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AGENDA PAPERS FOR
PLANNING DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE
Date:  Thursday, 11th October 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):



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


	
	

	2. 
	MINUTES
To receive and, if so determined, to approve as a correct record the Minutes of the meeting held on 13th September, 2012.
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	3. 
	ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REPORT
To consider a report of the Chief Planning Officer. 

	To be

Tabled 
	

	4. 
	APPLICATIONS FOR PERMISSION TO DEVELOP ETC.
To consider the attached reports of the Chief Planning Officer. 
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	5. 
	APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMISSION 79138/FULL/2012 - ALTIN HOMES - SYLVAN INN, WOODHOUSE LANE EAST, TIMPERLEY WA15 6AJ 
To consider a report of the Chief Planning Officer. 


	To follow 

	

	6.
	URGENT BUSINESS (IF ANY)

Any other item or items which by reason of special circumstances (to be specified) the Chairman of the meeting is of the opinion should be considered at this meeting as a matter of urgency.

	
	

	
	THERESA GRANT 

Chief Executive 


	
	

	
	Contact Officer:  Michelle Cody 

Extn.:   2775
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PLANNING DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE – 11th OCTOBER 2012 

REPORT OF THE CHIEF PLANNING OFFICER 


APPLICATIONS FOR PERMISSION TO DEVELOP, ETC. 


PURPOSE


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


RECOMMENDATIONS


As set out in the individual reports attached. 


FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS


None unless specified in an individual report. 


STAFFING IMPLICATIONS


None unless specified in an individual report. 


PROPERTY IMPLICATIONS


None unless specified in an individual report. 


Further information from: Simon Castle, Chief Planning Officer

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


Background Papers: 


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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

TRAFFORD BOROUGH COUNCIL


PLANNING DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE - 11th October 2012


Report of the Chief Planning Officer


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


		Applications for Planning Permission 



		Application

		Site Address/Location of Development

		Ward

		Page

		Recommendation



		74226

		Lidl, Hartington Road/Manchester Road, Broadheath. WA14 5LY

		Broadheath

		1

		Refuse



		77696

		437 Chester Road, Old Trafford. M16 9HA

		Clifford

		19

		Grant



		77778

		180/180A Northenden Road, Sale Moor. M33 2SR

		Sale Moor

		28

		Refuse



		77777

		182A Northenden Road, Sale Moor. M33 2SR

		Sale Moor

		43

		Refuse



		77776

		184A Northenden Road, Sale Moor. M33 2SR

		Sale Moor

		57

		Refuse



		78159

		1 Darwen Street/464-470 Chester Road, Old Trafford. M16 9HT

		Clifford

		71

		Grant



		78555

		19, 25, 27, 33, 35 Edge Lane, Stretford. M32 8HN

		Longford

		81

		Minded to Grant



		78636

		The Orchard, Rossmill Lane, Hale. WA15 0EU

		Hale Barns

		90

		Minded to Grant



		78817

		1 & 2 The Green, Partington. M31 4QG

		Bucklow St. Martins

		100

		Minded to Grant



		78903

		324 Manchester Road, Timperley. WA14 5NB

		Broadheath

		112

		Minded to Grant



		78976

		Crossgate House, Cross Street, Sale. M33 7FT

		Ashton on Mersey

		118

		Minded to Grant



		79121

		RRG, Manchester Road, Timperley. WA14 5PQ

		Broadheath

		127

		Grant





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



_1410691312.doc
		WARD: Broadheath

		74226/FULL/2009

		DEPARTURE: NO





		Erection of retail foodstore (1162 sq. metres gross floorspace), new vehicle and pedestrian accesses, car parking and associated landscaping following demolition of existing buildings. 



		Site on corner of Hartington Road /Manchester Road, Broadheath





		APPLICANT:  Lidl UK/Amstone Developments





		AGENT: 





		RECOMMENDATION:  REFUSE
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SITE


The application relates to a site located at the junction of Hartington Road with Manchester Road in Broadheath to the north of the Altrincham Retail Park.


The site is currently occupied by a range of buildings; the most prominent use of the site is for the display of various garages, sheds and conservatories for sale by Cheshire Portable Buildings who occupy the front part of the site.  Adjacent to this, accessed from Hartington Road, and forming part of the application site, is a large warehouse type building, currently vacant but formerly in use as tyre depot, MOT and exhaust centre.  To the rear of this is another warehouse unit occupied by a carpet and flooring business, also accessed from Hartington Road.  


This is a mixed use area with retail and residential along this stretch of the A56, an established residential area to the rear of the site, and mixed commercial uses on Hartington Road including a car sales premises which has a frontage to Manchester Road to the north of Hartington Road and an associated large building on Salisbury Road backing onto the site.


PROPOSAL


Following the demolition of all the buildings on the site it is proposed to erect a single storey retail unit of 1162 sq.m (gross floorspace) with 53 parking spaces accessed from Hartington Road.  The proposal is for a Lidl food store.


A single vehicular access would be provided to the site from Hartington Road.


The new building would front Manchester Road whilst the car parking area would be to the rear; servicing would also be to the rear of the store.


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 CORE STRATEGY POLICIES


W2 – Town Centres and Retail


L4 – Sustainable Transport and Accessibility


L5 – Climate Change


L7 - Design


L8 – Planning Obligations


R3 – Green Infrastructure


PRINCIPAL RSS POLICIES

W5 – Retail Development

RDF1 – Spatial Priorities


DP1 to DP9 – The Spatial Principles Policies


PROPOSALS MAP NOTATION


None


PRINCIPAL RELEVANT REVISED UDP POLICIES/PROPOSALS


S11 – Development Outside Established Centres


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

H/38898 – Change of use from courier service and taxi business to car and van hire depot.  Approved 1994, no amenity conditions


H/35989 – Continued use for parking and display of trailer units.  Approved 1993, no amenity conditions.


H/34655 – Continued use as courier service and taxi business.  Approved 1991, no conditions.


H/31254 – Change of use from tyre depot to tyre depot, MOT and exhaust centre.  Approved 1990, no amenity conditions except no access from Churchill Road.


H/17843 – Erection of extension to warehouse. Approved 1983, no access from Salisbury Road.


H/15917 – Erection of extension to warehouse.  Refused 1982 and appeal dismissed 1983.


H/13623 – Erection of warehouse and storage building.  Approved 1981, no amenity conditions.


H/12728 – Erection of warehouse.  Refused.


H/06461 – Change of use from storage to industry for the manual assembly of hydraulic and  pneumatic test rigs.  Approved 1977 with restrictions on noise levels and no Sunday working.


APPLICANT’S SUBMISSION  


Planning and Retail Statement – concludes:-


· there are existing retail uses on the site with a potential retail floor area extending to approximately 1100 sq.m


· the proposals fully accord with the development plan and development of the site will bring about a range of benefits to the local area


· a need exists for the proposal and there are  no alternative, sequentially preferable locations that could better accommodate the retail store


· the proposal is highly unlikely to bring about any detrimental impacts to Altrincham or Sale town centres


· the proposal will provide local residents with a range and choice of convenience goods, enhancing main food and top-up shopping provision and reducing the need to travel


· it is anticipated that 15-30 jobs will be created at the store


· the scale, design and layout of the development are appropriate to the location and surrounding area


· the site is accessible by a choice of modes of transport


Design and Access Statement – concludes:-


· the design has taken site specific factors into consideration


· the site currently accommodates numerous warehouses some of which are vacant and large areas of hardstanding


· the hardstanding close to Manchester Road is used to display sheds and garages which detracts from the visual appearance of this prominent site


· Trafford Council has identified this site as requiring improvement to enhance the visual appearance of the A56 corridor and the proposed development would achieve this


· The site is accessible by a variety of modes of transport ensuring that customers and staff can visit the site by non-car modes of transport


Transport Assessment - concludes:-


· development proposes 53 customer parking spaces for a store of 1162 sq.m GIA


· the increase in new trips as a result of the proposed development equals 37 two way trips in the PM peak and 57 two way trips in the Saturday peak and will not result in a material impact on the operational performance of the local highway network 


· in assessing the junction of Manchester Road with Hartington Road the addition of the development traffic will not result in an increase in queue in any of the assessment scenarios


· the 53 parking spaces proposed is sufficient to meet the requirements in terms of policy and operational capacity requirements


· limiting the provision of parking will encourage a shift away from use of the car, reduce the land take of the development, promote linked trips and tackle congestion


· the location of the site is such the development is easily accessible by foot, cycle and public transport from a large catchment area


· the implementation of a travel plan will aim to suppress the number of vehicle trips to and from the proposed development which is consistent with the low parking provision at the site 


· there are no over-riding reasons to refuse the development with regard to the local highway network and its operational performance


An Addendum has also been provided, dated 30 March 2012, in the light of the publication of the National Planning Policy Framework:-


· the redevelopment of a site such as this for purposes which generate jobs in an urban area is a sustainable form of development and therefore attracts the presumption in favour of development as set out within the NPPF


· guidance on retail in the NPPF supersedes that in PPS4 though the general approach remains fundamentally unchanged – there is no real reason to refuse permission based on the NPPF


· para 32 of NPPF deals with traffic and transportation issues and makes it clear that there are no transport grounds to object to a proposal unless the impacts of the development are severe; from the transport assessment provided it is clear that there are no severe impacts arising from the proposal


· the advent of NPPF serves to underline that planning permission should be granted for this proposal which is in accordance with the NPPF


CONSULTATIONS


Strategic Planning and Developments – Comments incorporated in the OBSERVATIONS section below, under Principle of Development.


LHA – To meet the parking standards for food retail use the provision of 54 car parking spaces are required, the proposals include the provision of 53 spaces which falls just short of the Council’s standards.


The provision of 4 cycle parking spaces are required in order to meet the Greater Manchester Cycle Parking standards.  These should be mainly short stay for visitors but also some long stay lockers for staff.  The proposals include bicycle racks/stands for 9 bikes which are provided under an outdoor canopy which are acceptable for visitors but not for staff use.  The applicant has stated that an additional secure compound will be available for staff cycle parking.


The Council initially expressed concerns over the likely impact of the proposed development on the through traffic on the A56 particularly at peak times.  The applicant therefore carried out modelling work, which was checked and agreed by the Council in conjunction with the Greater Manchester Urban Traffic Control Unit and the Greater Manchester Transportation Unit.  The results of this modelling indicate that the access junction of the A56 Manchester Road/Hartington Road will operate satisfactorily allowing for the additional traffic generated by the proposed store, despite the additional turning movements generated by this use.


The submitted Transport Assessment (TA) includes track drawings to demonstrate that the site can be serviced by an HGV, but the tracks seem to overlap the car parking spaces and therefore it is requested that the hours of servicing are conditioned so as not to coincide with the opening hours for the store.


It is shown in the TA that the proposed development will generate a significant additional number of pedestrian trips to the site from people in the nearby community and a some of these trips will involve people crossing the A56.  At present there are no pedestrian crossing facilities on the A56 in the vicinity of the site.  The transport consultant has proposed a puffin crossing facility to be installed on the A56 to help mitigate the concerns on pedestrian crossing grounds.  This location has been previously considered for a pedestrian crossing by the Council and was rejected as it was considered that it was not a desire line for pedestrians and it would also contribute to delays to traffic on the A56.


It is the LHA’s view that a pedestrian crossing phase is required at the A56/Sinderland Road junction in order to provide adequate pedestrian facilities to support this development safely, whilst also providing an improved pedestrian facility for the local community.  Therefore the LHA requests that a condition or s106 agreement is applied to ensure that prior to the development being brought into use a controlled pedestrian facility should be installed and operational at the existing traffic signal controlled junction of Manchester Road with Sinderland Road to the written satisfaction of the Local Highway Authority.  Should the applicant not agree to such a condition, or the inclusion within a s106 agreement, then it is recommended that the application should be refused on the grounds of pedestrian safety.


Furthermore, a detailed plan of the site layout is required to be submitted in order for the car parking spaces/site layout to be scaled off and assessed formally.


The applicant must also ensure that adequate drainage facilities or permeable surfacing is used on the area of hard standing to ensure that localised flooding does not result from these proposals.


A travel plan condition should be attached to any permission based on the Department for Transport’s Guidance of Transportation Assessment.


Environment Strategy - Drainage – No objection to the proposals, but standard informatives suggested – R6, R9, R10 and R17


Pollution and Licensing – The applicant shall submit for approval in writing an assessment of the noise impact of the proposed development on neighbouring sensitive premises.  The assessment shall address the potential for any noise nuisance to occur which may impact upon the amenity of neighbouring sensitive premises both during the construction phase and the operational phase of the proposal.  The assessment shall clearly identify fully all control measures which are required to control the impact of the nuisance.


All approved measures identified shall be implemented and retained throughout the duration of any works during the construction phase. 


All approved measures for the operational stage shall be retained and maintained thereafter.


No works shall be permitted on site until the control measures have been agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority.


A verification report shall be submitted for written approval to the Local Planning Authority confirming that all measures recommended by the noise report have been implemented in full prior to the final occupation of the site.


It is recommended that all proposed externally mounted equipment be acoustically treated in accordance with a scheme designed so as to achieve a noise rating level of 10db below the existing background (LA90) at the nearest noise sensitive location.  The noise from the units must not feature any distinguishable tonal or impulsive element.  The existing background should be taken at the quietest time that the equipment would be operating.


Deliveries and waste collections should be restricted to the following hours:-


Monday to Friday – 0700 to 2000 hours


Saturdays – 0800 to 2000 hours


No deliveries or waste collections on Sundays and Bank Holidays


Any extension to the night time limits stated above could generate complaints relating to the sleep disturbance of children.


Lighting


The applicant should submit for approval a lighting contour map to show how the lighting associated with the development affects neighbouring sensitive receptors.  The contour map should illustrate how the light spillage (in lux) extends beyond the development boundary and impacts upon receptors.


The application site is situated on brownfield land and as such it is recommended that a standard contaminated land condition is attached should permission be granted.


REPRESENTATIONS

Former Cllr Houraghan – objected to the proposal raising the following concerns:-


· traffic – the proposal would result in extreme problems for traffic getting into and out of the site


· There are residential properties surrounding the site


· Overdevelopment in the area which already has Aldi and Waitrose


· Cars frequently park in relation to the use of the nearby playing fields by Broadheath Junior FC


Neighbours – 249 individually signed letters (comprising 2 standard letters) setting out the following main concerns:-


· Overdevelopment in the Broadheath area – the retail park, industrial area, South Trafford College, Stamford Brook development, Waitrose and Aldi already create an enormous amount of traffic 

· There is always congestion in and around this area

· A new retail store would add to these problems

· Accessibility is poor and would cause a bottleneck for those turning right off Manchester Road

· Proposals would add to problems for pedestrians trying to cross Manchester Road at the Sinderland Road junction

· A development of this nature should be in Altrincham town centre where shops have been closing down, one of the root causes being out of town shopping

· There would be additional problems where cars try to access via Salisbury Road; this is a residential area with playing fields used by Broadheath Juniors FC; many cars already use the area for the football (dropping off and collecting children) and as a through route

16 individual letters expressing following concerns:-


· Unnecessary – will just duplicate Aldi, there is also Waitrose, Co-op, and Nisa nearby


· Increased hazard to pedestrians especially at Manchester Road/Sinderland Road junction


· Viability of small local shops, including the Broadheath Post Office in the Nisa store will be affected


· There will be a reduction in local services not an increase


· Whilst existing use of site has a poor visual appearance that does not make a positive contribution to the street scene, the proposed design does not take the opportunity to provide a good quality design that reflects the character of the areas buildings


· A Lidl store would undo the recent good work to improve the image of the area


· Substantial traffic issues – the store would cause delays, add to congestion


· No need for store and it would impact of existing local stores including Nisa


· Noise and light pollution is a further concern – store would be well lit during long opening hours and light and noise pollution so close to residential properties would detract from their amenities


· Impact on residents ability to park on Hartington Road


· Doubt the applicants highways reports about congestions


· Proposed pelican crossing would add to congestion and could cause impact on local residents


· Another nail in the coffin of Altrincham town centre


· Almost permanent congestion on Manchester Road between Navigation Road and South Trafford College, it is dangerous for cycling and buses are delayed – the development would make this worse


· Inevitable illuminated signage would detract from residents amenities in the evenings


· There are already many accidents at the Hartington Road/Manchester Road junction, particularly when a vehicle is attempting to turn right


· Increased danger to pedestrians attempting to cross the road in the vicinity


· back garden on Salisbury Road backs onto development site  and would suffer overbearing, visually intrusive development and loss of light


· A new pedestrian crossing facility would be a good idea but should be at the Sinderland Road/Manchester Road junction


· Whilst Lidl may provide some jobs it has to be recognised that the proposal would result in the loss of an established local company for a store that provides what is already widely available


· Queuing traffic waiting to exit Hartington Road would cause problems for local residents


· The longer opening hours proposed compared to the existing business would have an adverse effect on local residents


· Adverse environmental impacts would include pollution, noise, lighting and litter


· There would be an increase in anti-social behaviour because the store would sell low cost alcohol


Petition signed by 27 signatories accompanying letter of objection raising the following concerns:-


· Parking


· Traffic


· Crossing location


· Extended business hours


· Is there capacity for another supermarket


· Availability of existing empty units


· Impact on local amenities


· Environmental impacts


· Anti-social behaviour

Claremont Residents Association – writing on behalf of residents of Claremont Drive, Claremont Avenue, Arley Close (N.B. these streets are located to the north of the site beyond the disused railway) object for following reasons:-


· Already several supermarkets locally


· Area is already extremely congested with traffic at all times and the proposal would make this worse


· Noise affecting local area is already a problem and might exceed legal limits


· Litter would be extensive


· Would be to the detriment of the community


Timperley Civic Society – raise concerns about the proposal due to the increased amount of traffic the store would bring to this already busy area


Other third parties – 


1 from the local Nisa store (located nearby on Sinderland Road):-


· Broadheath is overdeveloped and there is no need for another foodstore which would be better located in Altrincham where many shops are empty


· The proposed Lidl would have a harmful effect on the local Nisa which has already suffered reduced margins due to competition in particular from Aldi and Waitrose


· Nisa also provides the local Post Office service and the proposal would jeopardise the operation of the post office as a result of further reductions in store turnover


· The proposal may result in job losses at Nisa


· The proposal would result in further traffic congestion to the detriment of local businesses around the Atlantic Street industrial area


1 from existing business on the site:- 


· loss of existing business from the site – they have been trading from the area for over 50 years and would have to relocate at great cost and disruption, may have to move from the area or out of Trafford with impact on local jobs including impact on local suppliers and contractors 

Selbourne Group (local landowner) – objects to the proposed development:-


· Loss of important employment generating use as the existing business on the site is well established and has been successful on the site for a number of years


· Planning policy objections:- outside town or district centre; sequentially it is the least preferable site for retail development; the applicant has not considered any vacant units in the catchment area such as the vacant units next to Halfords which would be of appropriate size and preferable in policy terms; 


· majority of customers will arrive by car which will add to congestion on this busy stretch of road contrary to Trafford’s policies


· reservations as to whether the store would deliver 30 jobs


· the proposal would be likely to hamper investment into the town centre


· there would be a significant impact on other local stores


Stamford Quarter – Jones Lang LaSalle on behalf of the Joint Administrators of the Stamford Quarter objects to the proposed development:-


· proposal does not comply with local or national policies seeking to assist in regeneration and economic growth of town centres


· the proposed store is in an out-of-centre location with no links to Altrincham town centre


· having reviewed the applicants sequential assessment it is considered that the proposed store can be accommodated in the former Kwik Save store at 8-12 Stamford New Road which forms part of the Stamford Quarter and in the town centre


· the former Kwik Save store is available (current tenants are only on a short lease); it can provide the floorspace proposed by the current application; it is in the town centre with the main access from Stamford New Road opposite the Interchange which is about to be redeveloped; there is roof top car parking in an established car park that serves the town centre; the store includes a dedicated lift shaft which accommodates two lifts directly serving the Kwik Save unit with space for 4-6 trolleys at a time – it is evident that the store can operate as a foodstore serving shoppers who use the car as well as pedestrians and those using public transport; the administrators of the Stamford Quarter have confirmed that they would be prepared to replace or upgrade the existing lifts to meet the requirements of Lidl and would also be prepared to undertake other works such as the configuration of shop frontage/entrance; these commitments of the Administrator demonstrates that the unit is a financially viable option for a foodstore operator


· this former Kwik Save unit is a sequentially preferable site to the proposed Hartington Road site


· the proposal would undermine public and private sector investment in Altrincham town centre


· a Lidl store in the Kwik Save unit would provide a genuine boost to the vitality and viability of Altrincham town centre

1 from planning consultant (who doesn’t say who they are representing):-


· The application does not properly address need which has been overestimated


· It does not properly assess sequentially preferable sites in Altrincham


· The impact assessment fails to assess the health of relevant centres


· Proposal does not comply with Government policy


· Insufficient evidence is provided within the Transport Assessment to demonstrate that there will not be an adverse impact on highway safety


Neighbours in support – 13 letters submitted expressing support for the proposal:-

· There is a need for more local jobs and shopping facilities


· Don’t want to have to travel to Altrincham all the time as parking is a problem


· Improvement for outlook for residents on Salisbury Road (No 9) as existing site is an eyesore 


· a lot of elderly people would benefit by not having to cross the main road to get to a decent food shop


· It is a good store and would be an asset to the area


· There are currently no shops on this side of the main road


· Improved pedestrian crossing facilities would be an advantage


· Lidl is unique and not like the other shops nearby


· Lidl tends to be a good neighbour and look after their premises


OBSERVATIONS


PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT 


1. Notwithstanding the existing uses of the site – shed/garage/conservatory sales, warehouses – there is no record of any lawful A1 retail use at the site.


2. The application for a retail unit on this out of town centre site has to be assessed against up to date Government and Council policies as set out in the Development Plan and the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 


3. Given the long period over which the application has been under consideration, both Government and Council policies have changed with the introduction of the NPPF and the adoption of the Core Strategy.  Much of the information submitted in respect of the development is based on policies (UDP, PPG6, PPS4) that have now been superseded.  The thrust of the new policies, however, remains much the same as previously in respect of out of centre developments such as the one proposed.


4. Trafford has adopted its Core Strategy in the period since the application was submitted.  Of particular relevance to the principle of the proposed development is Policy W2 – Town Centres and Retail.  This identifies Altrincham as the main town centre in the Borough and that the focus will be on the continued development of town centres as commercial, retail and leisure hubs; in addition the Council will seek to enhance their vitality and viability through encouraging diversity (particularly in terms of community and cultural facilities), accessibility and environmental quality.  In relation to out of centre development, Policy W2.12 states that outside the identified centres, there will be a presumption against the development of retail, leisure and other town centre uses except where it can be demonstrated that they satisfy the tests outlined in current Government Guidance (which is now set out in NPPF).   


5. The NPPF does not change the principle that applications for planning permission must be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise (para 11). The NPPF is a material consideration in determining applications.


6. The key principle of the Government policies set out in the NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable development and, in particular, that significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth. 


7. The NPPF retains the “Town Centres First” approach and the government’s key objective of promoting the vitality and viability of town centres. Paragraph 23 states that local planning authorities (LPAs) should “recognize town centres as the heart of their communities and pursue policies to support their viability and vitality.” Paragraph 24 states that LPAs “should apply a sequential approach to planning applications for main town centre uses that are not in an existing centre and are not in accordance with an up to date Local Plan.” 


8. Paragraph 26 states that “When assessing applications for retail, leisure and office development outside of town centres, which are not in accordance with an up to date.

Local Plan, local planning authorities should require an impact assessment if the development is over a proportionate, locally set floorspace threshold. If there is no locally set threshold, the default threshold is 2500 sq.m.” 


9. Paragraph 26 states that “This should include assessment of::

The impact of the proposal on existing, committed and planned public and private investment in a centre or centres in the catchment area of the proposal ; and


The impact of the proposal on town centre vitality and viability, including local consumer choice and trade in the town centre and wider area, up to ten years from the time the application is made.”  


10. Paragraph 27 states that “Where an application fails to satisfy the sequential test or is likely to have significant adverse impact on one or more of the above factors, it should be refused.”

Hollissvincent report commissioned by Council


11. As well as in house assessment of the applicants’ submissions, the Council commissioned external retail planning consultants (Hollissvincent) to assess the proposals.  The report assessed the proposals against quantitative and qualitative need, the sequential test and impact tests. 

Need

12. It was concluded that there is little quantitative or qualitative need for enhancement of convenience store provision in the Broadheath area; but the absence of such need is no longer a development management test.  As such the main issues would be sequential test and impact.


Sequential Test

13. Para 24 of the NPPF sets out that Local Planning Authorities should apply a sequential test to planning applications for main town centre uses that are not in an existing centre and are not in accordance with an up to date development plan.  Only if suitable sites are not available should out of centre sites be considered – when considering out of centre sites, preference should be given to accessible sites that are well connected to the town centre.  In assessing sequentially preferable sites, applicants and local planning authorities should demonstrate flexibility on issues such as format and scale.


14. In respect of the sequential test, NPPF is clear that where an application fails to satisfy the sequential test …it should be refused (para 27).  


15. The tests for sequentially preferable sites under PPS4 included an assessment of their availability, suitability and viability.  The same considerations remain appropriate as the practice guide to PPS4, which provides more details about the sequential and impact tests remains valid.


16. Several sites within or adjoining centres have been discounted by the applicants and Hollissvincent’s assessment of these is as follows:- 


Altrincham 


17. Altair site – suitable for retail use but fails the availability and viability tests – the site benefits from planning permission that includes a retail food store it would not be viable for Lidl in isolation, only as a possible tenant; and agreement on rental values is unlikely within a reasonable period of time;  


18. Greenwood Street(Altrincham General Hospital) – suitable for a foodstore, perhaps as part of a mixed use development once the hospital has been relocated and the new facility in operation; however this is not likely within a reasonable period of time and it is acknowledged that Lidl would face viability issues in seeking to assemble a site for mixed use development and that viability would be reduced through the need to provide a high quality design to meet the requirements of the conservation area.  Whilst the site may be suitable, it is considered to fail the availability and viability tests;


19. 14-18 Stamford New Road (Argos) – now vacant so currently available but fails the viability and suitability tests as the floorspace is unlikely to yield Lidl’s minimum sales area requirement of 800 sq.m and there are issues of ease of access for bulk shoppers to the roof top car park such that the store may function primarily for top-up shopping making it unsuitable and unviable.


20. Former MacDonald’s/Pizza Hut, Cross Street/Stamford New Road – available but not suitable or viable; this site comprises two separate units, whilst there may be the opportunity to acquire neighbouring land it is unlikely that a purpose built Lidl following demolition of the existing MacDonald’s building would preserve or enhance the character of the conservation area.


21. Former Boots store, George Street, Altrincham – now occupied by Wilkinsons so no longer available.


22. Time For Bed unit – this unit is 1451 sq. m gross.  It is available within a reasonable period of time (the current occupiers are on a short lease).  The unit was formerly occupied by a supermarket operator, Kwik Save, and there are two lifts within the store that provide access to roof level parking; the unit has proved suitable for a supermarket operator in the past.  Representations made by Jones Lang LaSalle states that the lifts could accommodate 2-3 trolleys each and that the Administrators are prepared to replace or upgrade the existing lifts to meet the requirements of Lidl and provide for a modern lift facility with the costs of such an upgrade being borne by the Administrator.  The offer by the Administrator makes the premises suitable for a supermarket operator; and would significantly improve the viability of the unit given the costs of the upgrade to the lifts would be borne by the Administrator.  Furthermore, account should be taken of the likely costs of developing the application site including contributions to a pedestrian crossing facility and other s106 contributions (as well as the costs of developing the site).  If Lidl were to occupy the Time for Bed unit it could make a considerable saving in its capital outlay.  In conclusion this unit is available, suitable and viable.


23. Graftons shopping centre – the refurbished units at the Graftons are not available or suitable.


24. Land at 15-42 Railway Street – this is the site of the proposed new Altrincham General Hospital and so is considered to be not available.


25. Other vacant units in Altrincham town centre – in spite of the relatively high vacancy rate that remains in Altrincham town centre, it is accepted that the Time for Bed unit is the only unit of a sufficient size to meet Lidl’s requirements, even allowing for a degree of flexibility


26. Former petrol filling station, Woodlands Road – out of centre so not suitable and offers no advantage over application site


Timperley


27. 242-244 Stockport Road, Timperley – small site in use as a car park, not available or suitable.


28. In conclusion in respect of the sequential test:- the Time for Bed unit is the only opportunity that is available, suitable and viable.  The existence of this opportunity suggests that the application should be refused, particularly given the fragile state of the town centre.


Impact

29. The NPPF states that when assessing applications for retails development  outside of town centres, which are not in accordance with an up-to-date development plan, local planning authorities should require an impact assessment if the development is over 2,500 sq.m of floorspace.  Whilst the proposed development is below this threshold, the applicants have submitted an impact assessment that has been considered by Hollissvincent.


30. The proposed turnover of the store is approx. £1.77m and there is no clear evidence of any significant adverse impact on Altrincham Town Centre, though there may be some negative impact on recent and on-going investment in the Stamford Quarter.  There would be some trade diversion from Altrincham town centre but the impact in the convenience sector would be less than 3% and will be overcome by expenditure growth over the next 5 years.  Although there is some concern about the level of vacancies in Altrincham town centre, the application proposal would not have a significant adverse impact on the centre’s overall vitality and viability


Conclusion of Hollissvincent report


31. The application would have some positive impacts in relation to job creation and the intensification of the use of under-used land at the application site.  These advantages are outweighed by the failure of the sequential approach and the risk to investment confidence in the town centre.

32. In respect of the Time for Bed unit, the applicants state that this unit is not suitable or viable for the same reasons as the adjacent Argos store:- there are trolley management issues as shoppers would have to push shopping trolleys up a steep gradient to access to the lift to the roof top car park; physical barriers between store and nearest parking facilities would have direct implications upon the function of the store; located opposite the interchange this location would suit top-up (basket) shoppers only, with there being significant barriers to bulk shoppers – the proposed Lidl could not be sustained by top-up shopping trips alone so this location is not suitable for a discount food store (the size of the Argos unit at 930 sq.m) makes it unsuitable  Significant differences are that the  Time for Bed unit is considerably larger and that there are dedicated lifts within the store to access the roof top car park as discussed above. 


33. In conclusion on this issue, and having regard to the applicants’ comments about the various alternative sites that have been considered, it is nevertheless the officers’ view that a sequentially preferable site in Altrincham Town Centre exists that is available, suitable and viable.  The NPPF states at para 27 that this being the case, the application should be refused.


TRAFFIC AND CAR PARKING


34. Notwithstanding the current commercial uses of the site, the proposed development is considered likely to result in an increase of vehicle and pedestrian movements to and from the site.  This will involve an increase in turning manoeuvres off and onto Manchester Road from Hartington Road.  The LHA expressed concern initially that the development would cause increased congestion on the A56.


35. The modelling based evidence submitted by the applicants is that development traffic will not result in an increase in queues in any of the scenarios assessed on the chosen junction and that the overall location is highly accessible for alternative modes of transport to the car. LHA has accepted this evidence in respect of traffic and congestion on the A56 but remains concerned about the lack of an existing pedestrian facility across Manchester Road at the junction with Sinderland Road and that this is a major concern which should be addressed as part of the application.  The cost of such a scheme is likely to be in the region of £500,000.


36. Whilst the applicants accept that the provision of such pedestrian crossing facilities would enhance the overall accessibility of the location to pedestrians and therefore benefit the development, they question whether it is necessary and consider that the full funding of this works by the developer is not justified.  The LHA, however, is clear that the developer will be required to provide, at their expense, improvements to the pedestrian crossing facility at the junction of Manchester Road and Sinderland Road.  This improvement is required to improve pedestrian safety and is generated by the likely increase in pedestrian traffic from the western side of the A56 to the proposed retail store.  Failure to provide this would result in adverse impact on pedestrian safety.  In the absence of an agreement by the developer to carry out this work and to make the necessary contributions required under SPD1 the scheme would be unacceptable.  


AMENITY


37. The proposed development would clearly have some impact on residential amenity from access, traffic/noise and disturbance from the car park, especially as there is little space to boundaries, the impact of the building, and possibly the impact of lighting.  Those residents most affected would be adjacent houses on Manchester Road, Salisbury Road and Churchill Road.


38. Weight has to be given to the existing buildings and uses on the site which have little in the way of control over hours of use, servicing and deliveries etc.  Also the uses occupy a range of what are now quite unsightly buildings in a prominent location and adjacent to residential properties.


39. It is considered that some of the impacts on residential amenity arising from the proposed development could be mitigated to an acceptable degree, for example, details of materials, lighting, hours of opening and landscaping.  It is noted, however, that there is a direct conflict in respect of hours of delivery between LHA, who require hours of servicing to not coincide with the opening hours of the store, and Pollution and Licensing who would require that deliveries and waste collections be restricted to 0700 to 2000 hours (0800 to 2000 hours on Saturdays and not at all on Sundays).  The application states the proposed opening hours as 0800 to 2000 every day.  A condition could require all deliveries and servicing to take place between 0700 and 0800 on weekdays only; a failure to meet with this would be likely to lead to unacceptable levels of harm either to residential amenity or to highway safety.  


STREET SCENE


40. The site is identified in the Council’s Supplementary Planning Document relating to the A56 as being in need of improvement to contribute better to the street scene.  The existing site has a poorly defined frontage with large storage buildings and range of conservatories and sheds dominating. The proposed building would represent a significant improvement to the contribution the site makes to the street scene.  The parking is located behind the building and there would be the opportunity for some planting to the frontage.  Whilst the proposed building does not relate well to the adjacent buildings along this stretch of the road, it is sufficiently better than the existing to bring about an improvement to the street scene. 


DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS


41. Whilst the application is recommended for refusal, the development would be subject to several contributions under SPD1 for it to be acceptable.  These are set out in the table below.


42. The Trafford Developer Contributions (TDC) required by SPD1 Planning Obligations are set out in the table below (taking account of some 1119 sq.m of warehouse building currently on the site):


		TDC category. 

		Gross TDC required for proposed development.

		Contribution to be offset for existing building/use or extant planning permission (where relevant).

		Gross TDC required for proposed development.



		Affordable Housing

		N/A

		N/A

		N/A



		Highways and Active Travel infrastructure (including highway, pedestrian and cycle schemes)

		£45,924.00

		£1,089.00

		£44,835.00



		Public transport schemes (including bus, tram and rail, schemes)

		£101,052.00

		£1,243.00

		£99,809.00



		Specific Green Infrastructure (including tree planting)

		£7,130.00

		£4,340.00

		£2,790.00



		Spatial Green Infrastructure, Sports and Recreation (including local open space, equipped play areas; indoor and outdoor sports facilities).

		N/A

		N/A

		N/A



		Education facilities.

		N/A

		N/A

		N/A



		Total contribution required.

		£154,416.00

		

		£147,434.00





The highways contribution will be counted towards the pedestrian crossing improvement but the other contributions would still be required; tree planting could be provided in part on site.


The developer would also have to contribute/pay for the provision of pedestrian crossing facilities at the junction of Manchester Road/Hartington Road.


The developers have indicated that it is their view that the contribution towards the crossing is not justified but have not commented on the SPD requirements.


RECOMMENDATION:  REFUSE

1. The application fails to meet the sequential test for preferable sites in that there is a sequentially preferable site in Altrincham town centre; as such the proposed development is contrary to Policy W2 of the Trafford Core Strategy and Government policy as set out in the National Planning Policy Framework. 


2. The failure of the applicant to provide for a safe pedestrian crossing facility at the existing junction of Manchester Road/Salisbury Road would result in an increase in danger to pedestrian safety contrary to Policy L4 of the Trafford Core Strategy.
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		Change of use from offices to house of multiple occupation with 4 no. bedrooms. Sui generis use.



		437 Chester Road, Stretford, M16 9HA






		APPLICANT:  Mr Narenda Maisuria






		AGENT: Pinder Dawson Associates
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SITE


The application site is located on south east side of Chester Road, Stretford. The application property is a mid terrace, three storey brick building which also has a basement. There is hard-surfacing (paving) and sparse planting to front enclosed by railings and there is a pedestrian gated access to the front boundary. The site is located with Empress Conservation Area.


The application building is currently occupied by offices. There is a hard surfaced area to the rear of the application building that is associated with No.s 433, 435 and 437 Chester Road, which provides parking for these properties. The shared vehicular access/egress is via Northumberland Road. This area is enclosed by an approximately 1m tall wall with railings above. 


PROPOSAL


Planning permission is sought for change of use from offices to a house of multiple occupation containing 4 bedrooms with shared kitchen and living room accommodation and separate bathroom facilities. The property will be leased by the housing charity Threshold, who supply housing opportunities for homeless and vulnerable people, which includes those with learning disabilities, mental health needs, people recovering from drug and alcohol problems, and victims of domestic abuse also. It is envisaged that a number of these individuals will already be living in existing supported housing schemes in the Borough, and who need somewhere more permanent to move to in order to free up relatively costly temporary supported housing bed spaces.

The initial scheme involved creating a self contained flat at basement level however this has been omitted from the scheme at the applicant’s choice. As such the scheme no longer involves the addition of a new door at basement level in the rear elevation or an associated staircase to serve this door. Additionally the number of bedrooms has been reduced from 5 to 4 at the applicant’s choice. The proposed house of multiple occupation would be accessed via existing front and rear doors at ground level. The amended plans dated 15th August 2012 show the omission of the basement flat and the creation of 4 bedrooms at first and second floor with the ground floor providing communal living accommodation.


An amended location plan with a different red line was submitted to the LPA on 2nd December 2011 to include the vehicular access into the site. A further amended plan was submitted on 18th June to include a 6m aisle width to the rear of the parking spaces.  A further amended plan was submitted on 13th July so that the location of the parking spaces accurately represented the parking spaces on site. 


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 signalled 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

In addition, on 25th January 2012 the Council resolved to adopt and bring into force the GM Joint Waste Plan on 1 April 2012. From this point in time the Waste Plan will become 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 POLICES


L1 - Land for New Homes


L2 – Meeting Housing Needs


L3 – Regeneration and Reducing Inequalities


L4 – Sustainable Transport and Accessibility


L5 – Climate Change


L7 – Design


L8 – Planning Obligations


R1 – Historic Environment


PROPOSALS MAP NOTATION


H10 - Priority Regeneration Area: Old Trafford


Empress Conservation Area


PRINCIPAL RELEVANT REVISED UDP POLICIES/PROPOSALS


H10 – Priority Regeneration Area: Old Trafford


Empress Conservation Area


PRINCIPAL RSS POLICIES


DP1 – Spatial Principles


DP2 – Promote Sustainable Communities


DP4 – Make the Best Use of Existing Uses and Infrastructure


L4 – Regional Housing Provision


L5 – Affordable Housing


MCR2 – Inner Area 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

None. 


APPLICANT’S SUBMISSION


The application is accompanied by the following detailed supporting statements:


- Design and Access Statement. Relevant parts of this statement will be referred to in the Observations section of this report where necessary.


CONSULTATIONS


Pollution & Licensing - No objections.


LHA – No objections. The main points raised are discussed in the Observations section below.


REPRESENTATIONS


1 letter of objection from the occupiers of 435 Chester Road and 1 letter of objection from 433 Chester Road following the initial consultation raising the following concerns:


· With regard to rear access and car parking, the applicant has indicated that he has total proprietorship and ownership of the spaces in the car park and via the gate. This is incorrect. 435 Chester Road own 2 car parking spaces between those owned by 437 and one adjacent to the property, which the applicant would have to trespass onto.


· Formally object to trespass and appropriation of land by the applicant that he does not own.


· Awaiting confirmation from Land Registry that the applicant is applying for permission and access to land that he does not own nor have control over.


· Disruption due to conversion as the offices at 435 are utilised regularly and the car park is locked at night.


· Conversion and access to car park would cause maximum disruption to business operation and require for car park to be left insecure, which would invalidate the insurance.


· Understand that the applicant intends to build a wall to fence off the spaces but the applicant does not own all of the land to do this.


·  Increased noise and nuisance from accommodation.


· CS systems owns the entrance to Victoria Court.


Following re-consultation on 22nd June - 1 letter of objection from the occupiers of 435 Chester Road and 1 letter of objection from 433 Chester Road raising the following concerns:


· - With regard to rear access and car parking, the applicant has indicated that he has total proprietorship and ownership of the spaces in the car park and via the gate. This is incorrect. 435 Chester Road own 2 car parking spaces between those owned by 437 and one adjacent to the property, which the applicant would have to trespass onto.


· Formally object to trespass and appropriation of land by the applicant that he does not own.


· Land Registry confirm that he is applying  for planning permission and access to land which he does not control of nor does he own.


· The land boundaries are incorrect by over 25%, therefore the information on which the planning application is based is incorrect. For example, access to the building is via land designated as a car parking area which is owned and used daily by all CS Systems staff. When the area is occupied, as it is daily, this prevents access.


· Conversion and access to car park would cause maximum disruption to business operation and require for car park to be left insecure, which would invalidate the insurance.


· Understand that the applicant intends to build a wall to fence off the spaces but the applicant does not own all of the land to do this.


· Increased noise and nuisance from accommodation.


· The revised plans are materially incorrect as regards the legal boundaries of the site. The gate access is not part of their land boundaries and the plan does not accurately reflect the applicant’s land ownership.


· Any attempt to impinge on land the applicant does not own will be met with vigorous trespass injunction and damages action for illegal entry.


OBSERVATIONS


PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT


1. The NPPF states that the Government's key housing objective is to increase significantly the delivery of new homes and that the planning system should aim to deliver a sufficient quantity, quality and range of housing consistent with the land use principles and other policies of the NPPF.


2. The policies of the Regional Spatial Strategy relevant to residential development include L1, L2, DP4, MCR1 and MCR2. Policy DP4 relates to making the best use of existing resources and infrastructure. Policy MCR1 encourages a high level of residential development in inner areas to secure a significant increase in the population of these areas. Policy MCR2 requires that residential development should be focused in inner areas to secure an increase in their population, to support major regeneration and create sustainable communities. This policy outlines that the emphasis will be on providing a good range of quality housing, in terms of size, type, tenure and affordability, with a high quality environment and accessible local facilities and employment opportunities.


3. Policy L1 of the Adopted Core Strategy outlines the supply of land to be made available for housing provision up to the end of the plan period (2026) and sets a target of a minimum 11,800 new dwellings. Policy L1 outlines that 40% of land to be released will be in the Regional centre and Inner Area. A target is also outlined of 80% of new housing provision to make use of previously developed land. 

4. In accordance with the Core Strategy Policy L1 the release of previously developed land will be released in the following order for priority. 


a. Firstly land within the Regional Centre and Inner Areas;


b. Secondly land that can be shown to contribute significantly to the achievement of the regeneration priorities set out in Policy L3 and/or strengthen and support Trafford’s 4 town centres, and,


c. Thirdly land that can be shown to be of benefit to the achievement of the wider Plan Objectives.  


5. The application site is located in the inner area and therefore would be considered as a first priority for locating new housing provision. The site constitutes previously development land and therefore the proposal would be considered to contribute to achieving the targets for new residential development within the Borough in accordance with Policy L1.  


6. The site is designated as a Priority Regeneration Area in Old Trafford under Policy L3 in the Adopted Core Strategy. In Old Trafford, Policy L3 seeks to promote housing led redevelopment in the eastern section of the regeneration area to improve the quality and diversity of housing stock. The redevelopment of this site for residential development is therefore in accordance with Policy L3.


7. The site is located in proximity to the A56 Chester Road/Bridgewater Way and the site is considered to be within a sustainable location given its proximity to Stretford and Manchester where comprehensive services and facilities are available. The site is well served by public transport, being within walking distance of bus stops on Chester Road. 


8. Having regard to the above, the proposed redevelopment of the application site for residential development is considered in accordance with the NPPF, the relevant policies of the RSS, Core Strategy Policies L1, L2 and L3.  


DESIGN AND IMPACT UPON STREET SCENE


9. There are no external alterations proposed following the omission of the self-contained flat at basement level from the scheme.


10. The proposal would not have an impact upon the character and appearance of the parking area to the rear as it proposed to utilise the existing parking spaces allocated to No. 437 Chester Road.


AMENITY


11. Environment Protection has no objection to the proposed change of use from a commercial to a residential use. The surrounding area and adjacent frontage is mixed commercial/residential in character. The siting of the residential use adjacent to existing commercial premises would not give rise to undue noise and disturbance over and above that which would occur at a commercial premise. It is not considered that the proposed residential conversion would generate any greater harm to the adjacent commercial premises than the current office use. The proposal would be subject to Building Regulations, which would require the relevant noise insulation. As such, it is considered that the proposed residential conversion of the building would not cause undue harm to the occupiers of neighbouring premises. 


AMENITY OF FUTURE OCCUPIERS


12. Environment Protection has no objection to the proposed change of use from a commercial to a residential use. Therefore it is not considered that the amenities of the proposed residential use would be harmed by the commercial operation of the adjacent premises. 


13. No private amenity space has been provided within the site due to the constrained nature of the site. However this is not considered sufficient grounds to resist planning permission on the grounds that it will provide residential accommodation (which is not family accommodation) in a regeneration area and result in diverse accommodation to meet local housing need. 


ACCESS & PARKING


14. The LHA comments have stated that to meet the Council’s Car Parking Standards the provision of 4 car parking spaces is necessary, 3 for the HMO and 1 for the flat. The flat has now been omitted from the scheme and therefore the provision of 3 parking spaces would be required.


15. The initial parking layout submitted referred to the provision of 6 car parking spaces within the site. Objections received from neighbouring occupiers have stated that the access to and siting of the parking would trespass on land that is not owned by the applicant. Whilst the matter of land ownership and access is a civil matter, it would appear from the additional information provided by the applicant’s agent that, in the initial layout submitted, the parking provision would be sited on parking spaces allocated for neighbouring premises.


16. Therefore an amended plan has been submitted (13/07/2012) showing an amended parking layout, where the 6 no. spaces to be provided for the residential conversion are in line with the spaces available on site and as allocated to No. 437 Chester Road in the land registry plan. The amended plan received by the Local Planning Authority on 13/07/2012 is considered to accurately reflect the 6 parking spaces that are already available on site adjacent to the south west boundary and that are available for use by the occupiers of No. 437 Chester Road. The parking layout would not alter from the current arrangement on site and not overlap onto neighbouring parking spaces.


17. The applicant’s agent has served notice to No.s 433 and 435 Chester Road within the application timescale as it is understood that these premises jointly own the parking area to the rear and the vehicular access. It is noted that the vehicular access into the site is shared and that the rear parking area is not solely within the ownership of the applicant, however the matter of securing access into the site and to the parking spaces is a civil matter and falls outside the jurisdiction of the planning system. 


18. For the purposes of the planning application, there are 6 parking spaces available to the rear of the building that can be accessed in a safe manner that are available for the occupiers of No. 437 Chester Road to use. The applicant’s agent has confirmed in writing that his applicant has a right of access through the rear vehicular access to the parking area. Further consultation was carried out in June 2012 on the amended parking layout to illustrate that the parking layout would be maintained as existing. Responses received outlined that the landownership was incorrect however it is understood that the area to the rear is shared and that not all of the land within the red line is owned by the applicant. The planning system allows for applicants to apply for planning permission on land that they do not own, subject to serving notice to the relevant party, and therefore the matter of land ownership within the red line is not a planning matter. 


19. Therefore, the applicant has demonstrated through the parking layout shown on the red line plan received on 13th July 2012 that No. 437 Chester Road can provide sufficient off-street parking within the shared parking area to the rear of the site to the serve the proposal in accordance with the Council’s Car Parking standards, as it requires 3 car parking spaces and can provide 6 in total. The access and parking arrangements as shown on the amended plan dated 13/07/2012 are considered to be acceptable in terms of highway safety and therefore comply with Core Strategy Policy L7. 


20. The letters of objection have referred to a potential enclosure of the parking spaces within the site with a brick wall. No wall is included on the submitted plans however and therefore no permission is being granted within this application for a brick wall. 


DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS


21. SPD1: Planning Obligations sets out the financial contributions required towards highways infrastructure, sustainable transport schemes, specific green infrastructure, outdoor sports and recreation, highways contributions and education facilities. The proposal would not require a financial contribution with regard to the above as it is comprises 100% affordable housing through a housing charity. 


CONCLUSION


22. The proposed residential conversion is considered acceptable given the sustainable location.  The proposal would not adversely affect the character and appearance of the building or the street scene or the residential amenities of neighbouring occupiers. Adequate off road car parking can be provided to serve the proposed development.  As such it is considered to accord with the provisions of the Core Strategy and is consistent with the objectives of the NPPF.

RECOMMENDATION: GRANT subject to the following conditions:

1. Standards Time Limit


2. List of Approved Plans


3. The residential units shall remain affordable.


4. Provision of parking spaces in accordance with approved plan and retention of access and parking thereafter


5. Landscaping scheme
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SITE


The application relates to 180 and 180a Northenden Road, Sale Moor, which comprise a commercial unit on the ground floor and a residential flat above. These are the westernmost units within a two storey building fronting onto the south side of Northenden Road, just outside the Sale Moor District Centre. The building has previously been occupied by three commercial units on the ground floor and three residential flats on the first floor. The ground floor unit at number 180 is currently occupied by a restaurant and planning permission has recently been granted to convert the unit adjacent to this (182) into restaurant use in order to enlarge the existing restaurant. The other ground floor unit (184) is vacant and was previously occupied by a barber’s. There is a current planning application for change of use of 184 to a hot food takeaway. The residential flats (180A, 182A and 184A) are physically separate from the commercial units and have separate entrances via an external stairway and first floor deck at the rear of the building.


The building has a flat roof and is faced in buff / light brown brickwork with white timber weatherboarding at first floor level on the front elevation.


There is a car park and service yard at the rear of the building, although there are no parking spaces formally marked out. Vehicular access is from Northenden Road on the western side of the building. The boundary to the car park is formed by timber fencing of between 1.6m and 1.8m in height. There are some small to medium sized trees on the perimeter of the site, although those on the rear (southern) boundary are outside the application site itself. 


To the west of the application site lies the Legh Arms public house. To the east, there are three storey residential flats with two storey dwellings beyond these. On the opposite side of Northenden Road, to the north, there is a public car park and, immediately to the west of this lies a parade of shops within the defined Sale Moor District Centre. To the south of the site lies a bowling green with two storey dwellings beyond this.

PROPOSAL


The application proposes the change of use of the ground floor restaurant and the separate residential flat above this to Class A1 retail use. No external alterations are proposed to the building. The submitted Planning Statement states that an internal staircase would be provided to connect the ground floor and first floor accommodation, although this in itself would not require planning permission. 


There are two other current planning applications, 77776/COU/2011 and 77777/COU/2011, relating to the first floor flats at numbers 184a and 182a respectively. These applications both propose the change of use of these upper floor units to retail use and both are also reported on this Committee agenda. Whilst each application must be considered on its own merits, it is understood that, at the time that the applications were submitted, the applicant’s wider intention was to gain planning permissions in respect of the change of use of these units and then subsequently to amalgamate all the ground floor and first floor units to form a single retail unit by removing internal walls, which would not, in itself, require planning permission. This would create a single unit with a total gross ground floorspace of approximately 240 sq.m. and a total ground and first floor gross floorspace of approximately 480 sq.m.  


It is also a relevant consideration that, notwithstanding the application that has been submitted, the ground floor premises at 180 could be converted to Class A1 retail use without planning permission under the allowances within the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 (as amended) (although, in order to take advantage of these allowances, this would have to be carried out as a separate operation from the conversion of the first floor flat). However, if permission were to be granted in respect of the current application, it would allow the ground and first floor to be converted as a single operation including internal alterations to combine them into a single unit (as well as allowing the amalgamation with the other neighbouring units).. 


NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK (NPPF)


The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published on 27 March 2012. The NPPF sets out the government’s planning policies for England and how these are expected to be applied. The NPPF replaces 44 documents including Planning Policy Statement’s, Planning Policy Guidance, Circular 05/2005, Planning Obligations, Government Office London Circular 1/2008, Strategic Planning in London and various letters to Chief Planning Officers.


DEVELOPMENT PLAN


THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN IN TRAFFORD


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 signalled 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

PRINCIPAL CORE STRATEGY POLICIES


W1 – Economy


W2 – Town Centres and Retail


L1 – Land for New Homes


L2 – Meeting Housing Needs


L3 – Regeneration and Reducing Inequalities


L4 – Sustainable Transport and Accessibility

L7 – Design


L8 – Planning Obligations


PROPOSALS MAP NOTATION


None


PRINCIPAL RELEVANT REVISED UDP POLICIES/PROPOSALS


S10 – Local and Neighbourhood Shopping Centres


S11 – Development Outside Established Centres

PRINCIPAL RSS POLICIES

W5 – Retail Development


RT2 – Managing Travel Demand

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

This Site


78946/FULL/2012 – Change of use from hairdessers Use Class A1) to hot food takeaway (Use Class A5). Erection of extraction flue to rear of building – Current application 


78385/FULL/2012 – Change of use of ground floor of 182 Northenden Road from shop (Use class A1) to enlarge existing restaurant at 180 and installation of new shop front – Approved – 16th May 2012


76840/CLOPD/2011 – Application for Certificate of Lawful Proposed Development in respect of the formation of a single A1 retail unit on the ground and first floors of 180, 182 and 184 Northenden Road – Withdrawn – 27th September 2011


H/54748 – Erection of second floor and pitched roof to form three additional self-contained flats, staircase to rear elevation, extending height of existing flue to side…- 180-184 Northenden Road – Approved - 14th October 2002


H/52359 – Erection of second floor and pitched roof to form three additional self-contained flats, staircase and canopy to rear elevation – Approved – 5th October 2001


H/23823 – Change of use of ground floor shop to hot food takeaway at 180 Northenden Road – Refused – 5th September 1986


H/23352 – Change of use of retail shop to restaurant at 180 Northenden Road – Approved – 5th June 1986


CONSULTATIONS


Strategic Planning – Comments incorporated into Observations Section


LHA – Comments incorporated into Observations Section 


Pollution and Licensing – No objections.

REPRESENTATIONS


92 letters of objection received, making the following comments; -


Impact on Existing Shops and Sale Moor Centre


· The applications make it clear that the separate units will be combined to make a bigger retail store for a supermarket operator. 


· The applicant is attempting to circumvent the planning process by making three separate applications which, if permitted, will then allow it to make internal alterations to provide one large unit. The applications should be considered together.


· The proposed supermarket will have a detrimental impact on the existing shops and community in Sale Moor. The centre is served by a variety of shops providing a good range of produce with healthy competition between existing traders and a reasonably sized supermarket-style shop (Spar). The retailers have worked hard to promote the centre, which is vibrant and attracts people from outside the village as well as local residents. 


· Sale Moor does not need a supermarket as it already has greengrocers, bakers and butchers as well as two convenience stores all of which will suffer if a supermarket opens nearby. Sale Moor should build on the image of independent, locally run shops and restaurants. 

· The local shops provide everything the community needs. The only thing the supermarket can offer is lower prices. In the short term, this might provide increased choice but, in the long term, this is likely to lead to long-established businesses being forced to close. 


· Sale Moor might end up having mainly betting shops, tanning salons and takeaways or rows of boarded up shopfronts, which would then lead to vandalism and destruction of the environment and accompanying problems of crime, drugs and alcohol.


· A Tesco Express type store would not necessarily be cheaper than the local shops as these stores do not operate the same pricing system as the larger supermarkets.


· There are already a number of supermarkets within easy reach of Sale Moor and there are good public transport links to supermarkets in Sale Town Centre. 


· The local shopkeepers re-invest their money in the local community but the supermarket will take money out of the community. Communities develop best with small business and locals supporting each other. In the current economic climate the Council should be promoting local enterprise and growth.


· There have been several applications to site a supermarket in or adjacent to Sale Moor village and residents were successful in fighting a proposed supermarket on the Warrener Street car park. 


· There has been a lot of national media attention on how the high street is suffering all over the country due to the arrival of the supermarket express. Northenden is an example of what a Tesco store can do to an area.


· A report by the Competition Commission found that the loss of local independent shops can have serious impacts in terms of access to food, particularly for people on lower incomes or those who don’t have the use of a car. 


· Over the last five years, all the vacant shops have been turned into takeaways or betting shops. If a supermarket were allowed to open, there would be even more takeaways. 

.


· The proposed development outside the designated centre would skew the development of the village. The units should not be included within the “district centre”.

· The proposal would result in the loss of 3 retail units, which are at a premium as there is currently only one other vacant shop in the village. The units were occupied until the businesses had their leases terminated. The existing retail units would appeal to the market in their current form and do not need to be amalgamated.

· The owner of the existing restaurant does not want to move as he has built the business up over the last 20 years with many regular customers.


Highway Safety and Parking Provision


· The proposal requires about 20 parking spaces but only 10 have been provided with no provision for parking for disabled persons. Parking is already a problem in the village and this will make it much worse.


· Customers will park on nearby streets and in front of houses blocking driveway. If this results in restrictions e.g. permit parking or double yellow lines, it would mean that residents may either be unable to park or may have to pay to do so. 

· There are no details of external changes to the parking area nor any details of the storage and collection of waste.


· The car park on the opposite side of the dual carriageway is not a convenient option. It is already heavily used by local employees and residents and the proposal would lead to increased numbers of pedestrians needing to cross at this point and therefore increased risks. 

· Traffic is already a problem here with cars travelling quickly and having only a short length of road in which to get into the right lane on the one way system. This is one of the main routes into Sale from the M60 and Manchester and is also a bus route. Drivers are often too busy concentrating on changing lanes to notice pedestrians trying to cross the road.  Delivery vans parked outside the site are likely to cause further problems. Vehicles pulling out of the access would cause a hazard and may need to move into the right hand lane in a short distance.


· Concerns have been raised by the Police and Council officials concerning speeding traffic resulting in many near misses at the pedestrian crossing. Improvements have been made in terms of road markings and a flashing speed sign but insufficient thought has been given to the impact of the development in terms of increased traffic. Somebody was knocked down at the pedestrian crossing recently.


· The type of delivery vehicles used by a supermarket would find it difficult to gain access to the site. The width of the road will not allow large vehicles to turn into the site. There are double yellow lines and pedestrian barriers and no loading bay in front of the units. Deliveries would reduce the road to one lane. If vehicles reverse into the access road, they will completely block the carriageway. Large vehicles will also be needed for rubbish collection.

· Lorries / delivery vans or customers parked outside the premises would cause major congestion, particularly during rush hour and the school run. 


· The applications state that there will be no increase in traffic because the site is already used for retail purposes. Irrespective of the actual number of parking spaces, visits to a restaurant or a hairdresser’s take much longer than a quick stop at a supermarket express – this will significantly increase the traffic generation.

· The application infers that the rear yard has been regularly used for deliveries but none of the previous businesses required van, LGV or HGV type delivery vehicles. 


· When the units were last used for retail purposes, cars were often parked on the pavement outside.

· The site is not suitable and there are alternative sites within a couple of miles that are better suited to this development.


Residential Amenity and Design


· If most deliveries are made in the early morning when traffic levels are light, there will be a problem of excessive noise to local residents as a result of large vehicles manoeuvring. Would it cause environmental and light pollution? 


· There are no details of external lighting.


· There are no details of the external alterations to the building, which must occur given the conversion from residential to retail use (including details of windows and cladding and the potential for overlooking and loss of privacy). 


· This is not a suitable location for a supermarket as it is a predominantly residential area.


Other Issues

· Residents have not been properly consulted despite the fact that the government has said local residents should be making the decisions as to what the local community needs. 


· The reference to increased employment opportunities is not substantiated by any evidence.  Any increase in employment would only be at the cost of existing jobs.


· The applications will result in the loss of residential units. At a time of shortage of affordable housing, it is wrong to remove property from the housing stock. 

· There would be an increase in the number of young people loitering around the shops.


· The supermarket will bring more trouble to the area with the sale of cheap alcohol.


· The development will have a detrimental impact on property values. 


· It is estimated that approximately 70% of the population of Sale Moor are against the supermarket proposal and all local traders are against it.

6 letters of support have been received, including one signed by 8 persons and another signed by 13 persons. The letters make the following comments: -


· Sale Moor desperately needs a supermarket, which would provide the footfall needed to bring the centre back to life.


· The proposed supermarket will give residents more choice in the evenings and on a Sunday and will make Sale Moor more self-sufficient. 


· The development will result in the refurbishment of units that appear tired and will improve the appearance of the area. 


· The development will create employment.


· Many elderly and infirm people who are in favour of an alternative convenience store and cannot easily go to other places for choice of products. This will save them from having to carry heavy bags for a greater distance or wait for buses in winter weather and will allow them to shop for food on a daily basis.


· It is expected that the store will only sell food so it is difficult to understand why butchers and chemists are afraid of losing custom.  


· The comments of the objectors suggest that this will be a much bigger supermarket than is actually proposed.


OBSERVATIONS


PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT


1. Sale Moor is identified as a District Centre on the Revised Trafford Unitary Development Plan Proposals Map and in Core Strategy Policy W2. The precise boundaries of the town, district and local centres and the primary and secondary shopping areas will be reviewed in the forthcoming Land Allocations DPD. W2.7 of the Core Strategy states that “Within these centres 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 states that “Whilst there is a need to enhance the convenience retail offer of all 3 District Centres, there is a particular need to plan for a small to medium-sized supermarket within Sale Moor District Centre”.

2. 
The site is located immediately adjacent to but outside the Sale Moor District Centre boundary, although the applicant argues that it functions as part of the District Centre. The proposed change of use would increase the gross commercial floorspace of the unit at 180 by 81 sq.m, bringing the total gross floorspace of the unit to 162 sq.m. The applicant states the change of use will create a larger, more marketable unit.


3.
As the proposed development is located outside of an established town centre, it should therefore be considered against Policy W2 of the Trafford Core Strategy and guidance in the NPPF. W2.12 of Policy W2 states that outside the identified centres, there will be a presumption against the development of retail, leisure and other town centre type uses, except where it can be demonstrated that they satisfy the tests outlined in current Government guidance.  

4. 
The key principle of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development and, in particular, that significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth. The NPPF retains the “Town Centres First” approach and the government’s key objective of promoting the vitality and viability of town centres. Paragraph 23 states that local planning authorities (LPA’s) should “recognize town centres as the heart of their communities and pursue policies to support their viability and vitality” Paragraph 24 states that a sequential assessment is required for planning applications for main town centre uses that are not in an existing centre and are not in accordance with an up to date development plan.

5.
The applicant has submitted a supporting statement, which includes a sequential assessment of potential sites within Sale Moor district centre. Vacant units were assessed in terms of their availability, suitability and viability and the applicant concluded that there were no sequentially preferable sites. 


6.
The applicant states that “Sale Moor was surveyed on 5th October 2011 and, of the 68 commercial units that comprise the District Centre, the following four vacancies were identified: -

AMC, 128 Northenden Road


Ian Berry Insurance Broker, 109a Northenden Road


9 Marsland Road


11 Marsland Road”

7.
The applicant states that, as there are only four vacancies, the vacancy rate for the centre as a whole is only 6%, which is very low given that the current UK average is approximately 14%. The applicant states that these vacancies are a result of the natural turnover of operators rather than long term vacancies that cannot be occupied.

8. 
In respect of the AMC office, the applicant notes that, although the premises appear to be vacant, there is no To Let board advertising its availability. Assuming it is available, the applicant states that the approximate floor area of both ground and first floors is 120 sq.m., which is significantly less than that created at the current application premises and is therefore not suitable for an occupier seeking a greater floorspace. The applicant states that the former Ian Berry Insurance office is located at first floor level and that the ground floor units below this are not available. Therefore, the applicant considers that these premises are also not suitable for an occupier seeking a greater floorspace.

9.
The applicant states that 9 and 11 Marsland Road are two adjacent units that appear to be vacant, although neither have had any To Let boards advertising their availability since monitoring began in August 2011. The applicant therefore concludes that this indicates that, although the units appear to be vacant, they are not being marketed and therefore not genuinely available. The applicant therefore concludes that there are no sequentially preferable sites within the Sale Moor District Centre and that the change of use is acceptable.

10.
However, planning officers have assessed the same vacant units identified by the applicant and disagree with the conclusions of the assessment carried out in respect of the unit at 11 Marsland Road. Since the applicant has undertaken their assessment, Number 9 Marsland Road has now been occupied but Number 11 still lies vacant. After discussions with the agent for the owner of Number 11, it has been confirmed that they are open to discussions in relation to the premises becoming occupied by a new tenant. In fact, the position was updated by the agent for that property on 17th September 2012 who stated that 11 Marsland Road is now fully on the market and that there is a letting board in situ. It is also noted that the footprint of the building at 11 Marsland Road is approximately 81m2 which is the same size as the application proposal. Number 11 Marsland Road lies within the Sale Moor district boundary as identified in the Trafford UDP.Taking this into consideration, it is concluded that Number 11 Marsland Road would appear to be available, suitable and viable for an A1 retail use proposal and that the applicant has therefore failed the sequential assessment. Paragraph 27 of the NPPF states that planning applications that fail to satisfy the sequential test should be refused, 

11.
With regards to retail impact, the applicant states that the provision of additional retail floorspace is expected to have a positive impact on the vitality and viability of Sale Moor District Centre. Referring to the amalgamation of the floorspace in units 180, 180a, 182, 182a, 184 and 184a, the applicant states that “The larger unit will be able to provide supplementary floorspace, allowing potential operators to stock a wider range of goods and services than is currently available in the Centre”. The applicant states that the development will encourage linked trips to other units within the Centre and that the introduction of daytime hours of business, unlike the existing restaurant, would further encourage linked trips. In terms of the NPPF, an impact assessment would not normally be required for a development of the scale of the amalgamated unit (the default threshold being 2,500 sq.m. in the absence of any locally set threshold). In any case, it is necessary to consider the current application at 180 and 180A on its own merits and it is accepted that the change of use of 180 and 180A would not have a significant impact on the vitality and viability of the district centre as a whole.


Loss of Residential Unit


12.
The proposed change of use would result in the loss of a residential unit but there are no policies in the Development Plan specifically requiring the retention of residential units.  The figures for the five year housing supply for Trafford from 2011/12 to 2015/16, as outlined in the Core Strategy, indicate that with existing commitments and allocated sites, there should be an excess of 340 dwellings. The applicant therefore states that the loss of one dwelling would not detrimentally impact the Borough’s five year housing supply. 

Conclusion


13.
In conclusion, it is considered that, whilst the proposed change of use of 180 and 180A would not have any significant impact on the vitality and viability of the district centre, the proposal fails the sequential assessment and that the application must therefore be refused under the terms of paragraph 27 of the NPPF.

HIGHWAY SAFETY AND PARKING PROVISION


14.
The rear service yard is currently used for deliveries and provides a parking area for the customers of the existing / previous businesses and the occupiers of the residential flats. In addition, the rear yard currently accommodates the bin store areas for the commercial and residential properties and the plant and equipment required for the commercial units.

15.
Referring to an amalgamated retail unit, the applicant states that the proposed retail floorspace will serve the local community and therefore reduce the need for car travel to other retail destinations in order to meet day to day needs. The applicant states that it is expected that the majority of people will walk from the surrounding residential areas but that the site is also very accessible by bus. The applicant states that there are bus stops located within 75 metres of the site on Northenden Road, Marsland Road, Old Hall Road and Conway Road. 

16.
The applicant states that the rear car park will provide parking provision for ten vehicles. Although the current application submission does not include any layout plan to demonstrate this, the previous application for an extended restaurant in the adjacent unit (182) did include a layout plan that showed nine parking spaces. There is also a public car park on the opposite side of Northenden Road, although it is recognised that it is not always easy to cross Northenden Road at this point. The applicant also states that, in relation to the current arrangement of accommodation in the building as a whole (comprising of a restaurant and two retail units on the ground floor and three residential flats above), the proposed arrangements would reduce the parking requirements of the building...The applicant states that, as the site is surrounded by buildings, it is not possible to provide additional parking at the site and that, as the site has previously functioned without impacting on highway safety, the proposed change of use and associated decrease in parking requirements is likely to improve this situation.

Parking and servicing requirements for 180 and 190A


17.
The LHA states that, in order to meet the Councils current car parking standards, the retail parking standard of 1 space per 15 sq m will apply due to the site location in Area Type B.  Therefore the Council’s parking standards require 11 car parking spaces overall for the proposals in 180 and 180A. As there are only 9 spaces available for all the uses at 180 -184, the proposals would not meet this standard. Despite a request for further information, the applicant has not submitted a parking layout or a servicing strategy. The LHA therefore states that, at the present time, there is inadequate information to properly assess the application proposals and that the proposals are therefore not acceptable as submitted. The LHA also states that, if planning permission were to be granted, the provision of 2 cycle parking spaces and 2 motorcycle parking spaces would also be required as part of the proposals.

18.
However, given that the current use is as a restaurant on the ground floor and a 2 bedroom flat on the upper floor, the existing car parking requirements for the site are for 11 car parking spaces (based on the public floorspace shown for this unit in the recent application to extend the restaurant use into 182) and therefore the proposals would not constitute any increase in the required car parking provision for 180 and 180A from the existing use. It is recognized that the restaurant use is likely to operate predominantly in the evening, whilst the retail use is likely to operate throughout the day but whilst the centre as a whole is generally quieter in the evening, there is likely to be more pressure for parking on surrounding residential streets. Therefore, given the above and the fact that the site is located adjacent to the District Centre and opposite a public car park, it is considered that it would not be reasonable to refuse the application on the grounds of lack of parking.  The applicant has also confirmed that the servicing arrangements for 180 and 180A would be the same as in relation to the other existing retail units. It is therefore also considered that it would not be reasonable to refuse the application on this basis. 


Potential implications of the amalgamation of 180-184

19.
In addition to issues relating to the level of parking provision, concerns have been raised by objectors that the site would be unsuitable for an amalgamated retail unit because of its specific position on the one way system where drivers have only a short length of road to change into the appropriate lanes and where there are pedestrian barriers, double yellow lines and a central reservation and a pedestrian crossing in close proximity. In particular, concerns have been raised about the servicing of an amalgamated single retail unit, which is likely to involve larger delivery vehicles than would be the case in respect of three smaller shops. 

20.
Given the other two applications at 182 and 184, the LHA is concerned that whilst the site is located adjacent to a local centre, a larger retail unit would give rise to larger service vehicles.  Therefore if the current application were to be approved, the LHA would request a condition that prohibits the individual A1 units from merging. Alternatively, it is considered that a condition could be attached that requires that, in the event that the units are amalgamated, a servicing strategy is to be submitted and implemented 

21.
Whilst, on face value, the applications relate to three separate units rather than an amalgamated single unit, it is clear from the applicant’s submitted statement and from previous discussions and their previous application for a Certificate of Lawful Proposed Development that their intention (at least at the time of the submission of the current application and the applications in 182 and 184) was to create a single large retail unit. Whilst it is recognised that the existing ground floor units could be amalgamated without planning permission, the current applications propose an increase in retail floorspace by the conversion of the upper floors to retail use, thus increasing the size of the overall unit and the likelihood that large vehicles would be needed to service it. In this context, it is considered that, if permission were to be granted, it would be reasonable to attach a condition requiring that, should the internal walls be removed and a larger unit / units be created, details of the servicing of that unit should be submitted (including a restriction on the maximum size of delivery vehicles) and implemented thereafter.  In addition, a condition would be needed requiring details of parking including cycle and motorcycle parking and these spaces to be retained thereafter.


Conclusion

22.
In conclusion, given the existing use of 180 and 180A, which generates a greater parking requirement than the proposed use and the fact that the application site is adjacent to the designated District Centre and opposite a public car park, it is considered that it would not be reasonable to refuse the application on the grounds of parking or servicing issues. If permission were to be granted, then a suitable condition would need to be attached to address the servicing and parking requirements of a larger amalgamated unit.


RESIDENTIAL AMENITY


23.
The applicant suggests that the impact on the occupiers of nearby residential properties will be reduced as a result of the proposed change of use from an evening restaurant use to a daytime retail use due to the fact that the use will be taking place during daytime hours when background noise levels are higher.. The applicant also states that, as no hot food would be prepared on the premises, any impacts in respect of odours would also be reduced. In addition, the applicant states that the increase in floorspace is only minor and that there will not be a major increase in the numbers of people coming and going from the premises. The Council’s Pollution and Licensing Section has raised no objections to the proposed change of use.

24.
It is recognised that, should the units at 180 – 184 be amalgamated, the resulting retail unit is likely to have relatively long hours of operation (possibly 6.00am to 11.00pm). However, given that there are no restrictions on the hours of operation of the existing retail uses and that the existing restaurant is permitted to open to 11.30pm on Mondays to Saturdays and 11.00pm on Sundays in both units 180 and 182, it is considered that it would not be reasonable to impose more restrictive hours of use restrictions on the proposed retail use. It is nevertheless considered that the condition referred to above requiring a servicing strategy in the event that the units are amalgamated should also address hours of servicing. It is therefore considered that the application proposals are acceptable in terms of residential amenity.


DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS


25.
If planning permission were to be granted for the proposed development, financial contributions would be required towards Specific Green Infrastructure (off-site tree planting) and towards highway and active travel network improvements and public transport improvements, in accordance with the Council’s Supplementary Planning Document SPD1, Planning Obligations, as set out below. 

		TDC category. 

		Gross TDC required for proposed development.

		Contribution to be offset for existing building/use or extant planning permission (where relevant).

		Gross TDC required for proposed development.



		Affordable Housing

		0

		0

		0



		Highways and Active Travel infrastructure (including highway, pedestrian and cycle schemes)

		£7,654.00

		£208.00

		£7,446.00



		Public transport schemes (including bus, tram and rail, schemes)

		£16,842.00

		£468.00

		£16,474.00



		Specific Green Infrastructure (including tree planting)

		£930.00

		£1,240.00

		0



		Spatial Green Infrastructure, Sports and Recreation (including local open space, equipped play areas; indoor and outdoor sports facilities).

		0

		0

		0



		Education facilities.

		0

		0

		0



		Total contribution required.

		

		

		£23920.00





CONCLUSION

26.
In conclusion, it is considered that, subject to appropriate conditions, the proposals would be acceptable in terms of highway safety and residential amenity. However, it is considered that the proposed development fails to comply with the sequential assessment required by paragraph 24 of the National Planning Policy Framework and should therefore be refused in accordance with paragraph 27 of that guidance. The development would also fail to comply with policy W2 of the Trafford Core Strategy. It is therefore recommended that planning permission should be refused for the above reason.

RECOMMENDATION: REFUSE 


1. The proposed development would fail to satisfy the sequential test as there is an existing unit within Sale Moor District Centre that is available, suitable and viable for the proposed retail use. The application proposals would therefore be contrary to guidance in the National Planning Policy Framework and Policy W2 of the Trafford Core Strategy.
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		WARD: Sale Moor

		77777/COU/2011

		DEPARTURE: YES





		Change of use from residential flat to retail use.



		182A Northenden Road, Sale, M33 2SR





		APPLICANT:  Alan Dobkin





		AGENT: GL Hearn





		RECOMMENDATION:  REFUSE 









SITE


The application relates to 182a Northenden Road, Sale Moor, which comprises a first floor residential flat, which is located above a commercial unit at 192. These are the middle units within a two storey building fronting onto the south side of Northenden Road, just outside the Sale Moor District Centre. The building has previously been occupied by three commercial units on the ground floor and three residential flats on the first floor. The ground floor unit at number 180 is currently occupied by a restaurant and planning permission has recently been granted to convert 182 into restaurant use in order to enlarge the existing restaurant. The other ground floor unit (184) is vacant and was previously occupied by a barber’s. There is a current planning application for change of use of 184 to a hot food takeaway. The residential flats (180A, 182A and 184A) are physically separate from the commercial units and have separate entrances via an external stairway and first floor deck at the rear of the building.


The building has a flat roof and is faced in buff / light brown brickwork with white timber weatherboarding at first floor level on the front elevation.


There is a car park and service yard at the rear of the building, although there are no parking spaces formally marked out. Vehicular access is from Northenden Road on the western side of the building. The boundary to the car park is formed by timber fencing of between 1.6m and 1.8m in height. There are some small to medium sized trees on the perimeter of the site, although those on the rear (southern) boundary are outside the application site itself. 


To the west of the application site lies the Legh Arms public house. To the east, there are three storey residential flats with two storey dwellings beyond these. On the opposite side of Northenden Road, to the north, there is a public car park and, immediately to the west of this lies a parade of shops within the defined Sale Moor District Centre. To the south of the site lies a bowling green with two storey dwellings beyond this.


PROPOSAL


The application proposes the change of use of the residential flat at 182A (above the commercial unit at 182) to Class A1 retail use. No external alterations are proposed to the building. The submitted Planning Statement states that an internal staircase would be provided to connect the ground floor and first floor accommodation, although this in itself would not require planning permission. 


There are two other current planning applications, 77776/COU/2011 and 77778/COU/2011, relating to the first floor flat at numbers 184a and to the ground floor restaurant and first floor flat at 180 and 180a respectively. These applications both propose the change of use of these units to retail use and both are also reported on this Committee agenda. Whilst each application must be considered on its own merits, it is understood that, at the time that the applications were submitted, the applicant’s wider intention was to gain planning permissions in respect of the change of use of these units and then subsequently to amalgamate all the ground floor and first floor units to form a single retail unit by removing internal walls, which would not, in itself, require planning permission. This would create a single unit with a total gross ground floorspace of approximately 240 sq.m. and a total ground and first floor gross floorspace of approximately 480 sq.m.  


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.


PRINCIPAL RELEVANT CORE STRATEGY POLICIES


W1 – Economy


W2 – Town Centres and Retail


L2 – Meeting Housing Needs


L3 – Regeneration and Reducing Inequalities


L4 – Sustainable Transport and Accessibility


L7 – Design


L8 – Planning Obligations 

PROPOSALS MAP NOTATION


None


PRINCIPAL RELEVANT REVISED UDP POLICIES/PROPOSALS

S11 – Development outside Established Centres

PRINCIPAL RSS POLICIES

W5 – Retail Development


RT2 – Managing Travel Demand

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

This Site


78946/FULL/2012 – Change of use from hairdressers Use Class A1) to hot food takeaway (Use Class A5). Erection of extraction flue to rear of building – Current application 


78385/FULL/2012 – Change of use of ground floor of 182 Northenden Road from shop (Use class A1) to enlarge existing restaurant at 180 and installation of new shop front – Approved – 16th May 2012


76840/CLOPD/2011 – Application for Certificate of Lawful Proposed Development in respect of the formation of a single A1 retail unit on the ground and first floors of 180, 182 and 184 Northenden Road – Withdrawn – 27th September 2011


H/54748 – Erection of second floor and pitched roof to form three additional self-contained flats, staircase to rear elevation, extending height of existing flue to side…- 180-184 Northenden Road – Approved - 14th October 2002


H/52359 – Erection of second floor and pitched roof to form three additional self-contained flats, staircase and canopy to rear elevation – Approved – 5th October 2001


H/23823 – Change of use of ground floor shop to hot food takeaway at 180 Northenden Road – Refused – 5th September 1986


H/23352 – Change of use of retail shop to restaurant at 180 Northenden Road – Approved – 5th June 1986


CONSULTATIONS


Strategic Planning – Comments incorporated into Observations Section


LHA – Comments incorporated into Observations Section 


Pollution and Licensing – No objections.


REPRESENTATIONS


92 letters of objection received, making the following comments; -


Impact on Existing Shops and Sale Moor Centre


· The applications make it clear that the separate units will be combined to make a bigger retail store for a supermarket operator. 


· The applicant is attempting to circumvent the planning process by making three separate applications which, if permitted, will then allow it to make internal alterations to provide one large unit. The applications should be considered together.


· The proposed supermarket will have a detrimental impact on the existing shops and community in Sale Moor. The centre is served by a variety of shops providing a good range of produce with healthy competition between existing traders and a reasonably sized supermarket-style shop (Spar). The retailers have worked hard to promote the centre, which is vibrant and attracts people from outside the village as well as local residents. 


· Sale Moor does not need a supermarket as it already has greengrocers, bakers and butchers as well as two convenience stores all of which will suffer if a supermarket opens nearby. Sale Moor should build on the image of independent, locally run shops and restaurants. 


· The local shops provide everything the community needs. The only thing the supermarket can offer is lower prices. In the short term, this might provide increased choice but, in the long term, this is likely to lead to long-established businesses being forced to close. 


· Sale Moor might end up having mainly betting shops, tanning salons and takeaways or rows of boarded up shopfronts, which would then lead to vandalism and destruction of the environment and accompanying problems of crime, drugs and alcohol.


· A Tesco Express type store would not necessarily be cheaper than the local shops as these stores do not operate the same pricing system as the larger supermarkets.


· There are already a number of supermarkets within easy reach of Sale Moor and there are good public transport links to supermarkets in Sale Town Centre. 


· The local shopkeepers re-invest their money in the local community but the supermarket will take money out of the community. Communities develop best with small business and locals supporting each other. In the current economic climate the Council should be promoting local enterprise and growth.


· There have been several applications to site a supermarket in or adjacent to Sale Moor village and residents were successful in fighting a proposed supermarket on the Warrener Street car park. 


· There has been a lot of national media attention on how the high street is suffering all over the country due to the arrival of the supermarket express. Northenden is an example of what a Tesco store can do to an area.


· A report by the Competition Commission found that the loss of local independent shops can have serious impacts in terms of access to food, particularly for people on lower incomes or those who don’t have the use of a car. 


· Over the last five years, all the vacant shops have been turned into takeaways or betting shops. If a supermarket were allowed to open, there would be even more takeaways. 


.


· The proposed development outside the designated centre would skew the development of the village. The units should not be included within the “district centre”.


· The proposal would result in the loss of 3 retail units, which are at a premium as there is currently only one other vacant shop in the village. The units were occupied until the businesses had their leases terminated. The existing retail units would appeal to the market in their current form and do not need to be amalgamated..


· The owner of the existing restaurant does not want to move as he has built the business up over the last 20 years with many regular customers.


Highway Safety and Parking Provision


· The proposal requires about 20 parking spaces but only 10 have been provided with no provision for parking for disabled persons. Parking is already a problem in the village and this will make it much worse.


· Customers will park on nearby streets and in front of houses blocking driveway. If this results in restrictions e.g. permit parking or double yellow lines, it would mean that residents may either be unable to park or may have to pay to do so. 


· There are no details of external changes to the parking area nor any details of the storage and collection of waste.


· The car park on the opposite side of the dual carriageway is not a convenient option. It is already heavily used by local employees and residents and the proposal would lead to increased numbers of pedestrians needing to cross at this point and therefore increased risks. 


· Traffic is already a problem here with cars travelling quickly and having only a short length of road in which to get into the right lane on the one way system. This is one of the main routes into Sale from the M60 and Manchester and is also a bus route. Drivers are often too busy concentrating on changing lanes to notice pedestrians trying to cross the road.  Delivery vans parked outside the site are likely to cause further problems. Vehicles pulling out of the access would cause a hazard and may need to move into the right hand lane in a short distance.


· Concerns have been raised by the Police and Council officials concerning speeding traffic resulting in many near misses at the pedestrian crossing. Improvements have been made in terms of road markings and a flashing speed sign but insufficient thought has been given to the impact of the development in terms of increased traffic. Somebody was knocked down at the pedestrian crossing recently.


· The type of delivery vehicles used by a supermarket would find it difficult to gain access to the site. The width of the road will not allow large vehicles to turn into the site. There are double yellow lines and pedestrian barriers and no loading bay in front of the units. Deliveries would reduce the road to one lane. If vehicles reverse into the access road, they will completely block the carriageway. Large vehicles will also be needed for rubbish collection.


· Lorries / delivery vans or customers parked outside the premises would cause major congestion, particularly during rush hour and the school run. 


· The applications state that there will be no increase in traffic because the site is already used for retail purposes. Irrespective of the actual number of parking spaces, visits to a restaurant or a hairdresser’s take much longer than a quick stop at a supermarket express – this will significantly increase the traffic generation.. 


· The application infers that the rear yard has been regularly used for deliveries but none of the previous businesses required van, LGV or HGV type delivery vehicles. 


· When the units were last used for retail purposes, cars were often parked on the pavement outside.


· The site is not suitable and there are alternative sites within a couple of miles that are better suited to this development.


Residential Amenity and Design


· If most deliveries are made in the early morning when traffic levels are light, there will be a problem of excessive noise to local residents as a result of large vehicles manoeuvring. Would it cause environmental and light pollution? 


· There are no details of external lighting.


· There are no details of the external alterations to the building, which must occur given the conversion from residential to retail use (including details of windows and cladding and the potential for overlooking and loss of privacy). 


· This is not a suitable location for a supermarket as it is a predominantly residential area.


Other Issues


· Residents have not been properly consulted despite the fact that the government has said local residents should be making the decisions as to what the local community needs. 


· The reference to increased employment opportunities is not substantiated by any evidence.  Any increase in employment would only be at the cost of existing jobs.


· The applications will result in the loss of residential units. At a time of shortage of affordable housing, it is wrong to remove property from the housing stock. 


· There would be an increase in the number of young people loitering around the shops.


· The supermarket will bring more trouble to the area with the sale of cheap alcohol.


· The development will have a detrimental impact on property values. 


· It is estimated that approximately 70% of the population of Sale Moor are against the supermarket proposal and all local traders are against it.


6 letters of support have been received, including one signed by 8 persons and another signed by 13 persons. The letters make the following comments: -


· Sale Moor desperately needs a supermarket, which would provide the footfall needed to bring the centre back to life.


· The proposed supermarket will give residents more choice in the evenings and on a Sunday and will make Sale Moor more self-sufficient. 


· The development will result in the refurbishment of units that appear tired and will improve the appearance of the area. 


· The development will create employment.


· Many elderly and infirm people who are in favour of an alternative convenience store and cannot easily go to other places for choice of products. This will save them from having to carry heavy bags for a greater distance or wait for buses in winter weather and will allow them to shop for food on a daily basis.


· It is expected that the store will only sell food so it is difficult to understand why butchers and chemists are afraid of losing custom.  


· The comments of the objectors suggest that this will be a much bigger supermarket than is actually proposed.


OBSERVATIONS


PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT


2. Sale Moor is identified as a District Centre on the Revised Trafford Unitary Development Plan Proposals Map and in Core Strategy Policy W2. The precise boundaries of the town, district and local centres and the primary and secondary shopping areas will be reviewed in the forthcoming Land Allocations DPD. W2.7 of the Core Strategy states that “Within these centres 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 states that “Whilst there is a need to enhance the convenience retail offer of all 3 District Centres, there is a particular need to plan for a small to medium-sized supermarket within Sale Moor District Centre”.

3. The site is located immediately adjacent to but outside the Sale Moor District Centre boundary, although the applicant argues that it functions as part of the District Centre. The proposed change of use would increase the gross commercial floorspace of the unit at 182 by 81 sq.m, bringing the total gross floorspace of the unit to 162 sq.m. The applicant states the change of use will create a larger, more marketable unit.

3.
As the proposed development is located outside of an established town centre, it should therefore be considered against Policy W2 of the Trafford Core Strategy and guidance in the NPPF. W2.12 of Policy W2 states that outside the identified centres, there will be a presumption against the development of retail, leisure and other town centre type uses, except where it can be demonstrated that they satisfy the tests outlined in current Government guidance.  


4. 
The key principle of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development and, in particular, that significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth. The NPPF retains the “Town Centres First” approach and the government’s key objective of promoting the vitality and viability of town centres. Paragraph 23 states that local planning authorities (LPA’s) should “recognise town centres as the heart of their communities and pursue policies to support their vitality and viability.” Paragraph 24 states that a sequential assessment is required for planning applications for main town centre uses that are not in an existing centre and are not in accordance with an up to date development plan.


5.
The applicant has submitted a supporting statement, which includes a sequential assessment of potential sites within Sale Moor district centre. Vacant units were assessed in terms of their availability, suitability and viability and the applicant concluded that there were no sequentially preferable sites. 


6.
The applicant states that “Sale Moor was surveyed on 5th October 2011 and, of the 68 commercial units that comprise the District Centre, the following four vacancies were identified: -

AMC, 128 Northenden Road


Ian Berry Insurance Broker, 109a Northenden Road


9 Marsland Road


11 Marsland Road”


7.
The applicant states that, as there are only four vacancies, the vacancy rate for the centre as a whole is only 6%, which is very low given that the current UK average is approximately 14%. The applicant states that these vacancies are a result of the natural turnover of operators rather than long term vacancies that cannot be occupied.


8.
In respect of the AMC office, the applicant notes that, although the premises appear to be vacant, there is no To Let board advertising its availability. Assuming it is available, the applicant states that the approximate floor area of both ground and first floors is 120 sq.m., which is significantly less than that created at the current application premises and is therefore not suitable for an occupier seeking a greater floorspace. The applicant states that the former Ian Berry Insurance office is located at first floor level and that the ground floor units below this are not available. Therefore, the applicant considers that these premises are also not suitable for an occupier seeking a greater floorspace.


9.
The applicant states that 9 and 11 Marsland Road are two adjacent units that appear to be vacant, although neither have had any To Let boards advertising their availability since monitoring began in August 2011. The applicant therefore concludes that this indicates that, although the units appear to be vacant, they are not being marketed and therefore not genuinely available. The applicant therefore concludes that there are no sequentially preferable sites within the Sale Moor District Centre and that the change of use is acceptable.


10.
However, planning officers have assessed the same vacant units identified by the applicant and disagree with the conclusions of the assessment carried out in respect of the unit at 11 Marsland Road. Since the applicant has undertaken their assessment, Number 9 Marsland Road has now been occupied but Number 11 still lies vacant. After discussions with the agent for the owner of Number 11, it has been confirmed that they are open to discussions in relation to the premises becoming occupied by a new tenant. In fact, the position was updated by the agent for that property on 17th September 2012 who stated that 11 Marsland Road is now fully on the market and that there is a letting board in situ. It is also noted that the footprint of the building at 11 Marsland Road is approximately 81m2 which is the same size as the application proposal. Number 11 Marsland Road lies within the Sale Moor district boundary as identified in the Trafford UDP.Taking this into consideration, it is concluded that Number 11 Marsland Road would appear to be available, suitable and viable for an A1 retail use proposal and that the applicant has therefore failed the sequential assessment. Paragraph 27 of the NPPF states that planning applications that fail to satisfy the sequential test should be refused, 


11.
With regards to retail impact, the applicant states that the provision of additional retail floorspace is expected to have a positive impact on the vitality and viability of Sale Moor District Centre. Referring to the amalgamation of the floorspace in units 180, 180a, 182, 182a, 184 and 184a, the applicant states that “The larger unit will be able to provide supplementary floorspace, allowing potential operators to stock a wider range of goods and services than is currently available in the Centre”. The applicant states that the development will encourage linked trips to other units within the Centre and that the introduction of daytime hours of business, unlike the existing restaurant, would further encourage linked trips. In terms of the NPPF, an impact assessment would not normally be required for a development of the scale of the amalgamated unit (the default threshold being 2,500 sq.m. in the absence of any locally set threshold). In any case, it is necessary to consider the current application at182A on its own merits and it is accepted that the change of use of 182A would not have a significant impact on the vitality and viability of the district centre as a whole.


Loss of Residential Unit


12.
The proposed change of use would result in the loss of a residential unit but there are no policies in the Development Plan specifically requiring the retention of residential units.  The figures for the five year housing supply for Trafford from 2011/12 to 2015/16, as outlined in the Core Strategy, indicate that with existing commitments and allocated sites, there should be an excess of 340 dwellings. The applicant therefore states that the loss of one dwelling would not detrimentally impact the Borough’s five year housing supply. 


Conclusion


13.
In conclusion, it is considered that, whilst the proposed change of use of 182A would not have any significant impact on the vitality and viability of the district centre, the proposal fails the sequential assessment and that the application must therefore be refused under the terms of paragraph 27 of the NPPF.


HIGHWAY SAFETY AND PARKING PROVISION


14.
The rear service yard is currently used for deliveries and provides a parking area for the customers of the existing / previous businesses and the occupiers of the residential flats. In addition, the rear yard currently accommodates the bin store areas for the commercial and residential properties and the plant and equipment required for the commercial units.


15.
Referring to an amalgamated unit, the applicant states that the proposed retail floorspace will serve the local community and therefore reduce the need for car travel to other retail destinations in order to meet day to day needs. The applicant states that it is expected that the majority of people will walk from the surrounding residential areas but that the site is also very accessible by bus. The applicant states that there are bus stops located within 75 metres of the site on Northenden Road, Marsland Road, Old Hall Road and Conway Road. 


16.
The applicant states that the rear car park will provide parking provision for ten vehicles. Although the current application submission does not include any layout plan to demonstrate this, the previous application for an extended restaurant in the adjacent unit (182) did include a layout plan that showed nine parking spaces. In addition, there is also a public car park on the opposite side of Northenden Road, although it is recognised that crossing Northenden Road is not always easy at this point. The applicant also states that, in relation to the current arrangement of accommodation in the building as a whole (comprising of a restaurant and two retail units on the ground floor and three residential flats above), the proposed arrangements would reduce the parking requirements of the building. The applicant states that, as the site is surrounded by buildings, it is not possible to provide additional parking at the site and that, as the site has previously functioned without impacting on highway safety, the proposed change of use and associated decrease in parking requirements is likely to improve this situation.


Parking and servicing requirements for 182 and 192A


17.
The LHA states that, in order to meet the Councils current car parking standards, the retail parking standard of 1 space per 15 sq m will apply due to the site location in Area Type B.  Therefore the Council’s parking standards require 6 car parking spaces overall for the proposed change of use at 182A. As there are only 9 spaces available for all the uses at 180 -184, the proposals would not meet this standard. Despite a request for further information, the applicant has not submitted a parking layout or a servicing strategy. The LHA therefore states that, at the present time, there is inadequate information to properly assess the application proposals and that the proposals are therefore not acceptable as submitted. The LHA also states that, if planning permission were to be granted, the provision of 2 cycle parking spaces and 2 motorcycle parking spaces would also be required as part of the proposals.


18.
Given that the current use is a 2 bedroom flat, the Council’s current parking standards would require an increase in the parking provision for 182A comprising of four spaces. However, planning permission has recently been granted for restaurant use in 182 and the combined parking requirements of 182 and 182A in retail use (11 spaces) would be less than the combined requirements of 182 and 182A as a restaurant and flat above (13 Spaces) (based on the public floorspace shown for this unit on the approved plan for the restaurant extension). It is recognized that the restaurant use is likely to operate predominantly in the evening, whilst the retail use is likely to operate throughout the day but whilst the centre as a whole is quieter in the evening, there is likely to be more parking pressure on nearby residential streets at this time. Therefore, given the above and the fact that the site is located adjacent to the District Centre and opposite a public car park, it is considered that it would not be reasonable to refuse the application on the grounds of lack of parking. The applicant has also confirmed that the servicing arrangements for 182 would be the same as in relation to the existing use at 182. It is therefore also considered that it would not be reasonable to refuse the application on this basis. 

Potential implications of the amalgamation of 180-184

19.
In addition to issues relating to the level of parking provision, concerns have been raised by objectors that the site would be unsuitable for an amalgamated retail unit because of its specific position on the one way system where drivers have only a short length of road to change into the appropriate lanes and where there are pedestrian barriers, double yellow lines and a central reservation and a pedestrian crossing in close proximity. In particular, concerns have been raised about the servicing of an amalgamated single retail unit, which is likely to involve larger delivery vehicles than would be the case in respect of three smaller shops. 


20.
Given the other two applications at 180 and 184, the LHA is concerned that whilst the site is located adjacent to a local centre, a larger retail unit would give rise to larger service vehicles.  Therefore if the current application were to be approved, the LHA would request a condition that prohibits the individual A1 units from merging. Alternatively, it is considered that a condition could be attached that requires that, in the event that the units are amalgamated, a servicing strategy is to be submitted and implemented 


21.
Whilst, on face value, the applications relate to three separate units rather than an amalgamated single unit, it is clear from the applicant’s submitted statement and from previous discussions and their previous application for a Certificate of Lawful Proposed Development that their intention (at least at the time of the submission of the current application and the applications in 180 and 184) was to create a single large retail unit. Whilst it is recognised that the existing ground floor units could be amalgamated without planning permission, the current applications propose an increase in retail floorspace by the conversion of the upper floors to retail use, thus increasing the size of the overall unit and the likelihood that large vehicles would be needed to service it. In this context, it is considered that, if permission were to be granted, it would be reasonable to attach a condition requiring that, should the internal walls be removed and a larger unit / units be created, details of the servicing of that unit should be submitted (including a restriction on the maximum size of delivery vehicles) and implemented thereafter.  In addition, a condition would be needed requiring details of parking including cycle and motorcycle parking and these spaces to be retained thereafter. 


Conclusion

22.
In conclusion, given that the combined parking requirements of 182 and 182A in retail use would be less than those of the permitted use of those units as a restaurant and flat above and the fact that the application site is adjacent to the designated District Centre and opposite a public car park, it is considered that it would not be reasonable to refuse the application on the grounds of parking or servicing issues.. If permission were to be granted, then a suitable condition would need to be attached to address the servicing and parking requirements of a larger amalgamated unit.


RESIDENTIAL AMENITY


23.
The applicant suggests that the impact on the occupiers of nearby residential properties will be reduced as a result of the proposed change of use from an evening restaurant use to a daytime retail use due to the fact that the use will be taking place during daytime hours when background noise levels are higher.. The applicant also states that, as no hot food would be prepared on the premises, any impacts in respect of odours would also be reduced. In addition, the applicant states that the increase in floorspace is only minor and that there will not be a major increase in the numbers of people coming and going from the premises. The Council’s Pollution and Licensing Section has raised no objections to the proposed change of use.


24.
It is recognised that, should the units at 180 – 184 be amalgamated, the resulting retail unit is likely to have relatively long hours of operation (possibly 6.00am to 11.00pm). However, given that there are no restrictions on the hours of operation of the existing retail uses and that the existing restaurant is permitted to open to 11.30pm on Mondays to Saturdays and 11.00pm on Sundays in both units 180 and 182,, it is considered that it would not be reasonable to impose more restrictive hours of use restrictions on the proposed retail use. It is nevertheless considered that the condition referred to above requiring a servicing strategy in the event that the units are amalgamated should also address hours of servicing. It is therefore considered that the application proposals are acceptable in terms of residential amenity.


DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS


25.
The application property falls below the threshold of 100 sq.m. identified in SPD1, Planning Obligations, and therefore no developer contributions would be payable in respect of this proposal.

CONCLUSION

26.
In conclusion, it is considered that, subject to appropriate conditions, the proposals would be acceptable in terms of highway safety and residential amenity. However, it is considered that the proposed development fails to comply with the sequential assessment required by paragraph 24 of the National Planning Policy Framework and should therefore be refused in accordance with paragraph 27 of that guidance. The development would also fail to comply with policy W2 of the Trafford Core Strategy. It is therefore recommended that planning permission should be refused for the above reason.


RECOMMENDATION: REFUSE 


1. The proposed development would fail to satisfy the sequential test as there is an existing unit within Sale Moor District Centre that is available, suitable and viable for the proposed retail use. The application proposals would therefore be contrary to guidance in the National Planning Policy Framework and Policy W2 of the Trafford Core Strategy.
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SITE


The application relates to 184A Northenden Road, Sale Moor, which comprises a residential flat above located above a ground floor commercial unit. This is the easternmost unit within a two storey building fronting onto the south side of Northenden Road, just outside the Sale Moor District Centre. The building has previously been occupied by three commercial units on the ground floor and three residential flats on the first floor. The ground floor unit at number 180 is currently occupied by a restaurant and planning permission has recently been granted to convert the unit adjacent to this (182) into restaurant use in order to enlarge the existing restaurant. The other ground floor unit (184) is vacant and was previously occupied by a barber’s. There is a current planning application for change of use of 184 to a hot food takeaway. The residential flats (180A, 182A and 184A) are physically separate from the commercial units and have separate entrances via an external stairway and first floor deck at the rear of the building.


The building has a flat roof and is faced in buff / light brown brickwork with white timber weatherboarding at first floor level on the front elevation.


There is a car park and service yard at the rear of the building, although there are no parking spaces formally marked out. Vehicular access is from Northenden Road on the western side of the building. The boundary to the car park is formed by timber fencing of between 1.6m and 1.8m in height. There are some small to medium sized trees on the perimeter of the site, although those on the rear (southern) boundary are outside the application site itself. 


To the west of the application site lies the Legh Arms public house. To the east, there are three storey residential flats with two storey dwellings beyond these. On the opposite side of Northenden Road, to the north, there is a public car park and, immediately to the west of this lies a parade of shops within the defined Sale Moor District Centre. To the south of the site lies a bowling green with two storey dwellings beyond this.


PROPOSAL


The application proposes the change of use of the residential flat at 184A (above the vacant shop at 184) to Class A1 retail use. No external alterations are proposed to the building. The submitted Planning Statement states that an internal staircase would be provided to connect the ground floor and first floor accommodation, although this in itself would not require planning permission. 


There are two other current planning applications, 77777/COU/2011 and 77778/COU/2011, relating to the first floor flat at numbers 182A and to the ground floor restaurant and first floor flat at 180 and 180A respectively. These applications both propose the change of use of these units to retail use and both are also reported on this Committee agenda. Whilst each application must be considered on its own merits, it is understood that, at the time that the applications were submitted, the applicant’s wider intention was to gain planning permissions in respect of the change of use of these units and then subsequently to amalgamate all the ground floor and first floor units to form a single retail unit by removing internal walls, which would not, in itself, require planning permission. This would create a single unit with a total gross ground floorspace of approximately 240 sq.m. and a total ground and first floor gross floorspace of approximately 480 sq.m.  


DEVELOPMENT PLAN


THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN IN TRAFFORD


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 signalled 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

PRINCIPLE CORE STRATEGY POLICIES 


W1 – Economy


W2 – Town Centres and Retail

L2 – Meeting Housing Needs


L3 – Regeneration and Reducing Inequalities


L4 – Sustainable Transport and Accessibility


L7 – Design


L8 – Planning Obligations

PROPOSALS MAP NOTATION


None


PRINCIPAL RELEVANT REVISED UDP POLICIES/PROPOSALS

S11 – Development outside Established Centres

PRINCIPAL RSS POLICIES

W5 – Retail Development


RT2 – Managing Travel Demand


RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

This Site


78946/FULL/2012 – Change of use from hairdressers Use Class A1) to hot food takeaway (Use Class A5). Erection of extraction flue to rear of building – Current application 


78385/FULL/2012 – Change of use of ground floor of 182 Northenden Road from shop (Use class A1) to enlarge existing restaurant at 180 and installation of new shop front – Approved – 16th May 2012


76840/CLOPD/2011 – Application for Certificate of Lawful Proposed Development in respect of the formation of a single A1 retail unit on the ground and first floors of 180, 182 and 184 Northenden Road – Withdrawn – 27th September 2011


H/54748 – Erection of second floor and pitched roof to form three additional self-contained flats, staircase to rear elevation, extending height of existing flue to side…- 180-184 Northenden Road – Approved - 14th October 2002


H/52359 – Erection of second floor and pitched roof to form three additional self-contained flats, staircase and canopy to rear elevation – Approved – 5th October 2001


H/23823 – Change of use of ground floor shop to hot food takeaway at 180 Northenden Road – Refused – 5th September 1986


H/23352 – Change of use of retail shop to restaurant at 180 Northenden Road – Approved – 5th June 1986


CONSULTATIONS


Strategic Planning – Comments incorporated into Observations Section


LHA – Comments incorporated into Observations Section 


Pollution and Licensing – No objections.


REPRESENTATIONS


92 letters of objection received, making the following comments; -


Impact on Existing Shops and Sale Moor Centre


· The applications make it clear that the separate units will be combined to make a bigger retail store for a supermarket operator. 


· The applicant is attempting to circumvent the planning process by making three separate applications which, if permitted, will then allow it to make internal alterations to provide one large unit. The applications should be considered together.


· The proposed supermarket will have a detrimental impact on the existing shops and community in Sale Moor. The centre is served by a variety of shops providing a good range of produce with healthy competition between existing traders and a reasonably sized supermarket-style shop (Spar). The retailers have worked hard to promote the centre, which is vibrant and attracts people from outside the village as well as local residents. 


· Sale Moor does not need a supermarket as it already has greengrocers, bakers and butchers as well as two convenience stores all of which will suffer if a supermarket opens nearby. Sale Moor should build on the image of independent, locally run shops and restaurants. 


· The local shops provide everything the community needs. The only thing the supermarket can offer is lower prices. In the short term, this might provide increased choice but, in the long term, this is likely to lead to long-established businesses being forced to close. 


· Sale Moor might end up having mainly betting shops, tanning salons and takeaways or rows of boarded up shopfronts, which would then lead to vandalism and destruction of the environment and accompanying problems of crime, drugs and alcohol.


· A Tesco Express type store would not necessarily be cheaper than the local shops as these stores do not operate the same pricing system as the larger supermarkets.


· There are already a number of supermarkets within easy reach of Sale Moor and there are good public transport links to supermarkets in Sale Town Centre. 


· The local shopkeepers re-invest their money in the local community but the supermarket will take money out of the community. Communities develop best with small business and locals supporting each other. In the current economic climate the Council should be promoting local enterprise and growth.


· There have been several applications to site a supermarket in or adjacent to Sale Moor village and residents were successful in fighting a proposed supermarket on the Warrener Street car park. 


· There has been a lot of national media attention on how the high street is suffering all over the country due to the arrival of the supermarket express. Northenden is an example of what a Tesco store can do to an area.


· A report by the Competition Commission found that the loss of local independent shops can have serious impacts in terms of access to food, particularly for people on lower incomes or those who don’t have the use of a car. 


· Over the last five years, all the vacant shops have been turned into takeaways or betting shops. If a supermarket were allowed to open, there would be even more takeaways. 


.


· The proposed development outside the designated centre would skew the development of the village. The units should not be included within the “district centre”.


· The proposal would result in the loss of 3 retail units, which are at a premium as there is currently only one other vacant shop in the village. The units were occupied until the businesses had their leases terminated. The existing retail units would appeal to the market in their current form and do not need to be amalgamated.

· The owner of the existing restaurant does not want to move as he has built the business up over the last 20 years with many regular customers.


Highway Safety and Parking Provision


· The proposal requires about 20 parking spaces but only 10 have been provided with no provision for parking for disabled persons. Parking is already a problem in the village and this will make it much worse.


· Customers will park on nearby streets and in front of houses blocking driveway. If this results in restrictions e.g. permit parking or double yellow lines, it would mean that residents may either be unable to park or may have to pay to do so. 


· There are no details of external changes to the parking area nor any details of the storage and collection of waste.


· The car park on the opposite side of the dual carriageway is not a convenient option. It is already heavily used by local employees and residents and the proposal would lead to increased numbers of pedestrians needing to cross at this point and therefore increased risks. 


· Traffic is already a problem here with cars travelling quickly and having only a short length of road in which to get into the right lane on the one way system. This is one of the main routes into Sale from the M60 and Manchester and is also a bus route. Drivers are often too busy concentrating on changing lanes to notice pedestrians trying to cross the road.  Delivery vans parked outside the site are likely to cause further problems. Vehicles pulling out of the access would cause a hazard and may need to move into the right hand lane in a short distance.


· Concerns have been raised by the Police and Council officials concerning speeding traffic resulting in many near misses at the pedestrian crossing. Improvements have been made in terms of road markings and a flashing speed sign but insufficient thought has been given to the impact of the development in terms of increased traffic. Somebody was knocked down at the pedestrian crossing recently.


· The type of delivery vehicles used by a supermarket would find it difficult to gain access to the site. The width of the road will not allow large vehicles to turn into the site. There are double yellow lines and pedestrian barriers and no loading bay in front of the units. Deliveries would reduce the road to one lane. If vehicles reverse into the access road, they will completely block the carriageway. Large vehicles will also be needed for rubbish collection.


· Lorries / delivery vans or customers parked outside the premises would cause major congestion, particularly during rush hour and the school run. 


· The applications state that there will be no increase in traffic because the site is already used for retail purposes. Irrespective of the actual number of parking spaces, visits to a restaurant or a hairdresser’s take much longer than a quick stop at a supermarket express – this will significantly increase the traffic generation.

· The application infers that the rear yard has been regularly used for deliveries but none of the previous businesses required van, LGV or HGV type delivery vehicles. 


· When the units were last used for retail purposes, cars were often parked on the pavement outside.


· The site is not suitable and there are alternative sites within a couple of miles that are better suited to this development.


Residential Amenity and Design


· If most deliveries are made in the early morning when traffic levels are light, there will be a problem of excessive noise to local residents as a result of large vehicles manoeuvring. Would it cause environmental and light pollution? 


· There are no details of external lighting.


· There are no details of the external alterations to the building, which must occur given the conversion from residential to retail use (including details of windows and cladding and the potential for overlooking and loss of privacy). 


· This is not a suitable location for a supermarket as it is a predominantly residential area.


Other Issues


· Residents have not been properly consulted despite the fact that the government has said local residents should be making the decisions as to what the local community needs. 


· The reference to increased employment opportunities is not substantiated by any evidence.  Any increase in employment would only be at the cost of existing jobs.


· The applications will result in the loss of residential units. At a time of shortage of affordable housing, it is wrong to remove property from the housing stock. 


· There would be an increase in the number of young people loitering around the shops.


· The supermarket will bring more trouble to the area with the sale of cheap alcohol.


· The development will have a detrimental impact on property values. 


· It is estimated that approximately 70% of the population of Sale Moor are against the supermarket proposal and all local traders are against it.


6 letters of support have been received, including one signed by 8 persons and another signed by 13 persons. The letters make the following comments: -


· Sale Moor desperately needs a supermarket, which would provide the footfall needed to bring the centre back to life.


· The proposed supermarket will give residents more choice in the evenings and on a Sunday and will make Sale Moor more self-sufficient. 


· The development will result in the refurbishment of units that appear tired and will improve the appearance of the area. 


· The development will create employment.


· Many elderly and infirm people who are in favour of an alternative convenience store and cannot easily go to other places for choice of products. This will save them from having to carry heavy bags for a greater distance or wait for buses in winter weather and will allow them to shop for food on a daily basis.


· It is expected that the store will only sell food so it is difficult to understand why butchers and chemists are afraid of losing custom.  


· The comments of the objectors suggest that this will be a much bigger supermarket than is actually proposed.


OBSERVATIONS

PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT


1. Sale Moor is identified as a District Centre on the Revised Trafford Unitary Development Plan Proposals Map and in Core Strategy Policy W2. The precise boundaries of the town, district and local centres and the primary and secondary shopping areas will be reviewed in the forthcoming Land Allocations DPD. W2.7 of the Core Strategy states that “Within these centres 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 states that “Whilst there is a need to enhance the convenience retail offer of all 3 District Centres, there is a particular need to plan for a small to medium-sized supermarket within Sale Moor District Centre”.

2. 
The site is located immediately adjacent to but outside the Sale Moor District Centre boundary, although the applicant argues that it functions as part of the District Centre. The proposed change of use would increase the gross commercial floorspace of the unit at 184 by 81 sq.m., bringing the total gross floorspace of the unit to 162 sq.m. The applicant states the change of use will create a larger, more marketable unit.


3.
As the proposed development is located outside of an established town centre, it should therefore be considered against Policy W2 of the Trafford Core Strategy and guidance in the NPPF. W2.12 of Policy W2 states that outside the identified centres, there will be a presumption against the development of retail, leisure and other town centre type uses, except where it can be demonstrated that they satisfy the tests outlined in current Government guidance.  


4. 
The key principle of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development and, in particular, that significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth. The NPPF retains the “Town Centres First” approach and the government’s key objective of promoting the vitality and viability of town centres. Paragraph 23 states that local planning authorities (LPA’s) should “recognise town centres as the heart of their communities and pursue policies to support their vitality and viability.” Paragraph 24 states that a sequential assessment is required for planning applications for main town centre uses that are not in an existing centre and are not in accordance with an up to date development plan.


5.
The applicant has submitted a supporting statement, which includes a sequential assessment of potential sites within Sale Moor district centre. Vacant units were assessed in terms of their availability, suitability and viability and the applicant concluded that there were no sequentially preferable sites. 


6.
The applicant states that “Sale Moor was surveyed on 5th October 2011 and, of the 68 commercial units that comprise the District Centre, the following four vacancies were identified: -

AMC, 128 Northenden Road


Ian Berry Insurance Broker, 109a Northenden Road


9 Marsland Road


11 Marsland Road”


7.
The applicant states that, as there are only four vacancies, the vacancy rate for the centre as a whole is only 6%, which is very low given that the current UK average is approximately 14%. The applicant states that these vacancies are a result of the natural turnover of operators rather than long term vacancies that cannot be occupied.


8.
In respect of the AMC office, the applicant notes that, although the premises appear to be vacant, there is no To Let board advertising its availability. Assuming it is available, the applicant states that the approximate floor area of both ground and first floors is 120 sq.m., which is significantly less than that created at the current application premises and is therefore not suitable for an occupier seeking a greater floorspace. The applicant states that the former Ian Berry Insurance office is located at first floor level and that the ground floor units below this are not available. Therefore, the applicant considers that these premises are also not suitable for an occupier seeking a greater floorspace.


9.
The applicant states that 9 and 11 Marsland Road are two adjacent units that appear to be vacant, although neither have had any To Let boards advertising their availability since monitoring began in August 2011. The applicant therefore concludes that this indicates that, although the units appear to be vacant, they are not being marketed and therefore not genuinely available. The applicant therefore concludes that there are no sequentially preferable sites within the Sale Moor District Centre and that the change of use is acceptable.


10.
However, planning officers have assessed the same vacant units identified by the applicant and disagree with the conclusions of the assessment carried out in respect of the unit at 11 Marsland Road. Since the applicant has undertaken their assessment, Number 9 Marsland Road has now been occupied but Number 11 still lies vacant. After discussions with the agent for the owner of Number 11, it has been confirmed that they are open to discussions in relation to the premises becoming occupied by a new tenant. In fact, the position was updated by the agent for that property on 17th September 2012 who stated that 11 Marsland Road is now fully on the market and that there is a letting board in situ. It is also noted that the footprint of the building at 11 Marsland Road is approximately 81m2 which is the same size as the application proposal. Number 11 Marsland Road lies within the Sale Moor district boundary as identified in the Trafford UDP.Taking this into consideration, it is concluded that Number 11 Marsland Road would appear to be available, suitable and viable for an A1 retail use proposal and that the applicant has therefore failed the sequential assessment. Paragraph 27 of the NPPF states that planning applications that fail to satisfy the sequential test should be refused, 


11.
With regards to retail impact, the applicant states that the provision of additional retail floorspace is expected to have a positive impact on the vitality and viability of Sale Moor District Centre. Referring to the amalgamation of the floorspace in units 180, 180a, 182, 182a, 184 and 184a, the applicant states that “The larger unit will be able to provide supplementary floorspace, allowing potential operators to stock a wider range of goods and services than is currently available in the Centre”. The applicant states that the development will encourage linked trips to other units within the Centre and that the introduction of daytime hours of business, unlike the existing restaurant, would further encourage linked trips. In terms of the NPPF, an impact assessment would not normally be required for a development of the scale of the amalgamated unit (the default threshold being 2,500 sq.m. in the absence of any locally set threshold). In any case, it is necessary to consider the current application at184A on its own merits and it is accepted that the change of use of 184A would not have a significant impact on the vitality and viability of the district centre as a whole.


Loss of Residential Unit


12.
The proposed change of use would result in the loss of a residential unit but there are no policies in the Development Plan specifically requiring the retention of residential units.  The figures for the five year housing supply for Trafford from 2011/12 to 2015/16, as outlined in the Core Strategy, indicate that with existing commitments and allocated sites, there should be an excess of 340 dwellings. The applicant therefore states that the loss of one dwelling would not detrimentally impact the Borough’s five year housing supply. 


Conclusion


13.
In conclusion, it is considered that, whilst the proposed change of use of 184A would not have any significant impact on the vitality and viability of the district centre, the proposal fails the sequential assessment and that the application must therefore be refused under the terms of paragraph 27 of the NPPF.


HIGHWAY SAFETY AND PARKING PROVISION


14.
The rear service yard is currently used for deliveries and provides a parking area for the customers of the existing / previous businesses and the occupiers of the residential flats. In addition, the rear yard currently accommodates the bin store areas for the commercial and residential properties and the plant and equipment required for the commercial units.


15.
Referring to an amalgamated unit, the applicant states that the proposed retail floorspace will serve the local community and therefore reduce the need for car travel to other retail destinations in order to meet day to day needs. The applicant states that it is expected that the majority of people will walk from the surrounding residential areas but that the site is also very accessible by bus. The applicant states that there are bus stops located within 75 metres of the site on Northenden Road, Marsland Road, Old Hall Road and Conway Road. 


16.
The applicant states that the rear car park will provide parking provision for ten vehicles. Although the current application submission does not include any layout plan to demonstrate this, the previous application for an extended restaurant in the adjacent unit (182) did include a layout plan that showed nine parking spaces. In addition, there is also a public car park on the opposite side of Northenden Road, although it is recognised that crossing Northenden Road is not always easy at this point. The applicant also states that, in relation to the current arrangement of accommodation in the building as a whole (comprising of a restaurant and two retail units on the ground floor and three residential flats above), the proposed arrangements would reduce the parking requirements of the building.. The applicant states that, as the site is surrounded by buildings, it is not possible to provide additional parking at the site and that, as the site has previously functioned without impacting on highway safety, the proposed change of use and associated decrease in parking requirements is likely to improve this situation.


Parking and servicing requirements for 184 and 194A


17.
The LHA states that, in order to meet the Councils current car parking standards, the retail parking standard of 1 space per 15 sq m will apply due to the site location in Area Type B.  Therefore the Council’s parking standards require 6 car parking spaces overall for the proposed change of use at 184A. As there are only 9 spaces available for all the uses at 180 -184, the proposals would not meet this standard. Despite a request for further information, the applicant has not submitted a parking layout or a servicing strategy. The LHA therefore states that, at the present time, there is inadequate information to properly assess the application proposals and that the proposals are therefore not acceptable as submitted.. The LHA also states that, if planning permission were to be granted, the provision of 2 cycle parking spaces and 2 motorcycle parking spaces would also be required as part of the proposals.


18.
Given that the current use is a 2 bedroom flat, the Council’s current parking standards would require an increase in the parking provision comprising of four spaces for 184A. However, there is already a significant shortfall of 23 spaces in the parking provision for the existing and permitted uses in 180 – 184 as a whole (based on the public floorspace shown for the restaurant in 180 and 182 in the recent application to extend that use into 182) and it is not considered that increasing this shortfall by a further four spaces would result in such an additional detrimental impact on on-street parking as to justify refusal of the application, particularly as the site is located adjacent to the District Centre and opposite a public car park, It is therefore considered that it would not be reasonable to refuse the application on the grounds of lack of parking due to the existing shortfall being increased by four spaces. The applicant has also confirmed that the servicing arrangements for 184 would be the same as in relation to the existing use at 184. It is therefore also considered that it would not be reasonable to refuse the application on this basis. 

Potential implications of the amalgamation of 180-184

19.
In addition to issues relating to the level of parking provision, concerns have been raised by objectors that the site would be unsuitable for an amalgamated retail unit because of its specific position on the one way system where drivers have only a short length of road to change into the appropriate lanes and where there are pedestrian barriers, double yellow lines and a central reservation and a pedestrian crossing in close proximity. In particular, concerns have been raised about the servicing of an amalgamated single retail unit, which is likely to involve larger delivery vehicles than would be the case in respect of three smaller shops. 


20.
Given the other two applications at 180 and 182, the LHA is concerned that whilst the site is located adjacent to a local centre, a larger retail unit would give rise to larger service vehicles.  Therefore if the current application were to be approved, the LHA would request a condition that prohibits the individual A1 units from merging. Alternatively, it is considered that a condition could be attached that requires that, in the event that the units are amalgamated, a servicing strategy is to be submitted and implemented 


21.
Whilst, on face value, the applications relate to three separate units rather than an amalgamated single unit, it is clear from the applicant’s submitted statement and from previous discussions and their previous application for a Certificate of Lawful Proposed Development that their intention (at least at the time of the submission of the current application and the applications in 180 and 182) was to create a single large retail unit. Whilst it is recognised that the existing ground floor units could be amalgamated without planning permission, the current applications propose an increase in retail floorspace by the conversion of the upper floors to retail use, thus increasing the size of the overall unit and the likelihood that large vehicles would be needed to service it. In this context, it is considered that, if permission were to be granted, it would be reasonable to attach a condition requiring that, should the internal walls be removed and a larger unit / units be created, details of the servicing of that unit should be submitted (including a restriction on the maximum size of delivery vehicles) and implemented thereafter. In addition, a condition would be need requiring details of parking, including cycle and motorcycle parking, and these spaces to be retained thereafter.


Conclusion

22.
In conclusion, given that there is already a significant shortfall in the parking provision for the existing uses at 180 to 184 (23 spaces), it is considered that an additional shortfall of four spaces would not have such a detrimental impact in terms of on-street parking as to justify refusal of the application. In addition, the application site is adjacent to the designated District Centre and opposite a public car park. It is therefore considered that it would not be reasonable to refuse the application on the grounds of parking or servicing issues. If permission were to be granted, then a suitable condition would need to be attached to address the servicing and parking requirements of a larger amalgamated unit.


RESIDENTIAL AMENITY


23.
The applicant suggests that the impact on the occupiers of nearby residential properties will be reduced as a result of the proposed change of use from an evening restaurant use to a daytime retail use due to the fact that the use will be taking place during daytime hours when background noise levels are higher.. The applicant also states that, as no hot food would be prepared on the premises, any impacts in respect of odours would also be reduced. In addition, the applicant states that the increase in floorspace is only minor and that there will not be a major increase in the numbers of people coming and going from the premises. The Council’s Pollution and Licensing Section has raised no objections to the proposed change of use.


24.
It is recognised that, should the units at 180 – 184 be amalgamated, the resulting retail unit is likely to have relatively long hours of operation (possibly 6.00am to 11.00pm). However, given that there are no restrictions on the hours of operation of the existing retail uses and that the existing restaurant is permitted to open to 11.30pm on Mondays to Saturdays and 11.00pm on Sundays in both units 180 and 182,, it is considered that it would not be reasonable to impose more restrictive hours of use restrictions on the proposed retail use. It is nevertheless considered that the condition referred to above requiring a servicing strategy in the event that the units are amalgamated should also address hours of servicing. It is therefore considered that the application proposals are acceptable in terms of residential amenity.


DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS


25.
The application property falls below the threshold of 100 sq.m. identified in SPD1, Planning Obligations, and therefore no developer contributions would be payable in respect of this proposal.


CONCLUSION

26.
In conclusion, it is considered that, subject to appropriate conditions, the proposals would be acceptable in terms of highway safety and residential amenity. However, it is considered that the proposed development fails to comply with the sequential assessment required by paragraph 24 of the National Planning Policy Framework and should therefore be refused in accordance with paragraph 27 of that guidance. The development would also fail to comply with policy W2 of the Trafford Core Strategy. It is therefore recommended that planning permission should be refused for the above reason.


RECOMMENDATION: REFUSE 


1. The proposed development would fail to satisfy the sequential test as there is an existing unit within Sale Moor District Centre that is available, suitable and viable for the proposed retail use. The application proposals would therefore be contrary to guidance in the National Planning Policy Framework and Policy W2 of the Trafford Core Strategy.
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		CONVERSION OF TERRACE FROM BUSINESS CENTRE TO 6NO. SHELTERED HOUSES OF MULTIPLE OCCUPATION CONTAINING FOUR AND FIVE BEDROOMS, WITH ASSOCIATED PARKING AND LANDSCAPING TO THE FRONT AND REAR  
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		RECOMMENDATION:  GRANT 










SITE


The application relates to a rectangular plot of land, 0.21 hectares in size, which accommodates a terrace of Victorian properties that spans the width of the site and which presents a frontage onto two highways which run adjacent to the site: Chester Road to the south-east, and Darwen Street to the north-east. Originally constructed as six large dwellinghouses, the last use of this terrace was as a Business Centre, although it has generally remained as separate units and its internal layout is largely unaltered. Land to the rear of the terrace is entirely covered by hardstanding and is used as car parking for the Business Centre, with vehicular access achieved from Darwen Street. A section of this area which is broadly triangular in shape, and backs onto the Manchester-Altrincham Metrolink line, has been omitted from the application site and is reserved for possible future development. A large outbuilding also sits on the parking area included within the application boundary, immediately to the rear of 464 Chester Road, with its function being ancillary to the main use of the terrace. 


The main terrace of properties sits parallel to the Chester Road highway and is set back from the footpath by approximately 7m, with the intervening frontage comprising entirely of hardstanding. The main façade to the terrace is typical of others in the area, and is considered to be attractive in its modesty with large cantered, ground-floor bays forming the most salient architectural features, complemented by arched doorways and stone cills and decorative string courses. The front boundary to the site comprises of a low stone wall with railings above, which further adds to the Victorian character of this run of properties.  


Immediately to the west, and on the opposite side of Darwen Street to the east, are a mixture of traditional and more contemporary buildings which accommodate businesses of a commercial and industrial nature; generally the terraces of former dwellinghouses fronting Chester Road are in office/residential use, with (light) industry typically accommodated behind. The western boundary of the Empress Conservation Area is defined by Darwen Street and Nuttall Street and is characterised by Victorian terraces, with frontages similar to that sited on the application site, and red-brick Industrial premises, including the Grade II Listed Duckworth’s Essence Distillery.    


PROPOSAL


The application seeks consent to convert this terrace back into residential use, as affordable rented housing. The original subdivision of the terrace will be reinstated to create six Houses of Multiple Occupation (HMO’s – Use Class Sui Generis), to be managed by a registered housing charity called ‘Threshold’ who supply housing opportunities for homeless and vulnerable people, which includes those with learning disabilities, mental health needs, people recovering from drug and alcohol problems, and victims of domestic abuse also. It is envisaged that a number of these individuals will already be living in existing supported housing schemes in the Borough, and who need somewhere more permanent to move to in order to free up relatively costly temporary supported housing bed spaces. Each proposed unit would accommodate 4-5 bedrooms on the first and second floors, to be occupied by individuals in need of housing, with shared kitchen and living facilities proposed on the ground-floor. Access into each of the units would be achieved through the existing front doors on Chester Road and Darwen Street. The existing vehicular access points that lead from Chester Road onto the terrace frontage are set to be utilised to provide off-street car parking for Units 1 and 3.


The land immediately to the rear of the terrace is set to be subdivided and predominantly grassed over, to create an area of private amenity space for each unit, whilst the existing hardstanding adjacent to the rear site boundary is to remain and shall be used marked out to provide designated car parking, accessed from Darwen Street, for the residents of the six properties.


The existing outbuilding to the rear of 464 Chester Road is set to be used to be put into partial use to provide a small amount of office accommodation for Threshold. No warden facilities will be provided on site within the outbuilding, which is contrary to annotations on the amended plans, as proposed residents of the development will not require continuous care or management. Instead Threshold staff will be available to visit for housing management and crisis mediation. If it is deemed appropriate then a peer landlord scheme may be setup whereby one of the on-site residents would be incentivised to monitor any issues that arise within the terrace.   


No external alterations are proposed to the existing buildings as part of this application


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 POLICES


L1 - Land for New Homes


L2 – Meeting Housing Needs


L3 – Regeneration and Reducing Inequalities


L4 – Sustainable Transport and Accessibility


L5 – Climate Change


L7 – Design


L8 – Planning Obligations

R1 – Historic Environment

PROPOSALS MAP NOTATION


H10 - Priority Regeneration Area: Old Trafford


TP3 – Hadfield Street Industrial Area

PRINCIPAL RELEVANT REVISED UDP POLICIES/PROPOSALS


H10 – Priority Regeneration Area: Old Trafford


PRINCIPAL RSS POLICIES


DP1 – Spatial Principles


DP2 – Promote Sustainable Communities


DP4 – Make the Best Use of Existing Uses and Infrastructure


L4 – Regional Housing Provision


L5 – Affordable Housing


MCR2 – Inner Area 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

H/51551 – Land at Darwen Street - Renewal of outline planning permission H/UDC/OUT/42548 for the demolition and part demolition of existing buildings and erection of a three storey office building with ancillary car parking – Approved with Conditions, 18/05/2001


H43307 – Darwen Street – Erection of new boundary fence – Approved with Conditions, 19/12/1996


H42548 – Land at Darwen Street – Demolition and part demolition of existing buildings and erection of a three storey office building with ancillary car parking and boundary treatment – Approved with Conditions, 11/07/1996


H38734 – Land at junction of Chester Road and Darwen Street – Erection of a Petrol Filling Station – Approved with Conditions, 28/04/1994


H25917 – 466 Chester Road – Change of use of ground, first & second floors from         retail and studio for teaching guitar to offices – Approved with Conditions 22/10/1987


H17308 – 1 Darwen Street - Change of use from manufacturing with ancillary offices to  individual offices with ancillary workroom and storage – Approved with Conditions, 10/03/1983


H17307 – 464 Chester Road – Change of use from manufacturing with ancillary offices to individual offices with ancillary workroom and storage – Approved with Conditions, 10/03/1983


H15046 – 466 Chester Road – Use of premises as a studio for teaching the classical      guitar and use of part of the ground floor as a shop for the retail sale of guitars and ancillary items – Approved with Conditions, 03/09/1981


H06329 – 470 Chester Road – Repositioning of concrete garage – Approved with Conditions, 19/12/1977

APPLICANT’S SUBMISSION


The application has submitted a Design and Access Statement, with the application, and information provided within these documents is discussed where relevant within the Observations section of this report.


CONSULTATIONS


LHA - No objections, further comments made are discussed in the Observations section of this report.


Pollution & Licensing – No objections, further comments made are discussed in the Observations section of this report.


REPRESENTATIONS


None: details of any subsequent letters of representation that are received shall be included within the Additional Information Report.


OBSERVATIONS


PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT


1. This application seeks consent to convert a former Business Centre into six Houses of Multiple Occupation that will be made available as affordable rented housing. The Council’s Proposal’s Map, which still forms part of the Trafford Development Plan, indicates that the application site falls within an area that is designated for development as offices and housing, or similar appropriate uses, and replacement development sympathetic to the area’s designation as a Conservation Area. Whilst Policy TP3b within the Revised UDP (to which this designation relates) has been superseded by Policies R1 and W1 of the Core Strategy, it is clear that the proposed residential use does not conflict with the land allocation indicated on the Proposals Map.    

2. The National Planning Policy Framework states that housing applications should be considered in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable development (Para 49). The NPPF considers there to be three dimensions to sustainable development, ‘economic’, social’ and ‘environmental’, that should be sought simultaneously.  It also advises that LPA’s should plan for a mix of housing based on current and future demographic and market trends; and should identify the size, type, tenure and range of housing that is required in particular locations. Policy L1 of the Trafford Core Strategy states that the Council’s targets for new homes will be achieved through new build, conversion and sub-division of existing properties. The Council will seek to ensure the efficient use of land, concentrating higher density development in appropriate and sustainable locations at lowest risk of flooding, where it can be demonstrated that it is consistent with the provision of L2. It goes on to explain that an indicative 80% target proportion of new housing provision should use brownfield land. The application site is located within the Inner Area of Manchester and will be sited on previously developed (brownfield) land. The development is considered to be in compliance with Policy L1 as the site is deemed to be at low risk to flooding, is set amongst existing pockets of residential development, and benefits from public transport links, with a Quality Bus Corridor running along Chester Road, and Trafford Bar Metrolink station located 450m to the west. Access to a range of day-to-day top up facilities is available at the Trafford Bar Local Centre which fronts onto Seymour Grove and Chester Road 300m-550m away. Hullard Park and Seymour Park are located and 200m and 340m to the south of the application site respectively and therefore occupants of the proposed dwellings would also have good access to local green open space. Therefore the site can be considered to be in a sustainable location. 

3. Policy L2 of the Trafford Core Strategy requires all new residential development to be appropriately located in terms of access to existing community facilities to ensure the sustainability of the development, and not to be harmful to the character of the surrounding area. The proposed mix of dwelling type and size should contribute to meeting the housing needs of the Borough. The application site falls within the Old Trafford Priority Regeneration Area and therefore Policy L3 of the Trafford Core Strategy and H10 of the Revised Trafford UDP are also relevant to the application. The Borough wide aspirations of Policy L3 include securing improvements in the quality of design, and construction and range (including affordability and type), of the Borough’s housing stock on offer to residents. More specifically in Old Trafford 1,000 (net) new residential units should be realised. This development will comprise of entirely affordable housing and will serve to provide a good standard of living accommodation for vulnerable members of the local community in housing need (which includes those individuals described in the ‘Proposal’ section of the report); furthermore it is considered that its occupants will have reasonable access to existing health facilities (on Seymour Grove) and education facilities also (e.g. those clustered either side of Stretford Road) and the development is therefore considered to be in accordance with the aspirations set out in Policies L2 and L3 of the Trafford core Strategy and H10 of the Revised UDP. 


4. The Old Trafford Objectives contained with the Core Strategy are also of note for this application. It is considered that the proposed development contributes towards achieving improvements in the quality, type and mix of residential offer and will result in the redevelopment of underused and derelict land, which is encouraged in Objectives OTO1 and OTO2 respectively. The refurbishment of a Victorian terrace which adjoins the western boundary of the Empress conservation area is conserved to contribute positively to meeting the objectives of OTO25, which encourages the protection and enhancement of the character of the area’s historic buildings and landmarks. 


5. Therefore it is recognised that the proposed development is sited on brownfield land and in a sustainable location, and will make several significant contributions towards achieving the objectives set out in policies L1, L2, and L3 of the Core Strategy and its wider Strategic Objectives for the Old Trafford area, including those contained within the Old Trafford Masterplan. As such the development is considered to be acceptable in principle.


RESIDENTIAL AMENITY

6. This application seeks consent to revert this terrace of six former Victorian dwellinghouses back to the use for which it was originally intended. As has been noted earlier in the report, the internal layout of the terrace, including subdivision of units, staircases, and internal walls, has been largely unaltered throughout and this has largely dictated the number of units proposed as part of this application and their individual layouts. The ground-floor of each proposed dwelling will benefit from a shared lounge, dining room and kitchen, with a basement below for storage. The top two floors are set to accommodate the bedrooms (4 x 4-Bed and 2 x 5-Bed) and bathroom facilities. The dimensions of the rooms within each of the dwellings are generous in size, and a clear-glazed outlook has been achieved for every habitable room. Therefore the standard of living accommodation proposed for the future occupants of this terrace is deemed to be acceptable. 


7. All of the existing windows have been retained with outlooks from habitable rooms directed across the Chester Road or Darwen Street highways, and the proposed rear garden areas with car parking beyond. All habitable room windows have achieved a minimum of 27m to facing windows, which comfortably complies with the privacy guidelines set out in the Council’s SPD: New Residential Development. Those existing windows within the middle four units which are positioned on side walls to outriggers either serve bathrooms and have been fitted with obscured-glazing, or directly face the blank side wall of the adjacent dwelling and will not result in any undue loss of privacy.


8. The existing outbuilding to the rear of Unit 5 is set to remain as part of the conversion of this terrace into residential accommodation. Whilst it is relatively high, with a dual-pitched roof, and sited in close proximity to the rear kitchen window of Unit 5 (3m), the raised floor-levels within the property allow for some form of outlook to remain and sufficient light will continue to enter through this window, and the window to the side of this room also, to allow for the outbuilding to be retained in conjunction with the use of Unit 5 as an HMO. 


9. The existing outbuilding includes windows on its south-western, side elevation, which will provide light to the proposed office space. These windows are set to face into an alleyway which provides access to the rear yard of Unit 5, with a 2m high boundary wall/fence to Unit 4 beyond, and therefore no private rear gardens will be overlooked as a result of the outbuilding being occupied by people who do not live in the residential units within the terrace.  


10. The existing expanse of hardstanding to the rear of the terrace is set to be converted to create separate lawned gardens for five of the six proposed units. The Council’s SPD New Residential Development states that most new dwellings, including new build and conversions, should provide some private outdoor space, and that it is needed for a variety of functional requirements such as sitting out, children’s play and hanging washing. The SPD recommends that 80sqm of private amenity space should normally be associated with a 3-bed semi-detached property, whilst 18sqm would normally be acceptable for a flat. Units 1-4 and Unit 6 provide between 75sqm and 132sqm of private amenity space (not including space for car parking), whilst the size of garden to Unit 5 is restricted by the existing outbuilding and therefore is only able to provide a yard area which measures approximately 24sqm in size. The provision of private amenity space associated with this development is generally considered to be reasonable given that the properties are set to be used as Homes of Multiple Occupation rather than family dwellinghouses, and given that the majority of residential properties in the surrounding area possess little or no private amenity space of their own.  


11. Details regarding how refuse bins for each property are to be stored and made available for collection have not been submitted as part of the application. It is therefore recommended that this information be secured through attaching a condition to any approval. Any method for refuse bin storage should be careful not to cause undue clutter that would detract from the attractive Victorian frontage to this terrace, or the character of the adjoining Empress Conservation Area. 

12. The application site is located in a mixed-use area that includes offices and some industrial premises, as well as pockets of existing residential units. It is noted that the neighbouring premises immediately to the west of the site is occupied by Trafford Body Repair Centre which has the potential to generate some noise audible to residents of Unit 1 due to the close proximity of this business and the likelihood that vehicles will be entering and leaving the workshop from time to time. However, given that the rollershutter doors to Trafford Body Repair Centre do not directly face any habitable room windows to Unit 1 it is considered that the occupants of this property will not suffer from unwanted noise generated by the adjacent commercial use providing that passive acoustic ventilation systems be incorporated into Unit 1 to allow residents to ventilate rooms without the need for opening windows. Such a measure should be secured by condition. Additionally the Altrincham to Manchester Metrolink line runs broadly parallel to the rear boundary of the site, and in relative close proximity to the proposed private gardens (20m), and rear windows (41m) of the development. Whilst trams run frequently past the application site it is considered that the channel within which the tramline sits is sufficiently deep to be able to absorb the majority of the noise that they generate. It is further considered that the Bridgewater Way bypass is located a sufficient distance away from the application site to prevent residents suffering from undue noise disruption, and that the construction of this highway meant that the section of Chester Road which the application site fronts remains relatively quiet throughout the day and evening. Therefore there are no concerns with respect to noise disruption for the future occupants of the proposed residential units. 


DESIGN, LAYOUT & LANDSCAPING


13. As has been previously stated, no external alterations have been included as part of the conversion of this terrace, however a series of landscaping and boundary treatment works have been proposed in order to create individual housing plots with designated car parking spaces. At present the frontage of the terrace comprises entirely of hardstanding, with the area to the front of Units 5 and 6 raised some 700mm or so above the level of the adjacent public footpath. Dropped kerbs and breaks in the front boundary wall provide two points of vehicular access onto the hardstanding for Units 1 and 3, and these are set to be utilised in order to provide two off-street car parking spaces for those properties. The remainder of the frontage is set to be transformed to create front lawns for each property with landscaped hedges planted to the rear of the existing railings to create a softer form of development that complements the attractive façade of the terrace and which is in-keeping with the existing terraces on Chester Road and which enhances the overall character of the area, which includes the Empress conservation area to the east and south. 

14. To the rear of the terrace, 1.8m-2m high boundaries will be erected to create six private rear gardens, one for each property, although details regarding design and materials are yet to be submitted and should therefore be conditioned as part of any approval. 

HIGHWAY SAFETY AND PARKING PROVISION


15. Six units of residential accommodation are set to be created by this development, with each dwellinghouse comprising of four or five bedrooms. The Council’s Car Parking Standards state that three designated parking spaces should be provided for each property. The proposed site plan indicates two car parking spaces shall be accommodated to the front of the terrace for each of Units 1 and 3, and that the remaining 14 spaces that are required will be sited within a communal parking area immediately beyond the rear gardens to the dwellings, and accessed via an existing gated vehicular access from Darwen Road. Each parking space is set to be allocated to a particular unit and typically these have been sited against the rear boundary of the property that it is designed to serve, for ease of access and to prevent disruption to neighbours. Where residents do have to walk to reach their vehicle, it is not considered to be an unreasonable distance and they have been sited against the rear boundary of the application site to minimise disruption. The aisle widths that have been proposed within the communal car park are sufficient to allow two cars to pass each other, and for vehicles to comfortably manoeuvre in/out of each parking space, although it is noted that space ‘3c’ has been widened to compensate for a reduced aisle width. Therefore the car parking provision associated with this development is considered to be in compliance with the Council’s Standards and is acceptable.

16. The communal parking area is set to be enclosed and secured by existing 2m high railings and gates. Notwithstanding this passive surveillance will be achieved through the numerous first and second floor windows that exist to the rear of this terrace.


DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS

17. This application is made up entirely of affordable housing, with no units to be made available on the market. Under the Council’s SPD: Planning Obligations, the Council have agreed to grant 100% relief from Trafford Developer Contributions for schemes that propose solely affordable housing provided by, or on behalf of, Registered Providers. Therefore this scheme is exempt from payment of financial contributions.

RECOMMENDATION: GRANT, subject to the following conditions:-

1. Standard time limit;


2. Compliance with all plans;


3. Affordable Housing Condition;


4. Obscured-Glazing;


5. Details of boundary treatments, including samples;


6. Landscaping Condition;


7. Parking spaces to be marked out and retained;


8. Retention of Access;


9. Removal of PD rights (extensions, dormers, outbuildings, boundary treatment, hardstanding); 

10. Porous material for hardstanding;


11. Details of refuse storage to be submitted;

JK
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		Change of use of ground floor and lower ground floor office units to five residential units with associated alterations.
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		RECOMMENDATION:   MINDED TO GRANT SUBJECT TO LEGAL AGREEMENT









SITE


The application relates to the ground and lower ground floor of a 3 storey building on Edge Lane. The upper floors of the building appear to have been built as residential units with ground floor historically in commercial use. The ground floor units have been vacant since 2010 but were most recently used as offices for a drug intervention programme. The applicant advises that they have been marketed with 2 separate letting agents with no success of commercial lettings. 

The building is a brick building dating from circa 1930 and built in the art deco style. The application site is immediately adjacent to the side entrance of the former Essoldo Cinema building which is Grade II listed. 

The ground floor end unit (No. 39) is in use as a hairdressers. 


The site is to the west of Stretford Metrolink station and to the east of Stretford town centre. The units face directly onto Edge Lane which is a busy main road. 


To the rear of the site there is a significant drop in land levels. The car park to the rear of the former Essoldo Cinema is at a much lower land level than the ground floor of the site and is accessed from Trafford Grove to the north. An area of land within this car park immediately adjacent to the application building is within the applicant’s ownership and the applicant has indicated rights of access through the car park. 


PROPOSAL


The application proposes to convert the ground floor and lower ground floor of the building into 5 x 1 bed apartments. The whole building would then be in residential use. The applicant advises that the residential units in upper floors have proved popular in part due to their extremely sustainable location. 

The layout of the proposed apartments will be split between ground and lower ground floor. The living room is proposed at ground floor, street level, with open plan kitchen and separate bathroom. The bedroom is proposed at lower ground floor level. 


The external alterations proposed are limited and are as follows; 


· Infill panels or obscure glazing to the part of the existing window openings at street level


· New brick boundary wall to back of pavement. 


The applicant owns a piece of land to the east of the building accessed through the former cinema car park to the rear. The applicant has rights of access through the car park and notice has been served on this land owner. 5 parking spaces are proposed to be marked out in this area for the proposed apartments and bin storage is also shown. 


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


L2 – Meeting Housing Needs


L4 - Highways


L7 – Design


R1 – Historic Environment


PROPOSALS MAP NOTATION


None  


PRINCIPAL RELEVANT REVISED UDP POLICIES/PROPOSALS


None 


PRINCIPAL RSS POLICIES

None relevant


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

H/59640 - 27, 33 & 35 Edge Lane, Stretford


Change of use of premises for provision of services including advice and information centre, training and drop-in facilities and medical treatment of substance mis-use for a period of 10 years.


Approved 04/10/2004


H/51604 - 19, 27/33 and 35 Edge Lane, Stretford.


Change of use of former offices for provision of community re-integration and social inclusion services including advice and information centre, training and drop-in facilities for a period of 10 years. 

Approved  04/07/2001


H43961 - 27/33 Edge Lane

Change of use of ground floor and basement from office use to bar and café 


Approved 13/08/1997


H28093 - 19 Edge Lane


Change of use to estate agents with ancillary office accommodation 

Approved 09/11/1988


H23439 - 27 Edge Lane


Change of use of ground floor and basement from office to shop 

Approved 26/06/1986

CONSULTATIONS


LHA – Incorporated into main report


Pollution & Licensing –Conditions are recommended regarding noise and air quality;  

1. Prior to commencement of development, the applicant should submit an assessment of noise likely to affect the application site. This assessment should include assessment of noise from the surrounding road network and any other local noise sources which are deemed significant on the site. The assessment shall identify all noise attenuation measures which may be determined appropriate to reduce the impact of noise on the residential properties on site and achieve the requirements of BS8233 for internal noise levels. Consideration shall also be given to achieving adequate Summer Cooling and Rapid Ventilation. If deemed necessary, alternative ventilation measures shall be identified within the noise assessment report. 


2. Prior to the commencement of development, a site report detailing steps to minimise exposure to air pollution shall be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority.  


REPRESENTATIONS


None received


OBSERVATIONS

PRINCIPLE OF RESIDENTIAL USE


1. The upper floors of the building are already in residential use and therefore the proposed change of use is consistent with this use and considered to be appropriate. 

2. The former commercial use has now proven to be unsuccessful and the units have been vacant for over 2 years. The commercial units are not afforded any protection as it is an out of centre location. There are existing vacant units within Stretford Mall which new town centre uses should be directed to in the town centre first approach advocated by local and national planning policy. 


3. The proposed change of use to residential is therefore acceptable in policy terms.  


4. Policy L2 of the Core Strategy requires that all new residential development proposals will be assessed for the contribution that will be made to meeting the housing needs of the borough. In terms of the type and size of dwellings policy L2.6 advises that 1 bedroom dwellings will, normally, only be acceptable for schemes that support the regeneration of Trafford’s town centres and the Regional Centre. 


5. It is considered that the proposed 1 bedroom units are edge of centre in relation to Stretford Town Centre and therefore these units will support the vitality of this location. The location is extremely sustainable in terms of accessibility, however the building itself has constraints in terms of the units layout, provision of amenity space as well as availability of parking provision. The application has been reduced from 2 bed units to 1 bed units and in order to ensure that the proposal meets the Council’s parking standards. It is considered that for this small number of units, in this location this is acceptable in terms of the house types proposed and accords with the requirements of policy L2. 


HIGHWAY CONSIDERATIONS


6. The applicant has amended the scheme to reduce the number of bedrooms proposed within the units to 5 one bedroom flats and has provided a parking space for each of the residential units. The proposal therefore meets the adopted parking standards set out in the Core Strategy. 


7. The parking is provided on a piece of land to the east which can accommodate 5 parking spaces together with the required space for manoeuvring as well as bin storage. The applicant has rights of access from Trafford Grove through the former cinema car park. Notice has been served on the landowner of the car park. 


8. The site is also in a highly sustainable location on a quality bus corridor and adjacent to the metrolink station. 


9. The LHA advise that the layout for the 5 parking spaces proposed is acceptable and the proposal is considered to comply with policy L4 of the Core Strategy. 


PROPOSED ALTERATIONS/ VISUAL AMENITY


10. The proposed external alterations are limited and respect the character of the original building. The proposal includes replacement windows and infill panels to 3 of the existing 6 vertical window panels of the front main window in each of the units. This is proposed for both privacy and insulation reasons. The detailed design and materials of the proposed panels are not known at this stage and it is considered that this can be dealt with by condition to achieve a suitable appearance. The panels will need to be sympathetic to the character of the property and should panels not prove suitable then it is considered that obscure glazing would be appropriate although it is recognised that this will not achieve the same insulation benefits. 


11. Replacement front doors and rear doors and windows are proposed. 


12. A low brick boundary wall, approximately 0.8m high, is proposed in front of each of the units. The building is set back slightly from the pavement and the low brick wall will provide a small area of defensible space in front of each of the living room windows. Subject to agreeing samples of the brickwork, it is considered that the low boundary wall proposed will not affect the overall character and appearance of the building.  


13. The building is located adjacent to the side entrance of the listed former Essoldo cinema and the proposed alterations have been considered in relation to the setting of the listed building. The proposed alterations are limited and it is considered that they will not materially affect the setting of the listed building. 


RESIDENTIAL AMENITY FOR FUTURE OCCUPIERS


14. The proposed units will face onto Edge Lane which is a busy main road and therefore a source of potential noise disturbance to future occupiers. Pollution & Licensing have recommended that the applicant will need to submit an assessment to identify all noise attenuation measures which may be required to reduce the impact of noise on the residential properties on site and achieve the requirements of BS8233 for internal noise levels. It is also recommended that details of measures to minimise exposure to air pollution be submitted such as alternative means of ventilation to minimise the need to open windows on the front elevation. 


15. Of concern is also the outlook for the lower ground level bedrooms within the units which will look out onto a small yard area which is directly adjacent to the adjoining former Essoldo Cinema. The cinema will therefore restrict natural light and outlook of the bedrooms to some extent. 


16. The proposed residential units are not ideal in terms of the level of amenity provided for future occupiers. However it is considered that issues of noise disturbance and air quality concerns can be addressed by appropriate attenuation measures. The concerns regarding natural daylight and outlook relate to the bedroom and it is considered that the living room at ground floor will be the main habitable room serving the property and this is served by large windows facing onto Edge Lane with acceptable outlook and levels of natural light. There is a similar relationship with existing windows on this rear elevation serving the existing upper floor units. It is also considered that there are limited alternative uses for this ground floor accommodation and that potential occupiers would be aware of the limited outlook and level of natural light to these bedrooms before they occupy the units. 


DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS


17. The Trafford Developer Contributions (TDC) required by SPD1 Planning Obligations are set out in the table below:

		TDC category. 

		Gross TDC required for proposed development.

		Contribution to be offset for existing building/use or extant planning permission (where relevant).

		Net TDC required for proposed development.



		Affordable Housing

		1

		-

		1



		Highways and Active Travel infrastructure (including highway, pedestrian and cycle schemes)

		775

		612

		163



		Public transport schemes (including bus, tram and rail, schemes)

		1535

		1632

		0



		Specific Green Infrastructure (including tree planting)

		4650

		3100

		1,550



		Spatial Green Infrastructure, Sports and Recreation (including local open space, equipped play areas; indoor and outdoor sports facilities).

		3264.18

		0

		3,264.18



		Education facilities.

		0

		0

		0



		Total contribution required.

		

		

		£4,977.18





CONCLUSION


18. The proposed change of use is considered to comply with policies L2, L4, L7 and R1 of the Core Strategy. The proposal will bring the ground floor of this prominent building back into the same use as the upper floors. As such the application is recommended for approval subject to a legal agreement for the required developer contributions as set out above. 


RECOMMENDATION: MINDED TO GRANT SUBJECT TO LEGAL AGREEMENT 

(A). 
That the application will propose a satisfactory form of development for the site subject to the completion of an appropriate Legal Agreement to secure the provision of 1 affordable housing unit and a financial contribution £4,977.18, comprising:-


· A financial contribution of £163 towards Highways and Active Travel Infrastructure

· A financial contribution of £1,550 towards Specific Green Infrastructure

· A financial contribution of £3,264.18 towards Spatial Green Infrastructure, Sport and Recreation 

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

1. Time limit


2. Development in accordance with approved plans


3. Samples of brickwork for boundary walls to be submitted and approved


4. Samples of infill panels to be submitted and approved, or alternatively details of obscure glazing. 

5. 1:20 drawings of proposed infill panels to existing window openings shall be submitted and approved in writing


6. Details of replacement window frames and all replacement doors to be submitted and approved in writing

7. The parking spaces detailed on the approved drawings shall be laid out and made available for use prior to the occupation of the apartments hereby approved. The parking spaces shall be retained for the use of the apartments at all times. 

8. Submission of noise assessment and attenuation measures and implementation or approved details


9. Submission of report detailing steps to minimise exposure to air pollution (alternative means of ventilation) and implementation of approved measures. 



MH
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		RECOMMENDATION:  MINDED TO GRANT SUBJECT TO LEGAL AGREEMENT










SITE


The application site is a vacant plot of land located on Rossmill Lane, bordering Green Belt land, and located just off Carrwood.  It lies within sub-area E of the South Hale Conservation Area.  A public footpath runs along the westernmost boundary to the site and beyond that footpath lies Tom Field Bank, an open field within the Green Belt.


Entrance to the site is in the Southern corner and there is mature hedging around the perimeter.  There are a number of mature trees located around the site which grow into the site.  A significant tree is sited adjacent to and overhanging the site.  Its trunk straddles the footpath/field adjacent to the property on the western side.  


A dwellinghouse previously existed on the site, although this was demolished without complying with relevant conditions attached to the relevant Planning (H/69306) or Conservation Area Consent (H/CC/69307) permissions.  The demolition was carried out by a previous owner/developer of the site.  As such, the demolition was unauthorised and the site is currently a vacant plot.


PROPOSAL


Permission is sought for the erection of a detached, two storey, 5-bed dwelling with additional accommodation at basement level and rooms in the roofspace.  Permission is also sought for erection of new boundary treatment (gates, gateposts and boundary hedging/fencing).

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


L2 – Meeting Housing Needs


L4 – Sustainable Transport and Accessibility


L5 – Climate Change


L7 – Design


L8 – Planning Obligations 


R1 – Historic Environment


R2 – Natural Environment


R3 – Green Infrastructure


R5 – Open Space, Sport and Recreation


PROPOSALS MAP NOTATION 


South Hale Conservation Area


PRINCIPAL RELEVANT PROPOSED REVISED UDP POLICIES/ PROPOSALS


ENV21 – Conservation Areas


PRINCIPAL RSS POLICIES

DP1 – Spatial Principles


DP2 – Promote Sustainable Communities


DP4 – Make the Best Use of Existing Resources and Infrastructure


DP7 – Promote Environmental Quality


L4 – Regional Housing Provision


EM1 – Integrated Enhancement and Protection of the Region’s Environmental Assets; EM1 (C): Historic Environment


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

H/69306: Erection of replacement dwelling and associated front boundary treatment.


APPROVED, June 2008


H/CC/69307: Conservation Area Consent for the demolition of existing dwellinghouse.


APPROVED, June 2008


H/68085: Erection of a new dwelling. REFUSED, Nov 2007, for the following reasons:


1. The proposed development by reason of its design, materials and massing would result in a building which lacks a coherent design, is incongruous with the surrounding properties and out of character with the South Hale Conservation Area generally.  As such, the proposal fails to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the South Hale Conservation Area and is contrary to Proposals D1, D3, ENV21 and ENV23 of the Revised Trafford Unitary Development Plan.


2. The proposed rear balcony at second floor level, by reason of its projection and height in close proximity to the common boundary with the adjoining property, number 28 Carrwood, would give rise to overlooking and loss of privacy to the detriment of the amenity that the adjoining occupants could reasonably expect to enjoy. As such the proposal is contrary to the Council's Planning Guidelines: House Extensions and to Proposals D1 and D3 of the Revised Trafford Unitary Development Plan.


H/CC/68089: Conservation Area Consent for the demolition of the existing dwelling. REFUSED, Nov 207, for the following reason:


1. In the absence of an acceptable scheme for the redevelopment of the site, the demolition of the building would not preserve or enhance the character or appearance of The South Hale Conservation Area and would be considered premature. As such, the proposed demolition would be contrary to Proposals ENV21 and ENV23 of the Revised Trafford Unitary Development Plan, related Supplementary Planning Guidance and advice as set out in National Policy Guidance PPG15-Planning and the Historic Environment.


H/17576: Erection of a single storey extension to form snooker/playroom.  APPROVED with conditions. May 1983.


CONSULTATIONS


Manchester Airport – No objection


LHA – Comments incorporated within the observations section below.


Drainage – No objection.  Recommend standard drainage informatives: R10 and R13 


Public Right of Way – A public footpath (Hale 6) runs parallel to the westerly boundary of the site.  This highway is not to be obstructed during the works.  The proposed fence to that boundary should be constructed wholly within the curtilage of the development site.


REPRESENTATIONS


None 


OBSERVATIONS


PRINCIPLE OF THE DEVELOPMENT 


1. Planning permission and Conservation Area Consent were granted in June 2008 for a replacement single dwelling on the site (Ref. H/69306 & H/CC/69307). The scale of that replacement dwelling was similar to that applied for here (the dwellinghouse subject of this application being slightly larger).  Those permissions expired in June 2011.  Prior to the expiration of those permissions, the former dwelling on site was demolished.  This constituted unauthorised development as the pre-commencement planning and conservation area consent conditions were never discharged.  Nonetheless, although the previous permission and consent have expired, they establish that the site is suitable in principle for a single dwelling and of the size proposed. Since the previous approvals there have been changes to planning policy and national guidance, with the Revised Trafford UDP having been largely superseded by the Trafford Core Strategy and relevant guidance in PPS3 and PPS5 replaced by the NPPF. 

2. The NPPF states that the Government's key housing objective is to increase significantly the delivery of new homes and that the planning system should aim to deliver a sufficient quantity, quality and range of housing consistent with the land use principles and other policies of the NPPF. There should be a presumption in favour of sustainable development.  Policy L2 of the Core Strategy states that all new residential development proposals will be assessed for the contribution that will be made to meeting the housing needs of the Borough and the wider aspirations of the Council’s Sustainable Community Strategy. Of relevance to this application, it requires new development to be appropriately located in terms of access to existing community facilities and/or to deliver complementary improvements to the social infrastructure, not harmful to the character or amenity of the immediately surrounding area and in accordance with Policy L7 (Design) and other relevant policies within the Development Plan. 


3. The application site previously accommodated a dwelling, although the site is currently a vacant brownfield plot. Having regard to the above, residential development on this site is acceptable in principle under the NPPF and Core Strategy, provided it would not harm the character and amenity of the local area. This is considered in the following paragraphs.


IMPACT ON THE SOUTH HALE CONSERVATION AREA


4. In relation to the historic environment the NPPF states local planning authorities should take account of the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness. It also states local planning authorities should look for opportunities for new development within Conservation Areas and within the setting of heritage assets to enhance or better reveal their significance. Proposals that preserve those elements of the setting that make a positive contribution to or better reveal the significance of the asset should be treated favourably. Policy R1 of the Core Strategy requires all new development to take account of surrounding building styles, landscapes and historic distinctiveness. It states developers must demonstrate how the development will complement and enhance the existing features of historic significance including their wider settings, in particular in relation to conservation areas, listed buildings and other identified heritage assets.

5. Paragraph 5.1.1 of the South Hale Conservation Area guidelines reveals that:

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


Spaciousness


6. The proposed new dwelling does not comply with South Hale Conservation Area guidelines for distance to boundaries or hard area coverage.  However, planning permission for a replacement dwelling was issued in June 2008.  Although that permission has expired, the relative footprint and massing of that previously approved dwelling (H/69306) is not dissimilar to that sought here, which is a material consideration in this case.  This current scheme is of a different architectural style (discussed below) and layout, and does represent a marginal increase in footprint over the previously approved scheme.  However, it is not considered to be materially larger than the previously approved scheme.  In light of the above, and as discussed below, the general massing of this proposed dwelling on this particular site is considered to be acceptable.


7. The boundary to the South Hale Conservation Area runs along the South Westernmost boundary to the site.  The proposed dwelling would be discretely located on Rossmill Lane, off Carrwood and is thus somewhat distinct from the rest of the properties in the Carrwood area.  Views of the site from Carrwood are restricted due to its location and the abundance of mature trees and foliage around the site along the north-eastern (side) and north-western (rear) boundaries.  The site is the first and last residential plot on this section of Rossmill Lane before one reaches the open field (Green Belt) adjacent to the site and the road becomes more of a country track serving Rossmill Farm and other properties further along the Lane.  


8. The proposed dwelling would be set well within the site retaining circa 13m from the front boundary. Furthermore, a yew hedge would be planted along the front boundary and rows of Juniper (Eastern Cedar) would be planted within the front garden in front of the proposed dwelling.  As such, and once the planting has matured, the dwelling would be barely seen from Carrwood or the north-eastern end of Rossmill Lane, with glimpses only through the trees and landscaping.  Views would also be partially obscured from further west along Rossmill Lane.  Given the nature of the site, it is considered important to ensure that the dwelling would blend with the semi-rural landscape, and the proposed tree cover and the canopy of the existing large mature tree to the west of the site would assist in this.  


9. A total distance of 8m is retained to the side boundaries, with no side being closer than 3m.  The distance to rear boundary is circa 14m.  These figures are all short of the guideline figures, but are consistent with the previously approved dwelling on the site.  The massing is marginally increased over the previously approved scheme.  Nonetheless, there is no property to the western side or any built form immediately to the rear (northerly direction), only gardens.  This plot is somewhat unique, and it is considered that through amended plans (which reduced the original scale of the proposals), an acceptable balance has been achieved in terms of massing and form.


10. There is a small increase in roof ridge height from the previously approved scheme. However, the relatively low eaves, the hipped roof appearance of the new dwelling and the utilisation of a flat-roof section atop it will mean that the building does not have such a wide front elevation facing onto Rossmill Lane.


11. The landscaping scheme is interesting and proposes for ample foliage planting.  It would be considered a positive feature of the plot (see below).


12. A development of this footprint and mass would be difficult to refuse on the basis of its size and parameters only.  


Design


13. The dwelling would be a large, detached, brick-built property with a number of gabled projections set off a hip-roofed central mass with a flat-roof section atop.  The property would combine large glazed areas with smaller more traditional openings.  The proposed use of natural slate roof, natural stone, timber, and brick on the elevations is considered characteristic of the area.  The proposed house references the closest properties on Carrwood where a variety of architectural styles and form are apparent.  An acceptable degree of spaciousness would be retained.  As such, in terms of its built form, it is considered that the proposed dwelling would preserve the character of the conservation area.


RESIDENTIAL AMENITY


14. There are no residential amenity issues to the southeast (front) or southwest (side), given the existence of Rossmill Lane to the front and the open field (Green Belt) to the side.


15. Furthermore, loss of privacy issues are avoided to the rear given the distance of the ground and first floor from the rear boundary (14m).  Equally, to the rear of the site is the rear garden area to number 26 Carrwood, the dwelling being perpendicular to and offset from the proposed new dwelling, and as such no overlooking concerns exist to the rear.


16. The proposed windows at first and second floor levels on the northeastern side (facing number 28 Carrwood) have been identified as obscure glazed and with opening sections being above 1.7m above internal floor level.  As such, there are no concerns with overlooking/loss of privacy to number 28 Carrwood.  This can be secured through an appropriate condition.


BOUNDARY TREATMENT AND LANDSCAPING

17. The front boundary treatment is acceptable in terms of design, materials and size and the proposed hedge planting.  The 1.6m proposed yew hedge is an acceptable hedge for the location, although a mixed-species native hedgerow would be considered more appropriate.  The proposal to set a chainlink fence set 500mm behind a proposed 1600mm boundary hedge is not ideal although once the boundary hedge matures this will not be visible.  The nature of the chain-link fence (50mm apertures) would also allow light to permeate and the hedge would benefit in terms of its growth potential.  It will however, be important to ensure that the hedge would be at a minimum of 1600mm when planted and of dense spacing to mitigate the appearance of an uncharacteristic chainlink fence.  This could be secured through a condition. The proposed gateposts would be stone, of a regular form and would be 1800mm to top of coping stone.  The gates would be timber, predominantly close boarded with apertures to upper section (allowing glimpsed views through) and would be to a maximum height of 1600mm


18. The large tree along the western boundary to the site has recently been pruned back and is shown as unaffected by the application.  As such, provided that the tree is protected and managed there should be no impact upon the attractive tree.


19. The submitted landscaping proposals demonstrate a contemporary garden design which would reflect the modern form of the new dwelling.  Rows (drifts) of shrub species are proposed rather than planting in a more traditional cottage garden style.  The submitted landscaping scheme demonstrates the planting of 3no. additional multi-stem Himalayan Birch trees to the rear of the site and the planting of 11no. Eastern Red Cedar (Juniper) trees, which are evergreen, dense and slow growing.  Although not native species and not necessarily reflective of the semi-rural environs, the introduction of a large number of trees onto the site would be welcomed.  The majority of the trees and box hedging would be regularly spaced in a simple grid or linear pattern, whilst the shrubs would be planted in drifts on arced beds.  The simple planted form reflects the general form of the property and is considered acceptable in this location.  No details of proposed hard materials have been submitted to date.


DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS


20. The Trafford Developer Contributions (TDC) required by SPD1 Planning Obligations are set out in the table below:

		TDC category. 

		Gross TDC required for proposed development.

		Contribution to be offset for existing building/use or extant planning permission (where relevant).

		Gross TDC required for proposed development.



		Affordable Housing

		£0

		£0

		£0



		Highways and Active Travel infrastructure (including highway, pedestrian and cycle schemes)

		£155.00

		£0

		£155.00



		Public transport schemes (including bus, tram and rail, schemes)

		£461.00

		£0

		£461.00



		Specific Green Infrastructure (including tree planting)

		£930.00

		£0

		£930.00*



		Spatial Green Infrastructure, Sports and Recreation (including local open space, equipped play areas; indoor and outdoor sports facilities).

		£3,172.29

		£0

		£3,172.29



		Education facilities.

		£11,350.57

		£0

		£11,350.57



		Total contribution required.

		

		

		£16,068.86





*less £310 per additional tree provided on site


RECOMMENDATION: MINDED TO GRANT SUBJECT TO LEGAL AGREEMENT 


(A). 
That the application will propose a satisfactory form of development for the site subject to the completion of an appropriate Legal Agreement to secure a financial contribution up to £16,068.86, comprising:-


· A financial contribution of £155 towards Highways Infrastructure

· A financial contribution of £461 towards Public Transport schemes

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

· A financial contribution of £3,172.29 towards outdoor sports facilities and recreation provision (quantity and quality contributions) 

· A financial contribution of £11,350.57 towards Education facilities.

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


2. Standard Time Limit


3. List of Approved Plans


4. Materials to be submitted including joinery details (Conservation Area)


5. Tree Protection


6. Landscaping Scheme


7. Removal of PD for Extensions, Outbuildings, Dormers, Means of Access, Hardstanding and Means of Enclosure.


8. Conservation Style Rooflights


9. Hedge in front of Railings condition (planted at minimum height of 1600mm, at the same time as the chainlink fence, and to an agreed spacing/density)


10. No amendments/additions to chainlink fence


11. Permeable Surfacing for Hardstanding


12. Obscure glazing (en-suites/bathrooms, first floor on eastern side elevation and rooflights)


13. Details of garage door to be agreed


14. SUDs


MW




		WARD:  Bucklow St.    Martin's

		78817/FULL/2012

		DEPARTURE: No





		Demolition of No's 1 & 2 The Green and erection of 3 no. two bedroom terraced dwellings with associated car parking, access and landscaping works



		1 & 2 The Green, Partington, M31 4QG





		APPLICANT:  Mr V Clayton





		AGENT: Steve Hunt Partnership





		RECOMMENDATION:  MINDED TO GRANT SUBJECT TO LEGAL AGREEMENT









SITE


The application site lies to the south west of The Green, a triangular parcel of green space surrounded by residential dwellings and a small number of local convenience uses in Partington.  The road continues to the west becoming Lock Lane, with No.1 Lock Lane to the west of the site.  The site comprises of two terraced properties known as No’s 1 and 2 The Green, which have been vacant for several years and are now in a run down condition.  The site is relatively untidy, with overgrown vegetation in the front garden and boarded up windows and doors at ground floor level.  To the first floor, glazing is missing from the window panes and a horse box is stored to the side of No.1.  There is an existing vehicular access at the western end of the road frontage.

The properties form part of a row of three terraced cottages set back 19m from the road with No.3 adjoining to the east.  No.3 adjoining the application site to the east has been subject to a two storey side extension and a large outbuilding is located within the rear garden.  This property is occupied and a boundary fence to the front and rear subdivides this property No’s 1 and 2.  The row of cottages are considered to constitute non-designated heritage assets and the historic maps indicate buildings of a similar footprint were located on the site in 1841 and these may subsequently have been rebuilt as the 1872-5 map indicates a distinct row of three cottages that correspond to the current OS maps.  The properties on the south side of Lock Lane do not form a regular building line on this part of the road.  In particular, the row of three cottages is situated much further back than the properties on either side.  


Planning permission was granted in August 2010 for the demolition of No’s 1 and 2 The Green and the erection of a pair of semi-detached dwellings, however no development has taken place on site.  It is also noted that there is a public sewer running through the site.  

PROPOSAL


Planning permission is sought for the demolition of No’s 1 and 2 The Green and the erection of 3.no terraced dwellings each with two bedrooms.  No.3 The Green falls outside the application site and would therefore be retained.  No details of the end elevation of this adjoining property have been provided, however it is assumed the chimney extending across the party wall may need to be removed and the end elevation made good. 

The proposed replacement dwellings would be laid out in a staggered arrangement.  Plot 1 would be to the west of the application site adjacent to No.1 Lock Lane and would be set back 10m from the pavement, with a distance of 1.5m retained between the side wall of plot 1 and the western side boundary at its closest point, increasing to 2.4m towards the rear.  The front wall of plot 2 would be 1.5m behind that of plot 1 and the front wall of plot 3 would be 2m behind that of plot 2.  Plot 3 adjacent to No.3 The Green would be set back 16m from the road and set forward of the front wall of No.3 The Green by 3.2m.  A distance of 2.4m would remain between the side wall of plot 3 and the eastern side boundary with No.3 The Green, decreasing to 2m towards the rear.


Each of the proposed dwellings would be provided with a private driveway to the front accommodating two car parking spaces in tandem.  The driveway of plot 1 would make use of the existing vehicular access and driveway located adjacent to the western boundary of the site.  Plots 2 and 3 would be provided with adjoining driveways and landscaping would be incorporated to either side.  Each dwelling would be provided with a private garden of more than 18m in length.  The dwellings are proposed to measure 5.3m in height to the eaves and 7.2m in height to the ridge.  They would be 840mm higher than No.3 The Green but would be similar in height to semi-detached dwellings No’s 1 and 3 Lock Lane to the west.  

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).  Appendix 5 of the Trafford Core Strategy provides details of how the Revised UDP is being replaced by Trafford LDF;


        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).  See Appendix 5 of the Core Strategy;


        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; and


· The Greater Manchester Joint Waste Plan, adopted 1st April 2012. On 25th January 2012 the Council resolved to adopt and bring into force the GM Joint Waste Plan on 1st 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


L1 – Land for New Homes


L2 – Meeting Housing Needs


L4 – Sustainable Transport and Accessibility 


L7 – Design


L8 – Planning Obligations


PROPOSALS MAP NOTATION


Priority Regeneration Area - Partington

PRINCIPAL RELEVANT REVISED UDP POLICIES/PROPOSALS


None relevant


PRINCIPAL RSS POLICIES

DP2 – Promote Sustainable Communities


DP4 – Making the Best Uses of Existing Resources and Infrastructure


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


DP6 – Marry Opportunity and Need


DP9 – Reduce Emissions and Adapt to Climate Change


L4 – Regional Housing Provision


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 27th 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

75392/FULL/2010 – Demolition of two existing cottages and erection of 2 no. three bedroom semi-detached dwellings with new vehicular access and associated parking provision and landscaping (Approved August 2010).  


74219/FULL/2009 - Detailed planning application for demolition of No’s 1 and 2 The Green and redevelopment of the site to provide three no. 3 bedroom terraced houses with associated car parking, access and landscaping works (Refused December 2009).  


  Reasons for refusal:


1. The proposed development, by reason of its siting, design and layout would result in an incongruous and cramped form of development which would detract from the character of the area: In particular the development, which would have a staggered arrangement extending forward towards the highway, would be located too close to the site boundaries and would result in too great a coverage of hard standing to the front. 


2. The parking layout is unsatisfactory and would result in awkward vehicle and pedestrian movements which would be detrimental to highway safety and would cause additional on-street car parking to the detriment of the amenity of the occupants of the adjoining properties.  


3. The proposed development would result in a poor level of residential amenity. In particular, by reason of its height and staggered layout the development would provide a restricted outlook from the proposed dwellings and would have an overbearing impact on the future occupants of the development.   Furthermore, the proposal in close proximity to the common boundary with the adjoining property No.1 Lock Lane, would give rise to an unduly overbearing effect to the detriment of the amenity that the adjoining occupants could reasonably expect to enjoy.  


APPLICANT’S SUBMISSION

Bat Survey


Evidence of use by bats was absent at the time of the survey and roost potential within the building was found to be low-absent.  The demolition of the building would not result in the loss of high value bat roost potential and additional surveys would not be required.  Recommend ridge tiles are removed in controlled manner and landscaping that is beneficial to wildlife should be incorporated into the scheme.  

Design and Access Statement


The statement concludes that the proposal would bring a vacant and derelict site back into residential use, providing affordable homes and increasing the housing choice on offer in the area.  The proposal would improve the neighbourhood and the public realm.   


CONSULTATIONS


Greater Manchester Archaeology Advisory Service: The site was the subject of a previous planning application consultation with Greater Manchester Archaeological Unit (75392/FULL/2010). The response, dated 22nd July 2010, was framed within the then operative government advice on planning and archaeology provided by Planning Policy Statement 5. PPS5 was replaced by the National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012). The present application does not include an assessment of heritage asset significance or the impact of the proposals upon the significance of any heritage assets.  There is insufficient information accompanying the application to form an informed opinion on the heritage significance of the cottages. It does seem likely the present buildings retain elements of the buildings that stood here in the nineteenth century. GMAAS would wish to see some assessment of the present buildings and a survey record made before they are demolished. A watching brief should be maintained during their demolition – and particularly during any internal soft-strip. This could reveal clues to the original organisation of the properties. The proposed replacement dwellings would involve disturbance of any surviving below ground remains that might present clues to the original age of the current buildings and of any previous buildings such as those noted on the earliest mapping. GMAAS suggests that an archaeological watching brief is maintained during the foundation works for the new buildings and any associated groundworks.  This programme of work is to be funded by the developer and should be secured by condition.  The archaeological works should be undertaken by a suitably experienced and qualified archaeological contractor, funded by the applicant. GMAAS would advise on the WSI and monitor the implementation of the work on behalf of Trafford Council.

Greater Manchester Ecology Unit: No objection.  Demolition and vegetation clearance to be undertaken outside bird breeding season (March to July inclusive).  

Local Highway Authority: No objection.  

Pollution and Licensing: Contaminated land report.  


United Utilities:  Public sewer runs through the site and the applicant will not be permitted to build over it.  An access strip will be required or alternatively a diversion of the public sewer with the costs borne by the applicant.  Deep rooted shrubs and trees shall not be planted in the vicinity of the public sewer.  The site must also be drained on a separate system with only foul drainage connected into the foul sewer.  Surface water discharging to 375mm surface water sewer shall not to exceed 20l/s.  

REPRESENTATIONS


No representations have been received from the occupants of neighbouring properties.  

Partington Parish Council: Objection.  Would be appropriate for one or two houses to be built on this site but an objection is raised to three.  


OBSERVATIONS


PRINCIPLE

1. Policy L1 of the Trafford Core Strategy seeks to deliver 12,210 new dwellings up to 2026 and sets an indicative target of 80% of this new housing provision to use brownfield land and buildings.  The application site comprises of two residential properties and their associated gardens and is in the most part previously developed brownfield land, however the gardens of residential properties are considered by the NPPF to constitute greenfield land.  As such, the application proposes the development of part brownfield, part greenfield land.  


2. Policy L1.8 of the Core Strategy states that where regular monitoring reveals a significant under-performance (in excess of 10%) against the indicative previously developed brownfield land use target of 80%, the Council will take development management action to accelerate the delivery of development to raise performance. Until such time as monitoring evidence indicates that the previously developed land use under-performance has been reduced to an acceptable level by the measures taken, the Council may reject applications for the development of greenfield sites where the overall delivery of housing is not jeopardised.  At the present time, the monitoring evidence indicates that over the period 2006/07-2010/11, an average of 75% of new housing was located on previously developed land, although in 2010/11 this figure was only 69% and in 2011/12 only 61.3%. As such, the indicative target of 80% of new housing to use brownfield land is not being met. 

3. The proposal would contribute to meeting the 80% previously developed land target as it does involve part brownfield land.  The proportion of greenfield land to be developed would be akin to that which could be occupied should extensions be constructed to the existing properties and a significant proportion of the existing rear gardens would be retained.  In addition, the application proposes the erection of three dwellings in the Partington ‘Place’ as defined in the Core Strategy, which is a Priority Regeneration Area.  Place Objective PA01 seeks to provide an appropriate level of new residential development to tackle population decline in Partington.  PA02 seeks to maximise the potential of vacant sites for housing and in this case, given the site is part brownfield, it is considered that it would contribute to the wider plan objectives and the achievement of regeneration priorities in accordance with Policy L1.7.  The proposal is therefore considered to be acceptable in principle and in accordance with Policy L1 of the Trafford Core Strategy.  

4. In addition to the above, the site has an extant planning permission that would not expire until 2013 and this forms a material consideration in the determination of the current application.  The principle of the demolition of the two cottages has been established by the grant of this permission.  

5. Policy L1.10 states that where proposals would involve the use of domestic gardens, due regard would need to be paid to local character, environment, amenity and conservation considerations and the following sections of the report would therefore assess the proposal in respect of these considerations.  


HERITAGE AND ARCHAEOLOGY


6. The row of three cottages date back to the nineteenth century and are considered to constitute a non-designated heritage asset.  Paragraph 135 of the NPPF states that the effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken into account in determining the application.  In weighing applications that affect directly or indirectly non designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset.  In this case, there would be harm to the asset as two of the three cottages would be lost as a result of the proposal.  However, there is an extant permission for the demolition of the two cottages and given this could be implemented until August 2013 it should be afforded significant weight in the determination of the current application.  It is therefore considered that it would be unreasonable to resist the demolition of the two cottages given the existence of this extant permission.  

7. The existing dwellings are in the historic core of the settlement of Partington and the Greater Manchester Archaeology Advisory Service (GMAAS) has commented that buildings are shown in this position on early maps dating back to 1777.  As such, the buildings are considered to be of architectural significance.  Given the extant permission could be implemented and the properties therefore demolished, it is considered that a condition should be attached requiring a programme of archaeological works to be secured in accordance with a written scheme of investigation, which was also required of the previous permission.  This should include recording of the non-designated heritage asset.  


DESIGN AND STREET SCENE

8. Planning permission was granted in August 2010 for the demolition of No’s 1 and 2 The Green and the erection of a pair of semi-detached dwellings (reference 75392/FULL/2010).  However, prior to this in December 2009, planning permission was refused for the erection of three terraced properties (reference 74219/FULL/2009).  One of the reasons for refusal stated that the proposal would have represented an incongruous and cramped form of development that would have detracted from the character of the area.  In particular, it was considered that the properties would have been too close to the boundaries with the adjacent properties on either side and there would have been too much hard surfacing to the front of the properties.  The extent of the staggered relationship was also noted in the reason for refusal.  

9. Both of the previous applications proposed each property to be staggered by more than 3m and the current application has reduced this to 1.5m-2m.  The staggered relationship addresses the difference in setback between the properties on either side of the application site as No.3 Lock Lane is set much closer to the road at 6m from the pavement than No.3 The Green, which is set back 21m from the pavement.  The proposed dwellings would be setback between 10.2m-17m to reflect the building line. The projection forward of No.3 The Green has been reduced to 3.2m from the 3.5m previously approved.  The staggered relationship between the dwellings is considered to be acceptable in terms of design and would have no undue impact on the street scene.

10. The semi-detached properties previously approved were proposed to be 500mm higher than No.3 The Green.  The current proposal would be 840mm higher than No.3 The Green and similar in height to No’s 1 and 3 Lock Lane, the semi-detached properties to the west of the site.  There are a wide variety of types and ages of house within the vicinity of the site and The Green, including bungalows, semi-detached houses and three storey flats.  The previously approved application maintained a distance of 2m between the east side gable wall and the boundary with No.3 The Green and a distance of 1.75-2.75m between the west side gable wall and the boundary with No.1 Lock Lane.  A distance of 1.5m would be retained between the side wall of plot 1 and the western boundary of the site with No.1 Lock Lane, which would increase to 2.4m towards the rear due to the angle of the boundary line.  There would therefore be 4.4m-5.6m between the side wall of plot 1 and the side wall of No.1 Lock Lane.  A distance of 2m-2.4m would be retained between the side wall of plot 3 and No.3 The Green.  The current proposals would therefore maintain a similar degree of spaciousness as the previous approval and the increase in height proposed is not considered to be incongruous as it would be offset by both the additional space that is retained to the eastern boundary and the reduction in the projection beyond the front wall of No.3 The Green.  A condition is recommended to be attached to the permission to require the submission of ground levels and finished floor levels.  

11. The previously refused application proposed a parking court to the frontage of the properties that would have resulted in significant hardstanding with no landscaping between the parking areas and the pavement, which formed a reason for refusal of the application.  The current proposal would retain the existing driveway to the west of the site to provide parking for plot 1 and a new double width driveway is proposed to serve plots 2 and 3.  Two landscaped areas would be provided between these driveways, one with a width of 1.8m and another with a width of 2.8m.  It is therefore considered that the frontage could be sufficiently landscaped to soften the appearance of the parking areas within the street scene.  

12. The submitted street scene elevation indicates a 600mm high brick wall to the road frontage between the proposed driveways.  No further details have been provided in respect of the boundary treatment between the proposed dwellings or with No.3 The Green.  It is considered that brick walls or hedges would be appropriate to the frontage, particularly between plot 3 and No.3 The Green.  It is therefore recommended that a condition should be attached to the permission requiring full details of the boundary treatment to be submitted and approved.


13. A separate pedestrian access path is proposed adjacent to the eastern boundary of the site to provide external access to the rear of plots 2 and 3.  A condition is recommended to be attached to the permission to require details of the proposed bin storage areas to be submitted to ensure that bins will be stored behind the building line and also to ensure that the side access is provided with a fence of sufficient height behind the front wall of No.3 The Green to provide security to the rear gardens.  


14. It is therefore considered that subject to appropriate conditions, the current proposal addresses the previous reasons for refusal in terms of spaciousness and lack of landscaping and would not be out of character in the street scene.  The site at present is untidy and detracts from the street scene, hence the proposal would therefore significantly improve the appearance of site within the street.   


15. It is noted that there is a public sewer running through the site, the siting of which is shown on the proposed site layout plan.  The applicant has been advised of the building control requirements regarding this sewer and of the comments of United Utilities.  The proximity of the side wall of plot 1 to the centre line of this sewer will determine the depth of foundations required and whether the applicant would need to enter into an agreement with United Utilities.  These details would be finalised by the Council’s Building Control section or another building control body.  


RESIDENTIAL AMENITY


16. The semi-detached dwellings previously approved were proposed to be sited on a similar footprint in terms of the proximity to the western boundary of the site and projection beyond the rear wall of No.1 Lock Lane.  This property benefits from a conservatory to the rear elevation that projects 2.2m beyond the rear wall towards the boundary with the application site.  The rear wall of plot 1 would project 1.2m beyond the rear wall of the conservatory at No.1 Lock Lane and 3.6m beyond the first floor rear wall of this property, which is in accordance with Council guidelines given the distance between the side wall of No.1 Lock Lane and the proposed side wall of plot 2.  The front wall of plot 3 is proposed to project 3.2m beyond the front wall of No.3 The Green and given a distance of at least 2m would be maintained between these properties, this projection is also in accordance with Council guidelines.  It is therefore considered that the proposal would have no undue impact on the amenity of the occupants of No.1 Lock Lane or No.3 The Green by reason of overshadowing or overbearing impact.  


17. One of the reasons for refusal of planning permission reference 74219/FULL/2009 related to the extent to which the properties were proposed to be staggered as each of the rear walls of plots 2 and 3 would have been 3.3m forward of the adjacent plot.  This would have afforded a poor level of amenity to the future occupants of the dwellings by reason of overbearing impact and restricted outlook.  The previously approved proposal for two semi-detached dwellings also included a staggered relationship with a projection of 3m.  As previously noted, the staggered relationship to the front of the dwellings is now proposed to be between 1.5m-2m and to the rear elevations, this would be around 2m between each property. The amenity afforded to the future occupants of the dwellings would therefore be significantly improved compared with the previous schemes.  


18. The rear gardens of the properties would be between 17m-20m in length and the smallest of the three gardens (plot 2) would provide approximately 90m2 of private amenity space.  The size of the proposed gardens is above the 85m2 of amenity space provision recommended by Trafford Planning Guidelines: New Residential Development for a three bedroom dwelling.  Fences of appropriate height would be required between the properties to afford adequate privacy to the gardens and the future occupants of the dwellings.  These details would be submitted as part of the condition relating to boundary treatment details noted in the previous section of the report.  


19. It is noted that the roof spaces of the proposed dwellings are of sufficient size to be converted in the future.  Given the length of the rear gardens, the provision of small dormer windows to the rear elevations might be considered acceptable however, a large dormer could result in a three storey wall that would unduly impact on the amenity of the occupants of the adjoining properties and also the future occupants of the proposed dwellings.  Given the staggered relationship both between the dwellings and with the existing dwellings adjoining the site, a condition removing permitted development rights is recommended to be attached to the permission for the erection of extensions, dormer windows, outbuildings, porches, any additional windows to the side elevations and the erection of fences with the frontages of the properties.  

ACCESS, HIGHWAYS AND PARKING


20. The private driveways would each accommodate off road parking for two vehicles in a tandem arrangement and this provision is in accordance with Council guidelines for two bedroom properties.  The driveway of plot 1 would measure 3.1m in width and 10m in length.  The adjoining driveways of plots 2 and 3 would each measure 3.1m in width and 10m-11.5m in length with a 5.5m wide shared dropped kerb.  Each of the driveways would also therefore accommodate integrated pedestrian access.  The LHA has raised no objections subject to adequate drainage facilities or permeable surfacing being used on the driveways.  A condition requiring a sustainable urban drainage system is recommended to be attached to the permission as a result of consultation with United Utilities and this would ensure adequate drainage facilities are provided for the driveways.  The access and parking provision is considered to be acceptable and would have no undue impact on highway safety.  


21. The recommended condition removing permitted development rights would ensure that a porch could not be erected to plot 1 that might otherwise impede parking on the driveway.  It would also ensure that fences are not erected on the frontage that might impede pedestrian and vehicle visibility at the driveway accesses.  This condition should also prevent any further hardstanding areas being incorporated to the frontage.   


DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS


22. The application proposes three dwellings in place of the two existing dwellings and therefore results in a net increase of one residential unit.  The Trafford Developer Contributions (TDC) required by SPD1: Planning Obligations are set out in the table below:

		TDC category 

		Gross TDC required for proposed development

		Contribution to be offset for existing building/use 

		Net TDC required for proposed development



		Affordable Housing

		n/a

		n/a

		n/a



		Highways and Active Travel infrastructure (including highway, pedestrian and cycle schemes)

		£465

		£310

		£155



		Public transport schemes (including bus, tram and rail, schemes)

		£1,152

		£768

		£384



		Specific Green Infrastructure (including tree planting)

		£2,790

		£1,860

		£930



		Spatial Green Infrastructure, Sports and Recreation (including local open space, equipped play areas; indoor and outdoor sports facilities).

		£4,897.33

		£3,264.88

		£1,632.44



		Education facilities

		£11,350.57

		£7,531.95

		£3,818.62



		Total contribution required

		                                                           £6,920.06





23. The specific green infrastructure contribution towards tree planting would be reduced by £310 per tree planted on site up to a maximum reduction of £930.  


CONCLUSION

24. The application proposes the erection of three dwellings on a part brownfield, part sustainable urban greenfield site, the development of which would contribute to the supply of housing within the Borough and the regeneration priorities in Partington in accordance with Policy L1 of the Core Strategy.  The proposal would incorporate adequate parking provision, would improve the appearance of the site within the street scene and would have no undue impact on the amenity of neighbouring occupants in accordance with Policies L4 and L7 of the Core Strategy and the NPPF.  It is therefore recommended that planning permission is granted.  

RECOMMENDATION: MINDED TO GRANT SUBJECT TO LEGAL AGREEMENT 

A. That the application will propose a satisfactory form of development for the site on completion of a legal agreement to secure a maximum financial contribution of £6,920.06, split between £155 towards highways and active travel infrastructure; £384 towards public transport schemes; £930 towards specific green infrastructure; £1,632.44 towards spatial green infrastructure and £3,818.62 towards education facilities; and


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

1. Standard


2. List of approved plans


3. Contaminated land


4. Archaeological investigations


5. Ridge tiles to be removed by hand and demolition and vegetation clearance to be undertaken outside bird breeding season (March to July inclusive)

6. Scheme for making good end wall of No.3 to be submitted


7. Proposed ground and finished floor levels


8. Boundary treatment details to be submitted


9. Drainage scheme to incorporate SUDs


10. Ground levels and finished floor levels and depth of window reveals

11. Material samples including materials for driveways

12. Landscaping with tree protection and maintenance


13. Bin storage details

14. Provision and retention of access and parking, no gates to be erected

15. Removal of permitted development rights for the erection of extensions, porches, outbuildings, dormers, additional windows to side elevations, fences within the front gardens and additional areas of hardstanding to the frontages


DR





		WARD: Broadheath

		78903/FULL/2012

		DEPARTURE: No





		Change of use from (Use Class B1) Office to single family dwelling with single storey side extension and side bay window.



		324 Manchester Road, Altrincham, WA14 5NB





		APPLICANT:  Mr Brian Phillips





		AGENT: MF Architects & Designers





		RECOMMENDATION:  MINDED TO GRANT SUBJECT TO LEGAL AGREEMENT









SITE


The application concerns a detached property located at the junction of Park Road and Manchester Road. Vehicular access to the site is from Park Road. It is currently vacant but has been in use as accountant’s offices. To the south and east of the site are residential properties and to the north is a parade of shops. Opposite the site are two residential properties which have recently been the subject of an application to demolish and incorporate into the adjoining RRG Toyota site (78514/FULL/2012)


PROPOSAL


The proposal is to change the use of the property from offices (B1) to a dwelling house. 


Associated works include a single storey side extension and bay window facing Park  Road.

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


L4-Sustainable Transport and Accessibility


L7- Design


PROPOSALS MAP NOTATION


None


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

76219/COU/2010 Change of use from office to dwelling Withdrawn 3/1/11


H/41182 Change of use from post office and residential accommodation to offices Approved 27/9/1995


APPLICANT’S SUBMISSION

None


CONSULTATIONS


LHA Drainage R17

REPRESENTATIONS


None


OBSERVATIONS


PRINCIPLE OF THE DEVELOPMENT


1. The building was formerly occupied by an accountancy firm and has been vacant for a number of years. The proposal is to change the use of the building to a 4 bed-roomed dwelling house. There are residential properties adjoining the site on both Park Road and Manchester Road. The principle of a residential use in this location is therefore considered acceptable.


RESIDENTIAL AMENITY


2. The applicant proposes to erect a two storey side extension 3.8m wide set in from boundary with 322 Manchester Road by 3.5m. It would be located in front of the existing side extension and of a similar width. There are a number of windows in side elevation of 322 Manchester Road some of which may serve habitable rooms.  However following discussions the proposed extension has been reduced from a two storey to a single storey extension and set away from boundary. No. 322 is also set away from boundary by approximately 2.2m. It is therefore considered that the extension would not have a undue impact on the light and outlook enjoyed by that property or be unduly overbearing. It is noted no objections have been received from the occupants of No. 322.

3. The rear of the property is located 10.5m from the boundary with No. 2 Park Road. Screening at ground floor level is provided by the existing garage and a 1.8m high fence. No alterations are proposed in this elevation at first floor level. To avoid potential overlooking from the installation of dormer or other windows under permitted development rights, it is recommended that a condition be applied to remove the right to install windows.  

4. The application also proposes a bay window on the Park Road frontage, a larger window at ground floor level fronting Manchester Road, a folding door to the rear and a new window in a bricked up opening to the rear These would be in keeping with the design of the building and would not impact upon the privacy of any adjoining property.


PARKING


5. There is existing hard surfacing fronting Park Road and at rear of dwelling. The applicant has demonstrated that 3 car parking spaces can be provided. That is considered to comply with the Council’s standard for a 4 bedroomed house.


DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS


6. The Trafford Developer Contributions (TDC) required by SPD1 Planning Obligations are set out in the table below:

		TDC category. 

		Gross TDC required for proposed development.

		Contribution to be offset for existing use 

		Net TDC required for proposed development.



		

		

		

		



		Affordable Housing

		N/A

		N/A

		



		Highways and Active Travel infrastructure (including highway, pedestrian and cycle schemes)

		£155

		£408

		NIL



		Public transport schemes (including bus, tram and rail, schemes)

		£307

		£1,088

		NIL



		Specific Green Infrastructure (including tree planting)

		£930

		£1,550

		NIL



		Spatial Green Infrastructure, Sports and Recreation (including local open space, equipped play areas; indoor and outdoor sports facilities).

		NIL

		NIL

		NIL



		Education facilities.

		£11,350.57

		NIL

		£11,350.57



		Total contribution required.

		

		

		£11,350.57





RECOMMENDATION:  

MINDED TO GRANT SUBJECT TO LEGAL AGREEMENT and the following conditions:-


A. That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon completion of an appropriate legal agreement and that such legal agreement be entered into to secure a total contribution of £11,350.57 towards Education facilities.


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


Conditions


1. Standard 3 year time limit


2. Matching materials


3. Amended plans


4. 3 car parking spaces to be provided


5. Landscaping and boundary treatment


6. Obscure glazing


7. Removal of permitted development rights to install windows






		WARD: Ashton on Mersey

		78976/RENEWAL/2012

		DEPARTURE: No





		Application to extend the time limit for implementation of planning permission reference H/71651 (change of use of ground floor from Business (Class B1) to Business (Class B1) and/or Financial and Professional services (Class A2)



		Ground Floor, Crossgate House, Cross Street, Sale, M33 7FT





		APPLICANT:  Orbit Investments (Properties) Ltd





		AGENT: The Emerson Group





		RECOMMENDATION:  MINDED TO GRANT SUBJECT TO LEGAL AGREEMENT









SITE

Crossgate House is a part three storey, part four storey office building at the junction of Cross Street (A56) and Atkinson Road.  The application site lies in an edge-of-centre location, the opposite side of Cross Street marks the edge of Sale Town Centre as identified on the UDP Proposals Map.


A mixture of uses is permitted within the property covering B1 (all floors), D1 (part) and A2 (ground floor) uses.

There is a large car parking area contained to the rear of the building accessed off Atkinson Road.  There are residential properties bordering the site on Atkinson Road, Howells Avenue and York Road.  Surrounding properties on Cross Street are predominantly in commercial use with a mixture of retail and office developments, including Sainsbury’s.


The building fronts both Cross Street and Atkinson Road and the main entrance is at the junction of both.  To the Cross Street frontage there is pavement and landscaping affront the elevation separating that elevation from the main A56.  Currently that elevation has only windows (no doors) at ground floor level facing Cross Street.


PROPOSAL

Crossgate House was originally granted planning permission for Class B1 business use.  In 2006, permission was granted for the use of the ground floor to also be used as a Class A2 use under ref: H/65105.  That permission was not implemented and was renewed in August 2009 (H/71651).  That permission expired on 25th August 2009, (which was after this current application was registered).


This application seeks an extension of time limits of that previous application (H/71651), i.e. effectively a renewal of that permission.  


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


L4 – Sustainable Transport and Accessibility


L5 – Climate Change


L7 – Design


L8 – Planning Obligations


R2 – Natural Environment


PROPOSALS MAP NOTATION


Adjacent to Sale Town Centre (Edge of Centre)


Main Office Development Area


PRINCIPAL RELEVANT REVISED UDP POLICIES/PROPOSALS


S11 – Development Outside Established Centres


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

78865/FULL/2012: Installation of new entrance doors onto Cross Street frontage and associated hard and soft landscaping alterations.


APPROVED, August 2012


74966/COU/2010: Change of use of ground floor of existing building from B1 (Offices) to B1 (Offices) and/or D1 (Non Residential Institution).  No external alterations proposed.


APPROVED, May 2010


H/71651: Change of use of ground floor from business (Class B1) to business (Class B1) and/or financial and professional services (Class A2).  Renewal of planning permission H/65105.


APPROVED, August 2009


H/66824: Change of use of ground floor from business class (Class B1) to business class (Class B1) and/or non-residential institutions (Class D1) to include clinic, health centre, creche, consulting rooms, non-residential education and training centre.


APPROVED, June 2007


H/66391: Installation of vehicular and pedestrian gates across site access (maximum height 2m).


APPROVED, April 2007


H/65105: Change of use of ground floor from business (class B1) to business (class B1) and/or financial and professional services (class A2).


APPROVED, September 2006


H/65104: Change of use of third floor from business (class B1) to business (class B1) and/or non-residential institutions (class D1) to include clinic, health centre, crèche, consulting rooms, non-residential education and training centre.


APPROVED, September 2006


H/64760: Installation of lighting to serve car park (re-submission of H/63175)


APPROVED, February 2006


H/64077: Single storey car parking deck above existing car park (re-submission of H/63578)


WITHDRAWN, April 2006


H/63578: Single storey car parking deck above existing car park.


WITHDRAWN, January 2006


H/63175: Installation of lighting to serve car park.


WITHDRAWN, December 2005


H/63002: Erection of canopy over existing rear entrance.


APPROVED, November 2005


H/62987: Extension to existing gas housing to accommodate condenser unit.


APPROVED, November 2005


H/62856: Extension to existing entrance foyer.


APPROVED, September 2005


H/27700: Demolition of Existing Buildings and erection of 3 & 4 storey offices (3910 sqm approx..) with new vehicular access from Atkinson Road and ancillary car parking.


APPROVED, October 1988


The following is a Live Application:


78116/FULL/2012: Change of use of part of ground floor from Use Class B1 (office) to a mixed use of A1 (retail) or B1 (office); amendments to car parking layout; elevational alterations to facilitate new entrances.


NOT YET DETERMINED


CONSULTATIONS


Strategic Planning and Developments – No objection.  Comments incorporated in Observations section below.


REPRESENTATIONS

None

OBSERVATIONS


PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT


1. National guidance on applications to extend the time limits for implementing planning permissions states LPAs should take a positive and constructive approach towards applications which improve the prospect of sustainable development being taken forward quickly. The development proposed in such an application will by definition have been judged to be acceptable in principle at an earlier date. It states LPAs should focus their attention on development plan policies and other material considerations (including national policies on matters such as climate change) which may have changed significantly since the original grant of permission.


2. Since the previous approval (H/71651) the Trafford Core Strategy has replaced the Revised Trafford UDP, the NPPF has amalgamated, amended and replaced National Planning Policy Guidance and Statements, and the Council has adopted SPD1: Planning Obligations which sets out contribution requirements to mitigate impacts on infrastructure as a result of development.  

3. The proposal is for a 560m2 of A2 Financial and Professional Services to be occupied on part of the ground floor of the building. 


4. Within the Council’s Core Strategy Policy W2 there is a presumption against the development of retail, leisure and other town centre uses outside of existing centres, except where it can be demonstrated that they satisfy the tests outlined in current Government Guidance.


5. The proposed development is located outside of an established town centre (Sale), and thus, in accordance with Policy W2 should be considered against the sequential test in paragraph 24 of the NPPF.


6. Paragraph 24 states the need for the application of “a sequential test to planning applications for main town centre uses that are not in an existing centre and not in accordance with an up-to-date Local Plan”, although it is worth noting that the site is defined as edge-of-centre in NPPF terms as it falls within 300 metres of the Primary Shopping area identified in Appendix H of the Revised Trafford Unitary Development Plan. The applicant assessed 12 possible town centre locations.  Furthermore, as the site is classed as edge-of-centre, three other sites have been considered in the sequential test.


7. The conclusion that none of these sites are suitable, available and/or viable for the proposed use is considered to be appropriate, justified and acceptable.  The applicant was able to demonstrate that the identified units were either unsuitable for purpose (first floor locations/inappropriate layouts), not available on the general market, or of a scale which was inappropriate. 


8. The proposal is therefore consistent with Trafford Core Strategy Policy W2 and the sequential test in paragraph 24 of NPPF.


9. Furthermore, it is apparent that the relevant part of the building is proving difficult to let for office use (has been vacant since 2005).  All of which add weight to the conclusion that the application is considered acceptable in principle. 


RESIDENTIAL AMENITY


10. A condition restricting the hours of use of the A2 unit has been attached to the previously approved application (H/71651).  Although it is envisaged that the extension of use of the building to include A2 uses could lead to additional comings and goings and thus general activity on the site during the day over and above the existing B1 use, it is not considered that this would be at a level during normal office hours which would lead to a noticeable loss of amenity in this edge-of-centre location adjacent to the main A56.  Nevertheless, residents would expect a greater level of peace and quiet in the evening and at weekends and therefore it is proposed to limit the hours of opening to the public from between 0800 and 1800 on weekdays and Saturdays. If no members of the public are accessing the site, the premises will effectively operate as an office (B1), the hours of operation of which are currently unrestricted.  The applicant has previously stated (H/71651) that the hours of use condition is acceptable and has not requested that this is revisited.


11. A2 uses include betting shops which can sometimes involve noise and disturbance.  It is proposed (similar to H/71651) to limit the A2 use to exclude betting shops, given the proximity of residential properties and the potential scale of the development.  This would be in line with condition 3 of H/71651, which the applicant previously stated their agreement to.

DESIGN AND APPEARANCE


12. No external alterations are proposed.


VEHICLE PARKING


13. Crossgate House has dedicated parking facilities to the rear.  No spaces would be lost to accommodate this development.  In addition, users of the service would be likely to be accessing other services in the adjacent Sale town centre at the same time and may access the site on foot having parked elsewhere or arrived by alternate means.   The site is in a sustainable location adjacent to a quality bus corridor and as such, it is considered that the parking arrangements are adequate to support the proposed extension of use.

OTHER ISSUES


14. Ordinarily, once an A2 use is established in a property, the General Permitted Development Order 1995 (as amended) allows for a permitted change of use to A1 (including food and non-food retail).  In light of the potential increased impacts such a use might have on the vitality and viability of the existing centre, highway and public safety, congestion, residential and visual amenity and other potential impacts, it is considered necessary to ensure that the Local Planning Authority could consider any future change of use to A1 on its merits and through the planning application process.  As such, it is considered necessary to restrict the permitted use of the relevant part of the application property to that which has been applied for here.


DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS


15. Since the previous planning permission SPD1: Planning Obligations has been adopted.  This has lowered the floor area threshold within such applications to trigger contributions towards Highways and Active Travel and Public Transport Schemes.  The renewal of the proposed change-of-use application (H/71651), covers an area of 560 sqm of existing B1 office use at ground floor level within Crossgate House.  560 sqm now falls within the threshold for such contributions and as such the Trafford Developer Contributions (TDC) required by SPD1 Planning Obligations are set out in the table below:

		TDC category. 

		Gross TDC required for proposed development. 


(A2 use)

		Contribution to be offset for existing building/use (where relevant).

(B1 use)

		Net TDC required for proposed development.



		Affordable Housing

		N/A

		N/A

		N/A



		Highways and Active Travel infrastructure (including highway, pedestrian and cycle schemes)

		£6,864.00

		£1,224.00

		£5,640.00



		Public transport schemes (including bus, tram and rail, schemes)

		£5,982.00

		£3,264.00

		£2,718.00



		Specific Green Infrastructure (including tree planting)

		£3,410.00

		£5,890.00

		£0



		Spatial Green Infrastructure, Sports and Recreation (including local open space, equipped play areas; indoor and outdoor sports facilities).

		N/A

		N/A

		N/A



		Education facilities.

		N/A

		N/A

		N/A



		Total contribution required.

		

		

		£8,358.00





16. The “Total contribution required” figure would be a maximum contribution, based on a scenario where the entire floorspace subject of this application were occupied by an end- user or end-users within the A2 use class.  Given that there are no identified end-users at this stage, any Legal Agreement can and should allow for a number of scenarios, which would require contributions to be paid only in the event that an A2 user occupied some or all of the floorspace, and the exact sum required would be dependent upon the amount of floorspace taken by such end-users.  The onus would be on the applicant/developer to notify the Local Planning Authority, as an on-going concern, if and when new A2 end-users move in or existing A2 users expand, and any necessary new or additional contributions based on floorspace should be paid at that stage.  If, cumulatively, the maximum contribution figure (£8,358.00) has been paid, no more contributions would be required relative to this application for any future permitted change-of-use. 

RECOMMENDATION: MINDED TO GRANT SUBJECT TO LEGAL AGREEMENT 

(A). 
That the application will propose a satisfactory form of development for the site subject to the completion of an appropriate Legal Agreement to secure to secure a financial contribution up to £8,358.00, comprising:-


· A financial contribution of £5,640.00 towards outdoor Highways and Active Travel infrastructure 

· A financial contribution of £2,718.00 towards Public Transport schemes

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


1. Standard Time Limit


2. The A2 use hereby permitted shall not be open to the public other than between the hours of 0800 and 1800 on Mondays to Saturdays and not at all on Sundays.


3. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995 (or any Order revoking and re-enacting that Order with or without modification), the premises to which this permission relates shall be used solely for purposes within use Class B1 and/or Class A2 (with the exception of Betting Shops), of part 3 of Schedule 2 to the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987, or in any provision equivalent to that Class in any statutory instrument revoking and re-enacting that Order with or without modification), and for no other purposes.  


4. Reason:  Betting Shops and uses within other Use Classes, where a permitted change of use would ordinarily apply, may have a detrimental effect on the neighbourhood; including the vitality and viability of the Sale Town Centre, public safety, parking provision, visual and/or residential amenity impacts, and from increased demand on existing infrastructure; and the restriction to the use proposed will enable the Local Planning Authority to consider any further change of use on its merits, having regard to Policy L4, L5, L7, L8 and W2 of the Trafford Core Strategy.

MW






		WARD: Broadheath

		79121/FULL/2012

		DEPARTURE: No





		Demolition of 2 houses and extension of car sales area with landscaping and associated works.



		RRG Altrincham, 281, 289 & 291 Manchester Road, Altrincham. WA14 





		APPLICANT:  RRG Group Co. Ltd





		AGENT: John Rose Associates





		RECOMMENDATION:  GRANT









SITE


The application relates to the existing Toyota car dealership situated on the north west side of Manchester Road in Altrincham. To the immediate north exists a pair of semi-detached dwellings which sit on the corner of Manchester Road and Woodcote Road. In the immediate vicinity of the site is the recently developed Stamford Brook site and South Trafford College. Opposite the site there is a mixture of uses including a church, residential properties and some commercial uses. Woodcote Road is characterised by residential properties.


Trafford Council are in the process of completing a Compulsory Purchase Order over a strip of land along the frontage of the application site. This land is required for a proposed scheme of road widening. The improvements to the A56 Manchester Road/Park Road junction were identified in Proposal T8 of the Unitary Development Plan adopted in 1996 and the applicant was likely to be aware of the proposed road widening when they purchased the site. The applicant has purchase the two houses 289 and 291 in preparation for the road widening and wish to utilise the land prior to the works being undertaken. This proposal is therefore an interim scheme before the road widening is undertaken.


PROPOSAL


The proposal is to demolish the pair of semi-detached houses on the corner of Manchester Road and Woodcote Road and to utilise the area of 916 square metres for the display of motor vehicles for sale. There would also be alterations to the layout of customer and staff parking on the site. The site will continue to be accessed from the existing entrance on Manchester Road and there would be associated landscaping and other works. 


When the application was submitted the proposal included an emergency exit route onto Woodcote Road. This has now been removed from the proposal.


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


L4- Sustainable Transport and Accessibility


L7-Design


PROPOSALS MAP NOTATION


None


PRINCIPAL RELEVANT REVISED UDP POLICIES/PROPOSALS


T8 – Improvements to the Highway Network


T1- Sustainable Integrated Transport Network


T7 – Relief of Congestion on the A56


T4- Maintaining and Improving the Highway Network


D1 – All new Development


D2-Vehicle Parking


ENV2- Improving the Environment


ENV27 –  Road Corridors


PRINCIPAL RSS POLICIES

DP1 – Spatial Principles


DP7- Promote Environmental Quality


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


78514/FULL/2012:  Demolition of 2 houses and creation of new car sales area. Extension to existing car showroom. Closure of existing access off Manchester Road. New vehicular access off Manchester Road and new vehicular egress only onto Woodcote Road. Landscaping and other ancillary works. Refused 19/9/12

H/59495 Single storey extension to existing car repair workshop to form additional workbay. Approved with conditions 9.07.04


H/59236 New entrance way with external entrance feature, hero sign, alterations to site layout and block paving Approved with conditions 28.09.04


APPLICANT’S SUBMISSION


The applicant has submitted a Design and Access Statement


CONSULTATIONS


Drainage – Standard drainage informative R17


.


LHA -  Comments to be reported in additional information report

Pollution and Licensing – Lighting scheme acceptable


REPRESENTATIONS


Neighbours


 49 Objections were received to the original drawings including the emergency egress onto Woodcote Road.


Demolition of Victorian houses and the provision of a vehicular access will result in a change of use of the quiet residential road from a residential to a commercial status.


Need commercial wealth but not in a residential area.


The siting of the entrance in Woodcote Road will result in commercial vehicles including car transporters using this quiet street which is residential not commercial.


The proposed access road from Woodcote Road to RRG is within a double yellow line zone within 20m of a busy junction. This will result in additional congestion and tailbacks impacting upon the flow of traffic on the A56.


If the exit on Woodcote Road is allowed to go ahead any vehicles attempting to turn right out of Woodcote Road onto Manchester Road will be delayed. This is already a difficult and slow manoeuvre even for motor cars and will cause further congestion and result in more accidents


Additional hazard at a junction where there have been numerous traffic accidents.


With extra footfall in the area from all the new residential properties built and being built in the area this junction will become even more hazardous for pedestrians young and old.


RRGs expansionist plans will compromise the original benefits of the long awaited road widening.


If the exit into Woodcote Road is for emergency use only, why build it in the first place? Toyota have not required an emergency exist in the past 13 years of trading. What sort of “emergency” would necessitate exiting onto a quiet residential road.


Likely that over time the exit onto Woodcote Road would become used as part of normal operation and used daily by customers and staff. It will be difficult to prevent any access when it is in place. If granted will it have a gate on it or be open access?


.


It will be difficult to reverse out of the driveways of No. 2 Woodcote Road and 293 Manchester Road into a possible flow of large transporters, oil lorries, delivery vans and sales and service customers all exiting from the proposed one way exit.


At recent Council meeting obvious that many residents were against RRGs’s proposal for access onto Woodcote Road


Neighbours preferred plan is for an in/out access arrangement onto A56.


Planning policy guidance on transport is that new accesses should wherever possible be on level ground where good visibility, not near the crest of a hill, near a sharp bend or where there are double white lines.


Site too small for RRGs expansionist plans. Other suitable sites available for RRG such as a site adjacent to West Timperley station.


Will RRG want to expand further with bulldozing of more properties in Woodcote Road.


The siting of the Woodcote Road exit is within 2m of No. 1 Woodcote Road without a screen wall.


The height of screening walls should clearly be shown on the planning application.


The absence of a high screen wall along the boundary and the high mounted car display changes the character of road from residential to commercial status. A 7ft high wall would help to preserve the privacy and character of the road. However the bedroom windows on the first floor would still suffer an unsightly view of security lighting and increased noise.


The activity will be 7 days a week and at night. The change of this plot to display area will change the area to a mass of security lights, deliveries and staff arriving and leaving, even after closing time every night.


RRG has made inadequate provision for extra employee car parking within the garage area and the proposal will result in an additional car parking requirement for 25 staff presumably using Woodcote Road as their car park. They already do this, causing great annoyance and inconvenience to the residents. Parking starts at 7.45 and cars occupy many spaces to 5pm or later.


The trees opposite No. 2 are an integral part of the road. Removal of the trees requires permission from the National Trust and these trees should be kept to maintain the existing look of the road.


Assurances should be sought from the developer that there should be not additional light pollution in Woodcote Road from the proposed car sales area. Security lighting will probably be on 24 hours a day, 7 days a week directly opposite bedroom windows on No. 2 Woodcote Road.


Difficulty selling properties opposite due to possible extension of RRG.


Residents of Woodcote Road have had to endure years of building/redevelopment activities. However the disruptive effect of RRG will continue.


RRG should discuss plans with neighbours.


Residents confused by large number of different plans submitted by RRG


At recent Council meeting obvious that many residents were against RRGs’s proposal for access onto Woodcote Road


Residents were there before RRG


OBSERVATIONS


PRINCIPLE OF THE DEVELOPMENT


1. The site is currently occupied as a Toyota dealership. The two houses 289 and 291 Manchester Road have been acquired in advance of the proposed road widening scheme to compensate for sales area which will lost as a result of the road widening. Whilst it would be preferable to see a well-designed building on this prominent corner site, the proposal is considered to be acceptable in principle.


VEHICULAR ACCESS TO THE SITE


2. Following receipt of amended plans vehicular access to the site will remain as existing and no access/egress will be provided to Woodcote Road. The comments of the Local Highway Authority will be included in an additional information report..

RESIDENTIAL AMENITY


3. The closest residential properties are Nos 1-7 and No. 11 Woodcote Road. The existing RRG site extends to the rear of these properties. Some screening is provided to the rear of 1-7 Woodcote Road by a wall approximately 2.3m high and fencing. The applicant has indicated that an existing fence will be retained and a landscaping strip 2m wide will be provided with No. 1 Woodcote Road. The existing cherry tree will be retained and the planting enhanced. This is considered to be acceptable subject to receipt of an appropriate landscaping scheme. This can be addressed by condition.


4. Along Woodcote Road the existing stone boundary wall, trees and shrubs will remain with a screen wall 1.8m high provided at the rear. It is considered that this will protect the amenity of both the residents of Woodcote Road and the residential street scene subject to adequate planting and maintenance.


STREET SCENE 


5. The A56 is an important transport corridor and the Council’s Supplementary Planning Document (SPD2) ‘A56 Corridor Development Guidelines’ is intended to enable environmental improvements along this route. The SPD outlines the general scale of development, layout and treatment of buildings which will be considered acceptable fronting the A56. 


6. The existing RRG site has little soft landscaping. The two houses have a brick wall and planting along the Manchester Road frontage of the site and an existing stone boundary wall trees and shrubs along the Woodcote Road frontage. The wall and planting along the Woodcote Road frontage of the site will remain to screen the commercial activities from the residential street. A raised feature planting bed will be retained at the corner of Manchester Road and Woodcote Road.The wall and soft landscaping along the Manchester road Frontage of the site will be lost. This would be detrimental to the street scene. However these would be lost anyway as a result of the road widening by the Council. A small area of additional planting is proposed at the southern end of the site.


LIGHTING


7. The applicant has submitted details of a lighting scheme. It is considered that the impact of the lighting would be acceptable and not detrimental to surrounding properties.


DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS


8. Developer Contributions are not required because no internal floor space is created. 


CONCLUSION


9. It is considered that in the light of the National Planning Policy Framework and the importance of delivering sustainable development through supporting economic development and the need for an additional sales area to compensate for site area that will be lost as a result of the proposed road widening scheme, that the principle of the use is acceptable. The removal from the proposal of an exist onto Woodcote Road and the provision of a screen wall and retention of the existing wall and planting along Woodcote Road and a 2m barrier of landscaping along the boundary with No1 Woodcote Road will sufficiently retain the residential character and amenity of the residential properties in Woodcote Road. 


RECOMMENDATION: Grant subject to the following conditions

1. Standard time


2. Compliance with plans including lighting scheme


3. Further details of Landscaping to be provided

4. Landscaping maintenance condition


5. Layout and Provision of car parking 
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PLANNING DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE



13th SEPTEMBER, 2012 


PRESENT: 



Councillor Mrs. Ward (In the Chair), 



Councillors Bunting, Chilton, Fishwick, Gratrix, Malik, O’Sullivan, Mrs. Reilly, Sharp (Substitute), Shaw, Smith, Walsh and Weston. 


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



Planning Manager (Mr. D. Pearson),


Planner (Ms. D. Ripa), 


Traffic Manager (Mr. G. Williamson), 



Solicitor (Mrs. C. Kefford), 



Democratic Services Officer (Miss M. Cody). 



Also present: Councillors Harding and Hyman. 


APOLOGY


An apology for absence was received from Councillor Whetton. 

52. 
MINUTES 





RESOLVED:  That the Minutes of the meeting held on 9th August, 2012, be approved as a correct record and signed by the Chairman. 


53. 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REPORT 



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





RESOLVED:  That the report be received and noted. 


54. 
APPLICATIONS FOR PERMISSION TO DEVELOP ETC.

		

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





		

		Application No., Name of

Applicant, Address or Site



		

		Description



		

		78538/COU/2012 – Willan Investments Ltd – Units 1 to 6 Brooklands Place, Sale. 

		

		Change of Use of buildings from Use Class B1 (Business) to Use Classes B1 (Business) and D1 (Non-Residential Institutions).





		

		78791/FULL/2012 – United Utilities – Land on the corner of St. Andrews Avenue and Bridge Grove, Timperley. 



		

		Erection of control kiosk, pressure relief column, lay-by and dropped kerb off the highway (in association with underground flood relief scheme to be carried out under Permitted Development).





		

		78855/FULL/2012 – Urmston Grammar School – Urmston Grammar School, Newton Road, Urmston. 

		

		Erection of a part first-floor, part two-storey extension adjacent to existing sports hall to form four new classrooms, social area, and offices. 





		

		(b)
Applications refused for reasons now determined





		

		Application No., Name of

Applicant, Address or Site




		

		Description



		

		78874/HHA/2012 – Mr. David Knight – 10 Church Green, Warburton. 



		

		Erection of single storey front and side extensions of dwellinghouse following removal of existing front extension to form additional living accommodation.





		

		78514/FULL/2012 – RRG Group Co Ltd. – RRG Altrincham, Manchester Road, Altrincham. 

		

		Demolition of 2 houses and creation of new car sales area. Extension to existing car showroom. Closure of existing access off Manchester Road.  New vehicular access off Manchester Road and new vehicular egress only onto Woodcote Road. Landscaping and other ancillary  work.





		

		[Note: Councillor Weston declared a Personal Interest in Application 78514/FULL/2012 due to his involvement and his intention to make representation to the Committee, he remained in the meeting but did not take part in the debate or cast a vote on the Application.]








55.
APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMISSION 77850/FULL/2011 – MR. BASHARAT IQBAL – 122 SEYMOUR GROVE, OLD TRAFFORD 


The Chief Planning Officer submitted a report concerning an application for planning permission for the change of use from public house to no.14 self-contained apartments, including excavation of ground to expose basement level, creation of steps at ground floor to rear elevation and insertion of new doors and windows at basement, ground and first floor levels to all elevations.




RESOLVED – 



(1)
That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon the completion of an appropriate Legal Agreement and that such Legal Agreement be entered into to secure a maximum financial contribution of £43,317.62 split between maximum contributions towards Spatial Green Infrastructure, Sports and Recreation £21,046.31 and Education Facilities £22,271.31. 



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


56.
APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMISSION 78562/FULL/2012 – MR. J. WOODS – THE SHEDDINGS, 4 SOUTH DOWNS DRIVE, HALE 


The Chief Planning Officer submitted a report concerning an application for planning permission for the erection of single dwelling with accommodation on 3 levels; provision of access to South Downs Drive; erection of walls, railings and gates to South Downs Drive and erection of other boundary fencing.




RESOLVED – 


(1)
That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon the completion of an appropriate Legal Agreement and that such Legal Agreement be entered into to secure a total contribution of £15,864.70 towards Highways and Active Travel Infrastructure, Public Transport Schemes, Specific Green Infrastructure, Spatial Green Infrastructure, Sports and Recreation and Education facilities.



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


57.
APPLICATION FOR CHANGE OF USE 78598/COU/2012 – MR. SHAHID SALEEM – OAK CROFT, HASTY LANE, HALE BARNS 


The Chief Planning Officer submitted a report concerning an application for the change of use from dwelling to mixed use comprising children's day nursery and dwelling.




RESOLVED – 



(1)
That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon the completion of an appropriate Legal Agreement and that such Legal Agreement be entered into to secure a total contribution of £11,924, comprising:- 


· £1,647 towards Highways and Active Travel infrastructure 


· £6,867 towards Public Transport Schemes 


· £3,410 towards Specific Green Infrastructure



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


58.
APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMISSION 78691/FULL/2012 – MATCHINGTON FARM – MATCHINGTON FARM, SAWPIT STREET, WARBURTON 


The Chief Planning Officer submitted a report concerning an application for planning permission for the conversion of outbuilding to dwelling, including demolition of stables, other outbuildings and existing lean-to on side elevation, erection of single storey front extension and alterations to elevations including timber cladding and installation of new windows and doors.




RESOLVED – 


(1)
That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon the completion of an appropriate Legal Agreement and that such Legal Agreement be entered into to secure a total contribution of £6,881.81, comprising:-

· £155 towards Highways and Active Travel Infrastructure 


· £461 towards Public Transport Schemes 


· £930 towards Specific Green Infrastructure 


· £1,762.33 towards Spatial Green Infrastructure, Sports and Recreation 


· £3,573.48 towards Education facilities 



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


59.
APPLICATION FOR CHANGE OF USE 78823/COU/2012 – BARTON SQUARE LTD – GROUND FLOOR LEVEL, PART OF UNIT D, BARTON SQUARE, PHOENIX WAY, TRAFFORD PARK 


The Chief Planning Officer submitted a report concerning an application for the change of use from Retail (Use Class A1) to Aquarium (Use Class D2). 




RESOLVED – 



(1)
That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon the completion of an appropriate Legal Agreement and that such Legal Agreement be entered into to secure a total financial contribution of £25,884, split £17,514 towards Public Transport Schemes and £8,370 towards Specific Green Infrastructure.


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


60.
APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMISSION 78826/FULL/2012 – MR. MARK GRIFFIN – LAND ADJACENT TO 43 INGLEWOOD CLOSE, PARTINGTON 


The Chief Planning Officer submitted a report concerning an application for planning permission for the erection of 3 no. two storey terraced dwellings with two bedrooms with associated car parking and works ancillary thereto. 




RESOLVED – 


(1)
That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon the completion of an appropriate Legal Agreement and that such Legal Agreement be entered into to secure a total financial contribution of £20,885.90, split between £465 towards Highways and Active Travel Infrastructure; £1,383 towards Public Transport schemes; £2,790 towards Specific Green Infrastructure; £4,897.33 towards Spatial Green Infrastructure, Sports and Recreation and £11,350.57 towards Education facilities.  

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


61. 
APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMISSION 78859/FULL/2012 – THE INTERNATIONAL PENSION FUND – 18 AND 18A THE DOWNS, ALTRINCHAM 


The Chief Planning Officer submitted a report concerning an application for planning permission for the change of use of rear part of ground floor and whole of first and second floors from (Use Class B1) Offices to 3 no. residential dwellings (1 no. 3-bed and 2 no. 2-bed).  Associated external alterations.  Erection of new metal gates and railings to side passage and new timber fence to side and rear of site.  Erection of replacement shopfront to ground floor front elevation.




RESOLVED – 



(1)
That the application will propose a satisfactory development for the site upon the completion of an appropriate Legal Agreement and that such Legal Agreement be entered into to secure a financial contribution up to £22,383.06, comprising:-


· A financial contribution of £7,459.01 towards Outdoor Sports Facilities and Recreation provision (quantity and quality contributions) 

· A financial contribution of £14,924.05 towards Education Facilities



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


62. 
APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMISSION 78768/FULL/2012 – TRAFFORD BC – OLD TRAFFORD COMMUNITY SCHOOL, EAST UNION STREET, OLD TRAFFORD 


This item was withdrawn from consideration at this Committee meeting.

63. 
ENFORCEMENT NOTICE DATED 21st JULY 2010 (ENF 1352) UPDATE – DAVENPORT GREEN HALL, SHAY LANE, HALE BARNS 


[Note:  Councillor Sharp declared a Personal and Prejudicial Interest in this item as the owner was known to him and he had also attended functions at the facility previously, he left the room during consideration of this item.] 


The Chief Planning Officer submitted a report outlining the history of the site and updating Members on the current position. 




RESOLVED:  That Enforcement Action be taken to ensure the removal from the land of the unauthorised marquee and 2 catering tents plus all their associated parts; 2 toilet blocks; 2 metal storage container units used for storage and washing facilities; the electricity generator box, the fuel tank, the skip and the hay bale bund (all marked on the plan appended to the appeal decision).

64.
PROPOSED STOPPING UP OF HIGHWAY AT SMITHY LANE, CENTRAL ROAD AND PARTINGTON SHOPPING CENTRE, MANCHESTER 


The Head of Highways, Transportation, Greenspace and Sustainability submitted a report informing Members of an application made to the Secretary of State for Transport under S247 of the Town & Country Planning Act 1990 to stop up an area of highway in Partington. 




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


65. 
PROPOSED STOPPING UP OF HIGHWAY AT PASSAGEWAY AT REAR OF 15-41 RAILWAY STREET, ALTRINCHAM 


The Head of Highways, Transportation, Greenspace and Sustainability submitted a report informing Members of an application made to the Secretary of State for Transport under S247 of the Town & Country Planning Act 1990 to stop up an area of highway in Altrincham. 





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



PLANNING OUTCOMES TOUR 



The Chairman reminded the Committee that the Planning Outcomes Tour will be held on Wednesday 19th September 2012. 



MR. KIERAN HOWARTH 



The Chairman introduced to the Committee Mr. Kieran Howarth, who was in attendance at the meeting, he will be replacing Mr. Simon Castle as Chief Planning Officer when he takes up the role in October. 


The meeting commenced at 6.30 p.m. and concluded at 8:36 p.m. 




