PLANNING (DEVELOPMENT CONTROL) COMMITTEE – 14th June 2012
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

	77147
	214 Ashley Road, Hale, WA15 9SN
	Hale Central
	1
	
	

	78607
	214 Ashley Road, Hale, WA15 9SN
	Hale Central
	11
	
	

	77842
	7-8 Goose Green, Altrincham, WA14 1DW
	Altrincham
	17
	
	

	77474
	Barton Square, Phoenix Way, Trafford Park, M41 7TB 
	Davyhulme East
	25
	
	

	77475
	Barton Square, Phoenix Way, Trafford Park, M41 7TB 
	Davyhulme East
	55
	
	

	77620
	Jack Lane Farm, Jack Lane, Urmston, M41 6AS
	Davyhulme West
	60
	
	

	77782
	SCA Hygiene Products, Trafford Park Road, Trafford Park, M17 1EQ
	Gorse Hill
	68
	
	

	78583
	Partington Shopping Centre, Central Road, Partington, M31 4EL
	Bucklow St Martins
	75
	
	

	77926
	448 Northenden Road, Sale M33 2RB
	Sale Moor
	87
	
	

	77944
	Brookside Elderly Persons Home, Barlow Road, Broadheath, WA14 5HZ
	Broadheath
	100
	
	

	78010
	Woodhouse Court, Davyhulme Road, Urmston M41 7DH
	Davyhulme West
	116
	
	

	78074
	15 Harrow Drive, Sale, M33 3TB
	Brooklands
	125
	
	

	78105
	Dunham Massey Hall, Woodhouse Lane, Dunham Massey, WA14 4SJ
	Bowdon
	131
	
	

	78188
	15-41 Railway Street, Altrincham, WA14 2RQ
	Altrincham
	145
	
	

	78267
	15-41 Railway Street, Altrincham, WA14 2RQ
	Altrincham
	160
	
	

	78198
	Land rear of 30 Cornhill Road, Urmston, M41 5TD
	Davyhulme West
	166
	
	

	78242
	Asda Stores Ltd, Traders Avenue, Trafford Park, M41 7ZA
	Davyhulme East
	174
	
	

	78282
	Asda Stores Ltd, Traders Avenue, Trafford Park, M41 7ZA
	Davyhulme East
	182
	
	

	78259
	Land off Bold Street, Old Trafford, M15 5PW
	Clifford
	189
	
	

	78387
	Former ARC Car Wash, Chester Road, Stretford M32 8NB
	Stretford
	202
	
	

	78388
	Former ARC Car Wash, Chester Road, Stretford, M32 8NB
	Stretford
	209
	
	

	78463
	Stamford New Road/Railway Street, Altrincham,
	Altrincham
	214
	
	

	78468
	1a Catterick Avenue, Sale, M33 4GQ
	St Mary’s
	220
	
	

	78474
	34-36 School Road, Sale, M33 1XF
	Priory
	227
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agenda Item 11
	 
	
	
	
	

	78337
	353-359 Stockport Road, Timperley, WA15 7UG
	Timperley
	
	
	
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77147/VAR/2011:
214 Ashley Road, Hale.

SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:






FOR:

Kath Ludlam







     (Agent)

RECOMMENDATION:
GRANT subject to the following conditions
1. Condition 11 - Other than in the area identified for external dining in condition 10, there shall be no tables or chairs of any kind placed outside the building.  All tables and chairs provided for external dining shall be removed and stored inside the building by 2215 hours Sunday to Thursday and 2245 hours Friday and Saturday.
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78607/VAR/2012:
214 Ashley Road, Hale.

SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:






FOR:

Kath Ludlam







      (Agent)

REPRESENTATIONS

Neighbours – An additional letter of objection received, points raised as follows:-

· Piccolinos is used extensively as a bar, not just a restaurant, with late drinkers arriving after 11pm and drinking until after 12 midnight.  Tables and chairs on the veranda would be for drinkers convenience.

· Further extensions to eating and drinking times should be resisted because of their effects on residents. Extending the use of the veranda will exacerbate disturbance of neighbours in adjacent roads and may lead to requests to extend even later.  Noise from tables and chairs being removed from the veranda will happen much later than at present and therefore disturbance from clattering and rattling.  
· Noise from drinkers gets worse later in the evening; one can hear shouted conversation through double glazing when one is trying to sleep.

· Double windows and doors at Piccolinos allow noise to escape and should be kept shut; there are four double doors upstairs and four downstairs which are often left open at night.

· All of the adjacent roads are used for parking by Piccolinos customers and there is noise from shouting, car doors banging and vehicles leaving late.

· Taxis & sometimes coaches wait with engines running, honking to attract attention; Piccolinos need to control this, also to ask customers not to shout or bang car doors and to respect neighbours.

· I conducted a noise survey (occupant at 2 Cambridge Road) over four nights last year and found that the veranda was not heavily used after 9pm but the noise level emanating from several open doors escalated from the restaurant and was at its worst at midnight, presumably from increasing numbers of customers and the effect of alcohol. From my own experience it is a very noisy restaurant because of clattering from wooden floors and marble tables and from background ‘music’.  Customers have to shout to be heard across the table 

· Extending the hours of the external dining area would worsen the situation, particularly by allowing drinkers to sit outside until late.  

· The quality of life of Hale residents would be adversely affected if the proposal goes through and we have a right to the quiet enjoyment of our homes, and to get some sleep.
RECOMMENDATION:
GRANT subject to the following conditions

2. This planning permission is granted for a limited period expiring on the 14th June 2013 and the use hereby permitted shall be discontinued and the land reinstated to its former condition in accordance with a scheme of work submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority, at or before the expiration of the period specified in this condition.
3. Approved Plans

4. The retractable awning hereby approved shall not extend out beyond the furthest edge of the raised decking area to the front of the premises.

5. Other than in the area identified for external dining on the submitted plans, there shall be no tables and chairs of any kind placed outside the building.  All tables and chairs provided for external dining shall be removed and stored inside the building by 2215 hours Sunday to Thursday and 2245 hours Fridays and Saturdays.
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77842/COU/2011:
7-8 Goose Green, Altrincham.
SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:





FOR:
Gillian Chilton





        
      (Agent)
APPLICANTS SUBMISSION

The applicant has requested that the application for the Jazz bar at Goose Green be removed from tonight’s planning committee agenda.  The applicant is currently looking into some minor alterations to the proposals and seeks additional time to allow for the necessary plans to be prepared and submitted to the Council for consideration. 

REPRESENTATIONS

Neighbours – 1 further letter received from owner of adjacent restaurant:-

· the business is having a negative effect on Francs

· noise is penetrating Francs disturbing customers

· the fine balance between drinkers and diners has tipped heavily towards drinkers

· rubbish from the premises is affecting the image of Francs as it is visible to customers

· the owner has to regularly clean up vomit

· there are 49 objections which shows the public understand this

Page  25
 77474/VAR/2011: Barton Square, Phoenix Way, Trafford Park.
The applicant has suggested that some factual corrections need to be made to the Committee report. These are referred to below in the Observations section.

OBSERVATIONS

Taking into account the applicant’s comments, it is considered that the main Committee report should be amended as follows: -

The description of development needs to be amended to reflect the fact that the majority of the floorspace has already been built out at the time of the original construction of the buildings, although it does not have a lawful use at present. It is therefore considered that the description should read as follows: 

“Variation of Condition 8 of Planning Permission REF. H/62750 to increase the maximum gross retail (Use Class A1 – Bulky Goods Retail Warehousing) floorspace at Barton Square from 18,580 sq.m. to 28,966 sq.m. to be accommodated through the use of existing built floorspace that currently has no lawful use (at Level 3) and through the provision of mezzanine floorspace within the existing development (at Level 2).”

For clarification in relation to the above description, as explained in the main report, Level 1 is the existing ground floor, Level 2 is the mezzanine level within the ground floor units and Level 3 is the main first floor level. The amount of floorspace to be provided by a new area of mezzanine at Level 2 is 360 sq.m. with the remainder of the floorspace at Level 3. 

In the first paragraph in the “Proposal” section, it states that the maximum gross retail floorspace would be increased to 26,966 sq.m. This should read 28,966 sq.m. 

In the second paragraph of the “Proposal” section, in order to reflect the amended description of the application, the first line should read “The new retail floorspace would be accommodated in the existing buildings through the use of existing built floorspace that currently has no lawful use (at Level 3)  and the provision of a mezzanine floor (at Level 2)”. 

On page 29, in paragraph 2 of the Observations section, the reference to Condition 6 should read Condition 8.

It is also considered that an additional condition should be attached to ensure that the additional floorspace hereby permitted is provided as shown on the submitted plans.

RECOMMENDATION

That an additional condition is attached as follows: -

9. The additional floorspace hereby permitted shall be provided as shown on the submitted layout plans.
Page 68 77782/FULL/2011:  SCA Hygiene Products, Trafford Park Road, Trafford Park

RECOMMENDATION

Further to the comments received from LHA, it is recommended that Condition 6 requiring the submission of a Transport Statement, is removed as the information for this has now been received and is considered acceptable.   

Page 75
77782/RM/2012:
Partington Shopping Centre, Central Road, Partington. 
SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:






FOR:
Donna Barber






     (Agent)

OBSERVATIONS

LANDSCAPE

As referred to in paragraph 20 of the committee report, the applicant has now provided a tree survey of the site and revised landscape proposals. 

The proposals now includes retention of the trees at the Manchester New Road/ Moss Lane corner of the Village Green apart from the removal of one maple tree which is proposed for removal and makes way for a new footpath across the Village Green. The scheme also includes the retention of five category B trees (moderate quality and value) within the centre of the Village Green. By way of replacement planting, sixteen heavy standard ornamental pear trees are proposed to be planted around the perimeter of the Village Green. 

Overall, the development will involve the removal of one category A tree (high quality and value), which is a maple tree and is required to be removed to facilitate the access to the site. Ten category B trees (moderate value) and twenty category C (low value trees) are proposed for removal as part of the development together with eight trees which are recommended to be removed for arboricultural management reasons.  

As well as the planting to the Village Green, the landscape scheme now includes planting of seven extra heavy standard ‘pin oak’ trees (a medium-large sized deciduous oak tree with red autumn leaves) to the frontage of the main car park and at the south west corner of the site adjacent to the large retail units. Two ornamental pear trees are also proposed at corners of the village square, however it is recommended that the ‘pin oaks’ should be planted at the corners of the village square rather than ornamental pears to provide some variation along this frontage and therefore an additional condition is proposed to deal with this. 

Shrub planting is proposed along the boundary of the Village Square and Central Road and along the boundary of the car park with Central Road. The shrub planting is also continued into the area adjacent to the anchor units and Central Road. 

In light of the tree survey provided, the extent of tree retention across the site and the revised landscape proposals are considered to be acceptable and will provide an appropriate level of landscape provision across the site in accordance with Policy L7 of the Trafford Core Strategy.  

RECOMMENDATION: GRANT 
Conditions

Amendment to condition 1 - development in accordance with approved plans at reserved matters stage including gross internal floorspaces as stated on drawing 1100 05 rev 05.

Delete condition 6 (gross floorspace) – no longer necessary 

Additional condition – Notwithstanding the approved landscape proposals, the two new trees proposed to be planted adjacent to the Village Square and Manchester New Road shall be Quercus Palustris (Pin Oak) trees trees measuring 18-20cm girth, 4.2-5.0m in height, extra heavy standards, unless otherwise agreed in writing with the LPA.
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77926/FULL/2012:
448 Northenden Road, Sale.

SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:
Veronica Tomlinson




     (Neighbour)





FOR:

Daniel Stack






    (Agent)
Two additional representations have been received. These letters do not raise any additional points of objection but one of them seeks assurances that: the car parking spaces will not increase in numbers, nor be re-positioned on site; the boundary fence between the site and the neighbours to the rear will be made of brick and that responsibility for this will fall to the applicant; noise will be kept to a minimum; there will be no further expansion on the site and that the use will not change. 
Page 100
 77944/FULL/2012:
Former Brookside Elderly Persons Home, Barlow Road, Broadheath.


SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:





FOR: 

Simon Wilson






   (Applicant)

REPRESENTATIONS

Neighbours – An additional letter of objection have been received following a reconsultation with neighbours to advise of amended plans, the letter received from a neighbour who has previously objected following the initial consultation, reiterating previous concerns and adding the following comments:-

· There are far to many homes that have just been built and cannot be sold in the current financial climate.

· Land should be used for a community centre or community/private allotments.

RECOMMENDATION: MINDED TO GRANT SUBJECT TO LEGAL AGREEMENT 

A. That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon completion of an appropriate legal agreement which would require a maximum contribution of £96,992.69 (Comprising £5,014.00 towards Highways; £9,614.00 towards Public Transport Schemes; £21,390.00 towards Specific Green Infrastructure [minus £310 per tree planted) and £60,974.69 towards Spatial Green Infrastructure, Sport and Recreation) but subject to an overage clause to ensure that a contribution up to the value of £328,743.84 and the provision of nine affordable housing units could be secured should the applicants assumption about the development costs and subsequent valuation of the dwellings sales values upon completion of the works prove to be incorrect.

Condition 13:- Vegetation clearance, including tree removal to be carried out outside the optimum period for bird nesting (March to July inclusive) unless nesting birds have been shown to be absent by a suitably qualified person.
Page 116
 78010/FULL/2012:
Woodhouse Court, Davyhulme Road, Urmston.
CONSULTATIONS

Drainage – Council’s drainage section have confirmed that two parallel sewers cross the site in a south/north direction – a 750mm diameter combined sewer at approximately 3.5m deep and a 375mm diameter surface water sewer at a shallower depth close to the easterly boundary and under the proposed garage block.  These sewers are shown very close to if not under the east gable of the proposed development.  It is recommended that the applicant contact United Utilities to ascertain if a building over agreement or diversion may be appropriate.

Environment Agency – No comments received
REPRESENTATIONS

Neighbours – An additional two letters of objection have been received following a reconsultation with neighbours to advise of amended plans.  Both neighbours have already raised representations on the original consultation and wish to reiterate their original concerns, additional comments as follows:-

· Height of re-sited garages would dominate garden (of 132 Davyhulme Road)

· Garages will still extend over boundary fence (23 Kew Drive)

· A culvert extends across the site which cannot be built upon 

· A previous reason for refusal before was lack of turning space within the site (Note: refer to paragraph 16 of officers report to committee regarding this issue)

· There are two exits from the flats

Page 131  78105/FULL/2012:
 Dunham Massey Hall, Woodhouse Lane, Dunham Massey.


SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:





FOR:

John Darlington 






    (Applicant)

REPRESENTATIONS
Dunham Massey Parish Council – Raise no objection to the proposed development and consider that it will be a great improvement to facilities at Dunham Massey Hall.

RECOMMENDATION

Condition 6 to be amended as follows:-

Landscape details, in particular to include planting that will have an immediate impact on views from Little Bollington to the south and also including measures to maximise the biodiversity value of the application site, to be submitted and approved.
Page 145 78188/FULL/2012:
 15-41 Railway Street, Altrincham.

 

SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST: 







FOR:

Dr Simon Musgrove





(on behalf of Applicant)

PROPOSAL
Clarification has been provided by the applicant that the maximum retail floorspace would be 160 sq.m – this is stated on the drawings but the supporting statements had not been updated.
CONSULTATIONS

LHA – Further to the provision by the applicants of additional traffic modelling information it is considered that whilst the degree of saturation will marginally worsen as part of the proposals than the consented scheme on a number of arms – three of the arms worsen.  It is noted that the degree of saturation will improve on some arms.  It is considered that on balance, the junction will not operate much different to the existing operation. 

On the amended plans some of the aisle widths do not meet the standard width of 6 metres, this should be addressed by condition.

On this basis the proposals are acceptable in highways terms.

OBSERVATIONS
The clarification of the amended retail floorspace figure above has no implications for the recommendation.

It is recommended that the detailed wording of the list of approved plans condition (condition 2) allows for the possible variations in floorspace as set out in the report.  

Condition 6 as set out in the report requires submission of plans for parking provision and this would include improved aisle widths as required by LHA.

RECOMMENDATION

Amend wording of (A) to allow for possible reduction in office floorspace and associated reduction to contribution as follows:-
(A) That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon completion of an appropriate legal agreement to secure a total contribution of £18,290.00 (to be adjusted to reflect any amendments to retail and/or office floorspace in the final scheme).
Page 160  78267/CAC/2012:
15-41 Railway Street, Altrincham.



SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:






FOR:

Dr Simon Musgrove







(on behalf of Applicant)

Page  202  78387/FULL/2012:
Former Arc Car Wash, Chester Road, Stretford 
RECOMMENDATION: MINDED TO GRANT, SUBJECT TO SECTION 106 AGREEMENT
A. That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon completion of an appropriate Legal Agreement to secure a total financial contribution of £2,400, comprising of £2,090 towards Highways and Active Travel Infrastructure and £310 towards Specific Green Infrastructure (including tree planting). 

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

1. Time limit

2. Details in accordance with approved plans

3. Materials to be submitted

4. Hours of use (7am – 9pm Mon to Sat/ 9am to 4pm Sundays and Bank Hols). 

Page  214  78463/AA/2012:
Various Sites on Stamford New Road & Railway Street, Altrincham.    


SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:
Mrs S Nichols






(Residential Assocation)





FOR:

REPRESENTATIONS

Objections have been received since the Committee report was completed from the Bowdon Conservation Group and the occupier of a property on Booth Road in Altrincham and additional comments have been submitted on behalf of the Bowdon Downs Residents Association and the Altrincham and Bowdon Civic Society. Additional issues raised set out below:

· Owners/occupiers of buildings in the site area should have been notified individually as banners will be right outside the windows blocking their light and  many owners will live outside the area and will not have seen the notices

· Photographs have been submitted indicating how close the banners will be to the buildings and to show the quality of the buildings.
· The fixtures are already in place so there is obviously great confidence that the application will be passed
· The proposals are contrary to planning guidelines for the nearby Downs Conservation Area which it is believed are also appropriate for the Stamford New Road Conservation Area
· Approval would set a bad precedent for other Conservation Areas
· English heritage is encouraging the removal of excess and poorly placed signage in Conservation Areas and town centres
· The buildings the banners will be obscuring are what make Altrincham unique as a town centre and should be enhanced not hidden away by modern and inappropriate advertising media.

· Banners get left on display well beyond the date of the event they are advertising therefore reducing effectiveness as an advertising tool and they get vandalised and look shabby quickly adding to the poor image of the streetscene

· The Portas Review sets out the desirability of removing advertising and this has been accepted in the Government’s response to it and in a letter sent out by the Government to Councils.

CONSULTATIONS
GMP Design for Security – The lamp columns are almost all located at the back of the footpath set against buildings, so any negative effect on the operation (field of view) of the town centre CCTV system should be minimal.  As such there is no objection to the proposal. 
OBSERVATIONS

It is considered that many of the points raised in the letters received since the completion of the committee report are already covered in the main report. However, the following observations relate to the additional issues raised.

 

With regard to the publicity arrangements for the application it is not a statutory requirement to send individual letters of notification to owners/occupiers of properties in relation to advertisement consent applications. The Council advertised the application in accordance with standard procedures set out in the Council's adopted 'Arrangements for Publicity and Notification' document. The application was publicised in the local press and site notices were also posted along Stamford New Road and Railway Street. The banners would be visible from within some properties in Altrincham Town Centre. However, due to the nature of the banners it is not considered that the banners would be unduly overbearing or would impact materially on light to those properties.
The Portas Review and subsequent response by the Government in the document ‘High Streets at the Heart of our Communities: the Government's Response to the Mary Portas Review’ has been raised. However it should be noted that these documents are not planning policy and although they encourage Councils to try to rationalise street clutter they do not preclude advertising in town centres. 
It is not considered that the application would set a precedent for other Conservation Areas as each application should be considered on its own merits. 

The recommended conditions should ensure that the banners are retained in tidy condition. 

Page  220    78468/FULL/2012:
1a Catterick Avenue, Sale. 


SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:







FOR:

David Ormesher 







        (Agent)

Page  229    78474/FULL/2012:
34-36 School Road, Sale
CONSULTATIONS

Pollution and Licensing – No objection

Agenda Item 11
78337/FULL/2012:
353-359 Stockport Road, Timperley. 
SPEAKER(S)
AGAINST:




FOR:

Daniel Brown






     (Agent)

A further representation has been received from The Co-operative Group Ltd

Highway issues

Express concern that the application is recommended for approval even though in the main committee report, the LHA consider the proposals to be unacceptable on highway grounds due to lack of information on parking, trip generation and modeling and servicing.

Fallback position

Concern that the justification for overriding the LHA’s concern with the recommendation for approval rests on the applicants ‘fallback’ position of being able to amalgamate the four existing units into one without the need for planning permission. Suggest that the Courts have held that there needs to be a realistic probability of the fallback position being exercised in the event of a refusal of planning permission. The Co-operative has not seen any substantive evidence to suggest that the intended occupier, Sainsbury’s Local, would in fact occupy the smaller footprint. They consider that the proposed extensions being put forward as part of the scheme are necessary to deliver the optimum tradeable footprint that the Sainsbury’s business model requires to ensure that the store is viable. The Co-operative seeks to demonstrate this point by reference to a planning statement prepared for a similar Sainsbury’s Local scheme at a site on the Wirral. The statement suggests that for a store such as the one proposed at Timperley, a sales area of less than 280 sq metres, together with a back up area of circa 140 sq metres would not be viable. The footprint of the existing store at Timperley is circa 250 sq metres gross. The planning statement does however refer to potential of a smaller footprint but suggests that these are only considered in specific locations with a significant footfall such as Manchester and Liverpool City centres. 

The Co-operative also express concern that the committee report concludes that a number of the highway concerns and constraints raised in objection to the application would still exist in respect of the four existing units on the site. The Co-operative consider that the level of activity that is likely to take place at the foodstore will be materially different to the four smaller units, for example they are more likely to be able to cope with the current servicing arrangements. Similarly they consider that the impacts on the amenity of the residents of Mayfair Court will be greater than the current situation because of the different servicing arrangements. The Co-operative also suggest that the reliance on a number of conditions proposed to overcome any perceived harm as a result of the proposal also raises question marks about the fallback position.
 

OBSERVATIONS

With reference to the comments made in relation to the fallback position by the Co-operative, these rely on a reference to a different site within a different borough, and moreover, they do not indicate when this planning statement was drawn up, whether Sainsbury’s business model has changed in the meantime, nor is it clear on how much flexibility there is in the model. Notwithstanding this, whilst some supporting information has been submitted in relation to the operation of a Sainsbury’s store, this permission, if granted, could be taken up by any retail operator, all of whom are likely to have different operating models and servicing requirements. Each planning application should be dealt with on its merits, so it is not considered that significant weight should be attached to the points raised by the Co-operative in respect of the fallback position in the determination of this application.
 

The applicants' agents have commented on the Committee report stating that many of the points raised with the Observations section have already been addressed by the applicants' transport consultant.
 

The TRICS assessment which is stated in paragraph 10 of the report to have not been submitted was in fact submitted on 28th May.  This assessment predicted that less than 25 inbound and 25 outbound trips would be generated during any peak hour period and that this level of movement should have no impact upon the operation of the highway network.
 

The consultant has calculated that the store requires a maximum of 24 spaces based upon the Council's parking standards rather than the 35 spaces as outlined in paragraph 12 of the Committee report.  It is stated that the Council’s parking standards recognise that smaller retail developments can require significantly less parking than the standards dictate.  As an example, the adjacent Co-op is a larger store and is served by 13 car parking spaces, which rarely becomes full.  Their consultant also has confirmed that the minimum aisle width available is 7.8m, greater than the 6m minimum required by the Council.  In addition, an AUTOTRACK assessment has shown that all of the parking spaces will be able to manoeuvre safely and conveniently around the rear car park. 

In respect of paragraph 13 the agents have stated that firstly, shoppers are unlikely to use this Sainsbury's Local store for their weekly shop. Rather, they are likely to use it for top up shopping, often as part of a linked trip with other destinations within the village centre. Therefore, reasonable to expect customers to use this car park when visiting the Sainsbury’s Local store, along with the car park to the rear of the library.  They will not therefore need to park directly outside of the store. 

In respect of cycle and motorcycle parking provision (paragraph 14), the applicants are now proposing that 2 Sheffield stands (providing 4 spaces) and two motorcycle parking spaces be provided, in line with the Council’s standards.

In respect of the comment in paragraph 16 that no information has been provided regarding where existing deliveries to Paul House take place, the transport consultant has previously pointed out that the majority of deliveries to the site are currently taken from the front of the building, with only 1 delivery being made to the rear – a rigid HGV delivering to Corks Out off-licence.

In respect of the comment made in paragraph 17 that the access to the service yard is narrow with the geometry making it difficult for vehicles to turn right into the site and left out, this has been already dealt with by the transport consultant.  The access to the service yard is sufficient to allow a delivery vehicle to enter and exit satisfactorily, as they currently do (see above regarding existing deliveries).  Sainsbury’s are happy to put in place a management plan which requires all deliveries to approach/depart the site from the Park Road/Stockport Road signalised junction, meaning that they will not be undertaking any potentially dangerous manoeuvres.  

Finally in respect of the proposed condition 4 relating to delivery Hours, the agents have stated that the applicant would be willing to trade the evening delivery period of 21:00 to 23:00 (which they feel will result in amenity issues) for one additional earlier hour of delivery each morning (i.e. 06:00 to 07:00). 
 
Officers consider that many of these issues have been dealt with within the report and do not require further comment.  However the provision of cycle parking and motorcycle parking as proposed by the applicants can be dealt with by an additional condition.  It is also considered that, although officers' are very clearly opposed to the introduction of servicing from the rear yard before 7.00 a.m., servicing from the front of the units should not pose such a problem.  Also the agents' comments about a condition which appears to encourage deliveries later on the evening may not be desirable.  Therefore it is recommended that the servicing and deliveries condition be amended to allow further negotiation about evening deliveries.

 
RECOMMENDATIONS  

 
GRANT

 
Condition 4 to be amended to read:  Delivery times within the rear car parking/servicing yard be restricted to 07.00 to 09.00 on Mondays to Saturdays and 08.00 to 09.00 on Sundays and Bank Holidays and to periods to be approved by the Local Planning Authority between 18.00 and 23.00 on each day.  All deliveries to be subject to a delivery management plan submitted to and approved by the Council before the store is occupied. 

 
Additional condition 7:  Details of the provision of 4 cycle parking spaces and 2 motorcycle spaces to be submitted to approved by the Council and the approved provision to be made before the use commences. 

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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