounds due to the inadequate dimensions of the entranceway and car parking layout and access.

The applicant must also ensure that adequate drainage facilities or permeable surfacing is used on the area of hard standing to ensure that localized flooding does not result from these proposals.

OBSERVATIONS - PARKING AND ACCESS

In response to the above consultation response it is acknowledged that the access and parking arrangements are tight.  However, the layout of the current proposal was previously accepted at outline and reserved matters stage, going back as far as 2003.  There have been no changes in circumstances on site which would justify a change of position and therefore it is considered that a refusal at this stage would not be consistent with previous decisions.
MR. NICK GERRARD 

CORPORATE DIRECTOR 

ECONOMIC GROWTH & PROSPERITY

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION PLEASE CONTACT:

Simon Castle, Chief Planning Officer

Planning Department, P O Box No 96, Waterside House, Sale Waterside, 

Sale, M33 7ZF

Telephone 0161 912 3111
- 1 -

