PLANNING (DEVELOPMENT CONTROL) COMMITTEE – 13th October 2011
ADDENDUM TO THE AGENDA:

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REPORT (INCLUDING SPEAKERS)

1.0
INTRODUCTION

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

1.2
Where the Council has received a request to address the Committee, the applications concerned will be considered first in the order indicated in the table below. The remaining applications will then be considered in the order shown on the original agenda unless indicated by the Chairman. 

2.0
ITEM 4 – APPLICATIONS FOR PERMISSION TO DEVELOP, ETC.

REVISED ORDER OF AGENDA (SPEAKERS)

	Part 1 Applications for Planning Permission 



	Application
	Site Address/Location of Development
	Ward
	Page
	Speakers

	
	
	
	
	Against 
	For

	71829
	2-4 Dawson Road, Altrincham, WA14 5JP
	Broadheath 
	1
	
	

	76176
	Land at Village Way and Third Avenue, Trafford Park, M17 1NW
	Gorse Hill
	4
	
	(


	76854
	Land at 18 Haslemere Avenue, Hale Barns, WA15 0AU
	Hale Barns
	15
	
	

	77085
	50 Barton Road, Davyhulme, M41 7WA
	Davyhulme East
	24
	
	(


	77204
	Altrincham Kersal Rugby Football Club, Stelfox Avenue, Timperley, WA15 6UL
	Village 
	33
	(

	

	77238
	Land to east of Mosley Road, Trafford Park, M17 1QA
	Gorse Hill
	41
	
	(


	77255
	Stretford High School and Gorse Hill Park, Stretford, M32 0XA
	Gorse Hill
	 52
	
	(


	77259
	Wellington School, Wellington Road, Timperley, WA15 7RH
	Timperley
	65
	(

	(


	77272
	Land off Westinghouse Road, Trafford Park, M171LP
	Gorse Hill
	 75
	
	(


	77280
	Land at Daresbury Avenue, Flixton, M41 8QL
	Davyhulme West
	93
	(

	(


	77299
	Land adjacent to 9 Teesdale Avenue, Urmston, M41 8BY
	Davyhulme West
	101
	
	

	77309
	5 Claremont Drive, Timperley, WA14 5ND
	Broadheath
	110
	(

	(


	77329
	5 Bridgenorth Avenue, Urmston, M41 9PA
	Urmston
	 117
	
	(


	77380
	41-43 School Road, Sale, M33 7YE
	Priory
	125
	
	

	77419
	8 Joynson Street, Sale, M33 7EH
	Priory
	132
	
	(


	Agenda Item no. 6
	
	
	
	
	

	77386
	96, 98 Stamford New Road, 111, 113, 115, 117 George Street, Unit 15 & Kiosk Grafton Mall, Altrincham
	Altrincham
	
	
	

	Agenda Item no. 7
	
	
	
	
	

	77207
	96, 98 100 Stamford New Road, Altrincham
	Altrincham
	
	
	


Draft National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

DCLG published the consultation draft of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) on 25 July 2011. The NPPF is intended to bring together existing Planning Policy Statements, Planning Policy Guidance Notes and some Circulars into a single consolidated document. 

Whilst it is a consultation document and, therefore, subject to potential amendment, nevertheless it gives a clear indication of the Government’s ‘direction of travel’ in planning policy. Therefore, the draft National Planning Policy Framework is capable of being a material consideration, although the weight to be given to it will be a matter for the decision maker's planning judgment in each particular case. The current Planning Policy Statements, Guidance notes and Circulars remain in place until cancelled.

The fundamental principle of the draft NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable development and that significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth. In development management terms, the NPPF is clear that Local Planning Authorities should approve development proposals that accord with statutory plans without delay and grant permission where the Local Plan is absent, silent, indeterminate or where policies are out of date.
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76176/FULL/2010:
Land at Village Way and Third Avenue, Trafford Park
 
SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:





FOR:
   Tony Whitehead





(Agent – on behalf of applicant)

Page 24
77085/FULL/2011: 
50 Barton Road, Davyhulme

SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:





FOR:
Ben Pycroft





(Agent – on behalf of applicant)
OBSERVATIONS

The applicant has submitted a revised plan which includes the creation of a separate pedestrian access and footpath in and out of the site to the front of the building.  The pedestrian route would run parallel to the common boundary with No.48 and to the front of the building of No.50.  It is considered that the creation of a separate pedestrian entrance would provide a safer route for pedestrians visiting the site.  A planting bed is proposed to be retained adjacent to the common boundary with No.48, which would create a buffer between pedestrians entering and leaving the site and the common boundary with No.48.

Page 33 77204/FULL/2011: Altrincham Kersal Rugby Football Club, Stelfox Avenue, Timperley


SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:  Greg Freeman 






      (Neighbour)




FOR:
CONSULTATIONS
Pollution and Licensing

Complaints were made to the Pollution Service in 2004, 2006 and 2008 about noise disturbance associated with activities at the club. These individual complaints were addressed and formal action was not required.

It would be reasonable to presume that extension of the first floor balcony area would result in a greater number of people having access to the outdoor area with the potential for causing noise disturbance. There have been no complaints made to this Service since 2008, but it is unknown as to whether the existing balcony area has been in use during this time. 

Ideally, a noise assessment would be required to establish whether the impact of the proposal would be acceptable. 

Imposition of a curfew could be considered, but this would have to take into account potential noise disturbance during the early evening period when children are likely to be sleeping, and when noise could cause disturbance to residents trying to enjoy their outdoor areas, i.e. between 2000 and 2300 hours.

   

RECOMMENDATION
Condition 9:- Prior to works commencing on site, a scheme of noise mitigation in relation to the external balcony area, to be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  Development to be carried out in accordance with the approved details.

Reason: In the interest of residential amenity having regard to Proposal D1 of the Revised Trafford Unitary Development Plan.
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77238/FULL/2011:
Land to east of Mosley Road, Trafford Park


SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:





FOR:
Sonja Swift






(Agent – on behalf of applicant)
RECOMMENDATION

Amend recommendation as follows:
Firstly, remove following from Part A (legal agreement) and include as additional condition in Part B:

15. Delivery of dedicated right hand turning lane on Mosley Road (before development is first brought into use)
The above works proposed will be covered by a Section 278 agreement as outlined in the main report and will not form part of the Section 106 agreement.
Secondly, the Local Labour Agreement referred to in Part A will form part of a Section 111 legal agreement and not a Section 106 legal agreement.  Whilst the applicant is willing to enter into an agreement in this respect, it would not comply with the relevant tests for inclusion in the Section 106 agreement.  

Page 52   77255/FULL/2011:  Stretford High School and Gorse Hill Park, Stretford


SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:





FOR:
James Haseldine





    (Headteacher)
CONSULTATIONS

GMEU: No objection but comments as follows:
· The application will entail the removal of one tree for health and safety reasons and a number of self sown saplings in order to implement the proposal.  The tree may provide suitable habitat for roosting bats which are fully protected under the Habitats Regulations 2010.  The developer should ascertain whether the tree has potential or roosting prior to felling.  GMEU is satisfied that this issue can be dealt with via a condition.

· The all weather pitch proposed will introduce light into the park which currently provides foraging opportunities for feeding bats.  However, the application is situated in a highly residential area where night light levels will already be high.  Bats in the area will be species that tolerate higher light levels and are habituated to the ambient levels in the surrounding area. However, as a matter of best practice GMEU recommend the lighting along the boundary of the park uses directional LED lighting which is focused on the sports pitches and that light spillage at grounds level in the park is designed to be lower than 3 lux to be covered by condition.  

ASSESSMENT

DESIGN, APPEARANCE AND LAYOUT

The proposed floodlighting columns to the boundary of the all weather pitch will measure 10m in height.   Details of the design, appearance, position and lighting details of these elements are required to be submitted/agreed prior to the commencement of development in accordance with the condition recommended below. 
RECOMMENDATION

Amend proposed condition 13 as follows:

13. Submission and agreement of scheme for the orientation, design, siting and appearance of proposed floodlighting columns and lux levels . 

Add the following conditions:

16. Bat survey
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77259/FULL/2011:
Wellington School, Wellington Road, Timperley

  

SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:  Richard Stasyszyn






      (Neighbour)














FOR:
    John Watson





    (Headteacher)

REPRESENTATIONS
 

Cllr Bruer-Morris - Writes as Ward councillor for Timperley to represent the concerns of the residents living around the school playing field i.e. 
- the proposal is too large and would occupy most of the remaining grass area
- the proposed fence would be visually intrusive
- there would be an increase in noise as a result of more intensive use of the playing field in close proximity to neighbouring properties
- there would be additional traffic generated by visiting participants
- previous application was rejected by planning committee
- accepts need for school to do its best for pupils but views of residents should also be taken into account
 

Neighbours - A further 58 letters expressing support for the proposals, mostly from parents of pupils at the school:-
- pupils lose a significant amount of lesson time by having to walk to Timperley Sports Club for sports 
- pupils have to cross a busy main road to access the pitches at Timperley which is a concern to parents and pupils safety should be paramount
- such a school should have its own all-weather sports facility and it would encourage more pupils to participate in sports
- other similar schools in Trafford have this type of facility
- there is currently no facility for tennis or hockey (which now has to be played on a synthetic surface)
- the existing field becomes unplayable in adverse conditions
- neighbours concerns have been taken into account by removing floodlights and introducing planting
 

 

1 letter expressing support if it is used as stated for pupils and pupils of primary feeder schools but has concerns if it were to be used to generate money by being hired out in the evenings/weekends as this would result in noise and traffic problems
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77272/FULL/2011:
Land off Westinghouse Road, Trafford Park

SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:





FOR:
     Ben Pycroft






(Agent – on behalf of applicant)

The applicant has requested that the Committee should be aware that a dust suppression system comprising water sprays with rotating heads will be installed along the long sides of the circulation route. The sprays on each side of the site will be controlled by timers, with manual override. Additionally, two sprays on moveable bases will be installed to provide coverage of the trafficked areas across the middle of the site.

The applicant’s consultants have submitted a Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy, which states that, in terms of Planning Policy Statement 25, Development and Flood Risk, the proposed use is classified as a “less vulnerable” land use and the site falls within Flood Zone 1 (low probability of flooding). The site is also within the Critical Drainage Area. The report concludes that the development proposal is appropriate on this site in terms of flood risk, subject to the implementation of drainage conditions. 

The applicant’s ecological consultant has submitted a letter in response to the comments of the GM Ecology Unit in relation to the level of survey work carried out in respect of bats. The letter makes the following comments: -

The walkover survey of the site was carried out in March 2011 and noted a small number of features on the main warehouse building that were considered typical for bat roost opportunity, such as barge boarding and wooden soffits. The building as a whole did not contain an assemblage of suitable features but it was felt that, due to the proximity of the site to the canal, the potential for bat usage was “elevated.”

The bat survey element was undertaken by a licensed bat worker who assessed the building prior to undertaking the survey utilizing the earlier walkover report and additional file photos which were not included in the report to avoid repetition. 

From this, the consultants were satisfied that the building offered low potential for roosting and that the offsite habitat remained the site’s best feature in relation to the species. The bat worker was satisfied that a dawn survey would offer the most valuable opportunity for identifying bat usage. It has become commonplace for the consultants to undertake dawn surveys rather than dusk surveys, particularly on urban and industrial sites. 

The bat survey was carried out on 15th June 2011. The survey date represents a mid point between the two months originally suggested for a survey in the walkover report. 

Not a single bat pass was recorded during the survey, which was surprising given the proximity of the canal. Weather conditions were “textbook” and no further explanation can be offered for the lack of recordings. 

Given the result of this survey and the fact that the assessment of the site’s potential for bats had already been significantly downgraded, the consultant’s concluded that the survey effort was reasonable.

CONSULTATIONS

GM Ecology Unit: Given the clarification by the applicant’s consultants of why the survey methodology was changed from that originally stated, the Ecology Unit is satisfied that reasonable survey effort has been made in relation to bats. 

Environment Agency: The Environment Agency is in receipt of a flood risk assessment (FRA) undertaken by Peak Associates (September 2011) for the above planning application. The Agency has no objection to the proposals and no further comments to add to its previous consultation response.

Page 93
77280/FULL/2011:
Land at Daresbury Avenue, Flixton



SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:    Freda Mottley






      (Neighbour)















 FOR:
     Gaynor Hill





      (Applicant)

CONSULTATIONS

Greater Manchester Ecology Unit:  I have checked our records for bats and a survey undertaken nearby (for PA 75729/FUL/2010) recorded only a low level bat activity in the area.   The Design Access Statement states that the lights would only be used between 3.30pm to 9.00pm in the winter months.  Therefore the proposals should not impact on the local bat population, although we would recommend that a condition be attached to any permission restricting the use of the lights to the specified timing; in this context we would take the winter months to be mean November to February inclusive.  
OBSERVATIONS 

It is considered that there would be no undue impact on protected species as a result of the proposal.  The recommendation to refuse remains unchanged as a result of the above consultation.    
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 77309/HHA/2011:
5 Claremont Drive, Timperley    


SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:     Mrs Lonsdale






       (Neighbour)





FOR:              Mr H Faupel






        (Applicant)
Additional Consultation Response

7 letters of objection from neighbours raising the following concerns:

– The amended scheme is still not in keeping with the road or sympathetic to the character and appearance of the area. The proposal would change the appearance of the property, the street scene and create a terracing effect. 

- The height of the extension will make it appear unsightly and it will not line up with the existing dwelling that is raised above ground level.

- The extension should be re-located to the rear of the property or set further back with landscaping in front to minimise the impact on the street scene.

- The extension should use matching brick and wooden window frames.

- Concerns remain that the extension could be used as a let property.

- The building of an additional dwelling is not in the interest of the community.

- The area may be considered for conservation area status.

- The extension may jeopardise the grant of conservation area status.

Applicant’s Submission

An additional amendment has been agreed with the applicant’s agent to omit two windows in the side (north west) elevation that would serve the lounge. Three windows would remain to serve an ensuite and the bedroom.

Observations

The siting and design of the proposal has been amended to result in a less complicated design that would not compete with and remain subservient to the character and appearance of the original house.  The setback of 0.5m from the front elevation is considered sufficient to reduce the prominence of the extension and for the extension to appear visually distinct from the original dwelling to ensure that it does not detract from the character of the dwelling area or the surrounding area. It is not considered that the character and appearance of the area would not be unduly harmed. The omission of two windows from the side elevation would result in an elevation that is more characteristic of the original dwelling. 

The use of an appropriate matching brick and slate would be controlled by a condition for samples to be submitted. It is considered onerous to require wooden windows on all elevations. Matching slate tile and brick, and a timber door and window frame to the front are considered to preserve the prevailing character.

There is no current formal appraisal or application in place for Claremont Drive to become a conservation area. The consideration of granting conservation area status to Claremont Drive would not be grounds for resisting planning permission in this application.

Two additional conditions are proposed to further safeguard the character and appearance of the surrounding residential area by ensuring the rooflight in the rear elevation sits flush with the roof plane and the addition of landscaping to the front would soften the impact on the street scene. 

Recommendation

It is therefore recommended that the application be approved following the receipt of an amended plan showing the omission of two windows in the north west elevation and subject to the additional conditions:
1)  Rooflight on the north east elevation shall be flush with roof plane. 

2)  Landscaping scheme to be submitted to prior to the commencement of works showing landscaping to south west of the extension  
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 77329/FULL/2011:
 5 Bridgenorth Avenue, Urmston   


SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:       






 FOR:              Mr L Pye





      (Applicant)

Page 125
 77380/FULL/2011:
  41-43 School Road, Sale       
CONSULTATIONS

Greater Manchester police Design for Security:  It is noted that the development has commenced.  Although not in an ideal location (within a 'service yard' area where there is little activity or passive surveillance out-of-hours) the area to the rear of the building is at least open and the entrance fronts onto a named road (Benbow Street) rather than an enclosed rear alleyway.  If the Council are minded to approve the application, I would highly recommend that at least the ground floor entrance doorset is security-certified to either BS PAS 24 or LPS 1175 SR2 - both of which are independently proven to reduce the risk of forced entry and thus increase the chances of detection.  The entrance should also be lit, operated by photo-electric cell.
OBSERVATIONS 

Alternative proposals for bin storage have been submitted.  A designated area is provided within the ground floor of the building adjacent to the rear entrance and staircase hence the bins are no longer proposed to be stored outside the building.  The bin storage proposals are therefore considered to be acceptable.  
RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that condition 4 requiring the submission of bin storage details is replaced with a condition requiring the submission of details of the proposed rear door and lighting of the rear entrance.  

(B)
That upon satisfactory completion of the legal agreement, planning permission be granted subject to the following conditions: -
1. Standard 

2. List of approved plans including amended plans

3. Material samples

4. Details of rear entrance door specification and lighting
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 77419/FULL/2011:
 8 Joynson Street, Sale 

SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:       




FOR:
         Lija Seja






         (Applicant)
AGENDA ITEM: 6
77386/COU/2011:
96, 98 Stamford New Road, 111, 113, 115, 117 George Street, Unit 15 & Kiosk Grafton Mall, Altrincham
REPRESENTATIONS

2 further petitions have been received (in the form of a letter with signatures), containing a total of 23 signatures and stating the following: -
“As a resident in Altrincham, I am not happy for this plan to go ahead. To create a big unit and take away all the natural light in the Dome, and also create a wall in the middle of the Dome, this will take away the name of Grafton Mall. I am strongly against this plan”.

1 further letter of objection received from a tenant of Grafton Mall which states that they only received a plan from the landlord on 30th September but the work started at the beginning of September. In the next few weeks they are going to put the wall in the middle of the Dome which will make the Dome into the “walk through” instead of The Mall. As a tenant in the Mall they are not happy about this change and are strongly against this plan.
OBSERVATIONS

As stated in the report, the alterations referred to above are internal alterations for which an application for planning permission is not required. As such these works are not for consideration in this application.
AGENDA ITEM: 7

96, 98 & 100 Stamford New Road, Altincham
REPRESENTATIONS

Councillor Colledge - comments as follows on the application: -
Railway Street and Stamford New Road possess one of the most important and significant retail frontages within the town of Altrincham. Whilst I accept that at present the town does have a number of vacant units the Council, community groups, residents and businesses are currently working to revitalise Altrincham. The protection and future proofing of the towns key retail frontage is essential if we are to achieve this outcome. Therefore I feel strongly that where possible we ensure that we do not diminish what is one of the main requirements of prime retail space: active shop frontage.

I welcome Miller Development’s interest in Altrincham and I recognise that they have amended their original proposals of no shop frontage ( one option was to brick up the existing windows and doors ) to that of using ‘dummy windows’.  Whilst this is a step in the right direction I still feel that this is not appropriate for this location and indeed I can find very few examples of it being used in successful retail areas.  That said the aspect that I feel most strongly about is the provision within the scheme for two sets of large full length doors covered totally in steel.  These doors contain no glass and not only do they look at odds with the ‘dummy windows’ but actually diminish the perception of an open and vibrant retail frontage, and particularly in this location appear totally inappropriate. I would suggest that they are more in keeping with the rear or side of a retail outlet rather than appearing on the front of a main retail thoroughfare.  

I recognise that at this stage in Altrincham’s development any investment in the town is to be welcomed, but I believe this should not be at any cost and not in a manner that will hamper Altrincham’s future growth potential as a prime shopping area (as its demographic would suggest it should be).
MR. NICK GERRARD 

CORPORATE DIRECTOR 

ECONOMIC GROWTH & PROSPERITY
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION PLEASE CONTACT:

Simon Castle, Chief Planning Officer

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

Sale, M33 7ZF

Telephone 0161 912 3111
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