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COUNCIL




AGENDA PAPERS MARKED ‘TO FOLLOW’
PLANNING DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE
Date:  Thursday, 14th June 2012  
Time:  6.30 p.m. 

Place:  Rooms 7 & 8, Ground Floor, Quay West, Trafford Wharf Road, Trafford Park, Manchester M17 1HH
	
	A G E N D A                      PART I
	Enclosure
No.
	Proper Officer

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



	7. 
	MINUTES
To receive and, if so determined, to approve as a correct record the Minutes of the meeting held on 10th May, 2012.

	To follow 
	

	10. 
	APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMISSION 77914/FULL/2011 - MS. MARY DAVEY – FORMER GREYHOUND PUBLIC HOUSE SITE, MANCHESTER ROAD/MANCHESTER NEW ROAD, PARTINGTON 

PLEASE NOTE THIS AGENDA ITEM WILL NOT BE CONSIDERED AT THIS COMMITTEE MEETING. 


	Withdrawn from consideration


	

	11.
	APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMISSION 78337/FULL/2012 – THE TRUSTEES OF THE INDEPENDENT ORDER OF ODDFELLOWS – PAUL HOUSE – 353-359 STOCKPORT ROAD, TIMPERLEY 

To consider the attached report of the Chief Planning Officer. 
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	THERESA GRANT 

Acting Chief Executive 


	
	

	
	Contact Officer:  Michelle Cody 

Extn.:   2775
	
	



_1400912017.doc
		WARD: Timperley

		78337/FULL/2012

		DEPARTURE: No





		Installation of new shop fronts, including extension to front, new entrance and installation of ATM; single storey rear extension and installation of refrigeration plant to rear.



		Paul House, 353-359 Stockport Road, Timperley, WA15 7UG





		APPLICANT:  The Trustees of the Independent Order of Oddfellows





		AGENT: HOW Planning LLP





		RECOMMENDATION:  GRANT 
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Councillor Taylor has requested that the application be determined by the Planning Development Control Committee for the reasons set out in the report


SITE

The application relates to four units within Paul House, a two storey commercial building with retail units at ground floor level (circa 1960’s/70’s) on the corner of Stockport Road and Park Road in the centre of Timperley Village. The site is within the District Shopping Centre designated in the UDP and within a predominantly commercial area. 

Other units within Paul House are predominantly in retail and other commercial use and include a betting shop, restaurant, off licence, dry cleaners and electrical appliance shop. The first floor is occupied by offices. Timperley Methodist Church and attached hall is to the west side of the site and there are three storey sheltered apartments to the rear (Mayfair Court). There is car parking to the front and to the rear of the building.

The units the subject of this application are within the section of the building fronting Stockport Road. All four units are currently vacant and were previously occupied as two shops (Use Class A1), an estate agents/financial services use (Class A2) and a hot food takeaway (Class A5). The four units have a total internal area of approximately 255 sq. m.

PROPOSAL


Permission is sought for the installation of new shop fronts, including an extension to the front and a new single entrance, installation of an ATM, single storey extension to the rear and installation of refrigeration plant to the rear. Information included within the submission states the alterations are proposed in order to amalgamate the units to accommodate a small Sainsbury’s convenience store of 365 sq. m (213 sq. m net sales area).

The proposed extensions and alterations are summarised as follows: -

· Alterations and extension to the front, comprising removal of the existing shop fronts and entrances and installation of new shop front 1m further forward, effectively infilling between the existing supporting columns. This would create an additional 20.9 sq. m. The new shop front includes a single entrance to the far right-hand side of the frontage (currently No. 359) and also an ATM.

· Single storey extension to the rear projecting 4.6m across all four units in order to provide an enlarged stock storage area (approx 75 sq. m).

· Installation of external refrigeration plant to the rear on the roof of the proposed single storey rear extension.

The proposed hours of opening are set out as being 7am to 11pm 7 days a week. 


DEVELOPMENT PLAN


The Development Plan in Trafford Comprises:


         The Trafford Core Strategy, adopted 25th January 2012; The Trafford Core Strategy is the first of Trafford’s Local Development Framework (LDF) development plan documents to be adopted by the Council; it partially supersedes the Revised Trafford Unitary Development Plan (UDP), see Appendix 5 of the Core Strategy.


         The Revised Trafford Unitary Development Plan (UDP), adopted 19th June 2006; The majority of the policies contained in the Revised Trafford UDP were saved in either September 2007 or December 2008, in accordance with the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 until such time that they are superseded by policies within the (LDF). Appendix 5 of the Trafford Core Strategy provides details as to how the Revised UDP is being replaced by Trafford LDF; and


         The Regional Spatial Strategy for the North West of England, adopted September 2008. The Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government has signaled that it is the intention of the Government to revoke all Regional Spatial Strategies so that they would no longer form part of the development plan for the purposes of section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and therefore would no longer be a material consideration when determining planning applications. Although the Government’s intention to revoke them may be a material consideration in a very limited number of cases, following a legal challenge to this decision, the Court of Appeal has determined their continued existence and relevance to the development plan and planning application decision making process until such time as they are formally revoked by the Localism Act. However, this will not be undertaken until the Secretary of State and Parliament have had the opportunity to consider the findings of the environmental assessments of the revocation of each of the existing regional strategies.

· The Greater Manchester Joint Waste Plan, adopted 01 April 2012. On 25th January 2012 the Council resolved to adopt and bring into force the GM Joint Waste Plan on 1 April 2012. The GM Joint Waste Plan therefore now forms part of the Development Plan in Trafford and will be used alongside district-specific planning documents for the purpose of determining planning applications.


PRINCIPAL RELEVANT CORE STRATEGY POLICIES


W1 – Economy


W2 – Town Centres & Retail


L4 - Sustainable Transport and Accessibility


L7 - Design


PROPOSALS MAP NOTATION


Town and District Shopping Centres


PRINCIPAL RELEVANT REVISED UDP POLICIES/PROPOSALS


S10 – Local and Neighbourhood Shopping Centres

PRINCIPAL RSS POLICIES

DP7 – Promote Environmental Quality


W1 – Strengthening the Regional Economy


W5 – Retail Development


MCR1 – Manchester City Region Priorities


MCR3 – Southern Part of the Manchester City Region


NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK (NPPF)


The DCLG published the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) on 27 March 2012.  The NPPF sets out the Government’s planning policies for England and how these are expected to be applied.  With immediate effect the NPPF replaces 44 documents including Planning Policy Statements; Planning Policy Guidance; Minerals Policy Statements; Minerals Policy Guidance; Circular 05/2005:Planning Obligations; and various letters to Chief Planning Officers.  The NPPF will be referred to as appropriate in the report.


RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

There have been various previous applications although none directly relevant to this application. The most recent applications affecting these units are summarised as follows: -

75228/AA/2010 – Paul House

Display of individual lettering to ground floor front elevation and first floor side elevation of building. 

Consent 06/07/10


H/50617 - 355 & 355a Stockport Road


Formation of new shop front. 

Approved 04/01/01


H/49268 - 359 Stockport Road


Change of use from shop (Class A1) to estate agents/financial services (Class A2). 

Approved 31/05/00


H42592 – 357 Stockport Road


Display of internally illuminated fascia sign. 

Approved 19/08/96

H41939 - 357 Stockport Road


Change of use of ground floor from shop to hot food takeaway. 

Approved 27/03/96


APPLICANT’S SUBMISSION

The application is accompanied by the following detailed supporting statements: -


Letter with supporting planning justification 

Design and Access Statement


Transport Statement


Noise Impact Assessment


Record of Community Involvement

These will be referred to in the Observations where relevant, although the main general points are summarised as follows: -

· Despite the efforts of a specialist letting agent, No. 359 has remained unlet for over 4 years. No. 353 also became vacant in early 2011 and the applicant was advised that there was only a very limited prospect of finding a tenant for either unit because of their limited size. It was decided to amalgamate units 353, 355a, 357 and 359 in order to create a larger individual retail unit which is better placed to suit modern business requirements and addresses the long-term vacancies.The applicant successfully negotiated and assisted with the relocation of the tenants that occupied units 355a and 357 to other vacant retail units within Timperley Village District Centre.

· The proposals will not give rise to any significant adverse impacts in terms of PPS4 and comply with Core Strategy Policy W2. The site is within a defined District Centre and as such it is not necessary to apply the sequential or ‘town centre impact’ tests set out in PPS4. With regards to scale, the sales area would be slightly smaller than the Co-operative and Iceland foodstores in the village.  The location is well served by public transport, there is no potential to have an adverse impact upon climate change and it will have a positive impact in terms of accessibility. The bringing back into use of the units will have positive impacts in terms of economic regeneration and employment generation. The proposal will enhance the vitality and viability of Timperley Village by improving consumer choice, competition and the attraction of the District Centre as a convenience goods shopping destination.

· The proposed shop fronts will be of a contemporary design and an improvement on the existing and the rear extension will be of an entirely appropriate scale in the context of Paul House and in keeping with the existing building.

· There will still be sufficient car parking to meet demand following the proposed works. The Transport Statement confirms the works will have no discernible impact on car parking provision, the proposals will cater adequately for delivery vehicles and that there will be an imperceptible impact on the operation of the local highway network.


· The Noise Impact Assessment demonstrates the additional plant to the rear will not result in any adverse impacts on the amenities of surrounding occupiers as noise emissions will be within acceptable limits. The retailer will operate in an efficient and considerate manner within defined limits.

CONSULTATIONS


LHA – Object to the application and state that in its current form the proposals are not acceptable on highways grounds due to lack of information in relation to parking, trip generation, modelling and servicing.  There are also concerns that inadequate parking has been provided and that safety issues and congestion will result from the proposed access and egress arrangements. Comments are summarised in the Observations below.

Pollution and Licensing –  The site of this development is within 30m of residential premises, Mayfair Court, and because of this proximity, noise from the operation of the proposed development may adversely affect nearby residents. 

Noise from fixed plant

A noise impact assessment has been submitted as part of the application.  However, there is a fault with the noise assessment undertaken to support the application.  To measure the daytime background noise level, in accordance with BS 4142 there should be a monitoring period of 1hr, the acoustic consultants acting on behalf of the applicant have only used 5minutes.  A further period of noise monitoring should be undertaken in accordance with BS 4142 to establish the daytime background level.  There also needs to be confirmation as to which period of time is to be used to define the background noise level and why this will be representative of the area when it is likely to be quietest.  Notwithstanding this recommend that the following condition is included on the decision notice should this application be granted:


Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby approved, an assessment of noise from fixed plant on the development shall be carried out and submitted to the Local Planning Authority. This assessment shall include details of any noise mitigation measures required to ensure the cumulative noise levels from fixed plant when rated in accordance with BS 4142:1997 is at  least 10dB(A) below the background noise level at 1 metre from a facade containing a window to a habitable room at Mayfair Court, Park Road, Timperley.  Any mitigation measures that are required within this assessment shall be agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority and thereafter implemented and retained in full in accordance with the agreed details.   Reason: To safeguard the amenities of neighbouring residents.


Noise from deliveries

Deliveries to the store have the potential to cause to disturbance to nearby residents, if carried out at ‘unsociable times’.  This will be due to vehicular noise and noise from staff unloading vehicles.  To prevent disamenity due to noise from deliveries recommend that the following condition is included on the decision notice should this application be granted:

No deliveries shall be made to the store hereby approved between the hours of 23.00 and 07.00 Mondays to Saturdays and between the hours of 23.00 and 08.00 on Sundays and Bank Holidays.   Reason: In the interest of residential amenity.


Drainage – No comments


Highways – No comments

Street Lighting – No comments


Public Rights of Way – No comments


REPRESENTATIONS


Neighbours – 3 letters of objection received, one on behalf of the Co-Operative Group and two from local residents. Comments are summarised as follows: -

Highway issues

· The scheme has been reviewed by a transport consultant on behalf of the Co-Op and there are serious concerns and issues in respect of the proposed access, parking and servicing arrangements and wider implications in terms of highway safety: - 

· The proposed access arrangements are substandard and inadequate at this stage particularly in relation to the servicing of the site and the potential for HGV conflict and the subsequent implications for highway safety.

· The site will have an impact on the surrounding highway network where improvements may need to be provided to mitigate the impact of the development.  This element hasn't been considered in the Transport Statement.

· The car parking is likely to be inadequate due to the increased demand generated by the new foodstore and would have serious implications in terms of highway safety.

· There are significant highway constraints relating to the proposed development and the scheme would be contrary to Policies L4 and L7 of the Trafford Core Strategy and the guidance contained in SPD 3 Parking Standards and Design.


Residential amenity


· Mayfair Court is occupied entirely by elderly people hoping to spend their senior years quietly and some are not in the best of health so rest and peace is essential.

· Depreciation of value of properties overlooking the loading bay, extractor fans, etc. causing noise and inevitable diesel fumes from delivery vehicles.

· Extractor fans on the roof of the extension will be an eyesore from the windows in Mayfair Court and emit noise. 


· Lorries delivering and the fans constantly running would affect the peace enjoyed by residents in the patio area of Mayfair Court.


· No mention of rubbish bins being provided on site. In recent years there has been a problem of rats into surrounding gardens due to food shops in Paul House.


Other issues

· There are already 2 supermarkets in the village and no need for another. Smaller businesses will not be able to compete so will be forced to close.

Councillor Taylor – has called in the application for the following reasons:

· Deliveries will cause problems and congestion, and the area at the rear of the proposed supermarket has an extremely tight turnaround space, so tight, the delivery vehicles have to cut into parking bays.

· There is a lack of parking in Timperley as it is at present, and this will make it worse. Lark Hill car park is always full during the day as is the private car park belonging to the Cooperative store.

· The visual impact on Timperley village will be changed forever, and once four units are knocked into one larger unit, there could be a domino effect, that could see more smaller units taken away, for future expansion.

· It is worth pointing out that these four units have been left empty for several months, but this is due to the landlord terminating leases, and not offering the units for lease at an affordable rent.

· Timperley Village reaches gridlock when a delivery takes place for the existing Iceland store, and also the Co-op, should deliveries from all three supermarkets take place at the same time, the Village will be completely blocked.

· There will be noise nuisance, for the people that live at “Mayfair Court” and other close properties.

· Timperley Village is a very nice area to spend time shopping but what we need is more of the small individual shops to complement the village.


Councillor Bruer-Morris – Advises that many residents have contacted her regarding this application raising the following objections:-

· Inadequate parking

· Increase in noise for the adjacent flats to the rear

· Sufficient number of shops in the village


OBSERVATIONS


PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT


1.
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states the Government is committed to securing economic growth and that significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth through the planning system. With regards to town centres and designated centres the NPPF states that local planning authorities should require applications for main town centre uses to be located in town centres, then in edge of centre locations and only if suitable sites are not available should out of centre sites be considered (paragraph 24).

2.
The site lies within the centre of Timperley and within the area identified as a District Centre in the Revised Trafford Unitary Development Plan. Proposal S5 of the UDP states that planning permission will normally be granted for retail development/re-development which provides for the incremental growth, consolidation and improvement of the district centre roles of Timperley, Sale Moor and Hale. Policy W2 of the Core Strategy states that within the District Centres of Hale, Sale Moor and Timperley there will be a focus on convenience retailing of an appropriate scale, plus opportunities for service uses and small-scale independent retailing of a function and character that meets the needs of the local community. W2.8 also refers to there being a need to enhance the convenience retail offer of all 3 District Centres. 


3.
Having regard to the above, the proposed retail use of the units and the extensions and alterations are acceptable in principle. Retail use within the District Centre, whether as four individual units or one larger unit, is fully compliant with the Core Strategy policies summarised above and national planning guidance in the NPPF. In net terms the proposals would reduce the number of shop units in the District Centre and such a trend could potentially in the long term have a negative impact on the diversity and vitality of the Centre.  However it is important to acknowledge that the amalgamation of the units in itself does not require planning permission. The proposed internal alterations and creation of a single larger unit is not development requiring planning permission and is therefore outside the scope of this application. Furthermore, the four existing units are all either in Use Class A1 (retail) use or a use that may be changed to A1 without requiring planning permission. Therefore consideration of this application is limited to the impact of the proposed extensions and external alterations being proposed. At present Timperley Village does not have an anchor convenience store of significant size but there are two small foodstores, Co-operative and Iceland, which provide some choice in food shopping.  The presence of a third store of similar size is likely to provide further choice and should enhance the vitality and viability of the centre. 

PROPOSED ALTERATIONS


4.
The proposed shop front predominantly comprises glazing within aluminium frames and a single entrance door positioned to the right-hand side of the four units. The new shop fronts would be positioned further forward than the existing shop fronts, effectively infilling between the existing columns. To some extent this would disrupt the consistency of the front elevation of the building.  Nevertheless the vertical supports separating each existing unit would be retained and thus a strong vertical break would still be retained between each of the window units. The proposed shop front would be predominantly glazed and the door and window units would be aluminium framed in a charcoal grey colour.  This is considered appropriate to the building and would have acceptable impact within the wider street scene and as such would comply with the criteria set out in Policy L7 regarding design. The shop front includes areas above each window for advertisements and an indicative scheme is indicated.  However any advertisements would require a separate application for advertisement consent and do not form part of this application.

5.
The proposed rear extension would extend 4.6m to the rear and across the full width of the building and would be constructed in brick with a flat roof.  The flat roof design and elevational treatment result in a relatively simple form of extension although for a servicing/storage area at the rear of this type of building this is considered appropriate in its context.  It is also proposed to install refrigeration plant and air-conditioning units on the flat roof of the proposed extension and provide an external bin store at the rear. In terms of design and materials these could not be said to improve or enhance the character and quality of the area as required by Policy L7, although it is acknowledged they are necessary for the development and being to the rear of the building they would not be prominent from outside the site or have significant impact on the character of the area.

IMPACT ON RESIDENTIAL AMENITY


6.
Mayfair Court to the rear of the site is sheltered accommodation for the elderly and there are numerous windows in its south elevation facing the site. The proposed alterations to the rear of the premises include a single storey extension and installation of refrigeration and other plant at first floor level (on the flat roof of the proposed extension). The extension would retain approximately 15m to the boundary and the land between the buildings would be retained as car park.  In itself the extension should not be visually obtrusive from Mayfair Court or otherwise affect amenity. 

7.
The proposed plant installation on the roof of the extension is indicated as comprising four units (one refrigeration unit and three air-conditioning units) positioned to the far right-hand side of the unit as viewed from the rear and to a height of 5.5m above ground level. The Noise Impact Assessment sets out noise emissions criteria and in relation to this states that during daytime hours noise emissions at the closest residential receiver would comply, whilst at night-time the refrigeration unit would operate at a lower level and comply and the air conditioning units would be switched off.  The Pollution and Licensing team are not entirely satisfied with this Assessment but do not oppose the principle of the plant in this location.  They have recommended a condition which would require further noise assessment work and the implementation of any noise mitigation works that are concluded to be necessary. 

8.
Deliveries to the unit would be at the rear (as are the existing arrangements) and are 
indicated as being made before 0830 in the morning and after 1800 in the evening. 
The type of delivery vehicles has been indicated as a standard rigid vehicle, a short 
10.7m articulated lorry or a smaller van. Given the proximity of the servicing and 
delivery area to Mayfair Court, residents on this side of the building would be exposed 
to lorries reversing and turning in this area and the carrying out of deliveries at these 
times.  Although this area already acts as a delivery area for the existing shops, 
deliveries to the proposed larger store are likely to involve a different pattern across 
the day and different vehicles and therefore would have the potential to cause to 
disturbance to nearby residents, if carried out at ‘unsociable times’ due to vehicular 
noise and noise from staff unloading vehicles.  The Pollution and Licensing team have 
recommended a condition to prevent deliveries before 07.00 Mondays to Saturdays 
and 08.00 on Sundays and Bank Holidays and after 23.00 on any day.  The applicants 
have responded that preventing deliveries before 7.00 a.m. would have an adverse 
impact upon the store’s ability to bring in perishable goods on a daily basis and that 
any hours restriction should be limited to larger delivery vehicles only.  It is considered 
that any deliveries before 07.00 would have an unacceptable impact upon residents of 
nearby Mayfair Court and this restriction would be consistent with restrictions on other 
comparable Sainsburys stores elsewhere in the Borough.  Also the Pollution and 
Licensing Team have pointed out they have had to serve a legal notice in respect of 
unacceptable levels of noise disturbance before 07.00 at another store.    

HIGHWAY ISSUES

Traffic Generation


9.
In support of the proposed development the Transport Statement concludes that the site is highly accessible by a range of non-car travel modes, with excellent links to the existing public transport network; is located close to other amenities and residential areas within easy walking and cycling distance; and the proposals will have an imperceptible impact on the local highway network. It states that the access from Park Road will remain, although double yellow lines would be introduced to prevent car parking along the access road.

10.
In terms of traffic generation to and from the site, it is likely this would increase compared to four individual units given that the intended occupier is a small supermarket. The LHA comment that the local signalised junction of Stockport Road/Park Road has not been modelled as part of these proposals. This is compounded by the fact that no TRICS analysis has been undertaken to demonstrate the additional trip generation that would result from the proposals.  However the LHA is not raising any objections to the proposals on this basis.

Car Parking


11.
The parking study undertaken states that there are 39 car parking spaces at the site; 24 to the front of Paul House and 15 spaces to the rear. The development would reduce the parking at the rear to 13 spaces, resulting in 37 overall. The Transport Statement states that the site will continue to provide sufficient car parking to meet demand. 


12.
To meet the Council’s car parking standards, 35 car parking spaces are required for a store of this size. However only 20.9 sq.m of floorspace is new which by itself would only require an increase of 2 spaces.  The 37 spaces which would be available also serve other units and the existing office use within Paul House as well as being available for customers, visitors and workers within the Village centre.  It is also noted that patrons of The Stonemasons Arms currently use the rear car park on an evening. Importantly although 13 spaces are shown to the rear of the proposed store, the LHA has concerns over the useability of these spaces - spaces 12 and 13 fall short of the Council’s aisle width standard of 6m due to the presence of the bin store and means of escape and the 5 spaces located along the west boundary would have to reverse towards the entrance of the car park in order to turn around within the site.

13.
The parking surveys also indicate availability of parking in the Co-op car park and the Thorley Lane car park.  Some parking is also available on-street along Stockport Road.  The Co-op car park is private and should not be at the disposal of those visiting the proposed store (although in practice may well be).  The Thorley Lane car park is a short walk away behind the shops across Stockport Road but is considered unlikely to be used by those visiting the proposed foodstore for their weekly shop. The parking assessments have also been based on the existing occupied units and it is the LHA’s understanding that not all the units were being used at the time of survey and the surveys have not been factored up to represent this reliably.


14.
No provision of cycle or motorcycle parking is made within the site and this clearly falls short of the Council’s standards.


Servicing Arrangements


15.
Servicing is proposed within the car park area to the rear of the premises. The submission states the proposals will continue to adequately cater for delivery vehicles and includes plans showing how the units would be accessed by an articulated or rigid vehicle from the rear. It states that delivery vehicles can enter the car park, make their delivery, turn around and then exit the site in a forward gear. 

16.
The Transport Statement indicates that a small articulated vehicle will service the site for 45 minutes and two rigid vehicles will need to service the foodstore for 10 minutes each; therefore daily servicing of the unit will take over an hour, partially blocking access and egress into and out of the site. There is also concern that servicing of many of the other units would be compromised by the proposed extension. As the proposed hours of operation for the food store are set out as being 7am to 11pm, its car park will be in use at times when other units would receive deliveries.  The other units within Paul House are also serviced on a daily basis (Corks Out daily and Village Domestic three times daily on a weekday) although the submitted Transport Statement does not describe where this servicing takes place.  The swept paths provided indicate that the rigid vehicles will need to use four of the parking spaces in order to be able to turn within the site and it is stated that there will be two rigid vehicles a day just for the proposed store.  The articulated vehicle will need to drive through two of the car parking spaces in order to turn within the site.  However the LHA has indicated that it would be prepared to accept deliveries at times when the rear delivery/parking area is used less, that is early morning and late evening, and has suggested a restriction on deliveries to the store to 07.00 to 09.00 and 21.00 to 23.00 with a requirement that a delivery management plan be submitted to show how potential conflicts within the area will be managed at these times.  The applicants have commented on this and discussions are continuing, the outcome of which will be reported in the Additional Information Report.    

17.
The access to the rear service yard is narrow and the existing elongated build out along Park Road restricts access to the north i.e. left turns out of the site and right turns into the site are not possible for a large number of vehicles. There are some concerns on pedestrian and vehicular safety if an increased number of vehicles use this access and indeed larger vehicles utilise it. The geometry governs the access arrangements at the site and could cause congestion on Park Road due to the awkward alignment.  However these existing constraints on vehicular access do not in themselves constitute a case for refusing the application.

Conclusion on Highway Issues


18.
Notwithstanding the above concerns, it is acknowledged that in this particular case there is a ‘fall back’ position in that any retail operator, including a convenience store, could amalgamate the four units without an extension and operate from a single larger unit without the need for planning permission. This situation would result in many of the concerns highlighted above occurring i.e. servicing difficulties, car parking shortfall, etc. It is also relevant to take into consideration that many of the concerns highlighted above could occur currently in respect of the four existing units.  This ‘fall back’ position is a relevant material consideration and it is considered assessment of this application should be on the basis of the works that require planning permission only i.e. those specified in the application description, rather than all the implications associated with establishing a convenience store.

19.
The proposed extension to the rear would reduce the amount of space for servicing and manoeuvring and impact on use of the car park but not to an extent that would be significantly different to existing arrangements or to the ‘fall back’ situation if it occurred. Ultimately it is considered that the additional traffic, parking and servicing impacts associated with the proposed front and rear extensions would not result in conditions which would not justify refusal of the application.  However a condition is to be recommended covering delivery arrangements which seeks to address residential amenity concerns and operational and safety issues within the rear car park/delivery area.  

DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS


22.
The proposed extensions to the front and rear amount to approximately 95 sq. m in total and therefore below the threshold of 100 sq. m set out in SPD1: Planning Obligations. Therefore this development does not trigger a requirement for any developer contributions.

RECOMMENDATION: GRANT subject to the following conditions: -

1. Standard 3 year time limit

2. List of Approved Plans

3. Materials for shop fronts and extension to be submitted and approved

4. Delivery times to be restricted to 07.00 to 09.00 and 21.00 to 23.00 Mondays to Saturdays and 08.00 to 09.00 and 21.00 to 23.00 Sundays and Bank Holidays and to be subject to delivery management plan submitted to and approved by the Council before the store is occupied 

5. Hours of opening to be restricted to 07.00 to 23.00 seven days per week.

6. Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby approved, an assessment of noise from fixed plant on the development shall be carried out and submitted to the Local Planning Authority. This assessment shall include details of any noise mitigation measures required to ensure the cumulative noise levels from fixed plant when rated in accordance with BS 4142:1997 is at  least 10dB(A) below the background noise level at 1 metre from a facade containing a window to a habitable room at Mayfair Court, Park Road, Timperley.  Any mitigation measures that are required within this assessment shall be agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority and thereafter implemented and retained in full in accordance with the agreed details.
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