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—— METROPOLITAN BOROUGH ——




AGENDA PAPERS FOR
PLANNING DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE
Date:  Thursday, 14th April 2011  
Time:  6.30 p.m. 

Place:  Committee Suite, Trafford Town Hall

	
	A G E N D A                      PART I
	Enclosure
No.
	Proper Officer

under L.G.A., 1972, S.100D (background papers):



	1.
	ATTENDANCES
To note attendances, including Officers, and any apologies for absence.


	
	

	2. 
	MINUTES
To receive and, if so determined, to approve as a correct record the Minutes of the meeting held on 10th March,   2011. 

	
[image: image2.emf]PDC Agenda Item 2 -  Planning Minutes 10/03/11


	

	3. 
	ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REPORT
To consider a report of the Chief Planning Officer. 

	To be

Tabled 
	

	4.
	APPLICATIONS FOR PERMISSION TO DEVELOP ETC.
To consider the attached reports of the Chief Planning Officer. 
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	5.
	URGENT BUSINESS (IF ANY)

Any other item or items (not likely to disclose "exempt information") which by reason of special circumstances (to be specified) the Chairman of the meeting is of the opinion should be considered at this meeting as a matter of urgency.


	
	

	
	JANET CALLENDER 
Chief Executive 


	
	

	
	Contact Officer:  Michelle Cody
Extn.:   2775
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PLANNING DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE – 14th April 2011 

REPORT OF THE CHIEF PLANNING OFFICER 


APPLICATIONS FOR PERMISSION TO DEVELOP, ETC. 


PURPOSE


To consider applications for planning permission and related matters to be determined by the Committee. 


RECOMMENDATIONS


As set out in the individual reports attached. 


FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS


None unless specified in an individual report. 


STAFFING IMPLICATIONS


None unless specified in an individual report. 


PROPERTY IMPLICATIONS


None unless specified in an individual report. 


Mr. Nick Gerrard 

Further information from: Simon Castle


Corporate Director 

Chief Planning Officer

Economic Growth & Prosperity

Proper Officer for the purposes of the L.G.A. 1972, s.100D (Background papers): Chief Planning Officer 


Background Papers: 


In preparing the reports on this agenda the following documents have been used: 


1.
The Revised Trafford Unitary Development Plan (2006). 


2.
Supplementary Planning Guidance documents specifically referred to in the reports. 


3.
Government advice (Planning Policy Guidance Notes, Circulars, Regional Planning Guidance, etc.). 


4.
The application file (as per the number at the head of each report). 


5.
The forms, plans, committee reports and decisions as appropriate for the historic applications specifically referred to in the reports. 


6.
Any additional information specifically referred to in each report. 


These Background Documents are available for inspection at Planning and Building Control, Waterside House, Sale Waterside, Sale, M33 7ZF   


TRAFFORD BOROUGH COUNCIL


PLANNING DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE - 14th April 2011


Report of the Chief Planning Officer


INDEX OF APPLICATIONS FOR PERMISSION TO DEVELOPMENT etc. PLACED ON THE AGENDA FOR DECISION BY THE COMMITTEE


		Applications for Planning Permission 



		Application

		Site Address/Location of Development

		Ward

		Page

		Recommendation



		75379

		White City Retail Park, White City Way, Stretford. M16 0GW

		Longford 

		1 

		Minded to Grant



		70524

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

		Altrincham

		15

		Minded to Grant



		75890

		7 Whitehouse Drive, Hale Barns. WA15 0DS

		Hale Barns

		18

		Grant



		75889

		7 Whitehouse Drive, Hale Barns. WA15 0DS

		Hale Barns

		27

		Grant



		75922

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

		Village

		31

		Grant



		76224

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

		Altrincham

		38

		Minded to Grant



		76306

		6 Booth Road, Sale. M33 7JS

		Ashton on Mersey

		51

		Grant



		76334

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

		Flixton

		57

		Minded to Grant



		76360

		240 Stockport Road, Timperley. WA15 7UN

		Village

		66

		Minded to Grant



		76386

		22 Lorraine Road, Timperley. WA15 7NA

		Village

		74

		Refuse



		76452

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

		Urmston

		81

		Grant



		75707

		Trafford Retail Park, Barton Road, Urmston. M41 7FN

		Davyhulme West

		87

		Grant



		76542

		189 Grove Lane, Timperley. WA14 6PH

		Timperley 

		94

		Grant





Note: This index is correct at the time of printing, but additional applications may be placed before the Committee for decision.



_1363591662.doc
		WARD: Longford

		75379/FULL/2010

		DEPARTURE: No





		REFURBISHMENT OF EXISTING NON-FOOD RETAIL UNITS INCLUDING PARTIAL DEMOLITION (1447 SQ. M. GROUND FLOOR GROSS FLOOR SPACE AND 1075 SQ. M. MEZZANINE FLOOR SPACE) AND CONSTRUCTION OF EXTENSIONS (746 SQ. M. GROSS FLOOR SPACE) WITH ERECTION OF ADDITIONAL NON-FOOD RETAIL UNIT (880 SQ. M. GROSS FLOOR SPACE) AND NEW MEZZANINE FLOOR SPACE (896 SQ. M. GROSS FLOOR SPACE)






		White City Retail Park, White City Way, Stretford






		APPLICANT:  Derwent Holdings Ltd.






		AGENT:  Higham & Co.






		RECOMMENDATION:   MINDED TO GRANT SUBJECT TO SECTION 106 AGREEMENT








[image: image1.wmf]

SITE


The application relates to part of the existing White City Retail Park, which is located on the south side of the A56, Chester Road. In particular, the application relates to the nine existing non-food retail units that are laid out in a staggered formation along the southern side of the retail park, furthest away from Chester Road, but excludes the western and eastern sections of the retail park. 


The retail park fronts onto Chester Road to the north with other retail and commercial uses on the opposite side of this dual carriageway. The northern boundary with Chester Road is largely open but includes the Grade II listed White City Entrance Portal. To the west, the retail park borders onto Montague Road with offices on the opposite side of this road. To the east, the retail park fronts onto White City Way with commercial and office uses beyond this including the Greater Manchester Police Headquarters at Chester House. To the south-west, the retail park borders onto Bowden Court, a recent residential development comprising four blocks of apartments with a secure gated entrance off Montague Road. To the south of the retail park there are a number of offices and commercial buildings.


The western part of the retail park comprises an area of vacant land, which was previously the site of a Homebase retail store and an office building that were demolished about three years ago. This vacant land is currently being used for match day car parking and is fenced off by timber hoardings. This area does not form part of the current application site. 


The remainder of the retail park is currently occupied by existing metal clad retail units, which wrap around the southern and eastern boundaries surrounding a central car park. Some of these units (in the south-west and south-east corners of the retail park) are currently vacant. There is also an existing restaurant in a stand alone building close to the Chester Road frontage. Units H, I and J, on the eastern side of the retail park are also excluded from the application site.


The existing vehicular access for customers is from Chester Road with service access taken from White City Way at the southern end of that frontage.


PROPOSAL


The application proposes the refurbishment of the existing non-food retail units along the southern side of the retail park. This work would include the partial demolition of existing units comprising 1447 sq. m. of ground floor gross floor space and 1075 sq. m. of mezzanine floor space, the construction of extensions to existing units comprising 746 sq. m. gross floor space, the erection of an additional non food retail unit comprising 880 sq. m. gross floor space and the creation of 896 sq. m. of mezzanine floor space.


The additional unit (G4) would be constructed at the eastern end of the row of units. An extant planning permission (H/54806) exists for the construction of a further unit adjacent to Unit H outside the current application site and it is proposed that the new Unit G4 would directly abut this. 


The nine refurbished units (B1 to G3) plus the new unit G4 would have a total floor space of 12421 sq. m (including mezzanine floorspace). 


The current application also includes refurbishment of the facades of the existing units with new beige rainscreen ceramic stonework cladding to the front elevation and part of the end elevation together with new glazing, glazed entrance canopies and glazed signage boxes above. 


The application proposals also include the reconfiguration of the existing car parking layout. The car park layout has been revised during the course of the application to include additional landscaping, pedestrian footpaths and cycle parking. The revised layout shows a total of 726 parking spaces, 82 of which are staff parking spaces located within the service yards.

DEVELOPMENT PLAN


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. On 07 February 2011, the High Court rejected a challenge to the secretary of state’s letter and so confirmed that LPAs can regard the intention to revoke RSS as a material consideration in planning decisions.

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.

REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY (RSS)


DP1 – Spatial Priorities


DP3 – Promote Sustainable Economic Development


DP5 – Manage Travel Demand, Reduce the Need to Travel and Increase Accessibility


DP7 – Promote Environmental Quality


DP9 – Reduce Emissions and Adapt to Climate Change


RT2 – Managing Travel Demand


RT9 – Walking and Cycling


RDF1 – Spatial Priorities

MCR1 – Manchester City Region Priorities


MCR2 – Regional Centre and Inner Areas of Manchester City Region


W5 – Retail Development

REVISED TRAFFORD UDP PROPOSALS MAP NOTATION

Priority Regeneration Area: Old Trafford


Retail Warehouse Park Development


PRINCIPAL RELEVANT REVISED UDP POLICIES/ PROPOSALS


D1 – All New Development


D2 – Vehicle Parking


A1 – Priority Regeneration Areas


H10 – Priority Regeneration Area: Old Trafford


S11 – Development outside Established Centres


S12 - Retail Warehouse Park Development


ENV2 – Improving the Environment


ENV27 – Road Corridors


RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY


75423/FULL/2010 – Alterations to elevations of existing retail units H, I and J (including re-cladding and creation of new customer entrance, new window openings and new loading bay doors) – Permitted – 15th September 2010

74943/FULL/2010 – Insertion of mezzanine floor to create an additional 1487 square metres retail floorspace – Permitted – 21st September 2010

74483/FULL/2009 – Erection of new food retail store (Class A1) (9036 sq.m. gross floor space) and two new non-food retail units (Class A1) (2367 sq.m. gross floor space) with associated parking provision and landscaping; partial demolition and extension and alterations to existing non-food retail units, alterations to existing car park layout – Refused – 15th March 2010 – Appeal – Dismissed – 22nd February 2011

H/CLD/69691 – Certificate of Lawful Proposed Use for the use of the existing buildings on the retail site for the sale of food – Approved – 12th August 2008


H/68876 – Demolition of “Homebase” Unit and 683 Chester Road and construction of 4 no. retail units with a total gross floor space of 6660 square metres and amendments to parking layout to form an additional 74 spaces – Permitted 24th December 2008


H/CLD/67628 – Application for Certificate of Lawful Proposed Use for the use of the existing buildings for the sale of food – Appeal against non-determination – Withdrawn – 6th August 2008 

H/59657 – Alterations to entrance features and alterations to the external appearance including modifications to canopies and external fabric and associated works to enable provision of mezzanine floors – Approved – 27th July 2004


H/59476 – Erection of single storey non-food retail unit – Approved – 6th April 2005


H/58969 – Erection of new entrance features with associated external works and modifications to canopy and external fabric of units – Approved – 6th May 2004


H/54806 – Demolition of existing retail unit, restaurant and leisure units and erection of new non-food retail units; relocation and erection of new management unit and electricity sub-station, revised access arrangements including new access from Chester Road and closure of existing access from White City Way; revised car parking, servicing and vehicle circulation arrangements – Approved – 20th January 2003


H/UDC/ARM/29068 – Details of non-food retail development with garden centre and fast food restaurant – Approved – 2nd May 1989


H/UDC/ARM/30078 – Approval of reserved matters in respect of retail, leisure and restaurant development – Approved – 2nd May 1989


H/UDC/OUT/27469 – Erection of 164,500 square feet of buildings for non-food retail use, a 50,000 square foot building for leisure use and 8,500 square feet of buildings for a restaurant use together with the provision of car parking and servicing areas and the formation of new vehicular accesses to White City Way and Chester Road on the sites of the former White City Stadium and 679/681 Chester Road – Approved – 21st December 1988

CONSULTATIONS


Strategic Planning and Development: Comments incorporated into Observations section of report

LHA:  No objections, subject to conditions.


In relation to the originally submitted plans, the LHA made the following comments: -


No objections in principle, subject to amendments to the parking layout.


.


The application proposes to retain the existing level of non-food retail floorspace. In terms of the Council’s standards, this generates a requirement for 822 car parking spaces. In terms of the overall retail park, the provision of more than 1570 parking spaces would be required in order to meet the Councils car parking standards.  The provision of 546 spaces are currently made on site, some 1024 parking spaces below the standard or 34% of the parking standard.  However, it must be noted that the 7482 sq of food retail floorspace whilst consented is unimplemented. 

The proposals are clearly a like for like change in terms of floorspace, however the proposals look to increase the number of car parking spaces provided within the site, therefore there can be no objection on this basis.


Amendments are required to the layout in relation to the motorcycle and cycle parking facilities, taxi pick up / drop off area and pedestrian access routes.


In light of the revised access and layout in the site, the LHA requests the provision of lining and signing within the site especially the provision of give way lining.


The site overall warrants the provision of a travel plan.


In response to the amended plans, the LHA makes the following additional comments: -


As a result of the revised proposals, there is a drop in the number of proposed parking spaces from 753 to 726. However, there is still an increase in relation to the existing site. The proposed layout is acceptable. No objections, subject to conditions as follows: -


1. A secure lockable facility needs to be provided for each motorcycle parking bay / area.


2. Details plans of the cycle parking areas are required. At least one of the proposed areas should be covered and secure cycle parking lockers will need to be provided for staff.


3. Dropped kerbs and tactile paving will be required on the pedestrian crossings.


Built Environment: No observations

Renewal and Environmental Protection: No comments received to date


Greater Manchester Police Design for Security: No objections but state that internal shutters should be installed to the entrances if new sliding entrance doors are to be erected. 


Greater Manchester Passenger Transport Executive: The current application proposes an additional 124 car parking spaces compared with the previous application, 74483/FULL/2009, which proposed an additional 536 spaces. GMPTE therefore has less concern about the likely traffic growth than expressed previously. However, the previous comments regarding measures to encourage the use of sustainable transport still apply. These were as follows: - 


The measures to be funded by the SPD1 public transport contribution would need to be agreed with GMPTE.


IA Full Travel Plan should aim to maximise the benefits of the site’s location in relation to the public transport network and should have firm measures promoting a choice of transport mode and a monitoring regime with agreed targets. Measures could include the provision of public transport information, negotiations with local public transport providers, improvements to the pedestrian environment and walking routes, cycle paths, cycle storage and changing facilities.  

Electricity North West: The development is adjacent to / includes Electricity North West’s electricity distribution equipment. It is essential that the applicant checks that they are within their own land ownership and that Electricity North West’s maintenance and access rights are maintained.


Greater Manchester Archaeological Unit: The proposals do not pose a threat to any known or suspected archaeological interest and no conditions are required.


United Utilities:  No objections. The site must be drained on a separate system with only foul drainage connected into the foul sewer. Surface water should discharge to the 300mm diameter surface water sewer located on Chester Road at a rate not exceeding 20l/s. No surface water from this development is to be discharged either directly or indirectly to the combined sewer to meet the requirements of Planning Policy Statement 25. All surface water drains must have adequate oil interceptors.  

REPRESENTATIONS


None


OBSERVATIONS


BACKGROUND INFORMATION


1.
The White City Retail Park was recently the subject of another application, 74483/FULL/2009, for the redevelopment and refurbishment of the whole retail park. That proposal included the erection of a food supermarket on the land formerly occupied by Homebase (on the western side of the retail park) as well as new non-food retail units and alterations to the existing non-food retail units on the rest of the retail park. The application was refused in March 2010 and an appeal was dismissed by the Secretary of State on 22nd February 2011 following a Public Inquiry held in September 2010. 

2.
The applicant states that the current proposal represents Phase 2 of the proposals for the re-organisation of the retail park following the grant of planning permission H/68876 for the erection of four new non-food retail units on the site of the former Homebase store. Another application 75423/FULL/2010, approved in September 2010, allows alterations to the elevations of Units H, I and J on the eastern side of the retail park. The applicant states that that permission is intended to facilitate the occupation of those units as a food store as they benefit from an unrestricted retail permission, which was confirmed by a Certificate of Lawful Development, H/ CLD/69691, granted in 2008.


3.
The applicant states that the overall permitted floor space at the retail park of 26,901 sq.m. and the mix between food and non-food will remain unchanged as a result of the current application proposals.


PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT


4. The application site is located within the White City Retail Park allocated in the Revised Trafford UDP for retail warehouse development use by virtue of Policy S12. Policy S12 indicates that new retail warehouse development proposals in an S12 allocated location will be acceptable where they comply with the provisions of Development Control Policies D1 and D2. 

5. On face value, the current application simply proposes the re-arrangement of existing comparison retail warehouse floorspace. It is, nevertheless, important to note that a letter was presented to the Public Inquiry relating to the appeal application 74483/FULL/2009 in September 2010 from a representative of the applicant, which suggested that the applicant’s intentions are, in fact, to change the nature of White City from a bulky goods retail warehouse park to a shopping mall with the inclusion of high street retailers. The stated intention is that the park would be refurbished with smaller retail units more suited to high street retailers and that there would be an anchor foodstore at one end and a Curry’s megastore at the other. The applicant argued at the Inquiry that this could be achieved whether or not the appeal proposal was granted permission as it has the benefit of a lawful use for food retail in Units H, I and J on the eastern side of the retail park, which would be implemented as a “fallback” option should the appeal be dismissed. The Council raised concerns about the potential impact of this on other centres, particularly Stretford and submitted that, if the appeal was allowed, the Secretary of State should attach conditions restricting the range of goods to be sold from the retail park and preventing the further amalgamation or sub-division of the units. Although the appeal was dismissed, the Inspector and the Secretary of State concurred with this approach.


6. Bearing in mind the applicant’s stated objective, it is noted that a number of the proposed retail units are of a modest size (the smallest being 575 square metres), which is more suited to high street retailers, and it is therefore necessary to consider whether it would be appropriate to grant permission for these smaller units. Previous retail warehouse park planning permissions elsewhere have specified the minimum size of unit to be 929 square metres. In this case, five of the proposed units would be below this recommended size. However, it is recognised that five of the existing units are also below this threshold and it is therefore considered that the overall effect of the proposed scheme would not be to create significantly smaller units than at present. It is therefore considered that it would not be reasonable to refuse the application on this basis. 

7. Given the potential impacts of a change in the character of the retail park on other shopping centres, it is also necessary to consider whether the same conditions suggested at the Inquiry relating to the range of goods and the sub-division and amalgamation should be attached if planning permission is granted in relation to the current application. The suggested range of goods condition would restrict the sale of clothing materials and garments; shoes and other footwear; medical goods and other pharmaceutical products; recording media; games, toys and hobbies; musical instruments; books and stationery; articles, products and appliances for personal care; jewellery, watches and clocks; and other personal effects. In his report of 22nd December 2010, the Inspector stated that “While the Retail Park has to date been operated for retailing bulky comparison goods, there are no effective planning conditions which restrict the sales of non-food goods to bulky goods only from the majority of the existing units. The effect of this is that DHL would be able to introduce unrestricted comparison goods retailing which could substantially change the character of the retail park by attracting retail activities usually found in High Streets and Town Centres.” 

8. The Inspector went on to state that the wording of the range of goods condition suggested by the Council “is precise and specific and would ensure the retail warehouse character would be retained.” He also stated that a condition preventing subdivision and amalgamation “would serve to ensure that units more suited to bulky goods retailing, and thus the existing character of the retail warehouse park, would be retained.” He therefore concluded that both conditions were necessary and reasonable and met the other tests of Circular 11/95, “The use of conditions in planning permissions”. Notwithstanding the fact that the appeal was dismissed, the Secretary of State confirmed in his decision letter of 22nd February that he was satisfied that the conditions recommended by the Inspector were reasonable and met the tests of Circular 11/95.

9. It is recognised that previous conditions limiting the type of goods to be sold on the retail park have been less restrictive and have simply referred to non-food comparison goods. Proposal S12 of the Revised Trafford UDP states that non-food retail warehouse development will be concentrated within the three main retail warehouse parks. Policy W1 of the Trafford Core Strategy refers to a need to restrict the type of goods to be sold to bulky comparison goods. The Trafford Core Strategy is at an advanced stage in its production, with the Pre-Submission (“Publication”) version of the Plan published for consultation in September 2010 and Submission to the Secretary of State made on 3rd December 2010.  Given that the Core Strategy provides the most up to date expression of the Council's strategic planning policy and is at an advanced stage and indicates the “direction of travel” of policy in this respect, it is considered that this is a material consideration in the determination of the application. 

10. It should also be noted that the Trafford Retail and Leisure Study (November 2007) contains a recommendation that new retail warehouse development that is permitted should be limited by condition to restrict the type of goods sold from retail warehouses – retail warehouses being defined in PPS4 as – “large stores specializing in the sale of household goods (such as carpets, furniture and electrical goods), DIY items and other ranges of goods, catering mainly for car-borne customers”. This guidance dates from December 2009 and therefore post dates most of the earlier permissions for new floorspace on the retail park. Whilst this guidance does not post date the most recent permission, 74943/FULL/2010, for the insertion of a mezzanine floor in the existing Curry’s unit, the applicant’s statement about its real intention for the retail park was only made after the grant of that permission. 

11. At the Inquiry, the applicant contested the conditions relating to the restriction of the range of goods and sub-division and amalgamation and has stated In respect of the current application that it considers that these conditions would be unreasonable and would fail the tests set out in Circular 11/95, which states that conditions should be necessary, relevant to planning, relevant to the development to be permitted, enforceable, precise and reasonable in all other respects. The applicant has therefore stated that it is not willing to accept restrictive conditions in respect of the range of goods permitted to be sold or in respect of amalgamation or subdivision and has stated that any imposition of such conditions will be contested and could involve an application for an award of costs in any subsequent appeal. 


12. The applicant has submitted a letter that makes the following comments: -


“With the exception of one proposed new unit, the proposal relates to existing units within the retail park which are unfettered by any such restrictions. The application seeks permission for refurbishment and improvement to the external appearance of these units with reconfiguration to achieve a more efficient layout involving elements of demolition and extension. Together with the remaining existing and permitted units within the retail park there would be no increase in retail floorspace as a consequence of the development. 


The proposal represents the third phase of the alternative option for the upgrade of the retail park in the event the foodstore appeal is not successful. Derwent Holdings has identified the need to improve the design and appearance of the retail park and to maximise the long term rental value and clearly it would not wish to jeopardise the unrestricted non-food retail consent that currently exists. In these circumstances, the restrictions proposed by the Council are considered to be unreasonable and fail the tests set out in Circular 11/95 in respect of planning conditions”. 

13. Furthermore, the applicant has submitted Counsel’s opinion in respect of this matter. This argues that the PPS4 Practice Guide recognises that retailers will seek to use floorspace more efficiently in order to appeal to the market and that there is therefore clear policy support for a scheme that provides a more efficient and better designed retail environment .The advice states that PPS4 seeks to move away from generalised concerns regarding retail impact and looks for clear evidence of harm before permission is refused and that there is no evidence that the differential trading profile as a result of these improvements would cause material harm. The advice states that the Planning Authority has not requested any form of retail impact assessment in respect of the current application nor has it sought the advice of a retail specialist in assessing the application. It also notes that the Council recently granted permission for the large Tesco superstore at Chester Road (74393/FULL/2010), which involved a significant amount of new comparison floorspace and suggests that, given that a condition can only be imposed where it is considered “necessary”, it would be wholly inconsistent for the Council to seek to refuse consent for a scheme involving no increase in floorspace. The advice therefore accepts that such conditions could be lawfully imposed but concludes that it is “inconceivable” that they would comply with the requirements of Circular guidance.


14. The applicant also argues that it is the Council’s stated position that the change in the character of the retail park is only possible with the foodstore proposal and that there is no realistic prospect of a shopping park without it. As such, it argues that such a restrictive condition is not only unreasonable but also unnecessary.


15. It is recognised that permission 74393/FULL/2010 allowed 5024 square metres of new net comparison goods floorspace at Chester Road without any restriction on the range of goods sold and that the comparison impact assessment submitted in relation to that application concluded that there would not be significant harm to the vitality and viability of other nearby local centres as a result of this element of the scheme.. However, the applicant has submitted no assessment of the cumulative retail impact on other centres of the potential change in the character of White City together with the existing Tesco permission (74393/FULL/2010). The Inspector stated in his report that “if the appeal is not successful, there is nothing to prevent the sale of non-bulky comparison goods from the retail park. There is a risk that its character might change as a result with unknown impacts on nearby Town and District Centres.”

16.  Furthermore, the Council has also taken legal advice, which states that, if the proposed condition was justified in respect of the appeal application, exactly the same rationale exists in respect of the current application. The refurbishment/anchor stores approach will give rise to a danger that the retail park will change in character and, if it were to do so, the retail impact has not been assessed. The legal advice therefore concludes that there would be considerable risk in not attaching a condition. It is therefore considered that, given this advice, given the Inspector’s conclusions in relation to the conditions suggested at the Inquiry and the Secretary of State’s support for this position and given the support for this type of restriction in PPS4 and the draft Core Strategy, such conditions would also be necessary and reasonable in respect of the current application. 


17. PPS4 Policy EC10 also advises that all proposals should be assessed for their performance in terms of climate change, access, design, employment and regeneration. It is considered that the proposals would represent an improvement in design terms (see Design and Visual Amenity section below). It is also considered that the development would have positive benefits in terms of employment and regeneration as a result of the upgrading of the appearance of the retail park and the potential increase in employment opportunities during both the construction and operational phases. In terms of sustainability, the applicant states that it has developed a strategy to limit carbon emissions, which would be incorporated through the lifetime of the proposed development. This would include the use of sustainable building materials and construction methods, minimising energy use, and sustainable waste management principles.   In terms of access, it is recognised that the retail park is in a sustainable location well served by public transport and, as noted above, is allocated for non-food retail development within the Trafford Unitary Development Plan. It is therefore considered that the development would meet the tests of Policy EC10 of PPS4.

DESIGN AND VISUAL AMENITY


18. The A56 Chester Road is one of the main routes through the Borough and is referred to specifically in Proposals ENV2 and ENV27 of the Revised Trafford Unitary Development Plan. Proposal ENV27 states that the Council will seek to improve the environment along major road corridors by requiring developers to pay particular attention to elevational treatment and landscaping for developments fronting the main road. In addition, the Council has adopted a Supplementary Planning Document, the A56 Corridor Development Guidelines, which identifies the White City Gyratory as a “Gateway Location” where development is normally expected to be of high quality. Notwithstanding this, the units to which the current application relates are set back approximately 100m from Chester Road and will therefore make relatively impact in the street scene.


19. The application proposes the refurbishment of the facades of the existing units with new beige rainscreen ceramic stonework cladding to the front elevations and part of the end elevation together with new glazing, glazed entrance canopies and glazed signage boxes above.  The treatment of the front elevations would also include opaque glazed panels, aluminium infill panels and black ceramic rainscreen cladding detailing around the entrance doors.  Composite metal cladding would be used on top of the signage boxes. New horizontal composite wall cladding would be used on the sides and rear of the building. The proposed alterations would also involve new loading doors and fire exits on the side and rear elevations. The new Unit G4 would be of the same design and would be clad in the same materials.


20. The refurbishment would involve a minor increase in the height of the building from approximately 9.2m to 9.5m and the addition of the glazed signage boxes of approximately 11m in height above the entrances. In addition, the development would involve a minor re-alignment of the units that would allow an extension to the existing car park area. The layout and design of the units is similar to that proposed as part of the previous appeal application 74483/FULL/2009 


21. It is considered that the proposed alterations would provide a more coherent and contemporary facade to the buildings, which are currently rather dated in appearance and include a variety of different styles and design of entrance and signage displays. It is therefore considered that the proposed development would represent a significant design improvement compared with the existing retail park and would assist in upgrading the environment in the vicinity of the A56 corridor and the “Gateway location” at the White City gyratory. It is also noted that the same conclusion was reached at the time of the previous application, 74483/FULL/2009. It is therefore considered that, subject to appropriate conditions in relation to materials and landscaping, the proposals are acceptable in terms of design and visual amenity.


22. It is also considered that the impact on the Grade II listed White City entrance portal would be minimal and would not be detrimental to the character and historic interest of the building. This is due to the fact that the historic context of the entrance portal has already been lost as a result of the extensive commercial development that has previously taken place around it and also the fact that the development is set back on the other side of the car park. 


TRAFFIC GENERATION AND PARKING PROVISION


23. The applicant’s Transport Assessment (TA) states that the current proposals would not increase the total floorspace across the overall retail park beyond the 26,901 sq. m. that already has consent.  The TA accepts that there may be some base capacity problems on the local highway network but concludes that there would be no increase in floor space and therefore no increase in traffic generation over and above that which is already consented. In addition, the TA states that minor improvements to the staging of the existing traffic lights would achieve significant capacity benefits and largely mitigate the impact of the development. 


24. The TA also comments that the retail park is within a highly sustainable location and that the development would include substantially increased cycle parking and provision for a taxi pick up / drop off facility. The application submission includes a Travel Plan and it is recommended that a condition should be attached in relation to this.


25. Given that there is no proposed increase in floorspace, the LHA has raised no objections to the application in principle, subject to amendments to the proposed parking layout. The current on-site parking provision of 546 spaces is significantly below the Council’s UDP standard of 1570 spaces for the consented floor space. However, the application proposes an increase in the overall provision to 726 car parking spaces, which would be greater than the existing provision and would go some way to addressing the current under-provision of parking on the site.  It is therefore considered that there is no objection to the proposals in terms of the level of parking provision. The LHA requested alterations to the parking layout in relation to the provision of cycle stands and motorcycle parking, the position of the taxi pick up / drop off bay and pedestrian access routes. An amended parking layout has now been submitted and, on this basis, it is considered that the proposed development would be acceptable in terms of highway safety and parking provision, subject to conditions.


DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS


26.
As the application proposes more than 1000 sq. m. of new development, it is above the threshold that normally triggers a requirement for financial contributions towards transport improvements in accordance with the Council’s Supplementary Planning Document, SPD1, “Developer Contributions to Highway and Public Transport Schemes”. However, as the proposals only seek to replace existing floorspace or that which already has the benefit of planning permission, it is accepted that there would be no additional impact on the local highway network as a result of these proposals and that, as a result, no financial contribution towards highway infrastructure is required in this case. It is recognised that investment is required in the public transport system to encourage the use of non-car modes of transport irrespective of the amount of floorspace created and it has therefore previously been accepted that a public transport contribution would be required for development in this location. In this case, the relevant contribution towards public transport improvements would be £70,641.22. However, the necessity for a public transport contribution was considered at the Public Inquiry into application 74483/FULL/2009. The Inspector concluded that “The site is well located in relation to existing public transport provision, including Metrolink and bus routes. While usage of existing provision may be increased if the appeal were allowed, it is an existing retail site and there is no evidence that the development would give rise to a significant additional requirement for public transport services. As such, I consider that the Public Transport Contribution would not be necessary for permission to be granted in this instance.”  Given the Inspector’s conclusion in relation to this matter, it is therefore considered that the requirement for a public transport contribution cannot be justified in respect of this current proposal (comprising a bulky goods retail warehouse use with no increase in floorspace) in this specific location.

27.
The development would generate a requirement for a financial contribution towards off-site tree planting in connection with the Council’s Supplementary Planning Guidance, “Developer Contributions towards Red Rose Forest”. The required contribution in this case would be £15,810.00. The contributions would need to be secured through a Section 106 Agreement. 

CONCLUSION


28.
In conclusion, it is considered that, subject to a Section 106 Agreement requiring a financial contribution towards off-site tree planting and subject to conditions, planning permission should be granted.  


RECOMMENDATION: MINDED TO GRANT, subject to: -


A. That the application will propose a satisfactory development of the site upon completion of an appropriate legal agreement and that such legal agreement be entered into to secure: -


A financial contribution of £15,810.00 towards Red Rose Forest / off-site tree planting. 


B.
That upon satisfactory completion of the legal agreement referred to at A above, planning permission be granted, subject to conditions: -


1. Standard Time Limit


2. List of approved plans 

3. Materials


4. Landscaping


5. Restriction of overall floor space within application site to no more than 12421 sq. m. gross external floor space including no more than 9170 ground floor gross floorspace and no more than 3251 sq. m. of mezzanine floor space


6. The retail units hereby permitted shall not be used (except as ancillary to other sales) as anything other than non-food retail warehousing nor shall they be used (except as ancillary to other sales) for the sale of any of the following goods:


Clothing, materials and garments; shoes and other footwear; medical goods and other pharmaceutical goods; recording media; games, toys and hobbies; musical instruments; books and stationery; articles, products and appliances for personal care; jewellery, watches and clocks; other personal effects. 


7. There shall be no sub-division or amalgamation of any of the retail units hereby permitted. 

8. Provision of parking and turning areas shown on approved plans including signing and lining in accordance with a scheme to be submitted, which shall include details of dropped kerbs and tactile paving 


9. Retention of parking and turning areas shown on approved plans


10. Notwithstanding the submitted details of cycle parking and motor cycle parking, revised details of cycle parking and motor cycle parking to be submitted and implemented


11. Details and implementation of taxi drop off area


12. Travel Plan to be implemented


13. Contaminated Land


SD
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		WARD: Altrincham

		H/70524




		DEPARTURE: No





		DEMOLITION OF TWO EXISTING BUNGALOWS AND ERECTION OF EIGHT TOWNHOUSES.



		66A Barrington Road & 39 Ellesmere Road, Altrincham





		APPLICANT: Orca Homes Limited





		AGENT: Emery Planning Partnership Limited






		RECOMMENDATION:  MINDED TO GRANT SUBJECT TO S106 AGREEMENT
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BACKGROUND


1. 
At the 8th January 2009 meeting of the Planning Development Control Committee it was resolved to grant planning permission for the above development, subject to conditions and a Section 106 Agreement. The Section 106 Agreement would require the following:- 


(i) A contribution to play space or sports facilities of £22,921.47, of which £15,542.53 would be toward open space provision and £7,378.94 toward outdoor sports facilities in accordance with the Council’s SPG ‘Informal/Children’s Playing Space and Outdoor Sports Facilities Provision and Commuted Sums’

(ii) A contribution to transport provision of £3,980, of which £1,308 would be for highways network provision and £2,672 for public transport provision in accordance with the Council’s SPD ‘Developer Contributions to Highway and Public Transport Schemes’;


(iii) A contribution to tree planting of a maximum of £7,050 in accordance with the Council’s SPG ‘Developer Contributions towards the Red Rose Forest’.


OBSERVATIONS


2. 
Following the resolution to grant planning permission it has become apparent that the amounts payable in respect of play space / sports facilities and Red Rose Forest have been calculated incorrectly and should be lower than previously recommended. This is due to the calculations having being based on a development of 10 dwellings which reflects an earlier application for the site (Application no. H/68856). The play space / sports facilities contribution had been calculated on the basis of a net increase of 8 dwellings i.e. 10 new dwellings less 2 existing dwellings on site, whilst the Red Rose Forest contribution had been based on 10 dwellings without any allowance for the existing dwellings. The contribution due in respect of the provision or improvement of highway and public transport schemes was calculated correctly and remains unchanged.


3. 
Taking into account the two existing dwellings on the site, the contributions should be calculated on the basis of a net increase of six dwellings which results in the following:


Play space or sports facilities = £17,191.11, of which £11,656.90 would be toward open space provision and £5,534.21 toward outdoor sports facilities in accordance with the Council’s SPG ‘Informal/Children’s Playing Space and Outdoor Sports Facilities Provision and Commuted Sums’

Red Rose Forest = Maximum contribution of £4,230 in accordance with the Council’s SPG ‘Developer Contributions towards the Red Rose Forest’. (nb. this contribution has been calculated at the previous rate of £235 per tree which applied at the time the application was originally considered and approved, rather than the current rate of £310 per tree).

RECOMMENDATION: MINDED TO GRANT

A: That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon the completion of an appropriate s106 agreement and that such agreement be entered into to secure a total financial contribution of £25,401.11, comprising contributions towards off-site open space provision (£11,656.90) and outdoor sports facilities (£5,534.21); highways network provision (£1,308) and public transport provision (£2,672); and a sum of £4,230 as a contribution towards Red Rose Forest tree planting off site (to be reduced by £235 per tree planted on site as part of an agreed planting scheme);


B: That upon receipt of a satisfactory legal agreement planning permission be GRANTED subject to the following conditions and standard reasons


1. Standard 3 year time limit


2. Development to be in accordance with revised plans


3. Samples of materials


4. Landscape scheme


5. Details of boundary treatment 


6. Contamination land assessment and remediation

7. Removal of permitted development rights for extensions, outbuildings, hard surfaces, gates, walls and fences


8. Removal of permitted development rights for windows at first and second floor in gable end of east elevation


9. Details for traffic management to be submitted and agreed - clarifying the operation of the one-way system and the marking out of a clear pedestrian path.


RG
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SITE


The site currently comprises a large, detached modern detached dwelling situated at the end of a long cul-de-sac on Whitehouse Drive.  The property is set in a garden with mature trees, surrounded by similar properties in a well established residential area.


The surrounding area is characterised by a mix of housing styles, including some of mock-Tudor, mock-Georgian design, reflecting the wider character of the Conservation Area.


The property is located within sub area D of the South Hale Conservation Area. 

PROPOSAL


It is proposed to erect a detached two storey dwelling in a contemporary style with a rendered finish with some natural stone and a slate roof.  Large elements of glazing are used on the front, side and rear elevations.  


The main two storey element of the house is to sit on a similar footprint to the existing dwelling.  An additional single storey element is to project further to the rear, a minimum of 2 metres from the rear boundary.

THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN


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. On 07 February 2011, the High Court rejected a challenge to the secretary of state’s letter and so confirmed that LPAs can regard the intention to revoke RSS as a material consideration in planning decisions.

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.


PRINCIPAL RSS POLICIES


DP4 – Make the Best Use of Existing Resources and Infrastructure


L4 – Regional Housing Provision


MCR3 – Southern Part of the Manchester City Region


PROPOSALS MAP NOTATION 


South Hale Conservation Area


PRINCIPAL RELEVANT UDP POLICIES/ PROPOSALS


D1 – All New Development

D2 – Vehicular Parking


D3 – New Residential Development


ENV21 – Conservation Areas


ENV23 – Development in Conservation Areas


H2 – Location and Phasing of New Housing Development


H4 – Release of Other Land for Development


RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

75889/CAC/2010 – Conservation Area Consent for demolition of existing dwelling.


This is the associated CAC application for the current proposal.  The application is currently undetermined and is on this Committee Agenda for determination.


75572/FULL/2010 – Erection of two storey detached dwelling following demolition of existing dwelling.


Refused 2nd September 2010


75573/CAC/2010 – Conservation Area Consent for demolition of existing dwelling.


Refused 2nd September 2010


APPLICANT’S SUBMISSION


A Design and Access Statement and a bat survey have been submitted as part of the application.  

The relevant parts of these documents are referred to where necessary in the observation section below.

CONSULTATIONS


GMEU – The building has been positively identified as supporting a European Protected Species, namely a bat roost (Habitats Regulations 2010).  As a material consideration and issue which requires special licensing the LPA must demonstrate that they have considered the Regulations adequately and provided suitable protection/provision to maintain the species on the site.  A suitably worded condition must therefore be attached to ensure that this occurs.


Pollution and Licensing – The application site is situated on brownfield land and as such standard contaminated land conditions are required.

REPRESENTATIONS


Neighbours:


1 letter of objection has been received from neighbouring residents.  The points raised are summarised as follows:


· Property would encroach significantly towards no.25a Broad Lane;


· Loss of space to neighbouring property;


· Loss of privacy.


OBSERVATIONS


PRINCIPLE OF THE DEVELOPMENT

1. The relevant policies of the Regional Spatial Strategy include L4 which requires Local Authorities to maximise the re-use of vacant and under-used brownfield land and buildings in line with Policy DP4 which relates to making the best use of existing resources and infrastructure. Policy MCR3 – Southern Part of the Manchester City Region requires plans and strategies to sustain and promote economic prosperity consistent with the environmental character of the area and the creation of attractive and sustainable communities by allowing residential development to support local regeneration strategies and to meet identified local needs, in sustainable locations which are well served by public transport.

2. The site is located within the South Hale Conservation Area within the Revised Trafford Unitary Development Plan and therefore falls to be considered against the normal development control criteria that seeks to ensure that all new development is of a high standard of design, is compatible with the character of the area in which it is situated and does not prejudice the amenities of the occupiers of the adjoining and adjacent property as well as Proposal ENV23 “Development in Conservation Areas.”  Replacement dwellings are accepted in principle.


3. The existing dwelling is a modern two storey detached dwelling which is of no architectural or historic merit.  Its demolition is therefore acceptable in principle subject to a suitable replacement and is to be dealt with under the separate application for Conservation Area Consent (ref 75889/CAC/2010).


IMPACT ON THE CONSERVATION AREA


4. The site is located within Sub Area D of the South Hale Conservation Area.  The special character of the area derives particularly from the cumulative effect created by its spaciousness, the mature landscaping and the compatibility of natural and man-made features.  The characteristic of spaciousness is reflected in the low average densities throughout the area and the low proportion of each site taken up with hard surfaces.  It is the space around buildings, more than any other factor, that affords South Hale its atmosphere of domestic privacy and that allows the shrubs and trees to flourish to maturity.


5. Sub Area D is summarised in the SPG as comprising:


“..large two-storey modern, detached dwellings on small housing estates.  Some are mock-tudor or mock-georgian in design.  A small number of the dwellings in this area are from the inter-war period.  The average density is around 6 houses per hectare.


The properties are set in landscaped grounds a short way back from the road.  The roadside boundaries are less well-defined and the layout consists of cul-de-sacs and open plan front gardens.  The roads are curved and short in length.  The materials of the dwellings are predominantly red brick with slate roofs.”


6. To be acceptable, any development proposed within the Conservation Area must preserve or enhance the character of the area.  New development will need to respect the high quality of the Conservation Area, having particular regard to its spaciousness and landscaping.


Design


7. The current proposal is for a dwelling in a contemporary style with a rendered finish with some stone and a slate roof.  Large elements of glazing are used on the front, side and rear elevations.


8. The principle of a contemporary approach in design to this site is accepted.  The previous application ref 75572/FULL/2010 was refused on the grounds of design however this related to specific elements throughout rather than the approach in principle.  It was previously considered that the dwelling had a commercial appearance highlighted by the design of the glazing and features such as the brises soleils.  In addition the use of render, particularly on the east and north elevations would have appeared visually incongruous.  The current application proposes changes which have addressed these concerns namely by:


· Introducing more glazing and stone cladding on the east elevation to provide a vertical emphasis in keeping with the design of the house more generally and breaking up the amount of render used;


· Introducing stone cladding to the north elevation to break up the amount of render used;


9. It is considered that these amendments sufficiently addressed the previous reason for refusal on design grounds.  The current proposal therefore constitutes a consistent, quality approach to a contemporary design.


10. Conditions applied to an approval would seek high quality, natural materials.  


Spaciousness


11. In order to guide the extent of new built development and extensions in the area, the SPG for the South Hale Conservation Area set out parameters for:


a) The building envelope within each site


b) The extent of the ‘hard area’ within each site


		Parameters


(Sub Area C)

		Guideline Figure

		Existing

		Meets Guideline?

		Proposed

		Meets Guideline?



		Distance from front boundary

		13m

		17.5m

		Y

		18m

		Y



		Distance to side boundaries of site (total both sides) @ 2 storey level

		10m

		 24.6m 

		Y

		20.2m

		Y



		Which on any one side must not be less than this figure (2 storey)

		2m

		12.4 & 12.2m

		Y

		10.4m & 9.8m

		Y



		Minimum distance to rear boundary

		20m

		6.2m

		N

		2m

		N



		Number of floors

		2

		2

		Y

		2

		Y



		Roofspace which may be used as additional floor space in the case of 2 storey development)

		Half

		None

		Y

		None

		Y



		1Hard Area Parameter (Site of 0.16ha)

		17%

		Approx 15%

		Y

		Approx 23%

		N





12. The proposal fails to comply with the building envelope parameters in respect of distances to the rear boundary.  The current property has a minimum distance of 6.2 metres from the rear boundary, thus falling short of the guidelines of 20 metres.  The plot is irregular in shape however and measures only 17 metres deep at the narrowest point and 37 metres deep at the widest point.  It is unlikely therefore that a new dwelling could be built to achieve all of the guideline figures.  


13. The proposed new dwelling is to be erected on a similar site to the existing, although the proposed footprint would be larger.  The two storey element of the dwelling is to be a similar distance to the rear boundary of the plot than the existing and it is therefore just the single storey element that would project closer to the rear boundary (a minimum of 2 metres).  Particular to this site is the existing tight garden.  Regard also has to be given to the fact that the height and distance of the single storey extension that projects adjacent to the boundary is similar to what would normally be allowed under permitted development (the projection extends further than would be allowed but the height to the eaves on the boundary is not as great as the maximum permitted development allowance).  Taking this into consideration together with the relationship with the property to the rear (see section on residential amenity) and the space which would be retained to the front (and public views of the site) it is considered that a refusal on these grounds alone could not be sustained.

14. The hard area coverage of the dwelling is greater than the existing property and exceeds the guidelines by approximately 6%.  The increase in hard area coverage is as a result of a combination of increased footprint for the house and increased hard landscaping.  


15. The proposed position of the garage to the eastern side of the building would result in increased hard standing and associated dwarf walls.  It would however negate the need for a large parking area to the front of the house with the parking essentially hidden from public views.  It is considered therefore that on balance, the increase in hard area coverage would not be detrimental to the character of the Conservation Area to an extent that would justify a refusal.


16. With the implementation of a suitable landscaping scheme, the impact of the increased hard area coverage upon the spacious and verdant character of the Conservation Area could be mitigated.  Details of the dwarf walls and any other walls, gates etc within the site will be required as part of the landscaping condition.


RESIDENTIAL AMENITY

Impact on no. 5 Whitehouse Drive


17. No.5 Whitehouse Drive is a recently constructed replacement dwelling.  The boundary screening to the application site consists of a 1.8 metre timber panel fence with additional mixed planting within the boundary of the neighbour.  There is 1 no. obscure glazed window at first floor and 2 no. secondary windows at ground floor which are already obscured by the boundary treatment.  As such it is considered that there would be no harm to the residential amenity resulting from any overlooking or loss of light.


Impact on no.9 Whitehouse Drive


18. No.9 Whitehouse Drive is a bungalow.  The property is situated to the south of the application site and is screened along the majority of the shared boundary to the front garden/driveway of this dwelling by a tall mixed hedge over 4 metres in height.


19. The screening does become sparser to the side/rear of the bungalow however this is adjacent to the garden/driveway to the side of the proposed dwelling.


20. It is therefore considered that the proposal would not result in any undue loss of light, overshadowing or loss of privacy to this dwelling.


21. The proposed position of the garage to the east of the site would have the potential to cause disturbance to the adjacent residents from the comings and goings of vehicles passing close to the house however an acoustic fence is proposed along the shared boundary which would mitigate some of this impact.  The proposed fence would be a maximum of 1.8 metres in height and therefore in line with what could be erected under permitted development.  It is considered however that the first 17 metres from the site entrance should be removed as this would have a detrimental impact upon the character and setting of the street scene and the Conservation Area.


Impact on 25a Broad Lane


22. Situated to the rear of the site, the boundary treatment to 25a Broad Lane consists of a low wire fence and a mixed hedge screening which is sparse in places.  The landscaping proposal submitted with this application also proposes a holly hedge within the application site, planted along this boundary.


23. The gable elevation of this neighbouring dwelling faces the application site and has 1 no. window in the side elevation which the owner has confirmed is high level and serves a bathroom.  


24. The current property on the application site has 1 no. bedroom window (and 2 no. bathroom windows) on the rear elevation at first floor level.  The plans indicate that the first floor landing windows of the proposed dwelling on this rear elevation are to be fitted with obscure glazing whilst the windows to bedroom no.5 and the guest bedroom are to be clear glazed.  The proposal does fall significantly short of the guidelines for privacy distances.  Nevertheless no objection can be raised regarding clear glazing to 1 no. bedroom window on this rear elevation.  It is considered reasonable and necessary for the guest bedroom window to be fitted and retained in obscure glazing up to a height of 1.7 metres above floor level to prevent additional levels of overlooking.  


25. Whilst there would only be a short distance between the two properties, given that the only window at first floor in the neighbouring dwelling is serving a bathroom and the only part of the proposed dwelling to come significantly closer to the boundary than the existing dwelling is the single storey element, it is considered that there would be no undue harm caused by overshadowing.


PARKING

26. The proposals are for a five bedroom dwellinghouse including an integral double garage.  To meet the Council’s standards the provision of 4 parking spaces is required, the proposals include a double garage and it is considered that there is adequate space on the drive to accommodate the further two vehicles.

RECOMMENDATION: 

GRANT, subject to the following conditions and standard reasons:


1. Standard


2. Details – compliance with all plans

3. Materials to be submitted (Conservation)

4. Landscaping


5. Landscape maintenance


6. Tree protection 1


7. Tree protection 2


8. Garages to be retained for parking of vehicles


9. Garages and vehicle standing spaces for private use only


10. Removal of permitted development rights


11. Bats


12. Obscure glazing – rear elevation (including guest bedroom)


JE
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		WARD: Hale Barns

		75889/CAC/2010




		DEPARTURE: No





		CONSERVATION AREA CONSENT FOR DEMOLITION OF EXISTING DWELLING






		7 Whitehouse Drive, Hale Barns






		APPLICANT:  Mr D Schweiger






		AGENT: Calderpeel Architects






		RECOMMENDATION:  GRANT









SITE


The site currently comprises a large, detached modern detached dwelling situated at the end of a long cul-de-sac on Whitehouse Drive.  The property is set in a garden with mature trees, surrounded by similar properties in a well established residential area.


The surrounding area is characterised by a mix of housing styles, including some of mock-Tudor, mock-Georgian design, reflecting the wider character of the Conservation Area.


The property is located within sub area D of the South Hale Conservation Area. 

PROPOSAL


Conservation Area Consent is sought for the demolition of the existing dwelling in connection with a current application for planning permission for a replacement dwelling.  This associated application (ref 75889/CAC/2010) is also on this Committee agenda for determination.

THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN


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. On 07 February 2011, the High Court rejected a challenge to the secretary of state’s letter and so confirmed that LPAs can regard the intention to revoke RSS as a material consideration in planning decisions.

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.


PROPOSALS MAP NOTATION 


South Hale Conservation Area


PRINCIPAL RELEVANT UDP POLICIES/ PROPOSALS


ENV21 – Conservation Areas


ENV23 – Development in Conservation Areas


RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

75890/FULL/2010 – Erection of two storey detached dwelling following demolition of existing dwelling.


This is the associated planning application for the current proposal for the replacement dwelling.  The application is currently undetermined and is on this Committee Agenda for determination.


75572/FULL/2010 – Erection of two storey detached dwelling following demolition of existing dwelling.


Refused 2nd September 2010


75573/CAC/2010 – Conservation Area Consent for demolition of existing dwelling.


Refused 2nd September 2010


CONSULTATIONS


None


REPRESENTATIONS


None


OBSERVATIONS


PRINCIPLE OF THE DEVELOPMENT

1. 7 Whitehouse Drive is located within Sub Area D of the South Hale Conservation Area.  This Sub Area is described in the South Hale Supplementary Planning Guidelines as comprising:


“..large two-storey modern, detached dwellings on small housing estates.  Some are mock-tudor or mock-georgian in design.  A small number of the dwellings in this area are from the inter-war period.  The average density is around 6 houses per hectare.


The properties are set in landscaped grounds a short way back from the road.  The roadside boundaries are less well-defined and the layout consists of cul-de-sacs and open plan front gardens.  The roads are curved and short in length.  The materials of the dwellings are predominantly red brick with slate roofs.”

2. The key consideration in determining this application is whether or not the property at 7 Whitehouse Drive is a “Heritage Asset” in its own right.  Annex 2 of PPS5 confirms Heritage Assets can be “a building, monument, site, place, area or landscape positively identified as having a degree of significance meriting consideration in planning decisions. Heritage assets are the valued components of the historic environment. They include designated heritage assets (as defined in this PPS) and assets identified by the local planning authority during the process of decision-making or through the plan-making process (including local listing).” 


3. The previous refusal was only on the basis of unacceptable replacement rather than merits of the property itself.  The existing dwelling is a modern two storey detached dwelling which is of no architectural or historic merit.  Its demolition is therefore acceptable in principle subject to a suitable replacement.  

RECOMMENDATION: 

GRANT, subject to the following conditions and standard reasons:


1. Standard Conservation Area Consent


2. Tying Condition


3. Tree Protection

JE





		WARD: Village

		75922/RENEWAL/2010

		DEPARTURE: No





		APPLICATION TO EXTEND THE TIME LIMIT FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF OUTLINE APPLICATION H/LPA/OUT/63647 (DEVELOPMENT OF LAND FOR RESIDENTIAL PURPOSES)



		Land at Carrfield Avenue/Mossfield Road, Timperley






		APPLICANT:  Sterling Homes Developments Ltd.





		AGENT: CB3 Design





		RECOMMENDATION:  GRANT









SITE


An irregular shaped site of around 0.31 hectares (0.75 acre) sited at the junction of Carrfield Avenue with Mossfield Road.  The site was formerly occupied by fifteen 3-storey flats with other associated buildings.  The site has now been cleared, except for a small sub-station, and is grassed over.  It has been vacant for several years.  A small path links the south-eastern corner of the site to Keswick Road.  The site is surrounded by residential properties with a wood to the south, Broom Wood which is identified on the UDP as Protected Open Space, Area of Nature Conservation Value and Woodland Planting/Improvement.


PROPOSAL


This application is to extend the time limits on the Outline permission for residential development of the site (H/LPA/OUT/63647), which was granted on 27 February 2006.  The site was formerly Council owned.  All matters were reserved for subsequent approval. 


A reserved matters application (H/ARM/64434) was approved on 4th January 2007.  It is the stated intention of the applicant to rely on that approved reserved matters application, although this application specifically relates to a renewal of the original outline application.  


A unilateral undertaking has been prepared, signed and submitted by the applicants prior to this meeting of the Planning Development Control Committee.  This undertaking is to secure for the Council an appropriate payment of:


i) £40,828.87 towards the provision of open space and sports facilities in accordance with the Council’s SPG on Informal/Children’s Playing Space and Outdoor Sports Facilities Provision and Commuted Sums and in accordance with condition No.3 of the outline planning permission (H/LPA/OUT/63647).  This total figure is made up of £27,685.13 towards Open Space provision and £13,143.74 towards Outdoor Sports provision. 


ii) £7,440.00 as a Red Rose contribution towards off-site planting, or the provision of 24 trees on site (condition No. 5 of the outline planning permission H/LPA/OUT/63467).


iii) A total of £8,208.00 towards Highway Infrastructure (£1,752.00) and Public Transport schemes (£6,456.00)

Condition 4 of permission H/LPA/OUT/63647 relates to affordable housing provision which is not relevant for the proposed scheme for 24 apartments.  Nonetheless, if the applicant seeks to submit a revised Application for Reserved Matters, the provision of Affordable Housing might be required in accordance with the relevant adopted Affordable Housing Policy at the time of determination of any such application.

DEVELOPMENT PLAN


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. On 07 February 2011, the High Court rejected a challenge to the secretary of state’s letter and so confirmed that LPAs can regard the intention to revoke RSS as a material consideration in planning decisions.

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.


PRINCIPAL RSS POLICIES

DP1 – Spatial Principles


DP2 – Promote Sustainable Communities


RDF1 – Spatial Priorities


L4 – Regional Housing Provision


MCR1 – Manchester City Region Priorities


MCR3 – Southern Part of the Manchester City Region


PROPOSALS MAP NOTATION

None


PRINCIPAL RELEVANT REVISED UDP POLICIES/PROPOSALS

H2 – Location and Phasing of New Development


H4 – Release of Other Land for Development


H8 – Affordable Housing


OSR9 – Open Space in New Housing Development


ENV16 – Tree Planting


T8 – Improvements to the Highway Network


T9 – Private Funding of Development Related Highway and Public Transport Schemes


D1 – All New Development


D2 – Vehicle Parking


D3 – Residential Development


RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

H/LPA/DEM/57317 - Demolition of two 3-storey blocks of flats, three stores and 15 garages followed by levelling of ground, re-seeding, erection of new fencing and repair of existing fencing. (Application for prior approval under schedule 2, part 31 of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995). 


APPROVED on 26 August 2003.

H/LPA/OUT/5815 – Outline planning permission for the development of the land for residential purposes.


APPROVED on 12 February 2004


H/60031 – Erection of two 3-storey buildings to form 26 apartments with associated parking and amenity space; formation of new access to Carrfield Avenue.  


MINDED to GRANT by Planning Development Control Committee on 2 December 2004, subject to a legal agreement being entered into to secure a financial contribution towards the provision off-site of children’s playing space and outdoor sports facilities and the provision of affordable housing.  Such an agreement has not been entered into and permission has therefore not been issued.


H/LPA/OUT/63647 – Development of land for residential purposes.  


APPROVED on 26 January 2006.


H/ARM/64434 - Erection of three storey building to form 24 apartments; provision of car parking with access onto Mossfield Road; associated landscaping and fencing; rerouting of existing path between Keswick Road and Mossfield Road (application for approval of reserved matters pursuant to outline planning permission H/LPA/OUT/63647).  


APPROVED by Planning Development Control Committee on 4 January 2007.  A Unilateral Undertaking had been completed by the applicant to deal with s106 obligations.


CONSULTATIONS


LHA – No objections to the proposals on highways grounds


Built Environment (Highways) – No comments received.


Built Environment (Drainage) – Suggests informatives be attached to any permission (R10 & R17)

Strategic Planning and Housing Services – Comments are incorporated in the body of the report.


REPRESENTATIONS


Neighbours – 1 letter received raising the following concerns:-


· the development would cause additional traffic and parking problems, noise and disturbance as has happened with other new houses nearby 


OBSERVATIONS


PRINCIPLE OF THE DEVELOPMENT


1. This application is for the extension of the time limit for implementation of outline application H/LPA/OUT/63647. The application site is a brown-field site and has previously had reserved matters approval for the erection of a three storey building to form 24 apartments (H/ARM/64434). 


2. Policy H4 of the revised adopted UDP states that the Council will normally grant planning permission for the development and redevelopment of other suitable land within the built up area for housing provided that  such proposals: - 


i) Are either (a) not on sites protected as open space, unless the provisions of proposal OSR5 can be satisfied, or, (b) allocated for some other use;


ii) Comply with the relevant provisions of Proposals D1 and D3 and where appropriate Proposals ENV21 and ENV23;


iii) Do not prejudice the development or redevelopment of adjoining land.


3. The application site is an unallocated brown-field site and therefore accords with the provisions of Policy H4. Taking into account the site has previously benefited from a residential permission on the site and providing that the application complies with the relevant provisions of Proposals D1 and D3 there is no objection on land use policy grounds.


PREVIOUSLY APPROVED RESERVED MATTERS APPLICATION


4. Recent government guidance contained within the Communities and Local Government document: Greater Flexibility for Planning Permissions (published November 2009), confirms in the event that there is an application to extend the time limits of an Outline permission where reserved matters have previously been approved, the reserved matters do not have to be applied for again ”If both the Local Planning Authority and the applicant are still content with the reserved matters approval”, and that the approved reserved matters “can simply be referred to in the new decision notice.”  A condition could achieve this and also provide flexibility should the applicant wish to amend the proposals at a later date.


5. In this case, the applicant has confirmed in a letter dated 30th November 2010 that they still seek to rely on the previous approved reserved matters application (H/ARM/64434) and there has been no material change in planning circumstances which would render the previously approved reserved matters application (H/ARM/64434) unacceptable to the Local Planning Authority. 


6. As such, the proposed development is effectively for the erection of one three-storey building comprising 24no. 2-bedroom apartments (H/ARM/64434).  The development would be provided with 34 on-site parking spaces and a cycle store for 6 cycles.  An enclosed bin store would be incorporated within the car park area adjacent to the eastern boundary and an existing sub-station within the site is to be retained and this would be within the parking area.


7. A new footway would be provided through the site linking Keswick Road in the south-eastern corner of the site with Mossfield Road.  This footway would run along the eastern boundary and would be some 1.8 metre wide.


8. The building would front Carrfield Avenue with the main elevation and pedestrian entrance facing Carrfield Avenue.  Vehicular access to the car park at the rear of the building would be from Mossfield Road.  The building would be set back some 6 to 8 metres from the edge of the site along Carrfield Avenue and 14 to 15 metres from the Mossfield Road boundary.  A minimum of 9 metres would be retained to the boundary with the adjacent Broom Wood.  The car parking area would be at the rear of the building extending into the south-eastern corner of the site.  Tree planting is proposed all around the boundaries of the site with particular emphasis on the boundary to the adjacent wood.  The two main areas of amenity space are at the north and south ends of the building.


9. Boundary fencing will comprise 1.6 metre high brick piers, with 1.6 metre high railings in between, along the Carrfield Avenue and Mossfield Road frontages, set back by 1 metre from the edge of the footway to allow for planting outside the fence.  Where the boundary runs back from Carrfield Avenue to the boundary with the Brook Wood the fencing would comprise 1.8 metre high brick piers with 1.8 metre high railings in between.  The entrance to the car park would have 1.8 metre high brick pier with 1.8 metre high railings and an automatic sliding gate.  The new footpath along the eastern boundary would have a variety of fencing types and heights – 1.8 metre brick piers and railings, 1.2 and 1.8 metre high close boarded timber fencing.


10. The application for reserved matters approved under H/ARM/64434 was fully considered by the Planning Development Control Committee in January 2007 and was considered acceptable in terms of design and appearance, residential amenity and in terms of the impacts on the highway and the proposed parking provision.  It is considered that these matters remain acceptable.

OTHER ISSUES


11. There has been a change in planning circumstance since the previous Unilateral Undertaking attached to H/ARM/64434.  That Unilateral Undertaking was signed prior to the adoption of the Councils Supplementary Planning Document 1 (SPD1): Developer Contributions to Highways and Public Transport Schemes.  As a result no such contributions were previously required.  However, SPD1 was adopted in March 2007 and as such, contributions towards Highways Infrastructure (£1,752.00) and Public Transport Schemes (£6,456.00) are now required, in the combined sum of £8,208.00.  


12. The unilateral undertaking submitted by the applicants addresses the requirements in relation to open space (£40,828.87), highways and public transport (£8,208.00), and Red Rose Forest contributions (£7,440.00 or part thereof dependant on the provision of trees on site) as set out in the Proposals section above.  


13. Given the applicants commitment to the previously approved application for reserved matters (H/ARM/64434), there would be no requirement for affordable housing as the number of units proposed is less than the trigger point of 25 dwellings.  Nonetheless a condition should be attached to any renewal of planning permission to ensure that the any revised application for reserved matters should be considered against the current Council Affordable Housing Policy and if required at that time, the requirements should be met.


14. As such, condition 3, 4 and 5 of the previous planning permission H/LPA/OUT/63647 (relating to contributions) are no longer required as the details are covered in the submitted Unilateral Undertaking.


RECOMMENDATION: GRANT, subject to the following conditions and standard reasons:-


1. In the event that development is carried out in accordance with the approved reserved matters 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, an 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.


2. Development shall be carried out in accordance with the details as approved by the reserved matters planning application H/ARM/64434, unless a new planning application for approval of reserved matters has first been received and approved by the Local Planning Authority.  


3. If development is not carried out in accordance with the approved reserved matters application H/ARM/64434, any revised reserved matters application should make provision, where required, for affordable housing in line with the Councils current Affordable Housing Policy.


MW





		WARD: Altrincham

		76224/FULL/2010




		DEPARTURE: No





		DEMOLITION OF NOS. 7 AND 9 SPRINGFIELD ROAD AND NEW GABLE TO NO. 11 SPRINGFIELD ROAD AND ERECTION OF 6 PART TWO STOREY AND PART THREE STOREY SEMI-DETACHED DWELLINGS.






		7, 9 and 11 Springfield Road, Altrincham






		APPLICANT:  Victoria & Springfield LLP






		AGENT: None





		RECOMMENDATION: MINDED TO GRANT










SITE


The site is located towards the northern end of Springfield Road, a cul-de-sac to the north of Altrincham town centre.  It is on the western side of Springfield Road and is currently occupied by 2 dwellings – 7 and 9 Springfield Road (formerly two dwellings but now one) and 11 Springfield Road, also a dwelling.  These buildings front Springfield Road.  The site also includes land at the rear of these properties, part garden and partly other land accessed from Garden Lane and formerly occupied by a therapy unit.  The site rises from Springfield Road up to the Garden Lane part of the site and also rises up from Victoria Street to the Garden Lane site


Springfield Road is essentially a residential street of late Victorian houses, though a small number have been converted to commercial/business use including the adjacent property No.5.  Those opposite the application site have been converted to flats.  At the southern end of the road are two office blocks fronting Stamford Street and Victoria Street but with car park access from Springfield Road.  


Springfield Road was formerly a through road to Woodlands Road but has now been blocked off beyond the application site preventing through traffic.  At that northern end is another large office block, Charter House, fronting Woodlands Road.  That office has a recently developed small multi-level car park immediately to the north of the application site also accessed from Springfield Road, but to the Woodlands Road side of the restriction.


There is access along Garden Lane to the rear portion of the site.  Garden Lane serves as access to the rear of commercial buildings fronting Church Street, but also has two small dwellings along it.  A new office development at the junction of Garden Lane with Victoria Street with its car park accessed from Garden Lane has recently been completed.


The site is outside the boundary of Altrincham town centre but is adjacent to the Old Market Place Conservation Area and is within the Main Office Development Area. 


PROPOSAL


Permission is sought for the erection of 6 new dwellings, comprising 3 pairs of semi-detached units, following demolition of nos. 7 and 9 Springfield Road. The existing dwelling at no. 11 is to be retained and a new side gable built.  Two of the new dwellings would front Springfield Road whilst the other four new dwellings would be to the rear of the site. Of the 4 dwellings to the rear part of the site, three of these would be 3 storey and one would be 2 storey and of those fronting Springfield Road these would be 3 storey. The dwellings would be of traditional design, of predominantly brick construction, gable fronted with fascias and decorative finials, projecting 2 storey bays, mock timber sash windows and pitched roofs in natural slate. Render would also be used for parts of the front elevations at ground floor.

Access to the six new dwellings is proposed via a new access on Springfield Road between no. 11 and the semi-detached dwellings proposed at nos. 7/9. The existing access to the rear part of the site from Garden Lane would be closed up. The proposals include 13 car parking spaces within the site; 2 for each of the new dwellings and one for no.11.


REVISED TRAFFORD UDP


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. On 07 February 2011, the High Court rejected a challenge to the secretary of state’s letter and so confirmed that LPAs can regard the intention to revoke RSS as a material consideration in planning decisions.

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.


 


PRINCIPAL RSS POLICIES


DP1 – Spatial Principles


DP2 – Promote Sustainable Communities


DP4 – Make the Best Use of Existing Resources and Infrastructure


DP7 – Promote Environmental Quality


L4 – Regional Housing Provision


MCR1 - Manchester City Region Priorities 

MCR3 – Southern Part of the Manchester City Region


PROPOSALS MAP NOTATION 


Main Office Development Area


PRINCIPAL RELEVANT REVISED UDP POLICIES/ PROPOSALS


ENV4 – Trees, Hedgerows and Woodlands


ENV14 – Tree and Hedgerow Protection


ENV16 – Tree Planting


E10 - Main Office Development Area


H1 – Land Release for Development


H4 – Housing Development


OSR9 – Open Space in New Housing Development


T6 – Land Use in Relation to Transport and Movement


T9 - Private Funding of Development Related Highway and Public Transport Schemes


D1 – All New Development  


D2 – Vehicle Parking


D3 – Residential Development


RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY


H/OUT/63531 - Demolition of existing dwellings at 4-12 Victoria Street, erection of four storey building to form Class B1 offices; provision of associated car parking; refurbishment and conversion of 7/9 Springfield Road from one dwelling to two dwellings with undercroft parking; erection of one pair of semi-detached houses on land at the northern end of Garden Lane with access from Garden Lane; (outline application seeking approval of siting, design, means of access and external appearance). Outline planning permission granted on 13/11/06.


H/ARM/66302 - Refurbishment and conversion of 7/9 Springfield Road from one dwelling to two dwellings with undercroft parking.  (Application seeking approval of reserved matters (landscaping) pursuant to planning permission H/OUT/63531).  Approved 23/03/07


H/ARM/66303 - Demolition of existing dwellings at 4-12 Victoria Street and erection of four storey building to form Class B1 offices (application seeking approval of reserved matters (landscaping) pursuant to planning permission H/OUT/63531).  Approved 23/03/07.  

H/ARM/66304 - Erection of one pair of semi detached houses on land at the northern end of Garden Lane with access from Garden Lane (application seeking approval of reserved matters (landscaping) pursuant to planning permission H/OUT/63531). Approved 23/03/07

H/67450 - Demolition of existing dwellinghouses at nos. 7-9 and 11 Springfield Road followed by erection of two office buildings, a four storey office building fronting Springfield Road and a one, two and three storey office building to the rear with access from Garden Lane and associated car parking; provision of basement car park (21 spaces) extending under both buildings accessed from Springfield Road.  Approved 12/11/08

H/70192 – Demolition of existing dwellinghouses at 7-9 and 11 Springfield Road followed by erection of two office buildings - a four storey office building fronting Springfield Road with basement parking accessed from Springfield Road and a three storey office building to the rear with associated car parking and access from Garden Lane - Not yet determined. At the 13/11/08 Planning Committee Members were minded to grant the application, subject to a Section 106 Agreement which has yet to be completed.

Of these, the office development at the corner of Garden Lane with Victoria Street is now built.  The conversion of 7/9 Springfield Road from one dwelling to two dwellings is now prevented by a s106 agreement attached to planning permission H/66225 for the erection of two houses to replace one at Gate House, Bradgate Road, Altrincham as part of a combined site proposal.


APPLICANT’S SUBMISSION 


There are number of planning consents on the site, however due to the economic climate and funding conditions the most recent consent for offices will prove a difficult option to pursue. It was determined that residential may now prove to be the more viable option.

Design – The design of the dwellings fronting Springfield Road is respectful and takes their cues from the scale of the surrounding buildings. At either end of Springfield Road are office developments of a far greater scale that give the street the mixed urban feel. The topography and proximity of other dwellings was considered, therefore the dwellings within the site are of a lower scale than those at the front.


Sustainability – The site is previously developed land in an urban area, with very good access to shops and services, employment, public transport and open space.  The site at present has no ecological value and on balance the development will produce a considerable net increase in trees and green coverage than at present.


Scale - The proposed houses fronting Springfield Road are to be 3 storey in height, which is reflective of existing buildings on both sides of the road. To the rear of the site, the property closest to Garden Lane will be 2 storey’s, with the remaining being 3 storey.


Landscaping – The front drive areas onto Springfield Road is to be landscaped to be in keeping with the urban nature of the street, with appropriately scaled street trees and hard paving surfaces. The rear courtyard is to be hard landscaped to a high quality to create the mews feel, and within it specimen trees and shrubs.


Appearance – The style of buildings will be to match and blend in with the existing vernacular of Springfield Road. The facing material will be brick of a similar colour to the existing properties, with stone dressing details.


Access and Movement - Having regard to the respective quality of the roads, access to all dwellings will be from a newly formed access from Springfield Road and the existing access onto Garden Lane removed. The new dwellings are provided with 2 surface parking spaces each, with the existing dwelling at no. 11 retaining its parking within the curtilage.  The site is well positioned to connect into a number of cycleways, and sheds can be provided to each garden space for cycle storage. The site is served by an integrated public transport system, all accessible within a 3 minute walk, and the site is considered highly accessible by public transport, and a sustainable location.


Bat Survey - The building was considered to have moderate bat roosting potential and it is very unlikely that bats were using or had recently used this building as a roost.  The immediate area was considered to be of low to moderate value for foraging.  The report recommends that the building can be demolished/renovated with minimal risk to roosting bats.


CONSULTATIONS


LHA – No objections, following the receipt of amended plans. The LHA originally raised concern over the proposed access and parking arrangements, however following the submission of amended plans the proposals are considered acceptable. The main highways issues are considered further in the Observations section of this report.


Pollution and Licensing – Comment that the application site is situated on brownfield land and recommend that a condition requiring a contaminated land Phase 1 report, and submission and approval of subsequent investigations, risk assessment and remediation as necessary. 


Built Environment (Highways) – No comments


Built Environment (Drainage) – Informatives to be attached to any approval relating to the development being constructed over / adjacent to a public sewer and Sustainable Urban Drainage.


Built Environment (Street Lighting) – No comments


Built Environment (Public Rights of Way) – No comments


GMP Design for Security – No objection. Suggest that the security of the development needs to be given full consideration prior to construction as does the management of the public space within the development; because of the site’s location, fly-parking could become an issue.  Should the Planning Authority be minded to approve the application, it is recommended that a condition be included requiring the development meets the Secured by Design standard, given that crime, disorder and anti-social behaviour are an issue in the locality.  Developments built to this standard are less likely to be susceptible to crime.


Greater Manchester Ecology Unit – No objections. Comments summarised below.

REPRESENTATIONS


None received


OBSERVATIONS


PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT


1.
One of the key objectives set out in PPS3 is the priority on re-using previously developed land within urban areas in preference to the development of greenfield sites. PPS3 refers to ensuring housing is developed in suitable locations which offer a range of community facilities and with good access to jobs, key services and infrastructure. In identifying suitable locations for housing development the criteria to be taken into account should include focusing new developments in locations with good public transport accessibility and/or by means other than the private car and opportunities for re-use of vacant and derelict sites or industrial land and commercial sites for providing housing as part of mixed-use town centre development. 

2.
The policies of the Regional Spatial Strategy relevant to residential development include L4, DP4 and MCR3. The criteria of Policy L4 include the requirement to maximise the re-use of vacant and under-used brownfield land and buildings in line with Policy DP4 which relates to making the best use of existing resources and infrastructure. Policy MCR3 requires plans and strategies to sustain and promote economic prosperity consistent with the environmental character of the area and the creation of attractive and sustainable communities by allowing residential development to support local regeneration strategies and to meet identified local needs, in sustainable locations which are well served by public transport.

3.
Proposal H4 of the UDP states that permission will normally be granted for the development and redevelopment of suitable land within the built up area for housing provided that such proposals:-


i) Are either (a) not on sites protected as open space, unless the provisions of Proposal OSR5 can be satisfied, or, (b) allocated for some other use;


ii) Comply with the relevant provisions of Proposals D1 and D3 and where appropriate Proposals ENV21 and ENV23;


iii) Do not prejudice the development or redevelopment of adjoining land.

4.
The site is located within a highly sustainable location, close to Altrincham Town Centre where comprehensive services and facilities are available and the site is also well served by public transport, being within walking distance of bus stops and the Altrincham Interchange where rail and Metrolink services are located. Furthermore, the site is classified as a ‘most accessible’ area in the Council’s SPD1 ‘Developer Contributions to Highway and Public Transport Schemes’. The application proposes the residential redevelopment of an established housing site located in a mixed housing/commercial office development area and having regard to the above it is considered the principle of the development is compliant with adopted UDP Policy H4 and the principles set out in PPS3.

5.
The site is within a Main Office Development Area as identified on the Revised UDP Proposals map.  Proposal E10 presumes in favour of the retention of office buildings in these locations, however as the site comprises residential buildings and a car park it is considered redevelopment for residential use would be acceptable in principle.

6.
The issue of demolition of the existing buildings has been considered previously after an application was made by a local resident to have the buildings at nos. 7, 9 and 11 Springfield Road listed. This was considered by English Heritage in 2008 and they concluded that the building is not of sufficient special architectural or historic interest to merit listing. Following this decision not to list the buildings, there is no objection in principle to the demolition of nos. 7 and 9 as proposed in this application.

7.
Having regard to the above, the proposed redevelopment of the site for housing is in accordance with PPS3, the relevant policies of the RSS and H4 of the UDP. The development is therefore acceptable in principle subject to compliance with the Council’s policies relating to the impact of the development on the character of the area, neighbouring properties and highway safety.  


IMPACT ON STREET SCENE AND CHARACTER OF AREA


8.
The proposed development comprises 7 dwellings in total: the erection of 6 new semi-detached dwellings and the retention of no. 11 Springfield Road as a detached dwelling. The proposed layout comprises a new access into the site from Springfield Road, terminating in a T-formation in front of the dwellings proposed to the rear of the site. This layout responds to the shape of the site, which is of sufficient depth to accommodate development on both sides, and is considered acceptable having regard to the need to make efficient use of previously developed land.


9.
The position of the two dwellings fronting Springfield Road would be slightly further back than the existing dwelling to be demolished at nos. 7 and 9 and the retained dwelling at no. 11.  This siting relative to the road would be on a similar alignment as existing buildings on this side of the road and is considered acceptable. 


10.
The two dwellings fronting Springfield Road would be 3 storey’s high with an eaves height of 7.7m and ridge height of 11.8m. This would be approximately 1 metre higher than the building to be replaced and the retained dwelling at no. 11, whilst in relation to nos. 1, 3 and 5 Springfield Road it would be a similar overall height. Of the four new dwellings proposed to the rear of the site, the one nearest the southern boundary would be 2 storey and the others would be 3 storey. These would be on higher land than those on Springfield Road (approximately 3.5m higher) and the heights of these dwellings would vary between 5m to eaves and 8.9m to ridge in the case of the 2 storey unit and 7.7m to eaves and 11.6m to ridge for the larger 3 storey units. The height of buildings in the immediate vicinity of the site is varied, and includes two storey and part three storey semi-detached properties on Springfield Road and a 6-storey office building to the north of the site (Charter House). In this context it is considered the proposed dwellings, in terms of their height, scale and overall massing, would have acceptable impact in the area.  When viewed along Springfield Road from the Stamford Road end and from Garden Lane, the proposed dwellings would be seen in the context of Charter House which is considerably larger.


11.
In terms of design and materials, the proposed dwellings are traditional in form, of being of predominantly brick construction with some render, gable fronted with fascias and decorative finials, projecting 2 storey bays, mock timber sash windows and pitched roofs in natural slate. The style of buildings in the immediate vicinity is varied, although the immediate context on Springfield Road is Victorian properties. There are also a number of more modern developments nearby.  It is considered that the design of the proposed dwellings would be appropriate to this context, sharing similar characteristics of the Victorian buildings in terms of the proportions, design and materials.  

IMPACT ON AMENITIES OF ADJACENT RESIDENTIAL OCCUPIERS


12.
Proposal D1 of the UDP requires new development not to prejudice the amenity of occupiers of adjacent property by reason of overshadowing, overlooking, visual intrusion or noise and disturbance. The Council’s Guidelines for new residential development recommends that where there would be major facing windows, two storey dwellings should retain a minimum distance of 21m across public highways and 27 metres across private gardens. Where three storey dwellings are proposed, the minimum distances are 24m and 30m respectively. Distances to rear garden boundaries from main windows should be at least 10.5 m for 2 storey houses and 13.5m for 3 storey houses in order to protect privacy. Where there is a main elevation facing a two storey blank gable a minimum distance of 15m should normally be provided. 


13.
The proposed semi-detached dwellings fronting Springfield Road would be on a similar footprint to the existing dwellings on this part of the site and largely be parallel with no. 5 Springfield Road. The dwelling nearest the boundary would be approximately 200-400mm from the boundary and would project beyond the rear of no. 5 by 2.6m. No. 5 itself is approximately 1.2m off the shared boundary, resulting in a gap of about 1.6m between the buildings. Taking into account this gap the extent of projection complies with the Council’s guidelines and the proposed development would not significantly impact on the rear facing windows or rear garden of no. 5.

14.
To the south of the rear part of the site is a single storey residential property on Garden Lane (Gulmarg). The dwelling proposed nearest to this boundary (plot A) would be 2 storey’s high, between 700mm and 1m from this boundary and approximately 8.7m from the main side elevation of Gulmarg. The dwelling behind (plot B) would be 3 storeys high and a further 5.5m away.  In comparison to the previously approved office building, the development would be significantly closer to this boundary, although not as high (the approved building would be approximately 7.5m from this boundary and 3 storeys to a height of approx 10.2m). Although the development would be closer to Gulmarg and at a distance less than the Council’s guidelines, Gulmarg has a single storey garage on the boundary between the back of the house, which has a conservatory/porch attached (this appears to be used as a habitable room).  This garage does itself restrict outlook from the kitchen/conservatory at the rear of the bungalow towards the development site and will to some extent mitigate the impact of the proposed development.  Given the distance retained between the proposed dwelling and Gulmarg and the intervening garage it is considered the proposed development would not be unduly prominent or overbearing. It is also relevant to take into account that the proposed dwelling would be to the north of Gulmarg and therefore there would be no overshadowing. No windows are proposed in the side elevation facing Gulmarg that might otherwise have raised privacy issues.  A further consideration is that the removal of the existing vehicle access from Garden Lane will be a benefit to Gulmarg, in that less traffic would pass this property and park on the site compared to existing levels.


15.
The upper floor windows proposed to the rear of the dwellings to the front of the site would be some 17 metres from the rear boundary of Gulmarg and 25m from its rear elevation.  At this distance and given the orientation of the dwellings relative to each other, it is considered that there would not be any undue loss of privacy for Gulmarg arising from the development.


16.
In relation to properties on the opposite side of Springfield Road (nos. 8, 10 and 12), the two dwellings proposed in the position of nos. 7 and 9 would be positioned slightly further back than the existing, retaining a distance of approximately 20 metres to the properties opposite. This would be slightly below the Council’s guideline for 3 storey buildings to retain 24 metres across public highways. It is acknowledged that the first and second floor windows of the dwellings would afford views toward the properties opposite, however this is already the case in respect of windows at first floor level from nos. 7 and 9 and the proposed dwellings would be set slightly further back than the existing. It is also relevant to take into account the need to position any replacement building so that it respects the building line on Springfield Road and has acceptable impact within the street scene. 

17.
The upper floor windows of the dwellings to the rear would be over 25 metres from the rear of 5 Springfield Road and over 11 metres from the nearest part of the garden of that property.  At these distances it is considered that the development would not lead to a significant loss of privacy for occupiers of that property.


18.
To the rear of the site there is a commercial building adjoining the rear boundary which has three ground floor windows facing the application site. These windows are obscure glazed and at the time of the site visit there were blinds to two of the windows, therefore activity in these buildings is unlikely to result in unacceptable levels of overlooking from occupiers of this building into the rear gardens and rear windows of the proposed dwellings.


19.
To the north side of the site is a multi-level car park car park serving Charter House. Charter House itself is some 25m from the boundary. At this distance there would be no privacy issues arising between this office building and the development.

20.
Proposal D3 of the UDP states the Council will have regard to the quality of the design and layout proposed for the development, including the amount of space around buildings and the quality of the environment created for occupiers of the proposed development, including daylight and sunlight requirements and privacy. A distance of between 16.8m and 17.4m would be retained between the front elevation of the proposed dwellings to the rear at plots C and D to the rear elevation of no. 11 Springfield Road and between 19.4m and 20.3m retained between the front elevation the dwellings at plots A and B to the rear elevations of plots E and F. These distances fall short of the 21m guideline referred to above and there is also a significant difference in levels between the dwellings proposed at the rear and those at the front of the site which would potentially exacerbate the potential for overlooking from the dwellings at the rear. However, it is acknowledged that this is an urban / town centre environment where buildings are generally closer together than in residential areas and there are not such high expectations in respect of privacy. It is also acknowledged that this shortfall affects only dwellings within the development and not any existing dwellings adjacent to the site, therefore the future occupiers of the properties would be aware of the levels of privacy before choosing to live here. The applicant has also indicated that a number of mature, evergreen trees would be planted within the site to screen the most direct views between the proposed dwellings (indicated as 3.5m high Holly trees, or similar to be approved). Having regard to the above it is considered that the proposal would provide a satisfactory level of amenity for future occupiers of the development. 

VEHICLE ACCESS


21.
The existing access to the rear of the site from Garden Lane is to be closed off and a new access into the site constructed from Springfield Road between the dwellings proposed at nos. 7 and 9 and the newly formed gable end to no. 11. The width of this access would be 4m which falls short of the 4.5m required by standards to allow for simultaneous access and egress; however it is considered this would not compromise highway or pedestrian safety to an extent that would justify refusal of the scheme. The access would be a private road to a self-contained development and Springfield Road itself is a no-through road with the only traffic being that associated with premises on the road and Charter House rather than passing traffic.


CAR PARKING


22.
The proposed layout provides for two off-street car parking spaces for each of the new dwellings, comprising 3 spaces to the front of the site and 9 to the rear. One space for no. 11 Springfield Road would be provided to the front of that property. This level of provision is considered acceptable having regard to the Council’s standard of two spaces each for dwellings of this size and also within PPG13: Transport on car parking. Amended plans have been received in respect of the parking layout, size of the spaces and to allow for pedestrian access at the front of the dwellings. This includes removal of a continuous crossing to the front of the development that would have been four vehicle spaces wide and now comprises two spaces and a single space, separated by a pedestrian access. The LHA has advised that the proposals are now acceptable. 

IMPACT ON TREES


23.
There are a number of trees adjacent to the site, primarily along the north boundary with Charter House. The site plan indicates that these trees would not be affected. It is recommended that conditions requiring a Tree Protection Scheme and a Landscaping Scheme are attached to any planning permission.

BOUNDARY TREATMENT

24.
There are no proposals for boundary treatment included within the application, other than reference to brick and post panels on the application form, therefore further details of boundary treatment and landscaping would need to be required by condition in the event permission is granted to ensure they are appropriate to the site. The proposals do not indicate any proposals for the street frontage; depending on the type of boundary treatment proposed this may be dealt with by way of a landscaping condition or may need a separate application for planning permission.


IMPACT ON BATS


25.
A bat survey has been submitted with the application, dated June 2007. The bat survey concludes that the building was considered to have moderate bat roosting potential and that it is very unlikely that bats were using or had recently used this building as a roost.  The immediate area was considered to be of low to moderate value for foraging. The report recommends that the building can be demolished/renovated with minimal risk to roosting bats. 


26.
GMEU have been consulted on the survey and comment that, although the survey was carried out in 2007 and on the face if it is out of date, it is noted that:

· The bat survey found no evidence at all of bats.

· A bat survey of adjacent buildings in 2008 found no sign of bats.

· Bat activity surveys undertaken in the immediate area in 2008 and 2009 found minimal bat activity, and no activity associated with roosting.

· The immediate area surrounding the buildings is not optimal bat habitat.

In these circumstances they advise that sufficient information exists to suggest that the proposed development is unlikely to significantly affect bats. However, this does not rule out the possibility of further precautions regarding bats being considered necessary following consideration of the application. It is recommended any permission is subject to a condition requiring demolition to be carried out in accordance with the recommendations of the bat survey.


DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS


27.
The SPG ‘Informal/Children’s Playing Space and Outdoor Sports Facilities Provision and Commuted Sums’ applies to all new residential developments and the site is in an area of deficiency. No play space or sports facilities are to be provided within the proposed development; therefore a contribution to off-site provision will be required to comply with the SPG. Based on the rates set out in the SPG, and taking into account that there is a net increase of 5 dwellings, a contribution of £13,878.24 would be required, with £9,410.52 toward open space provision and £4,467.72 toward outdoor sports facilities.


28.
In accordance with the provisions of Proposal ENV16 of the Revised UDP and the SPG ‘Developer Contributions Towards Red Rose Forest’, the developer is required to make a contribution towards tree planting in the area. For residential developments this is calculated at a rate of 3 trees per dwelling. Taking into account that the net increase is 5 dwellings, the Red Rose Forest requirement is 15 trees.   There is scope for some of this tree planting requirement to be provided on site, which is the preferred option, and a financial contribution toward off-site planting would be required for the remainder at a rate of £310 per tree. This would generate a maximum contribution of £4,650, less £310 per tree that is provided on site.


29.
SPD1: Developer Contributions to Highway and Public Transport Schemes does not apply to this development as the threshold for residential development is 10 units.


RECOMMENDATION

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 £13,878.24 as a contribution towards open space provision and outdoor sports facilities and £4,650 towards Red Rose Forest tree planting off site (to be reduced by £310 per tree planted on site as part of an agreed planting scheme); 


(i) A contribution to play space or sports facilities of £13,878.24, of which £9,410.52 would be toward open space provision and £4,467.72 toward outdoor sports facilities in accordance with the Council’s SPG ‘Informal/Children’s Playing Space and Outdoor Sports Facilities Provision and Commuted Sums’;

(ii) A contribution to tree planting of a maximum of £4,650 in accordance with the Council’s SPG ‘Developer Contributions towards the Red Rose Forest’.


B:  That upon receipt of a satisfactory unilateral undertaking planning permission be GRANTED subject to the following conditions and standard reasons:-


1. Standard 3 year time limit


2. List of Approved Plans


3. Materials to be submitted and approved

4. Landscape scheme, including full details of existing and proposed levels, hard and soft landscaping and boundary treatment.

5. Provision and retention of parking spaces


6. Removal of permitted development rights for extensions, doors and windows, balconies, dormer windows, garages and other outbuildings and hard surfaces.

7. Development in accordance with recommendations of the Bat Survey.

8. Contamination land Phase 1 report and, if necessary, further investigation, risk assessment and remediation. 


RG
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		CHANGE OF USE OF EXISTING INDUSTRIAL PREMISES (CLASS B2) TO A DAY CARE FACILITY FOR DOGS (SUI GENERIS)  






		6 Booth Road, Sale





		APPLICANT:  Daycare 4 Dogs






		AGENT: Cube Architecture and Design Ltd





		RECOMMENDATION:  GRANT









SITE


The application relates to a vacant industrial unit (Unit 6) measuring approximately 900 sq.m situated at the end of Booth Road in Sale.  Booth Road is accessed from Chester Road between a builders yard and conservatory showroom.  The adjoining industrial units (Units 1-5) are occupied by a vehicle service centre.  


The main entrance to the property is situated on the north elevation.  On this elevation there is also an existing large projecting canopy.  Beyond this to the east is a triangular area of hardstanding which is used in part by the adjoining vehicle service centre.  To the north is the River Mersey, to the west is a scaffolding storage company and to the south are terraced residential properties on Elm Grove.  


PROPOSAL


The application seeks consent to use the existing vacant industrial building as a day care facility for up to 100 dogs.  Access to the building is from the north elevation and the applicant would have use of 4 car parking spaces under the large canopy.  The day care facility would operate Monday to Friday between the hours of 8am and 7pm.  

DEVELOPMENT PLAN


The Revised UDP was formally adopted on 19 June 2006. This together with the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) for North West England now forms the Development Plan for the Borough of Trafford.


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.


PRINCIPAL RSS POLICIES


DP1 – Spatial Principles


DP2 – Promote Sustainable Communities


DP3 - Promote Sustainable Economic Development


UDP NOTATION 


River Valley Floodplain


Main Employment Area


PRINCIPAL REVISED UDP POLICIES


D1 – All New Development


D2 – Vehicle Parking


ENV1 – Flood Risk


ENV13 – River Valley Floodplain


E7 – Main Industrial Areas


PRINCIPAL SUBMISSION CORE STRATEGY POLICIES


W1 - Economy


RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

None


APPLICANT’S SUBMISSION 


The applicant has submitted a DVD which shows the type of activities which currently take place and the general environment of the existing facility in Manchester.  


CONSULTATIONS


LHA: No objection.  When applying the Council’s Car Parking Standards for child day nurseries the proposal would require the provision of 19 car parking spaces.  The application proposes only 4 car parking spaces and there would therefore be a shortfall of 15 spaces.  However, it is accepted that this type of facility may have a lower level of car parking demand than is associated with a child day nursery and the applicant states that they pick up and drop off the majority of dogs by van.  On this basis the proposals are considered to be acceptable.  However, a travel plan condition is recommended which will require the monitoring of car parking at the site and the provision of cycle parking.    


Public Protection and Licensing: No objection.  Having visited the existing premises it is obvious that the dogs are constantly kept distracted with tasks ensuring noise is kept to a minimum. 


REPRESENTATIONS


19 letters of objection have been received from local residents of Elm Grove.  The main concerns raised are:


· The facility would be situated at the back of residential properties on Elm Grove.  This location is too close to residential properties. Noise from dogs barking would disturb residents keeping them awake.  Noise from the adjoining industrial premises and traffic on the main road is already bad enough.  


· The Council must base its assessment on the proposal operating at its full capacity – i.e. 100 dogs; 


· Concerned if approved, development would turn into an overnight or weekend facility;


· Dogs should be cared for in large open spaces, this location would be unhealthy for them;


· The proposal may lead to people parking on Elm Road which is already a busy street;


· The proposal would lead to an increase in dog faeces on the surrounding roads;


· The proposal would cause hygiene problems for local residents. In particular asthma sufferers or those allergic to animals;


· Concerned about the general smell of the toilet area during the summer months;


· Concerned about the impact of the proposal on house prices in this area.  The proposal may deter future property buyers; and


· Concerned dogs being exercised in the local area may attack children.


OBSERVATIONS


PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT


1. The application site falls within a Main Industrial Area in the Revised Trafford UDP.  Policy E7 states that within these areas, the Council will permit development for business, industry, storage/distribution and similar appropriate uses.  The policy states also that developments must be satisfactorily integrated with existing or planned development nearby; satisfactorily accessed and serviced from existing/programmed roads; accessible to all prospective occupants and users by public bus and/or rail transport, cycling and walking as well as by motorised traffic; and comply with all other relevant policies of the Revised Trafford UDP. The justification text states that ‘similar appropriate uses’ includes those which are of a sui generis nature having characteristics reasonably comparable to those uses within Classes B1, B2 and B8 of the Use Classes Order.  

2. It is considered that the proposal complies within this policy as it relates to an employment use which could easily be accommodated on this sustainable located previously developed site and which would be adequately accessed and serviced from the existing roads.  The proposal would employ a number of staff to look after the dogs (3 full time and 2 part time) and the applicant is looking to relocate from an existing industrial estate (Leestone Road in Sharston Industrial Estate) within Manchester.   Whilst the proposal is a sui generis use, it is considered to be a similar appropriate use and is therefore considered to be acceptable in principle.


RESIDENTIAL AMENITY


3. The closest residential properties are situated on Elm Grove to the west.  The rear elevation of the existing industrial unit is situated only 6m from the rear garden boundary wall of no.s 46, 48 and 50 Elm Grove.  These properties have very small rear yards which measure typically only 5m in length and there are main habitable room windows on their rear elevations facing towards the application site.  Dogs would be kept inside the premises at all times (unless visiting the small toilet area on the north side of the building) and with the exception of a fire escape door, there are no other openings on this rear (west) elevation facing the residential properties.  The applicant has also confirmed that dogs will not be taken out of the premises for walks.  Any noise would therefore be contained within the existing structure and between the proposed hours of operation (Monday to Friday - 8am and 7pm).  It should also be noted that this is an existing industrial premises which could be occupied by a noisy industrial operator without the requirement for planning permission. 


4. Officers of the Council’s Planning and Building Control and Public Protection departments have visited the existing dog day care facility in Manchester on several occasions (the owner has only been informed in advance of one of these visits) and on each occasion there was no evidence of dogs barking.  The occupants of the adjoining office premises have also confirmed that whilst they are aware of the nature of the facility, noise from dogs barking has not been a problem.  The existing facility appears to operate effectively and barking is kept to a minimum by tasks and activities which are employed by the applicant to keep dogs calm.  However, should the centre be operated differently, barking throughout the daytime could be a problem and on this basis it is recommended that a condition is attached which requires the submission and implementation of a management scheme and a further condition which ties the planning permission to the applicant (a personal condition) if planning permission is granted.  It is also recommended that conditions limiting the hours of operation and number of dogs (100) are also attached.  


5. On the north side of the unit, a small toilet area is proposed.  This is situated between the industrial unit and the common boundary with the adjoining scaffolding storage company.  The boundary is marked by a galvanised palisade fence.  To ensure odour is not a problem for this adjoining business and nearby residential properties, it is recommended that a condition is attached which requires the submission and agreement of the design/management of this toilet area (means of enclosure, drainage and proposed cleaning system).  Again odour was not a noticeable problem at the existing premises and subject to this condition and the implementation of the approved scheme, the proposal is unlikely to result in problems for the adjoining residents and businesses in this respect. 


CAR PARKING AND ACCESS ARRANGEMENTS


6. The premises would be accessed from Chester Road via Booth Road.  This road serves only a handful of industrial premises and leads to a small car parking area where four spaces are dedicated (although unmarked) for use by the occupants of the unit.  Whilst this is a busy part of Chester Road, the access to the premises is considered to be acceptable and the LHA has confirmed that whilst the level of car parking is limited, the proposal is considered to be acceptable as a large proportion of dogs would be picked up/dropped off by the operator.   Again it is worth noting that this is an existing industrial premises which could be occupied without the need for planning permission.  It is considered that the proposal is unlikely to generate significantly greater levels of traffic/car parking than an industrial operator and on this basis the proposal is considered to be acceptable in this respect.


RECOMMENDATION: GRANT, subject to the following conditions:

1. Standard time period;


2. List of approved plans;

3. Personal condition to applicant;

4. Hours of operation (8am to 7pm Monday to Friday);

5. Limit on number of dogs – no more than 100;


6. Cycle parking provision;


7. Travel plan condition;


8. Submission and agreement of design, layout and management of toilet area;


9. Submission and agreement of management strategy for development;


10. Restriction on opening of fire escape door on rear elevation unless required in event of a fire;


11. Retention of Parking condition.


VM





		WARD: Flixton

		76334/FULL/2011



		DEPARTURE: No





		ERECTION OF A DETACHED DORMER BUNGALOW WITH ASSOCIATED CAR PARKING AND LANDSCAPING.  






		Land to the rear of 3 Marlborough Road, Flixton





		APPLICANT:  Mr & Mrs G Ralph





		AGENT: Mr Jonathan Renshaw





		RECOMMENDATION:  MINDED TO GRANT SUBJECT TO A S106 AGREEMENT









SITE


The application site currently forms the rear garden of 3 Marlborough Road and is 0.0253ha in size.  No.3 is situated on the eastern side of Marlborough Road and Easdale Close bounds the site to the north.  Residential dwellings bound the site to the side and rear.  Marlborough Road is characterised by two storey detached and semi-detached dwellinghouses.  Easdale Close is predominantly characterised by semi-detached and terraced bungalow properties that are largely managed by Trafford Housing Trust.


PROPOSAL


The application proposes the erection of a detached dormer bungalow fronting Easdale Close, comprising of a kitchen, dining room, lounge, bedroom and bathroom at ground floor and a second bedroom and bathroom within the loft space.  Two small dormer windows are proposed within the front roof slope.  The proposed bungalow would have a maximum height of 5.5m.


THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN


The Revised Trafford UDP was formally adopted on 19 June 2006. This, together with Regional Spatial Strategy for the North West (RSS13), now forms the Development Plan for the Borough of Trafford.

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, the RSS and SPDs in the determination of planning applications. 

PRINCIPAL RELEVANT SPATIAL STRATEGY POLICIES


DP1 – Spatial Principles


DP2 – Promote Sustainable Communities


DP4 – Make the Best Use of Existing Uses and Infrastructure


L4 – Regional Housing Provision


MCR3 – Southern Part of the Manchester City Region


UDP PROPOSALS MAP NOTATION 


None.

PRINCIPAL ADOPTED REVISED UDP POLICIES/ PROPOSALS


H2 – Location and Phasing of New Development


H4 – Release of Other Land for Development


D1 – All New Development


D2 – Vehicle Parking


D3 – New Residential Development


RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

H/OUT/61829 - Outline planning application for the erection of a three bedroom detached bungalow with access from Easedale Close – Refused 25/05/2005, on the grounds of housing land supply, the impact on residential amenity and highway safety.


H/OUT/62901 - Outline planning application for the erection of a three bedroom detached bungalow with access from Easedale Close (Resubmission of planning permission H/OUT/61829) – Refused 30/09/2005 on the grounds of housing land supply, the impact on residential amenity and highway safety.


APPLICANT’S SUBMISSION 


The applicant has submitted a design and access statement.  Relevant points raised are discussed within the Observation section of the report.

CONSULTATIONS


LHA –To meet the Council’s car parking standards, the provision of two car parking spaces are required.  The proposal provides two car parking spaces and therefore there are no objections on highways grounds.  The applicant must ensure that adequate drainage facilities or permeable surfacing is used on the area of hard standing to ensure that localised flooding does not result from the proposal.


Environmental Protection – The application is situated on brownfield land and a contaminated land condition is recommended.


Built Environment (Drainage) - No objection


REPRESENTATIONS


Four letters of objection have been received from neighbouring residents of Marlborough Road and Easdale Close.  The concerns raised are: - 


· The plan, although slightly smaller in size, is basically the same as that made in 2005 and is too close to their boundary.


· It is garden land and should not be built upon.


· It would result in overlooking and loss of privacy.


· There would be general disturbance and noise close to them and unwanted light pollution at night.


· Any screening from hedging would be impermanent, hedging can die back or be cut down.


· Any new building would increase density and result in a cramped development.  The road along Easdale Close is more a lane than a road; it is quiet with very little traffic


· Large mature gardens are a common feature of many houses along Marlborough Road which make up a valuable wildlife corridor.  Any new building would interrupt this balance.


· The road cannot accommodate further parking and could cause a danger to school children, disabled and elderly residents.


· Noise from builders with affect the residents on Easdale Close.


· Fear that it will attract vandals and unruly youths if a building site is erected.


OBSERVATIONS


PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT


1. The application proposes the development of a new dwelling on part of the garden of an existing residential dwelling plot. The application site is not allocated for any specific use in the revised adopted Unitary Development Plan and is in a relatively sustainable location within the built up area. In terms of the recently amended Planning Policy Statement 3, Housing, (PPS3), which has removed garden land from the description of previously developed land, the proposal must be classed as green-field development.


2. Revised UDP policies H2 and H4 indicate that the development of green-field land will normally be permitted, where necessary to achieve the new residential development target set in the plan and where the proposal: -

i) Is well located in relation to established areas of housing, jobs, local community services and facilities;


ii) Avoids the use of important areas of open space;


iii) Is or can be made accessible by public transport and other non-car modes of travel;

iv) Respects and enhances the quality and character of the local built environment, and,

v) Does not prejudice the development or redevelopment of adjoining land.


3. In so far as the new residential development target is concerned, development within the Borough is proceeding at a level that is well in excess of the target set in the Revised Adopted UDP but significantly below the updated target being proposed within the emerging LDF Core Strategy.


4. In so far as any brown-field development target is concerned, no such target is set by the Revised Adopted UDP. Revised PPS3, however, sets a national annual target that at least 60% of new housing should be provided on previously developed land. The emerging LDF Core Strategy is proposing an indicative target that 80% of new housing should be provided on such land.


5. Development monitoring data across the Borough for the period between 2006/2007 (when work began on the Core Strategy) and 2009/2010 indicates that the proportion of all new housing development built on brown-field land has achieved 76% of the total completed over that 4 year period.


6. At this point in time (effectively at the commencement of a new planning policy regime) it is considered that it would not be possible to demonstrate from the development monitoring information that is available that this single unit development proposal would have a significant adverse impact on the Council’s ability to meet the development aspirations set out in the adopted or emerging elements of the development plan or those set out in revised PPS3. This position, of course, will need to be kept under review and the cumulative effects of further green-field residential development proposals submitted for consideration assessed to determine whether of not a significant adverse impact will result.


7. The development of a new dwellinghouse on the site is therefore considered acceptable in principle.  The other main areas for consideration are the impact of the proposal on the amenity of surrounding residents, the character of the surrounding area and highway safety.  These elements are discussed further within this report.

RESIDENTIAL AMENITY

8. The proposed bungalow would be situated on land that currently forms the rear garden of No.3 Marlborough Road and would front Easdale Close.  A minimum distance of 11.9m would remain between the main two storey rear elevation of No.3 and the proposed bungalow.  This distance would decrease to 6.9m between the rear conservatories of No.3 and the proposed bungalow.  A minimum distance of 10.8m would remain between the two storey rear elevation of No.3 and the common boundary that would result between the proposed property.  No windows are proposed to the western side elevation of the property.  The previous application H/OUT/61829 was refused on the grounds that the proposed dwelling would result in a loss of privacy to the occupants of No.5.  As the proposal no longer includes the provision of windows to the west elevation, this reason for refusal has been overcome.


9. A distance of 8.6m would remain between the proposed bungalow and the rear boundary of the site with No.5 Marlborough Road.  No.5 is situated at a 90o angle to the proposed dwelling and thus would not face directly onto the rear elevation of the proposed dwelling.  No windows are proposed at first floor level on the rear elevation of the property and the dwelling would have a maximum height of 2.5m to the eaves on the rear elevation and 5.5m to the ridge.  Mature evergreen planting currently lies along the rear boundary and the applicant has shown that planting is proposed along the rear boundary.  A landscaping condition is recommended to ensure that adequate evergreen planting is provided to help screen/ soften the appearance of the proposed bungalow from the rear garden of No.5.  The previous planning applications were refused on the grounds that the proposed dwelling would result in a loss of privacy and appear visually intrusive to the occupants of No.5.  The previous proposals sited the proposed dwelling a distance of only 6m away from the common boundary with No.5 and included three velux windows within the rear roof slope.  This revised application proposes an increased distance of 8.6m to the common boundary with No.5 and no windows are proposed within the rear roof slope.  It is therefore considered that this reason for refusal as been overcome. 


10. The adjacent property No.7 Easdale Close is a bungalow property.  The proposed bungalow would project 1m beyond the front elevation and a distance of 2.7m would lie between the two properties.  The property would not project beyond the rear elevation of No.7.  Mature dense conifer trees exceeding approximately 6m in height currently lie along the eastern boundary of the site, adjacent to No.7.  The proposal would entail the loss of these trees, however the applicant proposes planting along the common boundary with No.7.  No windows are proposed to the eastern side elevation of the property.


11. The neighbouring property No.8 Easdale Close, which is situated opposite the site, is also a bungalow.  A minimum distance of 14m would remain between the proposed property and the side elevation of No.8.  This distance would include a vehicular highway and there are no windows situated on the southern side elevation of No.8. 


12. Due to the relatively low height of the proposed development and the distance to neighbouring boundaries, it is considered that the proposed bungalow would not have an overbearing impact or result in a loss of light or privacy to neighbouring residents.


13. The concerns raised by neighbouring residents have been taken into consideration.  The two previously refused planning applications for a proposed dwelling on the site included first floor windows to the south elevation and the proposed dwelling would have been situated only 6m away from the common boundary with No.5 Marlborough Road.  It is considered that this revised planning application addresses the Council’s previous reasons for refusal in relation to residential amenity.  Concerns have been raised in relation to noise arising from construction and the risk of youths being attracted to a building site; however any issues that may arise in relation to these matters can be controlled by other legislation and would not justify the refusal of planning permission.


DESIGN AND VISUAL AMENITY


14. Easdale Close is predominantly characterised by small bungalow properties, which are simple in design and are closely spaced together.  The proposed dormer bungalow would contain a pitched roof and would be constructed in brick with a tiled roof.  The roof would also contain two small dormer windows on the front elevation.  The size of the property and garden would be similarly proportionate to the neighbouring dwellings on Easdale Close.  The proposed dormer windows would be small in relation to the roof slope and would be set down from the ridge and up from the eaves, thus complying with the Council’s guidelines for dormer windows.  


15.  The property would be situated 1m forward of the front elevation of No.7 Easdale Close and would project 0.2m beyond the side elevation of No.3 Marlborough Road.  Although the proposed property would not be situated in line with these existing properties, this forward projection is not considered to be significant within the surrounding context and the site is situated on a slight bend in the road which would also reduce the visual impact of the forward projection.  A distance of 4.7m increasing to 7.4m would also lie between the proposed bungalow and the front boundary of the site.  A distance of 2.7m would remain between the proposed property and No.7 and a minimum distance of 6.9m would remain between the proposal and the rear conservatory at No.3.  It is therefore considered that the design of the proposed property would be in keeping with the character of Easdale Close and would not result in a cramped form of development or appear over prominent within the existing street scene.


16. Landscaping is proposed to the front and rear of the property, which would soften the appearance of the proposed development, particularly when viewed form Easdale Close.  A landscaping condition is recommended requiring the applicant to submit a detailed scheme for hard and soft landscaping on the site.

HIGHWAY SAFETY AND PARKING PROVISION


17. Further to comments received from the LHA, a minimum requirement of two car parking spaces should be provided on the site.  The application proposes the creation of a driveway to the front of the property which would accommodate two car parking spaces. It is therefore considered that the proposal would not lead to on-street car parking.


18. The previous two planning applications H/OUT/61829 and H/OUT/62901 were refused on the grounds that the design of the proposed access was unsatisfactory as inadequate visibility splays were provided at the junction between the site and Easdale Close which would be to the detriment of highway safety.  This revised application shows the frontage of the site to be open and the side boundaries of the site are proposed to be angled to ensure that adequate visibility splays are provided for vehicles entering and leaving the site.  The previous reason for refusal has therefore been overcome and the proposal is considered to be acceptable on highways grounds.

DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS


19. The site is within an area of deficiency in children’s play space and outdoor sports provision and therefore the proposal requires a financial contribution towards open space and outdoor sports provision.  The relevant contribution in accordance with the Council’s SPG ‘Informal/Children’s Playing Space and Outdoor Sports Facilities Provision and Commuted Sums’ would be a commuted sum of £1,736.91 split between a contribution of £1,153.55 for open space and £583.36 for outdoor sports.

20. The proposal also requires a contribution towards the Red Rose Forest.  This is in accordance with Proposal ENV16 of the UDP and the Council’s Supplementary Planning Guidance ‘Developer Contributions Towards Red Rose Forest’.  The Revised UDP states that in considering development proposals throughout the Borough, the Council will impose planning conditions or negotiate planning obligations with applicants to secure the planting of trees, hedges and woodlands in a way that is fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the proposed development.  The total contribution for a development of this scale should be 3 trees.  If the applicant is unable to provide these trees on site, a financial contribution of £310 per tree not provided is required.  This would equate to a maximum contribution of £930.

21. These financial contributions to open space, outdoor space and Red Rose Forest will need to be secured through a Section 106 Agreement.  


CONCLUSION


22. The provision of one residential unit on the site is considered to be acceptable given that the Council is currently meeting its target for development on brownfield land and the site is in a sustainable location. The dwellinghouse would not have a detrimental impact on residential amenity or adversely impact on the street scene or character of the surrounding area or highway safety.  The proposal is thus considered to comply with all relevant Policies and Proposals in the Revised Trafford Unitary Development Plan and related Supplementary Planning Guidance. The application is therefore recommended for approval subject to the necessary S106 agreement.

RECOMMENDATION: MINDED TO GRANT SUBJECT TO S106 AGREEMENT

A) That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon completion of an appropriate legal agreement and as such a legal agreement be entered into to secure a total contribution of £2,666.91 comprising of: - 


(i) a contribution to children’s play space and outdoor sports provision of £1,736.91 split between a contribution of £1,153.55 for open space and £583.36 for outdoor sports in accordance with the Council’s SPG ‘Informal/Children’s Playing Space and Outdoor Sports Facilities Provision and Commuted Sums’.


(ii) a contribution to the Red Rose Forest of £930 towards tree planting in accordance with the Council’s SPG ‘Developer Contributions towards the Red Rose Forest’, less £310 for each tree planted on the site as part of an approved landscaping scheme.


B) That upon satisfactory completion of the above legal agreement, planning permission be granted subject to the following conditions and standard reasons:


1. Standard Time Limit


2. List of Approved Plans Including Amended Plans


3. Material Samples


4. Landscaping


5. Contaminated Land


6. Removal of Permitted Development Rights for extensions and to insert additional openings at the first floor level or within the roof slopes of the property


7. Provision of and retention of Parking Provision for Proposed Dwelling


8. The visability splays to the site shall be provided and retained in accordance with the submitted plans


9. Permeable surfacing


VW
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		76360/FULL/2011



		DEPARTURE: No





		erection of two storey detached office building (use class B1) 






		SITE: 240, Stockport Road, Timperley





		APPLICANT:  Mr. John Robinson





		AGENT:  Irving Associates





		RECOMMENDATION:  MINDED TO GRANT










SITE 

The application site is located on the southern side of Stockport Road and comprises a two storey end terrace property with two storey and single storey rear outriggers. There is an external staircase to the rear of the building leading to the rear yard. The rear yard area is enclosed by a fence and does not currently contain any structures. The adjoining premises also have a two storey rear outrigger and a single storey rear extension the full depth of the site.  There is an obscure glazed window in the rear of the two storey outrigger at No. 238 which appears to serve a room used for commercial storage. Beyond the rear boundary of No. 240, Stockport Road is a line of single storey garages accessed via Mayfield Road. Beyond the garages, to the south, are residential properties fronting Mayfield Road.

The site is located within a row of retail premises within Timperley District Shopping Centre. Immediately beyond the eastern boundary of the site is a small public car park accessed from Stockport Road. There are bollards separating this car park from a larger public car park to the southeast of the application site accessed from Thorley Lane. Pedestrians can walk past the application site from Stockport Road through to the larger Thorley Lane car park. 

PROPOSAL

Erection of two storey office building (Use Class B1). The proposed building would be sited on the yard area to the rear of No. 240, Stockport Road which is currently in use as a post office. The building would have a length of 10 metres and predominant depth of 5.73 metres with a maximum depth of 6.17 metres where a central gable projects forwards at the main entrance. The application proposes a car parking space adjacent to the southern side of the building. The side and rear elevations of the building would be blank with all of the windows and the entrance doors on the eastern elevation. 

REVISED TRAFFORD UDP


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. On 07 February 2011, the High Court rejected a challenge to the secretary of state’s letter and so confirmed that LPAs can regard the intention to revoke RSS as a material consideration in planning decisions.

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.


 

PRINCIPAL RSS POLICIES


DP4 – Make the Best Use of Existing Resources and Infrastructure


MCR3 – Southern Part of the Manchester City Region


PROPOSALS MAP NOTATION 


Town and District Shopping Centre

PRINCIPAL RELEVANT REVISED UDP POLICIES/ PROPOSALS


D1 – All New Development


D2 – Vehicle Parking


ENV16 – Tree Planting


E11 – Development Outside Main Office Development Areas


S5 – Development in Town and District Shopping Centres


S13 – Non Shop Service Uses Within Town and District Shopping Centres 


RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

Relating to the existing premises known as 240, Stockport Road:-


H/41805 – Installation of an automatic teller machine – Approved 1996

H/41806 – Display of internally illuminated sign on automatic teller machine – Approved 1996

H/44109 – Continued display of internally illuminated fascia sign on the front elevation of the premises– Approved 1997

H/51127 - Erection of an external metal staircase in connection with the formation of separate residential accommodation at first floor level. Material alterations to the external appearance of the building – Approved 2001


Relating to the rear yard area (the application site):-


H/58164 - Demolition of existing garage/store and extension of two storey detached office – Approved 2004


APPLICANT’S SUBMISSION 


A Design and Access Statement has been submitted with the application. The main points are summarised below:


· The site is in close proximity to the centre of Timperley and directly abuts a public car park. There are regular bus services throughout the area and these also link to local train stations and the Metrolink


· The building will be highly insulated, water efficient taps and energy efficient lighting will be used and there will be heat recovery through the central mechanical ventilation system.


· The building is of modest design with the ridge and eaves heights subservient to the properties facing Stockport Road. 


· The north elevation faces the gable end of the 2 storey outrigger to the rear of 240, Stockport Road, but is about 3 metres away. The proposed roof on this elevation is hipped and the eaves line is positioned partially below the kitchen windows in the gable of the existing premises, mitigating against any loss of light.


· The materials would match the adjacent buildings.  


· With regard to accessibility the applicant intends to comply with current legislation and good practice insofar as is practical given the severe physical limitations of the site.

CONSULTATIONS


LHA – To meet the Councils car parking standards the provision of 4 car parking spaces should be made in addition to car parking for the Post Office. The proposals include one car parking space for the site including the Post Office.  Whilst it is considered that this is falls short of the Councils car parking standards and may cause an increased demand for parking on local roads in the vicinity of the site, it is not considered that an objection on highways grounds could be upheld on appeal.


The front doors to the building are immediately adjacent to an adopted footpath that runs along the side of a small car park.  It is therefore suggested that a condition be attached should the application be approved requiring that the doors open inwards only to prevent the footpath being obstructed at any point in the future. 

Built Environment (Drainage) – Recommends standard drainage informatives to be attached to any planning permission granted: R14 and R17.


Design For Security (Greater Manchester Police) – Make the following comments:-

· Recommend that any glazing at ground floor level/easily accessible from ground floor level should be laminated to a minimum thickness of 7.5mm (on at least one pane in a double-glazed unit) and any windows/doors are to ‘Secured By Design’ standards. Also recommend that the building is secured with shutters out-of-hours (either internally or externally, with the shutter boxes and guides built into the fabric of the building).


· The main entrance to the building should be secured with an electronic locking/access control system, so visitors are vetted or met by staff before being allowed access.


· Lighting should be provided to the front and side of the building, operated by photo-electric cell.


· The refuse store should be a secure, lockable and fire resistant enclosure.


· As long as the rear of the post office remains enclosed (i.e. the fencing is returned back to the front corner of the office building), it is not considered that the proposed development would pose any additional security risk to the rear of the post office.

REPRESENTATIONS

Neighbours - One letter of objection has been received from the Post Master of Timperley Post Office (located at 240, Stockport Road). The comments received can be summarised as follows:


· The new building is being built inches away from the Post Office’s back door which is used by all the Post Office staff. This development will create a permanent security risk to the Post Office and its staff as it will provide a good hiding place for criminals.


· If permission is granted the post office will have to install external security cameras and will put extra burden on the business as it is already struggling for survival in the current economic conditions.


· In front of the new building is a very small car park belonging to the Co-Op store providing free parking for disabled people and young mums with children. The new building is not providing parking and will put pressure on this little free car park.


· The building will block natural light as it is a two storey building.  


OBSERVATIONS


PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT


1. The application proposes the erection of one detached office building within the rear yard of an existing commercial building. The application site is allocated as a Town and District Shopping Centre in the Revised Adopted UDP. It is considered that the proposed erection of a B1 office building is acceptable in principle in this location as it complies with Proposal E11 of the Revised Adopted UDP which permits office development on sites within town and district centres. 


2. The relevant policies of the Regional Spatial Strategy include Policy DP4 which relates to making the best use of existing resources and infrastructure and Policy MCR3 – Southern Part of the Manchester City Region which requires plans and strategies to sustain and promote economic prosperity consistent with the environmental character of the area by focusing employment development on brownfield sites, accessible by public transport, walking and cycling. 


3. At the time of the earlier approval a condition was attached to ensure that the premises are used only as offices within use class B1 and not for research and development or light industrial purposes as both these uses would also be allowed under a blanket B1 approval. It is considered appropriate that this condition is attached again should the application be approved as these types of use are not considered appropriate in this location due to the proximity to other premises and residential properties. 


DESIGN AND IMPACT ON THE STREETSCENE


4. At the present time there are no two storey buildings beyond the rear projections of the premises in the parade fronting Stockport Road and the proposed arrangement of a two storey office building in the yard area currently associated with No. 240, Stockport Road is somewhat unusual. However the design of the building is fairly modest and not out of keeping with the area. The building would be lower than the existing buildings fronting Stockport Road and the use of a hipped roof reduces the bulk of the building further. The application proposes the use of materials to match those used on the adjacent buildings. The building will be clearly visible from Mayfield Road and the adjacent public car parks but it is not considered that the building would be unduly obtrusive when viewed from the surrounding area. It is also noted that a building of the same size and design was approved in 2004 and it is not considered that the circumstances of the site and the surrounding area have changed materially since that time.


IMPACT ON AMENITY


5. The nearest residential property is No. 1, Mayfield Road to the south of the application site and separated from the site by a row of single storey lock up garages. There are no windows proposed in the southern elevation of the proposed office and the blank southern wall of the proposed office would be 14 metres away from the end of the rear garden of No. 1, Mayfield Road with the garages in the intervening area. The proposed office would be significantly offset in relation to the house itself which fronts Mayfield Road and has a relatively large rear garden. Consequently it is considered that the proposed development would have an acceptable impact on the amenities of the occupiers of the nearest residential property. 


6. The proposed building will project some distance beyond the rear elevations of No. 238 and 240, Stockport Road. Both these properties appear to have non-residential uses at first floor level. Non-residential uses are not afforded the same degree of protection in terms of amenity as residential uses and it is considered that the hipped roof and eaves height of the proposed development should ensure that there is no adverse impact on these premises. It is noted that No. 238 has a ground floor extension running the full length of the application site along the shared boundary and that the nearest rear facing window at first floor level is obscure glazed.  


7. The building has been designed with windows in the front (eastern elevation) only. The fact that there are no windows in either side elevation or the rear elevation is important as it protects the privacy of adjacent occupiers. Consequently it is considered that a condition should be attached, should the application be approved, preventing the insertion of windows into any of these elevations without a further planning application being submitted. On this basis the impact of the proposed development on the amenity of the occupiers of adjacent properties is considered acceptable. 


PARKING AND HIGHWAY SAFETY


8. The LHA have not raised any objections to the proposal despite the fact that the proposed development does not fully comply with the Councils car parking standards. It is not considered that an objection on highways grounds would be reasonable as a precedent was set for this arrangement by the 2004 approval and in addition the site is in close proximity to the centre of Timperley, has good public transport links and directly abuts a public car park. 

9. It is noted that the front doors to the building are immediately adjacent to an adopted footpath that runs along the side of a small car park.  It is therefore suggested that a condition be attached should the application be approved requiring that the doors open inwards only to prevent the footpath being obstructed at any point in the future.


SECURITY ISSUES


10. The Post Master of the Post Office that occupies No. 240, Stockport Road has raised concerns regarding the impact of the proposed development on the security of the Post Office. These concerns were referred to the Design For Security section of the Greater Manchester Police and they have commented that as long as the rear of the Post Office remains enclosed (i.e. the fencing is returned back to the front corner of the office building), it is not considered that the proposed development would pose any additional security risk to the rear of the post office. A condition has been recommended to achieve this.

RED ROSE FOREST CONTRIBUTIONS


11. The Council’s approved SPG for developer contributions towards Red Rose Forest (September 2004) sets out where developments should contribute to tree planting in the Red Rose Forest area.  The development proposes one new office building with 100sq m of gross floorspace. The SPG requires 1 tree per 30 sq. m of gross floor space for offices and in this instance would require 3 trees to be planted on site.  Given the nature and size of the site, it is considered that onsite planting is unlikely and if this is the case a contribution towards off site tree planting would be appropriate. The cost of the contribution would be £930.

RECOMMENDATION: MINDED TO GRANT


(A). 
That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon the completion of an appropriate Legal agreement and that such an agreement be entered into to secure a financial contribution totalling £930 comprising:-


· a financial contribution of £930 towards Red Rose Forest/off site planting less £310 for each additional tree provided on site.

(B) 
That upon satisfactory completion of the above legal agreement, planning permission be GRANTED subject to the following conditions:-


1. Standard Time


2. List of approved plans


3. Materials (to be submitted)


4. The premises to which this relates shall be used as offices and for no other purpose (including any other purpose within Class B1 of the Schedule to the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987, or in any provision equivalent to that Class in any statutory instrument revoking and re-enacting that Order with or without modification).

5. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995 (or as subsequently amended or re-enacted) no windows or other openings shall be formed in the north, south or west facing elevations of the building hereby permitted unless a further permission has first been granted on application to the Local Planning Authority.

6. Any doors installed in the front (eastern) elevation of the building hereby permitted shall open inwards only.

· Prior to the commencement of any development details of a fence, to be erected between the office building hereby approved and the rear elevation of the existing building known as 240, Stockport Road, shall be submitted for the prior written approval of the Local Planning Authority. The fence shall be erected in accordance with the approved details prior to the first occupation of the building and retained thereafter.

· No external shutters shall be installed to the office hereby approved unless planning permission has been sought and granted for such shutters.

JJ





		WARD: VILLAGE

		76386/HHA/2011




		DEPARTURE: No





		ERECTION OF SINGLE STOREY CONSERVATORY TO REAR OF DWELLING (RE-SUBMISSION OF 75116/HHA/2010)



		22 Lorraine Road, Timperley






		APPLICANT:  Mr Trevor Johnson






		AGENT: n/a






		RECOMMENDATION:  REFUSE









SITE 


2 storey semi-detached house located on the south side of a quiet residential street parallel to the main Shaftesbury Avenue, which links Timperley and Altrincham.  The property has a single storey rear extension running the full width of the property.  There is a long rear garden.  Residential properties exist to all sides. 


PROPOSAL


Permission is sought for the erection of a single storey rear conservatory extension. A previous application for a similar extension was refused in 2010 and subsequently dismissed at appeal (see below).  The applicant has moved the proposed extension away from the common boundary with number 20 Lorraine Road by 0.6m and relocated the double doors to the rear elevation, thus altering some fenestration detail.  In all other ways the application remains the same.

DEVELOPMENT PLAN


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. On 07 February 2011, the High Court rejected a challenge to the secretary of state’s letter and so confirmed that LPAs can regard the intention to revoke RSS as a material consideration in planning decisions.

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.


PROPOSALS MAP NOTATION 


None


PRINCIPAL RELEVANT REVISED UDP POLICIES/ PROPOSALS


D1 – All New Development

D6 – House Extensions


RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY


H/26341: Erection of rear extension to provide enlarged kitchen and dining room. 


APPROVED. Jan 1988


75116/HHA/2010: Erection of single storey conservatory to rear of dwelling. 


REFUSED, June 2010 and subsequently dismissed at appeal on 26 August 2010


CONSULTATIONS


Built Environment (Drainage) – R17 Informative


REPRESENTATIONS


Councillors Ray and Hazel Bowker – support the application for the following reasons:-

· The conservatory will not be obtrusive to neighbours as it is situated in a garden large enough to accommodate its erection.


· The application is supported by neighbours living in close proximity to the site.


Neighbours


12 no. letters of support have been received from neighbours at 7 no. different addresses.  6 no. of the letters were dated prior to the application registration date.  The representations confirmed that there are no objections from the identified neighbours (including those at number 20 and 24 Lorraine Road (immediately adjacent)).


OBSERVATIONS


Policy Context


National Policy


1. PPS1 sets out the overarching broad policies the land use planning system and direction to be employed by the Council to deliver sustainable development across the Borough through the planning system.  


2. Paragraphs 33 to 39 of PPS1 stress the importance of good design in all development proposals.  Paragraph 34 states that design must be appropriate in its context and should improve the character and quality of an area, and that if a development fails to achieve this, it should not be accepted.


Revised Trafford UDP


3. Proposal D1 (All New Development) sets out criteria to ensure that all new developments are of a high standard of design and layout. Of particular relevance to this application is the requirement for new development to be:


vii) Compatible with the character of the surrounding area and do not prejudice the amenity of the occupiers of adjacent property by reason of overshadowing, overlooking, visual intrusion, noise and disturbance, odour or in any other way.


4. Proposal D6 (House Extensions) outlines the Council’s guidelines on extending residential properties and it states that in determining whether proposals for house extensions are satisfactory within the terms of Proposal D1, the Council will have regard to the following: -

i) The location, scale and orientation of the development and its resulting impact on the amenity of adjoining property;

ii) The compatibility of the design and the materials to be used with those of the existing property;

iii) The adequacy of private garden space remaining for the property as extended.


5. In the justification for the above Proposal it states that these provisions are necessary to safeguard the amenity of neighbours, the future occupiers of a property and the character of the area.  The above points are relevant to this application.


Supplementary Planning Guidance


SPG House Extensions (1994)


6. The Council’s Guidelines on House Extensions states that the Council seeks to ensure that house extensions are of a high standard of design and layout and do not prejudice the amenities of the occupiers of adjacent properties and allow for adequate daylight and sunlight to reach adjoining properties.  Of particular relevance to this application:


7. Paragraph 5.2 states that:


“Normally a 2.1m projection for a single storey extension close to the boundary […] will be considered reasonable and acceptable.  If the extension is set away from the boundary by more than 15cm these distances can normally be increased by an amount equal to the extra distance from side boundary. If an extension is too big or too close to the boundary it may cause a loss of sunlight or daylight to a neighbour’s window or garden or it may appear too overbearing. 


8. Paragraph 6.1 continues that:


“Conservatories which are attached to the house and accessible from within in are subject to the same planning considerations as other extensions.  They are usually allowed at the rear and the guidelines in section [5] should normally be followed.  Because a conservatory is mainly of glass construction and can have lower eaves heights, overshadowing may not be quite as much as for a conventional extension.  It may therefore be possible, depending on the details, to allow a conservatory to project a little further than set out in section 5.”


DESIGN AND APPEARANCE


9. The design of the rear conservatory in this location is considered acceptable and is not of an uncommon or unusual design.  The dwarf wall and section of brick wall to side elevation facing number 20 is welcomed from a design point of view.  However, there are concerns in terms of its impact on the adjoining property.


RESIDENTIAL AMENITY


10. The property has an existing single storey rear extension which projects 2.3m beyond the rear of the original dwelling.  This extension sits on the common boundary with number 20 and in fact overhangs the boundary.  There is no extension to the rear of number 20 Lorraine Road.


11. As such, and with reference to paragraph 5.2 and 6.1 of the Councils Planning Guidelines: House Extensions as set out above, there is very little scope for an additional extension which would project beyond the rear of that existing single storey extension in close proximity with the common boundary, as this application proposes.


12. The application is for a conservatory extension which would project a further 3.5m from the existing extension and as such will project 5.8m beyond the rear of number 20, who have no rear extensions currently.  A rear canopy at number 20 does little to avert the impact of the proposed extension.  At 2.5m high to eaves, the structure will not be excessive, although it will be visible above the existing 1.8m boundary fence and thus increase the impact.


13. It is noted that the applicant could potentially extend to 3m (including guttering and eaves) beyond the original rear of the property under the new General Permitted Development Order (GPDO) 2008, although the proposed projection in this case would be a further 2.8m in excess of that figure.  For clarification, the above changes to the GPDO preceded the Inspectors decision referred to below and were thus a relevant consideration during that appeal.


14. It is further acknowledged that a conservatory structure does allow for more light to pass through it than a more conventional extension. Nonetheless, its impact will be noticeable and the treatment of the glazing internally would be beyond the control of the planning department and as such more obscure treatments whether curtains/blinds or other strips could be introduced.  


15. At paragraphs 7 and 8 of the Planning Inspectors decision on the previous application (75116/HHA/2010), they noted that:


“7. Whilst I accept that the rake of the roof away from the boundary with no. 20 would help minimise its impact, I am concerned that the siting of the conservatory in close proximity to the boundary would be overbearing and visually intrusive when viewed from no. 20.


8. The appeal property is located to the east of no. 20 and therefore the conservatory could affect the amount of sunlight and daylight reaching no. 20.  Although the glazing in the conservatory would allow light to penetrate through the structure, it would be disrupted by the framework.  Any internal treatment of the glazing in the form of curtains or blinds could reduce light levels further.  Although the rear living room window to no. 20 is covered by an awning I am concerned that the siting of the conservatory would disrupt the levels of daylight and sunlight entering no. 20 to the detriment of the living conditions of the occupiers.”


16. By setting the extension in 0.6m, it is not considered that the applicant has done enough to overcome the concerns identified by the Inspector in terms of visual intrusion, overbearing or loss of daylight/sunlight from the private patio area or habitable room windows on the rear elevation of no. 20.  The inset of 0.6m will reduce the impact but with a projection of 5.8m beyond the rear of no. 20, this distance from the common boundary is not considered sufficient to overcome the concerns in terms of the impact on the residential amenity of the occupiers of no. 20.


CONCLUSION


17. In light of the above, it is considered that the proposed extension at 22 Lorraine Road, Timperley does not conform to Proposals D1 and D6 of the Revised Trafford UDP or the Councils Planning Guidelines for House Extensions and is therefore recommended for refusal.


RECOMMENDATION

REFUSE, for the following reasons:


1. The proposed rear conservatory extension, by reason of its projection and siting in close proximity to the shared boundary with the adjacent property, number 20 Lorraine Road, would give rise to undue overshadowing, loss of light, visual intrusion and an unduly overbearing effect to the detriment of the amenities of the adjacent present and future occupiers. As such the proposal is contrary to the Council's Planning Guidelines: House Extensions and to Proposals D1 and D6 of the Revised Trafford Unitary Development Plan.

MW






		WARD:  URMSTON

		76452/AA/2011

		DEPARTURE: NO





		ADVERTISEMENT CONSENT FOR DISPLAY OF ONE INTERNALLY ILLUMINATED DOUBLE SIDED FREE STANDING SIGN



		Pavement to front of Sainsbury's, Crofts Bank Road, Urmston



		APPLICANT:  Clear Channel UK Ltd






		AGENT: n/a





		RECOMMENDATION:  GRANT










The application is before the Planning Development Control Committee as the proposal is sited on land within the ownership of Trafford Council and two letters of objection have been received.  


SITE


The application site is located within Urmston Town Centre, the redevelopment of which is now entering its second phase.  The first phase of the redevelopment is now complete and the application relates to the pavement to the front of Sainsbury’s to the west of Crofts Bank Road close to its junction with Sumner Way.  The area to the west of Crofts Bank Road to which this application relates is a primary bus route and there is a dedicated bus lay by area to this side.  Two bus shelters are located to the west of Crofts Bank Road to the south of the application site and these structures both incorporate advertisement panels. 


PROPOSAL


Advertisement consent is sought for the display of one internally illuminated free standing sign.  The sign would be located close to the junction of Crofts Bank Road with Sumner Way adjacent to the traffic lights.  The illuminated sign is proposed to measure 1.4m in width and 100mm in depth with a height of 2.6m from ground level.  The advertisement area would be 1150mm by 1760mm, with one side of the sign fitted with a static advertisement and the other with a scrolling advertisement.  


DEVELOPMENT PLAN


The Revised Trafford UDP was formally adopted on 19 June 2006.  This together with the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) for North West England forms the Development Plan for the Borough of Trafford.  


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. On 7th February 2011, the High Court rejected a challenge to the secretary of state’s letter and so confirmed that LPAs can regard the intention to revoke RSS as a material consideration in planning decisions.

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– 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.

PROPOSALS MAP NOTATION 


Urmston Town Centre


PRINCIPAL REVISED UDP POLICIES


D1 – All New Development


D10 – Advertisements


S9 – Development in Urmston Town Centre


RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

H/OUT/64770 – Outline planning application, with consent sought for details of siting, design (massing), access with all other matters reserved. Demolition of existing buildings and comprehensive redevelopment comprising 13,426 sq.m (gross internal) Retail floorspace (Use Classes A1, A2 and A3), Library, Conservative Club, 141 Residential Units, New Public Square, Landscaping, Car Parking, Servicing and Associated Works - Urmston Town Centre (Approved November 2006).  


H/ARM/66350 - Approval of reserved matters pursuant to outline planning approval ref. H/OUT/64770 relating to appearance and landscaping for the demolition of existing buildings and comprehensive redevelopment comprising 13,122 square metres (gross internal) retail floorspace (use classes A1, A2, A3), library, Conservative Club, 144 residential units, new public square, landscaping, car parking, servicing and associated works - Urmston Town Centre (Approved May 2007).  


CONSULTATIONS


Local Highway Authority:  No objection.  


Street Lighting:  No objection.  The sign is to be lit to a level of 550 candelas per square metre which is within the level specified in the ILP Guidance Notes.  

REPRESENTATIONS


One letter of objection has been received from the occupants of a property on the opposite side of Crofts Bank Road.  


· The location of the sign near to the traffic lights is wrong – the height of the sign alone is nearly in line with the lights and it would be in direct sight of motorists approaching a busy junction – not considering safety of pedestrians or motorists


· Public access to the pavement would be compromised and as there is a direct entry to the Conservative Club the sign would be a pedestrian barrier 


· An illuminated sign would add to the considerable light pollution already present in the evenings – the lights in the delivery yard combined with advertising posters in the bus stops make it already extremely bright


· Sign should be located within the precinct


· There were supposed to be trees planted as part of the original development to help soften the bare and ugly façade – more blots on the landscape are not needed


A further letter of objection has also been received from Urmston Town Centre Partnership.  The main concerns raised include:


· Before the town centre development, the area was previously a light open space with flower beds and trees – it is now shaded for most of the day by the new Sainsbury’s building and its aesthetic environmental impact has been virtually destroyed.  There is only one newly planted tree


· There are already two bus stops, two ‘adshell’ type signs and two free standing signs in a relatively small space – the proposed sign would add more street clutter


· New planted features should be installed


OBSERVATIONS


DESIGN AND STREET SCENE 

1. The proposed sign is of a type commonly found within town centres and commercial areas. It would be sited adjacent to the recent Sainsbury’s development and although there are residential properties on the opposite side of Crofts Bank Road, the western side of the road clearly has a commercial character.  It is therefore considered that the size and illumination of the proposed advertisement panel would not be out of keeping with its immediate surroundings. 

2. The sign would be sited approximately 25m away from the nearest bus shelter, which also displays advertisements. Other items of street furniture within the vicinity of the proposed sign are; one black Trafford lamppost, one traffic light and one pole mounted CCTV camera.  A metal servicing unit also lies close to the kerb fronting Sumner Way.  In addition, two small, movable non-illuminated freestanding signs are sited on the pavement in front of Sainsbury’s. These do not require advertisement consent as they are not attached to the ground but they are sited on Council owned land and it is understood that their removal is currently being sought.  

3. The distance to the advertisements on the bus shelters would provide a visual break between these structures and the proposed sign and it is considered that this relationship would be acceptable and would not result in visual clutter.

4. It is therefore considered that the proposed advertisement panel would be appropriate in this commercial location and that it would not be unduly obtrusive or visually harmful to the character and appearance of the street scene.  The proposed sign is therefore considered to be acceptable in terms of visual amenity.  

HIGHWAY SAFETY

5. The sign would be 1.4m wide and would be sited centrally between the building and the edge of the pavement.  Given the width of the pavement, which is approximately 9m at this point, it is not considered that the advertisement would hinder pedestrian movement. The Local Highway Authority has no objection to the proposal and it is considered to be acceptable in terms of highway and pedestrian safety.    


6. The advertisement would be illuminated to a level of 550 candelas per square metre.   Advertisements of this size are permitted to be illuminated up to 800 candelas per square metre.  The illumination levels are therefore considered to be acceptable in terms of highway safety.  

RESIDENTIAL AMENITY

7. Properties on the opposite side of Crofts Bank Road would be at least 30m away from the sign; hence it is considered that the proposal would have no undue impact on the amenity of the occupants of neighbouring properties.   

CONCLUSION

8. The proposed advertisement is considered to be acceptable in terms of siting, design, illumination, highway and pedestrian safety and residential amenity. It is therefore recommended that Advertisement Consent should be granted subject to conditions.   

RECOMMENDATION: GRANT


1. Standard advertisement conditions 1-5

2. List of approved plans
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		WARD: Davyhulme West

		75707/VAR/2010

		DEPARTURE: NO





		VARIATION OF CONDITION 6 OF PLANNING PERMISSION REF. H/59911 TO ENABLE RESTRICTED CLASS A1 RETAIL USE IN UNIT 3 (NO MORE THAN 250 SQUARE METRES) TO ALLOW THE SALE OF AMBIENT FOOD AND DRINK GOODS  






		Trafford Retail Park, Barton Road, Urmston





		APPLICANT:  Peel Developments (UK) Ltd





		AGENT: Savills Commercial Limited





		RECOMMENDATION:  GRANT









SITE


The application relates to Trafford Retail Park, situated at the junction of the M60 motorway and Barton Road in Urmston. The motorway extends across the north side of the site, Davyhulme Sewage Works is situated to the west, a vacant site is situated to the south (which benefits from planning permission for bulky retail goods) and residential properties are situated on the opposite side of Barton Road to the east.  


PROPOSAL


The proposal seeks consent for a variation of condition to planning permission ref H/59911 to allow ambient food and drink goods to be sold in one retail unit (Unit 3) up to a maximum of 250 sq.m.  Ambient food and drink goods are defined as non perishable branded items such as tinned food, condiments and packages dried goods such as crisps and chocolates.  It does not include fresh or frozen food goods. The unit would be occupied by Homebargains who sell a mixture of food and non food goods.


DEVELOPMENT PLAN


The Revised UDP was formally adopted on 19 June 2006. This together with the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) for North West England now forms the Development Plan for the Borough of Trafford.


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.


PRINCIPAL RSS POLICIES


DP1 – Spatial Principles


DP2 – Promote Sustainable Communities


DP3 - Promote Sustainable Economic Development


UDP NOTATION 


Trafford Retail Park


PRINCIPAL REVISED UDP POLICIES


D1 – All New Development


S1 – New Shopping Development


S9 – Development in Urmston Town Centre


S11 – Development Outside Established Centres


PRINCIPAL SUBMISSION CORE STRATEGY POLICIES


W2 – Town Centres and Retail

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

H/OUT/41895 – Demolition of existing buildings and redevelopment of the site for retail ad business use including 9290 sq.m of non food retail warehousing with 2787 sq.m. garden centre (Class A1), business uses (Class B1 and B8); car showrooms and ancillary workshops, petrol filling station and shop, fast food restaurants (Class A3) and associated parking, servicing and landscaping formation of new access to Barton Road including works to highway and construction of roundabout and redevelopment of Bulwark Road.  Approved with conditions 3 May 1996


H/46122 - Unit 6 Trafford Retail Park – Change of use from non food retail warehouse to travel agency.  Refused December 1998.  Appeal allowed subject to condition 30 November 1999.


H/52780  Variation of condition 6 of H/OUT/41895 to allow retail use of unit 8 of the retail park to include the sale of clothing, footwear, fashion accessories, jewellery, cosmetics and household goods.   Approved with conditions 1 August 2002


H/59911 –Variation of condition 6 of planning permission ref. H/OUT/41895 to enable open A1 non food retail use for 5109 sq.m gross floorspace.  Approved 22 December 2005.


APPLICANT’S SUBMISSION 


The applicant has submitted a PPS4 statement in support of their application.  Letters from both Homebargains and Quality Save have also been submitted which state that Homebargains can not locate within Urmston Town Centre as QualitySave are already present within the centre and the two would directly compete with each other.  


CONSULTATIONS


None


REPRESENTATIONS


Urmston Town Centre Partnership: Object.  Members are seriously concerned about the negative effect the proposal would have on the vitality of Urmston.  There has been a huge amount of investment in Urmston over the last few years and we are just coming to the end of an incredibly difficult period for the shop keepers.  The proposal would compete directly with the Quality Save and our existing supermarkets which are significant in attracting footfall to the town centre.  The proposal is contrary to PPS4 and policies in the UDP and emerging Core Strategy.  

Local residents: None received.

OBSERVATIONS


PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT


1. The application is not a town or district centre but falls within Trafford Retail Park, a non-food retail warehouse park identified in Proposal S12 of the Revised Trafford UDP. Under this proposal, non food retail warehouse development will be concentrated within the three existing retail warehouse parks.  Proposal S12 is not a generally permissive policy that allows for any retail development, but merely states that non food retail warehouse development will be concentrated in the identified locations.  

2. The provisions of PPS4 require the Council to consider the merits of any town centre proposal (including any proposal to vary or remove existing planning conditions which would have the effect of changing the range of goods to be sold in such locations) against a specific range of tests. 

3. PPS4 states at Policy 17.1 that planning applications should be refused where there is clear evidence that the proposal is likely to lead to significant adverse impacts.  It further states at Policy EC17.2 that where no significant adverse impacts have been identified, planning applications should be determined by balancing the positive and negative impacts of the proposal and other material considerations having regard to the tests in Policy EC10.2.   An assessment of the proposal against these tests is set out below.

Policy EC14.3 and EC15 - Sequential Test


4. The applicant has considered three town centre and edge of centre sites.  These are:


a) Newton Street/Lacy Street, Stretford


The applicant states that this ‘edge of centre’ site is currently used as a car park which operates close to capacity.  Improvements undertaken in 2009 indicate that the intention is to retain this site for car parking in the long term.  Furthermore, they state that the costs associated with purchasing the land and redeveloping it for a single retail unit would make it unviable.  The site, they maintain, is not available, suitable or viable.  


b) Moorfield Walk, Urmston


The applicant states that Phase 1 of Eden Square, which is complete, has only small sized units with the largest measuring 255 sq.m.  Phase 2 has not yet started and again includes only small to medium sized units with the largest unit measuring 723 sq.m.  The applicant states that these units would require the operator to significantly alter its established business model which would manifest itself as a reduction in the typical product range, leading to a compromised store.  


The applicant also states that there is a further reason why they can not occupy a store within Urmston Town Centre.  The intended occupant of the unit is ‘Homebargains’.  The sister company of Hombargains is ‘QualitySave’ and this company already has a presence in Urmston Town Centre and is looking to take a lease within Phase 2 of Eden Square.  Homebargains buys and supplies the products for QualitySave and provides its logistical services.  Given the range of goods sold and business model the two compete directly with each other.  As such the two companies have an agreement in place that they will not locate within the same centre. 


The applicant maintains therefore that whilst Phase 2 of Eden Square is available, it is not suitable or viable for Homebargains.  They also state that there is strong operator demand for floorspace within Urmston and that they understand ASK Developments are in advanced discussions with a series of anchor tenants who will occupy the majority of the floorspace for Phase 2.  They maintain therefore that the proposal would not have a significant adverse impact on Urmston Town Centre.  

c) Victoria Parade, Urmston


The applicant states that the site is suitable for retail development and that the land provides sufficient space to accommodate the proposed development.  However, the costs associated with purchasing and redeveloping the site to make a single unit are considered to be untenable.  The proposal they maintain is therefore not viable.


5. In terms of the sequential test, it is considered that units within Phase 1 and 2 of Eden Square would be suitable, available and viable for the proposed Homebargains.  However, the reasons presented by the applicant for not occupying units within Eden Square (in particular the impact on the business model and the relationship between Homebargains and Quality Save) are accepted in this instance.  The proposal would compete directly with the nearby town centres of Urmston and Stretford.  However given the level of floorspace proposed (250sq.m for food and drink only) this impact is considered not to be significant.  It is necessary therefore to balance the positive and negative impacts of the proposal against the tests in Policy 10.2 and any other material considerations.  

Policy 10.2 – Limiting Carbon Dioxide Emissions


6. The site would bring back into use an existing vacant commercial unit and as the site forms part of a wider retail park there are genuine opportunities for linked trips which could result in an overall reduction in the number of trips or distance traveled potentially limiting carbon dioxide emissions. 

Policy 10.2 - Accessibility of the Site

7. Whilst the site is less accessible than the nearby town centres, it falls within an ‘accessible’ area identified in SPD1 and is served by a range of transport modes, including buses.  For this reason the proposal is considered to be acceptable.  

Policy 10.2 – Impact of the Development on Economic and Physical Regeneration and Local Employment.  


8. The proposal would bring back into use a vacant unit and will generate approximately 40 new employment positions.  These will comprise a mix of full and part-time positions at a range of levels of skill and seniority.  The proposal would also attract another multiple national retailer reducing the quantum of vacant floorspace providing a positive sign of investor confidence.   Whilst the proposal would compete directly with town centre retailers in Urmston and Stretford, ASK Developments has confirmed that interest in Phase 2 is strong.


9. The proposal is therefore considered to be acceptable in terms of the criteria listed in Policy EC10.2 of PPS4 and there are considered to be no other material considerations in this respect.  

CONCLUSION

10. The applicant has sought to demonstrate that there are no sequentially preferable sites available which are viable or suitable for the intended occupier – Homebargains. Whilst there are concerns that the proposal (to provide 250sq.m of food retail floorspace) would compete directly with nearby town centres, the impact on the vitality and viability of those centres is not considered to be significant in respect of Policy EC17.1.  When assessing the positive and negative impact of the proposal against the tests in Policy EC10.2 the proposal is considered to be acceptable in planning policy terms. 


RECOMMENDATION: GRANT, subject to the following conditions (copied over from planning permission ref. H/59911):

1. Access to Barton Road

2. Restriction of Subdivision of Retail Units to no less than 929 sq.m


3. Condition allowing no more than 250 sq.m of unit 3 to be used for the sale of food and drink goods.  The condition also restricts goods sold from Units 2, 6 and 8 to unrestricted non food retail goods (as permitted by planning permission ref. H/52780 and H/59911).  


4. Condition restricting the range of goods sold within the remaining units in the park (i.e. units 1, 4, 5 and 7) to non food only.  In addition, clothing and footwear, books, records, CDs, videos, DVDs or other recorded media, jewellery, cosmetics, toiletries, perfumes, pharmaceutical goods and greeting cards may not be sold from these units (excluding those retailers under existing lease agreements which are restricted to non food, clothing and footwear, fashion accessories including jewellery, cosmetics, toiletries and pharmaceutical products)  


5. Hours of opening


6. Restriction of access to M60


SC





		WARD: Timperley

		76542/HHA/2011



		DEPARTURE: No





		erection of two storey side and single storey rear extension including construction of pitched roof over existing rear extension






		SITE: 189, Grove Lane, Timperley





		APPLICANT:  Mr. M. Colledge





		AGENT:  Peter Hewitt Associates





		RECOMMENDATION:  GRANT








This application has been brought before the Planning Committee for determination as the applicant is a Member of the Council.


SITE 

The application relates to a semi-detached property on the northern side of Grove Lane. The property dates from the late 19th / early 20th century and has a ‘cottage style’ appearance. There is an existing detached garage at the rear of the driveway and a single storey extension to the rear of the property. The rear garden boundary of the application site backs onto the rear garden of No. 12, Lime Grove. The surface car park of the Quarry Bank Inn is opposite the application site frontage. No’s 179 – 189, Grove Lane are a group of three pairs of semi-detached houses from the same period and with a similar building line. No’s 191 and 193, Grove Lane are set back in relation to the application site. 

PROPOSAL

Erection of two storey side and single storey rear extension including construction of pitched roof over existing rear extension. 


The two storey side extension would be flush with the existing property at the rear and set back 2.21 metres from the front elevation. A small section of the first floor would be cantilevered over the ground floor to allow pedestrian access down the side of the property. The single storey rear extension would project 8. 2 metres beyond the main rear elevation of the property and would be built off an existing single storey rear extension with the same projection. A pitched roof would be built over the existing and proposed rear extensions.

REVISED TRAFFORD UDP


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. On 07 February 2011, the High Court rejected a challenge to the secretary of state’s letter and so confirmed that LPAs can regard the intention to revoke RSS as a material consideration in planning decisions.

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.


PROPOSALS MAP NOTATION 


None

PRINCIPAL RELEVANT REVISED UDP POLICIES/ PROPOSALS


D1 – All New Development


D2 – Vehicle Parking


D6 – House Extensions


RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

None


CONSULTATIONS


LHA – The proposals are for the erection of a two storey side and single storey rear extension including the construction of a pitched roof over existing rear extension. 
The existing property is a two bedroom dwelling with a rear garage and a further two car parking spaces on the driveway.  The proposals look to provide an additional bedroom and to meet the Councils car parking standards the provision of two car parking spaces should be provided.  The proposals indicate the provision of one car parking space on the driveway.


Whilst the proposed parking provision at the dwelling falls short of the Councils parking standards and there is some slight risk of residential disamenity due to the potential for an extra vehicle being parked on this area of Grove Lane, It is felt that any refusal on highways grounds would not be upheld in any ensuing planning appeal. Therefore there are no objections on highways grounds to the proposals.


Built Environment (Drainage) – Recommends standard drainage informatives to be attached to any planning permission granted: R2, R12a and R17. Also comment that an ordinary watercourse is shown on the records on the boundary of No’s 189 and 191, Grove Lane and may affect the stability of the proposals. 


Pollution and Licensing – Comment that the application site is situated on brownfield land. The following informative should be attached should planning permission be granted:


· The applicant is advised that they have a duty to adhere to the regulations of Part IIA of the Environmental Protection Act 1990, the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and the current Building Control Regulations with regards to contaminated land.  If any unforeseen contamination is encountered during the development, the Local Planning Authority (LPA) should be informed immediately.  Any investigation / remedial / protective works carried out in relation to this application shall be carried out to agreed timescales and approved by the LPA in writing.  The responsibility to ensure the safe development of land affected by contamination rests primarily with the developer. Following completion of measures identified in the approved remediation scheme a verification report must be prepared, which is subject to the approval in writing of the Local Planning Authority. 


REPRESENTATIONS


None


OBSERVATIONS


PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT


1. The property is located within an established residential area and is unallocated on the Revised Trafford Unitary Development Plan. Proposals D1, D2 and D6 of the Revised Trafford Unitary Development Plan and the Council’s Supplementary Planning Guidance ‘House Extensions’ are applicable. For the reasons set out below, it is considered that the proposals would comply with the relevant Revised UDP proposals.


DESIGN AND IMPACT ON THE STREETSCENE


2. The application property is a semi-detached ‘cottage style’ property dating from the late 19th/early 20th Century. The proposed two storey extension is considered to be of a design appropriate to the main house. The extension would be set back 2.21 metres from the front elevation of the main house and would be subservient in height to the main house. The extension contains fenestration details that reflect those of the main house. A small section of the first floor would be cantilevered over the ground floor to allow pedestrian access down the side of the property. 


3. The single storey rear extension would attach to the existing rear extension at the property and a pitched roof would be installed over both the existing and the proposed rear extensions to unify the two structures. Views of the rear extension would be limited and in any event the design is considered acceptable. 


4. It is noted that two other properties in this group of six semi-detached properties (171 – 189 Grove Lane) have already gained planning permission for two storey side extensions which have been built. 


IMPACT ON RESIDENTIAL AMENITY


5. The proposed two storey side extension would not project beyond the rear elevation of the property and would be set back from the main front elevation of the property. Consequently, the two storey side extension would not have a material impact on the occupiers of the adjoining property (No. 187, Grove Lane). The two storey side extension would be approximately 20 metres away from the rear garden of the property at the rear of the application site (No. 12, Lime Grove) which is well in excess of Council Guidelines. There is a surface car park directly opposite the front of the application property. 


6. The property to the east of the application site (No. 191, Grove Lane) is set back in relation to the application property and contains a number of windows in the side elevation. The Council’s Adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance for House Extensions requires a distance of 15 metres to be retained between blank gable wall and a neighbours habitable room main window. The main two storey side wall of No. 191 contains windows to the following rooms: - a first floor landing, a ground floor under stairs storage cupboard, two ground floor lounge windows. Of these windows only the lounge windows would be considered to be main habitable room windows. The proposed two storey side extension would be 9 metres away from the main two storey side wall of No. 191; however, it would also be offset in relation to the above mentioned windows and therefore the habitable room windows at No. 191 would not look directly onto the proposed two storey side extension. Consequently it is not considered that the proposed two storey side extension would have a material impact on the living areas at No. 191, Grove Lane. 


7. The single storey rear extension would project 8.2 metres to the rear of the property which is the same projection as the existing extension that extends along the rear/side boundary with the attached property No. 187, Grove Lane. There is a single storey outrigger to the rear of No. 187, which projects approximately 4.4 metres beyond the main rear wall of that property. The projection along the shared boundary with No. 187, Grove Lane would not alter as the proposed single storey rear extension is being built off the existing extension. Consequently the proposed rear extension would be screened from the attached property with the exception of the proposed pitched roof which has a shallow pitch which pitches away from the attached property. It is not considered that the addition of this roof would have a material impact on the amenity of the occupiers of the adjoining property. 


8. The proposed single storey extension would be between 12 and 13 metres away from the side wall of No. 191, Grove Lane with an intervening boundary fence. The proposed rear extension is single storey only and it is not considered that there would be a material impact on the amenities of the occupiers of No. 191, Grove Lane as a result of the rear extension. It is also noted that at the present time there is a substantial detached outbuilding to the side/rear of the application property which is closer to the boundary with No. 191, Grove Lane than the proposed extension. This garage would be removed as part of the application. 

9. There are two ground floor windows and a set of patio doors proposed in the side elevations of the proposed extensions. There are no windows proposed at first floor level. Given the siting of the proposed ground floor windows, the intervening fence and the distances to the side wall of No. 191, Grove Lane it is not considered that the side facing windows would result in a material loss of privacy to the occupiers of that property.  

PARKING AND HIGHWAY SAFETY

10. The application proposes one off-road parking space. While this is one space less than is generally required for a three bedroom house it is considered that this is acceptable as there is on-street parking available in the vicinity of the site if required.


RECOMMENDATION: GRANT, subject to the following conditions and standard reasons:


1. Standard Time


2. Compliance With Plans


3. Matching Materials


4. Retention of parking space

5. Removal of permitted development rights for installation of windows at 1st floor level in eastern elevation of extension


JJ
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LOCATION PLAN FOR APPLICATION No: - 75890/FULL/2010
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LOCATION PLAN FOR APPLICATION No: - 75889/CAC/2010
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LOCATION PLAN FOR APPLICATION No: - 75922/RENEWAL/2010
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LOCATION PLAN FOR APPLICATION No: - 76224/FULL/2010
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LOCATION PLAN FOR APPLICATION No: - 76306/COU/2011
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LOCATION PLAN FOR APPLICATION No: - 76334/FULL/2011
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LOCATION PLAN FOR APPLICATION No: - 76360/FULL/2011
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LOCATION PLAN FOR APPLICATION No: - 76386/HHA/2011
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LOCATION PLAN FOR APPLICATION No: - 76452/AA/2011
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LOCATION PLAN FOR APPLICATION No: - 75707/VAR/2010
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LOCATION PLAN FOR APPLICATION No: - 76542/HHA/2011
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PLANNING DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE



10th MARCH, 2011 


PRESENT: 



Councillor Mrs. Ward (In the Chair), 



Councillors Dr. Barclay, Bunting, Chilton, Fishwick, Gratrix, Hooley, Mrs. Houraghan (Substitute), Malik, Smith, Walsh and Whetton. 


In attendance:  Chief Planning Officer (Mr. S. Castle), 


             North Area Team Leader – Planning (Mr. D. Pearson), 



Planner (Mr. G. Davies),


Traffic Manager (Mr. G. Williamson),


Solicitor (Mrs. C. Kefford),


Project Manager (Mr. J. Boland), 


Democratic Services Officer (Miss M. Cody). 



Also present:  Councillors Lamb, O’Sullivan, Rigby and Sharp. 


APOLOGIES 



Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Kelson and Shaw. 


95. 
MINUTES 




RESOLVED: That the Minutes of the meeting held on 10th February, 2011, be approved as a correct record and signed by the Chairman. 


96.
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 



The Chairman advised the Committee that they should declare any Personal or Prejudicial Interests that they may have at the appropriate point during proceedings, as is normal practice, and not at this stage. 


97. 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REPORT 



The Chief Planning Officer submitted a report informing Members of additional information received regarding applications for planning permission to be determined by the Committee. 




RESOLVED:  That the report be received and noted. 


98. 
APPLICATIONS FOR PERMISSION TO DEVELOP ETC. 

		

		(a)
Permission granted subject to standard conditions prescribed by statute, if any, and to any other conditions now determined





		

		Application No., Name of

Applicant, Address or Site



		

		Description



		

		76243/FULL/2010 – Mr. Brett Robinson, Northern Wall and Floor Limited - Former ARC Car Wash Site, Chester Road, Stretford. 

		

		Demolition of existing car wash and erection of a two storey building to form tile and bathroom storage, distribution retail/ showroom unit, with associated car parking and landscaping. 





		

		76294/HHA/2011 – Dr. H. Yazdifar – 51 Longfield Avenue, Timperley. 

		

		Erection of part two storey and part single storey side extension and two storey and single storey rear extensions. 





		

		76369/HHA/2011 – Mr. Dan Bunting – 233 Manor Avenue, Sale. 

		

		Erection of single storey rear extension to adjoin extension at 235 Manor Avenue, following demolition of existing conservatory.  Erection of detached garage following demolition of existing structure. 





		

		[Note: Councillor Bunting declared a Personal and Prejudicial Interest in Application 76369/HHA/2011, being the Applicant, and left the room during its consideration.] 


[Note: All Members of the Planning Development Control Committee and Officers declared a Personal Interest in Application 76369/HHA/2011, as the Applicant was the Vice-Chairman.] 







99. 
APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMISSION 75133/FULL/2010 – MR. PETER KAVANAGH – LAND ADJACENT TO 61 MERSEY ROAD, SALE 


The Chief Planning Officer submitted a report concerning an application for planning permission for the erection of part two storey, part three storey dwelling with 3 no. bedrooms and works ancillary thereto, including formation of vehicular access to Mersey Road. 




RESOLVED – 



(1)
That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon the completion of an appropriate Legal Agreement and that such Legal Agreement be entered into to secure a total financial contribution of £3,567.41 comprising:- 

· A financial contribution of £1,639.25 towards open space provision in accordance with the Council’s SPG ‘Informal/Children’s Playing Space and Outdoor Sports Facilities Provision and Commuted Sums’. 

· A financial contribution of £998.16 towards outdoor sports provision in accordance with the Council’s SPG ‘Informal/Children’s Playing Space and Outdoor Sports Facilities Provision and Commuted Sums’. 


· A financial contribution to the Red Rose Forest of £930 towards tree planting in accordance with the Council’s SPG ‘Developer Contributions towards the Red Rose Forest’, reduced by £310 per tree planted on site.



(2)
That upon the completion of the above Legal Agreement, planning permission be granted subject to the conditions now determined. 



[Note: Councillor Gratrix declared a Personal and Prejudicial Interest in Application 75133/FULL/2010, due to his involvement, and left the room during its consideration.] 


100.
APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMISSION 76013/FULL/2010 – MARANTOMARK LTD – SITE OF FORMER PICTOR SCHOOL, 30-32 HARBORO ROAD, SALE 


The Chief Planning Officer submitted a report concerning an application for planning permission for the erection of part two storey, part three storey building to provide 62 bedroom residential care home with associated parking provision and landscaping (revised submission).  


It was moved and seconded that planning permission be refused. 



The motion was put to the vote and declared lost. 




RESOLVED – 



(1)
That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon the completion of an appropriate Legal Agreement and that such Legal Agreement be entered into to secure:- 

· A financial contribution of £7,786.58 towards transport improvements, comprising £5,812.68 towards public transport improvements and £1,973.90 towards highway infrastructure. 



(2)
That upon the completion of the above Legal Agreement, planning permission be granted subject to the conditions now determined. 


[Note:  Mr. D. Pearson, North Area Team Leader – Planning, declared a Personal and Prejudicial Interest in Application 76013/FULL/2010, as he resides in close proximity to the Application site, left the room during its consideration and has taken no part in the processing of the Application.]


101. 
APPLICATION FOR CHANGE OF USE 76092/FULL/2010 – URBAN SKIP HIRE & RECYCLING LTD – LAND AND BUILDING, NASH ROAD, TRAFFORD PARK 


The Chief Planning Officer submitted a report concerning an application for the change of use of the site for the operation of a waste transfer station (sui generis). 




RESOLVED – 



(1)
That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon the completion of an appropriate Legal Agreement and that such Legal Agreement be entered into to secure a financial contribution of £4,628 towards public transport improvements. 


(2)
That upon the completion of the above Legal Agreement, planning permission be granted subject to the conditions now determined. 


102. 
APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMISSION 76125/FULL/2010 – DEVELOPMENT SECURITIES (HALE BARNS) LTD – THE SQUARE, HALE BARNS 


The Chief Planning Officer submitted a report concerning an application for planning permission for the demolition of existing buildings and comprehensive redevelopment comprising retail foodstore (2,730 square metres gross internal floorspace), additional retail floorspace (1,022 square metres gross internal floorspace) and 24 residential units, car parking, servicing and associated works. 




RESOLVED – 



(1)
That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon the completion of an appropriate Legal Agreement and that such Legal Agreement be entered into to secure a total financial contribution of up to £449,222.20 consisting of:- 

· Informal/children’s playing space (£23,313.79) and outdoor sports facilities (£11,068.41). 


· Red Rose Forest and other tree planting (up to £15,810). 


· Highway and Public Transport Schemes (£399,030 split between a highway network contribution of £35,109 and a public transport contribution of £363,921). 



(2)
That upon the completion of the above Legal Agreement, planning permission be granted subject to the conditions now determined and to the following amended conditions:- 




Cycle parking (Condition 30):





No development shall commence unless and until a scheme for cycle storage, which shall include the design, colour and location of the proposed cycle storage, has first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The approved scheme shall be implemented before the development is brought into use and shall be retained at all times thereafter unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.





Construction hours:




There shall be no construction activity at the site except between the hours of 08.00 hours and 18.30 hours on Monday-Friday, between the hours of 08.00 and 13.00 hours on Saturday and at no time on a Sunday and Bank Holidays unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  All construction activities shall be carried out in accordance with BS 5228:2009.


103. 
APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMISSION 76249/FULL/2010 – GREAT PLACES HOUSING GROUP – F DUERR & SONS LTD, 15 PRESTAGE STREET, OLD TRAFFORD 


The Chief Planning Officer submitted a report concerning an application for planning permission for the erection of 16 no. part two storey, part three storey three bedroom residential properties with associated car parking and landscaping after demolition of existing industrial unit. 


(1)
That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon the completion of an appropriate Legal Agreement and that such Legal Agreement be entered into to secure a financial contribution of £75,790.95 to be split as follows:- 

· A contribution to children’s play space and outdoor sports provision of £50,734.95 split between a contribution of £38,959.49 for open space and £11,775.46 for outdoor sports in accordance with the Council’s SPG ‘Informal/Children’s Playing Space and Outdoor Sports Facilities Provision and Commuted Sums’. 

· A contribution to the Red Rose Forest of £14,880 towards tree planting should the scheme not be built out as affordable housing in accordance with the Council’s SPG ‘Developer Contributions towards the Red Rose Forest’, less £310 for each tree planted on the site as part of an approved landscaping scheme. 


· A contribution to highway network and public transport provision of £10,176 split between a contribution of £3,488 for the highway network and £6,688 for public transport provision in accordance with the Council’s Supplementary Planning Document ‘Developer Contributions to Highway and Public Transport Schemes’. 



(2)
That upon the completion of the above Legal Agreement, planning permission be granted subject to the conditions now determined. 


104.
APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMISSION 76272/FULL/2011 – SHEPHERD DEVELOPMENTS – TOWN HALL, TALBOT ROAD, STRETFORD 


The Chief Planning Officer submitted a report concerning an application for planning permission for the demolition of existing 1980’s Town Hall extension and erection of replacement two storey extension; refurbishment of 1930’s Listed Town Hall building to provide office space with associated public customer service facility, training and conference facilities, new restaurant and café (for office and community use).  Erection of two level decked car park, alterations to surface level car park, provision of new vehicle access from Talbot Road, internal alterations to access road and associated landscaping works to include remodelling of sunken garden. 




RESOLVED – 



(1)
That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon the completion of an appropriate Legal Agreement and that such Legal Agreement be entered into to secure a maximum total financial contribution of £77,255, to be split as follows:- 


· £50,840 (maximum) towards Red Rose Forest. 


· £26,415 towards Public Transport improvements. 



(2)
That upon the completion of the above Legal Agreement, planning permission be granted subject to the conditions now determined and to the following additional condition:- 




Notwithstanding the approved plans and prior to the first occupation of the development, a scheme showing the details and location of all disabled car parking spaces within the site shall be submitted to, agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority and implemented in full in accordance with the agreed scheme.  Thereafter all disabled parking spaces shall be retained, in accordance with the agreed scheme.  





Reason: In the interests of providing safe and convenient car parking provision for people with disabilities, having regard to Proposals D1 and D2 of the Revised Trafford UDP.  


105. 
APPLICATION FOR LISTED BUILDING CONSENT 76273/LB/2011 – SHEPHERD DEVELOPMENTS – TOWN HALL, TALBOT ROAD, STRETFORD 


The Chief Planning Officer submitted a report concerning an application for Listed Building Consent for the demolition of existing 1980’s Town Hall extension and erection of replacement two storey extension; refurbishment of 1930’s Listed Town Hall building to provide office space with associated public customer service facility, training and conference facilities, new restaurant and café (for office and community use).  External works to include alterations to windows; construction of disabled ramp to civic entrance steps; creation of opening in brickwork to north west elevation to provide first floor link to proposed extension; provision of terraces attached to south west elevation and courtyard elevation.  Internal works to include partial demolition of corridor walls and doors on basement, ground, first and second floors; alterations to Council Debating Chamber.  Partial demolition of boundary wall to create new vehicle and pedestrian access from Talbot Road, associated landscaping works to include remodelling of sunken garden and internal courtyard. 





RESOLVED – 


(1)
That the Council is Minded to Grant planning permission for the development and that the application be notified to the Secretary of State under Section 82 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 and Regulation 13 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Regulations 1990. 



(2)
That should the Secretary of State decide not to intervene, that the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site, subject to the conditions now determined. 

106.
PROPOSED STOPPING UP OF HIGHWAY FROM THE EASTERN CORNER OF 1A DERBYSHIRE ROAD EXTENDING IN A SOUTHERLY DIRECTION FOR A DISTANCE OF 70 METRES AT PARTINGTON – SECTION 247 TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 


The Head of Highways, Bridges and Structures submitted a report informing Members of an application made to the Secretary of State for Transport to stop up the highway from the eastern corner of 1a Derbyshire Road, extending in a southerly direction for a distance of 70 metres at Partington . 




RESOLVED:  That no objection be raised to the proposed Order. 


The meeting commenced at 6.30 p.m. and concluded at 8.55 p.m. 
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PLANNING DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE



10th MARCH, 2011 


PRESENT: 



Councillor Mrs. Ward (In the Chair), 



Councillors Dr. Barclay, Bunting, Chilton, Fishwick, Gratrix, Hooley, Mrs. Houraghan (Substitute), Malik, Smith, Walsh and Whetton. 


In attendance:  Chief Planning Officer (Mr. S. Castle), 


             North Area Team Leader – Planning (Mr. D. Pearson), 



Planner (Mr. G. Davies),


Traffic Manager (Mr. G. Williamson),


Solicitor (Mrs. C. Kefford),


Project Manager (Mr. J. Boland), 


Democratic Services Officer (Miss M. Cody). 



Also present:  Councillors Lamb, O’Sullivan, Rigby and Sharp. 


APOLOGIES 



Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Kelson and Shaw. 


95. 
MINUTES 




RESOLVED: That the Minutes of the meeting held on 10th February, 2011, be approved as a correct record and signed by the Chairman. 


96.
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 



The Chairman advised the Committee that they should declare any Personal or Prejudicial Interests that they may have at the appropriate point during proceedings, as is normal practice, and not at this stage. 


97. 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REPORT 



The Chief Planning Officer submitted a report informing Members of additional information received regarding applications for planning permission to be determined by the Committee. 




RESOLVED:  That the report be received and noted. 


98. 
APPLICATIONS FOR PERMISSION TO DEVELOP ETC. 

		

		(a)
Permission granted subject to standard conditions prescribed by statute, if any, and to any other conditions now determined





		

		Application No., Name of

Applicant, Address or Site



		

		Description



		

		76243/FULL/2010 – Mr. Brett Robinson, Northern Wall and Floor Limited - Former ARC Car Wash Site, Chester Road, Stretford. 

		

		Demolition of existing car wash and erection of a two storey building to form tile and bathroom storage, distribution retail/ showroom unit, with associated car parking and landscaping. 





		

		76294/HHA/2011 – Dr. H. Yazdifar – 51 Longfield Avenue, Timperley. 

		

		Erection of part two storey and part single storey side extension and two storey and single storey rear extensions. 





		

		76369/HHA/2011 – Mr. Dan Bunting – 233 Manor Avenue, Sale. 

		

		Erection of single storey rear extension to adjoin extension at 235 Manor Avenue, following demolition of existing conservatory.  Erection of detached garage following demolition of existing structure. 





		

		[Note: Councillor Bunting declared a Personal and Prejudicial Interest in Application 76369/HHA/2011, being the Applicant, and left the room during its consideration.] 


[Note: All Members of the Planning Development Control Committee and Officers declared a Personal Interest in Application 76369/HHA/2011, as the Applicant was the Vice-Chairman.] 







99. 
APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMISSION 75133/FULL/2010 – MR. PETER KAVANAGH – LAND ADJACENT TO 61 MERSEY ROAD, SALE 


The Chief Planning Officer submitted a report concerning an application for planning permission for the erection of part two storey, part three storey dwelling with 3 no. bedrooms and works ancillary thereto, including formation of vehicular access to Mersey Road. 




RESOLVED – 



(1)
That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon the completion of an appropriate Legal Agreement and that such Legal Agreement be entered into to secure a total financial contribution of £3,567.41 comprising:- 

· A financial contribution of £1,639.25 towards open space provision in accordance with the Council’s SPG ‘Informal/Children’s Playing Space and Outdoor Sports Facilities Provision and Commuted Sums’. 

· A financial contribution of £998.16 towards outdoor sports provision in accordance with the Council’s SPG ‘Informal/Children’s Playing Space and Outdoor Sports Facilities Provision and Commuted Sums’. 


· A financial contribution to the Red Rose Forest of £930 towards tree planting in accordance with the Council’s SPG ‘Developer Contributions towards the Red Rose Forest’, reduced by £310 per tree planted on site.



(2)
That upon the completion of the above Legal Agreement, planning permission be granted subject to the conditions now determined. 



[Note: Councillor Gratrix declared a Personal and Prejudicial Interest in Application 75133/FULL/2010, due to his involvement, and left the room during its consideration.] 


100.
APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMISSION 76013/FULL/2010 – MARANTOMARK LTD – SITE OF FORMER PICTOR SCHOOL, 30-32 HARBORO ROAD, SALE 


The Chief Planning Officer submitted a report concerning an application for planning permission for the erection of part two storey, part three storey building to provide 62 bedroom residential care home with associated parking provision and landscaping (revised submission).  


It was moved and seconded that planning permission be refused. 



The motion was put to the vote and declared lost. 




RESOLVED – 



(1)
That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon the completion of an appropriate Legal Agreement and that such Legal Agreement be entered into to secure:- 

· A financial contribution of £7,786.58 towards transport improvements, comprising £5,812.68 towards public transport improvements and £1,973.90 towards highway infrastructure. 



(2)
That upon the completion of the above Legal Agreement, planning permission be granted subject to the conditions now determined. 


[Note:  Mr. D. Pearson, North Area Team Leader – Planning, declared a Personal and Prejudicial Interest in Application 76013/FULL/2010, as he resides in close proximity to the Application site, left the room during its consideration and has taken no part in the processing of the Application.]


101. 
APPLICATION FOR CHANGE OF USE 76092/FULL/2010 – URBAN SKIP HIRE & RECYCLING LTD – LAND AND BUILDING, NASH ROAD, TRAFFORD PARK 


The Chief Planning Officer submitted a report concerning an application for the change of use of the site for the operation of a waste transfer station (sui generis). 




RESOLVED – 



(1)
That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon the completion of an appropriate Legal Agreement and that such Legal Agreement be entered into to secure a financial contribution of £4,628 towards public transport improvements. 


(2)
That upon the completion of the above Legal Agreement, planning permission be granted subject to the conditions now determined. 


102. 
APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMISSION 76125/FULL/2010 – DEVELOPMENT SECURITIES (HALE BARNS) LTD – THE SQUARE, HALE BARNS 


The Chief Planning Officer submitted a report concerning an application for planning permission for the demolition of existing buildings and comprehensive redevelopment comprising retail foodstore (2,730 square metres gross internal floorspace), additional retail floorspace (1,022 square metres gross internal floorspace) and 24 residential units, car parking, servicing and associated works. 




RESOLVED – 



(1)
That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon the completion of an appropriate Legal Agreement and that such Legal Agreement be entered into to secure a total financial contribution of up to £449,222.20 consisting of:- 

· Informal/children’s playing space (£23,313.79) and outdoor sports facilities (£11,068.41). 


· Red Rose Forest and other tree planting (up to £15,810). 


· Highway and Public Transport Schemes (£399,030 split between a highway network contribution of £35,109 and a public transport contribution of £363,921). 



(2)
That upon the completion of the above Legal Agreement, planning permission be granted subject to the conditions now determined and to the following amended conditions:- 




Cycle parking (Condition 30):





No development shall commence unless and until a scheme for cycle storage, which shall include the design, colour and location of the proposed cycle storage, has first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The approved scheme shall be implemented before the development is brought into use and shall be retained at all times thereafter unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.





Construction hours:




There shall be no construction activity at the site except between the hours of 08.00 hours and 18.30 hours on Monday-Friday, between the hours of 08.00 and 13.00 hours on Saturday and at no time on a Sunday and Bank Holidays unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  All construction activities shall be carried out in accordance with BS 5228:2009.


103. 
APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMISSION 76249/FULL/2010 – GREAT PLACES HOUSING GROUP – F DUERR & SONS LTD, 15 PRESTAGE STREET, OLD TRAFFORD 


The Chief Planning Officer submitted a report concerning an application for planning permission for the erection of 16 no. part two storey, part three storey three bedroom residential properties with associated car parking and landscaping after demolition of existing industrial unit. 


(1)
That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon the completion of an appropriate Legal Agreement and that such Legal Agreement be entered into to secure a financial contribution of £75,790.95 to be split as follows:- 

· A contribution to children’s play space and outdoor sports provision of £50,734.95 split between a contribution of £38,959.49 for open space and £11,775.46 for outdoor sports in accordance with the Council’s SPG ‘Informal/Children’s Playing Space and Outdoor Sports Facilities Provision and Commuted Sums’. 

· A contribution to the Red Rose Forest of £14,880 towards tree planting should the scheme not be built out as affordable housing in accordance with the Council’s SPG ‘Developer Contributions towards the Red Rose Forest’, less £310 for each tree planted on the site as part of an approved landscaping scheme. 


· A contribution to highway network and public transport provision of £10,176 split between a contribution of £3,488 for the highway network and £6,688 for public transport provision in accordance with the Council’s Supplementary Planning Document ‘Developer Contributions to Highway and Public Transport Schemes’. 



(2)
That upon the completion of the above Legal Agreement, planning permission be granted subject to the conditions now determined. 


104.
APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMISSION 76272/FULL/2011 – SHEPHERD DEVELOPMENTS – TOWN HALL, TALBOT ROAD, STRETFORD 


The Chief Planning Officer submitted a report concerning an application for planning permission for the demolition of existing 1980’s Town Hall extension and erection of replacement two storey extension; refurbishment of 1930’s Listed Town Hall building to provide office space with associated public customer service facility, training and conference facilities, new restaurant and café (for office and community use).  Erection of two level decked car park, alterations to surface level car park, provision of new vehicle access from Talbot Road, internal alterations to access road and associated landscaping works to include remodelling of sunken garden. 




RESOLVED – 



(1)
That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon the completion of an appropriate Legal Agreement and that such Legal Agreement be entered into to secure a maximum total financial contribution of £77,255, to be split as follows:- 


· £50,840 (maximum) towards Red Rose Forest. 


· £26,415 towards Public Transport improvements. 



(2)
That upon the completion of the above Legal Agreement, planning permission be granted subject to the conditions now determined and to the following additional condition:- 




Notwithstanding the approved plans and prior to the first occupation of the development, a scheme showing the details and location of all disabled car parking spaces within the site shall be submitted to, agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority and implemented in full in accordance with the agreed scheme.  Thereafter all disabled parking spaces shall be retained, in accordance with the agreed scheme.  





Reason: In the interests of providing safe and convenient car parking provision for people with disabilities, having regard to Proposals D1 and D2 of the Revised Trafford UDP.  


105. 
APPLICATION FOR LISTED BUILDING CONSENT 76273/LB/2011 – SHEPHERD DEVELOPMENTS – TOWN HALL, TALBOT ROAD, STRETFORD 


The Chief Planning Officer submitted a report concerning an application for Listed Building Consent for the demolition of existing 1980’s Town Hall extension and erection of replacement two storey extension; refurbishment of 1930’s Listed Town Hall building to provide office space with associated public customer service facility, training and conference facilities, new restaurant and café (for office and community use).  External works to include alterations to windows; construction of disabled ramp to civic entrance steps; creation of opening in brickwork to north west elevation to provide first floor link to proposed extension; provision of terraces attached to south west elevation and courtyard elevation.  Internal works to include partial demolition of corridor walls and doors on basement, ground, first and second floors; alterations to Council Debating Chamber.  Partial demolition of boundary wall to create new vehicle and pedestrian access from Talbot Road, associated landscaping works to include remodelling of sunken garden and internal courtyard. 





RESOLVED – 


(1)
That the Council is Minded to Grant planning permission for the development and that the application be notified to the Secretary of State under Section 82 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 and Regulation 13 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Regulations 1990. 



(2)
That should the Secretary of State decide not to intervene, that the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site, subject to the conditions now determined. 

106.
PROPOSED STOPPING UP OF HIGHWAY FROM THE EASTERN CORNER OF 1A DERBYSHIRE ROAD EXTENDING IN A SOUTHERLY DIRECTION FOR A DISTANCE OF 70 METRES AT PARTINGTON – SECTION 247 TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 


The Head of Highways, Bridges and Structures submitted a report informing Members of an application made to the Secretary of State for Transport to stop up the highway from the eastern corner of 1a Derbyshire Road, extending in a southerly direction for a distance of 70 metres at Partington . 




RESOLVED:  That no objection be raised to the proposed Order. 


The meeting commenced at 6.30 p.m. and concluded at 8.55 p.m. 




