PLANNING (DEVELOPMENT CONTROL) COMMITTEE - 14th April 2011
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

	75379
	White City Retail Park, White City Way, Stretford. M16 0GW
	Longford 
	1 
	(

	(


	70524
	66A  Barrington Road and 39 Ellesmere Road, Altrincham. WA14 1HY
	Altrincham
	15
	
	

	75890
	7 Whitehouse Drive, Hale Barns. WA15 0DS
	Hale Barns
	18
	
	(


	75889
	7 Whitehouse Drive, Hale Barns. WA15 0DS
	Hale Barns
	27
	
	

	75922
	Land at Carrfield Avenue/Mossfield Road, Timperley. WA15 7DP
	Village
	31
	
	

	76224
	7,9 and 11 Springfield Road, Altrincham. WA14 1HE
	Altrincham
	38
	
	

	76306
	6 Booth Road, Sale. M33 7JS
	Ashton on Mersey
	51
	
	(


	76334
	Land to the Rear of 3 Marlborough Road, Flixton. M41 5QQ
	Flixton
	57
	
	

	76360
	240 Stockport Road, Timperley. WA15 7UN
	Village
	66
	
	

	76386
	22 Lorraine Road, Timperley. WA15 7NA
	Village
	74
	
	(


	76452
	Front of Sainsbury’s, Croft Bank Road, Urmston. M41 5AA
	Urmston
	81
	(

	

	75707
	Trafford Retail Park, Barton Road, Urmston. M41 7FN
	Davyhulme West
	87
	(

	(


	76542
	189 Grove Lane, Timperley. WA14 6PH
	Timperley 
	94
	
	


Page  1
75379/FULL/2010 White City Retail Park, White City Way, Stretford. 

SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST: Mr M Baker (G L Hearn Architects)






(on behalf of neighbour) 




FOR: Mr D Highton (Higham & Co)



         (applicant’s agent)

APPLICANT’S SUBMISSION

A further letter has been received from the applicant’s solicitors, making the following comments: -

The content of the Committee report between paragraphs 5 and 15 relating to the need for a range of goods condition is misleading in that it omits a number of relevant facts as follows: -

· The intention of Mr. Carney’s letter of 21 September 2010 that the Park would be refurbished with smaller units more suited to high street retailers was on the express basis that there would be an anchor food store at one end and a Curry’s Megastore at the other. This is acknowledged in paragraph 5 of the report. Mr. Carney’s letter stated that “both parties are agreed that the CLEUD unit being occupied by a food retailer would enable the landlord to begin to alter the tenant mix on the retail park and to create a shopping park environment with the attraction of high street retailers, utilizing the pedestrian footfalls created by the supermarket.”

· Trafford Council has consistently argued that there is no likelihood of the foodstore anchor actually being implemented in the event that the appeal application (74483/FULL/2009) is refused. This was confirmed in the Committee report on that application and was supported by the Council’s witness in evidence to the Public Inquiry. 

· In his report, the Inspector concluded that “I consider that there is little realistic prospect that the fallback position would be brought forward.” The Secretary of State stated in his letter that he “shares that Inspector’s substantial doubts…about the realism of the fallback position and, therefore, his conclusion…that there is little realistic prospect of it being brought forward.” 

· The Inspector’s report accepted that a range of goods condition would be appropriate if planning permission were granted for a foodstore but did not express a view that this condition was necessary in any event as this scenario was not before him. The Inspector went on to consider the appellant’s argument that granting the appeal represented the only opportunity to attach restrictive conditions which could prevent the introduction of high street shops into the retail park. He did not consider that this was likely to happen if the appeal were dismissed as he concluded that “there is no evidence that high street outlets would sit comfortably with the existing tenant mix or be attractive to such 
· retailers.” He then referred to the fact that the potential impact on nearby centres had not been assessed or quantified in any meaningful way.

· The officer view in paragraph 16 of the Committee report that the restrictive condition is necessary because there is a “danger” that the retail park will change in character if the current application is approved is not consistent with the officer view taken in respect of that “danger” in relation to application 74483/FULL/2009 either originally or on appeal nor with the view taken by the Inspector or the Secretary of State.

· The applicant reserves the right to refer to this letter in any subsequent appeal against the decision on the current application.

Observations

In relation to the applicant’s comments summarized above, it is still considered that there is little realistic prospect of the fallback position being implemented. However, it is considered that, if there remains any possibility that this may occur, however remote, it is necessary and reasonable to attach the suggested conditions, given the potential impacts of such a scenario on nearby centres. The recommendation therefore remains as in the main report.   

Page 18   75890/FULL/2010    7 Whitehouse Drive Hale Barns 

SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:





FOR: Ms K Ludlam (Ludlam Associates)



          (on behalf of applicants)
OBSERVATIONS
 

Insert after para 26:-
 

BATS
 

A bat survey was submitted with the application and this identified the property as a known bat roost.   The consultant, in her statement, concluded that the development needs to be covered by a European Protected Species Licence.   
The presence of protected species such as bats is a material consideration, when a planning authority is considering a development proposal. The requirements of the Habitats Directive are brought into effect by UK regulations which make it a criminal offence to kill, injure or disturb the nesting or breeding places of protected species unless it is carried out with the benefit of a licence from Natural England.  The regulations contain three "derogation tests" which must be applied by Natural England when deciding whether to grant a licence. The three tests are that:
• the activity to be licensed must be for imperative reasons of overriding public interest or for public health and safety;

• there must be no satisfactory alternative; and

• favourable conservation status of the species must be maintained.

 

Notwithstanding the licensing regime, the planning authority must discharge its duty under the regulations by addressing these three tests when deciding whether to grant planning permission for a development which could harm a protected species. 
The tests are addressed below:

  “preserving public health or public safety or other imperative reasons of overriding public interest including those of a social or economic nature and beneficial consequences of primary importance for the environment”.  

In this case the demolition of the existing house and the erection of a replacement house on the same site provides economic benefits to the area and improvement to the local housing stock which is considered to be of overriding public interest  

   “no satisfactory alternative”.  

The alternative of not redeveloping the site in this way, in particular by not demolishing the existing house, would not meet the needs of the applicant.   

   “will not be detrimental to the maintenance of the population of the species concerned at a favourable conservation status in their natural range”.  

The consultant has submitted an outline method statement to show how provision would be made for bats and subject to this it is considered that the development would not be detrimental to the maintenance of the bat population in the area.  
 

It is, therefore, considered that the three tests would be met should planning permission be granted.  
RECOMMENDATION
 

Amend condition 11:- 

 

Submission of method statement to show how provision would be made for bats.
Page 27
75889/CAC/2010 - 7 Whitehouse Drive, Hale Barns
 

OBSERVATIONS
 

Insert after para 3:-
 

BATS
 

text as for related planning application 75890/FULL/2010 as reported above.
 

RECOMMENDATION
 

Add condition 4:-
 

Submission of method statement to show how provision would be made for bats.

Page 31   75922/RENEWAL/2010 - Land at Carrfield Avenue/Mossfield Road, Timperley
RECOMMENDATION
 

Condition 1 - amended wording as follows:-
 

1.     In the event that development is carried out in accordance with the reserved matters as approved with conditions under application H/ARM/64434, the development must be begun not later than the expiration of three (3) years beginning with the date of this permission. Alternatively, a separate application for approval of reserved matters shall be made to the Local Planning Authority not later than the expiration of three years beginning with the date of this permission and the development shall be begun not later than the expiration of two years from the final approval of the reserved matters.
Page 38   76224/FULL/2010 - 7, 9 and 11 Springfield Road, Altrincham
 

RECOMMENDATION amended as follows:-
 

MINDED TO GRANT:
A:  That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon the completion of an appropriate s106 agreement to secure 

the payment by the developer of a total sum of £18,528.24, comprising:- ...(continue as set out in main report) 

 

B: Standard condition added

9. Tree protection condition

Page 51  76306/COU/2011  6 Booth Road, Sale      

SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:





FOR: Ms E Billington



          (applicant)

Page 74 76386/HHA/2011 22 Lorraine Road Timperley

SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:





FOR: Mr T Johnson



         (applicant)

Page 81 76452/AA/2011 Pavement to front of Sainsbury's, Crofts Bank Road,                              

           Urmston
SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST: Ms L Fenney


                   (Urmston Partnership)




FOR:

Page 87 75707/VAR/2010 Trafford Retail Park, Barton Road, Urmston       
SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST: Ms L Fenney



                   (Urmston Partnership



FOR: Mr T Price (Savills Commercial Limited)



          (applicant’s agent)
APPLICANT’S SUBMISSION

The applicant has submitted the following statement as additional information to support their application:

· Home Bargains has a close working relationship with Quality Save which includes sharing distribution, infrastructure and product ranges; they are effectively two separate companies operating essentially the same format of shop and using the same buying and distribution facilities/networks. Because of this, it is not commercially viable for both companies to trade in the same town centre in the case of relatively modestly sized centres such as Urmston. Quality Save has maintained a presence in Urmston for over 20 years, despite being required to relocate in order for the Eden Square redevelopment to proceed.

· Both companies also seek to positively help each other and in that respect Home Bargains have agreed to a request by Trafford Council’s development partner ASK Developments, to act as Guarantor on a new lease that Quality Save are negotiating for a unit within the Eden Square Phase 2 scheme. The partnership approach of the two companies will therefore provide a significant boost to the prospects of Eden Square Phase 2 being delivered by providing a key anchor letting in the form of another relocation of Quality Save.

· Clearly this major letting, together with that to Aldi announced this week, will be a substantial boost for the town centre. Home Bargains hope that their positive input to the Eden Square scheme will demonstrate their support for the town. The 30 – 40 jobs the Home Bargains store would create will also be a valuable boost to the local economy.

· As for fears that the proposed Home Bargains store at Trafford Retail Park would compete with Quality Save and Urmston Town Centre generally, it would make no commercial sense for Home Bargains to locate a new store in a position that would threaten the viability of a Quality Save store on which they are to act as Guarantor.
Amend recommendation as follows:

RECOMMENDATION: MINDED TO GRANT

That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon completion of an appropriate legal agreement which ties the financial contributions in the Section 106 legal agreement for planning permission ref. H/59911 to this subsequent planning application. 
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 -

