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SHEFFIELD CITY COUNCIL

Report Of The Head Of Planning
To The SOUTH Planning And Highways Committee
Date Of Meeting: 05/11/2012

LIST OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS FOR DECISION OR INFORMATION

*NOTE* Under the heading “Representations” a Brief Summary of Representations
received up to a week before the Committee date is given (later representations
will be reported verbally). The main points only are given for ease of reference.
The full letters are on the application file, which is available to members and the
public and will be at the meeting.

Case Number 12/02949/FUL (Formerly PP-02213068)
Application Type Full Planning Application
Proposal Single-storey rear extension and first-floor rear
extension to dwellinghouse (As amended by plans
received by email 18.10.12)
Location 21 Twitchill Drive
Sheffield
S13 7EY
Date Received 24/09/2012
Team CITY CENTRE AND EAST
Applicant/Agent Plans For Extensions Ltd - Mr N Fieldhouse
Recommendation  Grant Conditionally

Subiject to:

1 The development shall be begun not later than the expiration of three years
from the date of this decision.

In order to comply with the requirements of the Town and Country Planning
Act.

2 The development must be carried out in complete accordance with the
following approved documents:

Plans showing proposed rear and side elevation (from19 Twitchill Drive)

received 26.09.12 and amended plans showing side elevation (from No. 23
Twitchill Drive) and plan view received 18.10.12

Page 17



unless otherwise authorised in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
In order to define the permission.

3 The proposed facing materials shall match the facing materials to the
existing building.

In the interests of the visual amenities of the locality.

4 The proposed roofing materials shall match the roofing materials to the
existing building.

In the interests of the visual amenities of the locality.
Attention is drawn to the following justifications:

1. The decision to grant permission and impose any conditions has been taken
having regard to the relevant policies and proposals from the Sheffield
Development Framework and the Unitary Development Plan set out below:

H14 - Conditions on Development in Housing Areas and SPG - Designing House
Extensions

The proposal is considered to be acceptable in terms of scale, siting, design and
materials and complies with Policy H14 of the Unitary Development Plan and
Supplementary Planning Guidance on Designing House Extensions.

This explanation is only intended as a summary of the reasons for grant of
planning permission. For further detail on the decision please see the application
report at www.sheffield.gov.uk/planningonline or by calling the planning officer,
contact details are at the top of this notice.
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LOCATION AND PROPOSAL

The application site relates to a two storey, semi-detached dwelling which is
located within a primarily residential area on a cul-de-sac.

The street scene consists of similar style semi-detached dwellings.

The application seeks permission to erect a first floor rear extension above an
existing flat-roofed single storey kitchen extension and a further single storey
extension attached to this, which includes a conservatory and would abut the
boundary with the neighbouring semi-detached dwelling.

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

75/02695/FUL — Garage and kitchen extension — Granted — 13.08.75.

SUMMARY OF REPRESENTATIONS

One letter with accompanying photographs and ‘superimposed’ positioning of the

proposals has been received from the occupiers of the neighbouring semi (No. 23)

raising concerns on the following grounds:-

1. With reference to Guideline 5 of the SPG — (a single storey extension may
not extend more than 3m beyond the neighbouring dwelling) the proposed

single storey extension is only 32cm from the boundary and will extend 5.7
metres and as such will create overshadowing and be overbearing.

2. The existing kitchen extension projects more than 3 metres

3. There appear to be discrepancies on the architectural plans between the
side elevation and rear elevation which doesn’t show the full impact on the
property.

4. Photos showing potential overshadowing from the proposal — the north
facing dwellings already have limited sunlight and this proposal would make
this worse.

5. The objector’s conservatory was constructed with added insulation and to
maximise passive solar gain and the proposal would cut out sunlight for this
purpose.

6. Reference to the boundary hedge and fence - the amended plans show

part of the hedge requiring removal for construction of the extension. The
neighbours have indicated that this boundary hedge is not within the
boundary of the application site within the curtilage of No. 23 and that they
do not give their approval for its removal.

7. Issues relating to water run-off and guttering - concern regarding possible
overflowing of water onto neighbouring property due to the design of a right
angled turn going right around the outside of the proposed first floor
extension.

The same neighbours have subsequently written to confirm that they have viewed
the revised plans and note that the discrepancies in the plans have now been
rectified but they are still concerned to ensure that the correct and legal boundary
line is used.
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PLANNING ASSESSMENT

The application property is sited within a Housing Policy Area as defined by the
Unitary Development Plan (UDP). The most relevant planning considerations in
determining this application are outlined in Policy H14 ‘Conditions on development
in Housing Areas’. Weight must also given to guidelines contained with the
adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) — ‘Designing House
Extensions’.

Single storey rear extension

The proposed single storey extension will be located between the boundary with
the neighbouring semi, No. 23 and the existing kitchen extension and as such is
2.2 metres wide. The extension is proposed to project approximately 5.7 metres
from the original rear wall of the dwelling to form a conservatory style extension to
the side of the existing kitchen extension. Although the projection of 5.7 metres is
contrary to the 3 metres recommended within Guideline 5 of the SPG, the
neighbouring dwelling has a conservatory largely screened by a boundary fence
and hedge between the two properties. It is located close to the boundary with the
application site and projects approximately 3 metres. This being the case the total
projection beyond the neighbouring conservatory is 2.7 metres and this is
considered to be acceptable and in accordance with the guideline. It is not
considered that any unacceptable overshadowing will occur as a result of this
extension. There are no windows proposed in the side elevation of the extension
and as such overlooking issues will not occur. There are 2 velux windows
proposed in the mono-pitch roof but given these will be higher than 1.7 metres from
finished floor levels, these are not considered to be of detriment and are to provide
additional light into the extension rather than an outlook from it.

First floor extension above existing extension

This is proposed to span the width of the existing flat roofed extension (3.5m) and
project 2 metres from the original rear wall of the dwelling before splaying at an
angle of 45 degrees to reach a total projection to the rear wall of the extension of
3.7 metres.

During the assessment of the proposals, it was suggested to the applicants that if
the upper floor was reduced to a maximum projection of 2 metres, this would
alleviate any concerns the neighbours may have in addition to creating a less
complicated and more attractive roof style than the current proposal. The
applicants are reluctant to alter the plans to accommodate these suggestions and
wish for the assessment to be based upon the current submission because there
are certain internal storage and space requirements that they are wishing to
accommodate.

In order to assess this aspect of the proposal it must be judged against Guideline 5
of the SPG which seeks to protect neighbouring dwellings from overshadowing and
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overbearing from two-storey rear extensions by avoiding any part of an extension
encroaching within a line of 45 degrees. The plans show that this has technically
been addressed and there will be no part of the extension within that 45 degree
line (this line has been taken from the existing nearest rear ground floor window to
the original house No. 23 and not the rear of the conservatory).

Although it is acknowledged that there may be some loss of sunlight through
shadows that are cast towards late afternoon/early evening because of the
orientation of the property, it is not considered that this is so detrimental to justify a
refusal in this instance, bearing in mind that the guidelines have not been
breached.

This aspect of the proposal has also been assessed in relation to the other
neighbouring property (No. 19). Due to the presence of driveways between the
two properties the extension is at a distance which will not adversely affect this
neighbour.

RESPONSE TO REPRESENTATIONS
Points 1, 4 and 5 have been addressed within the main body of the report.

Point 2 — The existing kitchen extension projects more that 3 metres. This is some
distance from the boundary and as such is not relevant to the intentions of
Guideline 5 which refers to extensions built close to the boundary. In addition, this
extension was approved in 1975 when planning laws were different to the current
laws.

Point 3 — There appear to be discrepancies on the architectural plans between the
side elevation and rear elevation which doesn’t show the full impact on the
property. The architect has addressed this discrepancy which is now shown as
correct in plans received by email 18.10.12.

Points 6 and 7 relate to the boundary hedge and guttering and as such are not
planning considerations. These are matters which are private and therefore need
to be addressed between the neighbours themselves, although the applicants must
be certain that their proposed extension is fully constructed within their own legal
boundary.

SUMMARY & RECOMMENDATION

Whilst it is acknowledged that there will be some impact on the neighbouring
property (No. 23), particularly because of the orientation of the properties, the
proposed extension is in compliance with Unitary Development Plan Policy H14
and the Supplementary Planning Guidance on Designing Household Extensions in
terms of its scale, form, details and materials and as such, on balance, the
proposal is recommended for conditional approval.
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Case Number 12/02941/LBC

Application Type Listed Building Consent Application

Proposal Retention of existing wall and associated railings and

gates (retrospective application)

Location Viper Rooms
35 Carver Street
Sheffield
S14FS

Date Received 19/09/2012

Team

CITY CENTRE AND EAST

Applicant/Agent JWPC Limited

Recommendation  Refuse with Enforcement Action

Subiject to:

1

The Local Planning Authority consider that the existing wall with associated
railings and gates by virtue of its height, design and overall appearance
detracts from the special architectural and historic interest of the host Grade
Il Listed Building as well as being detrimental the building’s relationship with
Carver Street and the City Centre Conservation Area. In this respect the
proposal is contrary to policies BE5, BE15, BE16, BE17, and BE19 of the
Unitary Development Plan and Core Strategy Policy CS 74 of the Sheffield
Development Framework Core Strategy.

Attention is drawn to the following directives:

1.

The Director of Development Services or Head of Planning has been
authorised to take all necessary steps, including enforcement action and the
institution of legal proceedings, if necessary, to secure the removal of the
unauthorised wall, stone cappings, railings and gates and its reinstatement
to either its previous state or the design approved under applications
11/02536/FUL and 11/02538/LBC using materials and a mortar finish that
match the retained elements of the wall and elevations of the host building.
Both of these designs and heights are specified on approved Drawing No.
1107. 200 Rev. C of these approvals.

The Applicant is advised that the design of the boundary shown on Drawing
No. 1107. 200 Rev. C which was approved as part of applications
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11/02536/FUL and 11/02538/LBC is the maximum height that is considered
to be acceptable at this sensitive and historic location.
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Site Location
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For Report please see application No. 12/02884/FUL.
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Case Number 12/02884/FUL (Formerly PP-02193950)

Application Type Full Planning Application

Proposal Retention of existing wall and associated railings and

gates (retrospective application)

Location Viper Rooms
35 Carver Street
Sheffield
S14FS

Date Received 18/09/2012

Team

CITY CENTRE AND EAST

Applicant/Agent JWPC Limited

Recommendation  Refuse with Enforcement Action

Subiject to:

1

The Local Planning Authority consider that the existing wall with associated
railings and gates by virtue of its height, design and overall appearance
detracts from the special architectural and historic interest of the host Grade
Il Listed Building as well as being detrimental the building’s relationship with
Carver Street and the City Centre Conservation Area. In this respect the
proposal is contrary to policies BE5, BE15, BE16, BE17, and BE19 of the
Unitary Development Plan and Core Strategy Policy CS 74 of the Sheffield
Development Framework Core Strategy.

Attention is drawn to the following directives:

1.

The Director of Development Services or Head of Planning has been
authorised to take all necessary steps, including enforcement action and the
institution of legal proceedings, if necessary, to secure the removal of the
unauthorised wall, stone cappings, railings and gates and its reinstatement
to either its previous state or the design approved under applications
11/02536/FUL and 11/02538/LBC using materials and a mortar finish that
match the retained elements of the wall and elevations of the host building.
Both of these designs and heights are specified on approved Drawing No.
1107. 200 Rev. C of these approvals.

The Applicant is advised that the design of the boundary shown on Drawing
No. 1107. 200 Rev. C which was approved as part of applications
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11/02536/FUL and 11/02538/LBC is the maximum height that is considered
to be acceptable at this sensitive and historic location.
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INTRODUCTION

This report relates to planning application 12/02941/LBC and associated Listed
Building Consent application 12/02884/FUL.

LOCATION AND PROPOSAL

The application site comprises the Grade Il Listed Building at 35 Carver Street,
which was originally constructed as the “National School” and demonstrates a
Georgian architectural style. The building is two-storeys high with a basement
area. The building is constructed from red brick with stone dressings and it is
characterised by hipped and gabled slate roofs and sash windows.

The building is located on the western side of Carver Street, adjacent to other
commercial uses which include La Gondola Pizzeria and the Chicken Stop
takeaway. It was previously operated as the Ruby Lounge (ground floor) and Cellar
35 (basement) late night bars. In September 2011, the property was subject to a
change of occupier, at both the ground floor and basement level, and it is now
operated as the Viper Rooms.

The building is set back from the Carver Street footway. At the front of the property
there is a small forecourt area which extends the entire width of the building (20m)
and is approximately 5m deep. This area is paved and is used as the entrance
approach to the basement and groundfloor elements of the building, and the
outdoor smoking area. At the forecourt’s boundary with Carver Street there is the
boundary wall and railings that are the subjects of this application. Carver Street
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slopes gradually downwards to Division Street so at its southern end the forecourt
area and boundary wall is at a higher level than its northern end.

This application seeks retrospective permission for planning permission and listed
building consent to retain the boundary wall at its existing height. This varies
between approximately 2m at the northern end and 2.5m at the southern end. It is
advised that if these permissions were to be granted then the applicant is prepared
to rebuild the wall in a brick that better matches the building and is acceptable to
the Council.

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

There is extensive planning history relating to this site due to its various uses over
time. The most relevant, relating to the use of the site as the Viper Rooms, is listed
below:

11/02536/FUL: Rear extension to building to contain internal staircase and fire
exits, replacement front entrance doors, alterations to the front boundary wall, and
provision of new gates. Granted Conditionally 07.10.2011.

11/02538/LBC: Rear extension to building to contain internal staircase and fire
exits, replacement front entrance doors, alterations to the front boundary wall,
provision of gates, and internal alterations. Granted Conditionally 07.10.2011.

12/02085/FUL: Provision of Jumbrella to forecourt of building (retrospective
application). Granted Conditionally 23.08.2012.

12/01964/ADV: Retention of 2 illuminated freestanding name signs (retrospective
consent). Granted Conditionally 14.08.2012.

SUMMARY OF REPRESENTATIONS

The application has been advertised by press advert, site notice and postal letter.
No representations have been received.

PLANNING ASSESSMENT

Historic Character and Design Issues

The main consideration here is the impact of the wall at its existing height on the
character and appearance of the host Grade Il Listed Building and the Carver
Street streetscene which is within Sheffield’s City Centre Conservation Area.

In terms of the impact listed building/conservation area issues, relevant adopted
Unitary Development Plan policies (UDP) include Policy BE15 (Areas and
Buildings of Special Architectural or Historic Interest) which advises that

development that would harm their character or appearance will not be permitted.
Policy BE16 (Development in Conservation Areas) also encourages development
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which makes a positive contribution to the character or appearance of the area.
Policy BE17 (Design and Materials in Areas of Special Architectural or Historic
Interest) states that in Conservation Areas using traditional materials will be
expected for new buildings, walls, roads and footpaths as well as encouraged for
repair work. Policy BE19 (Development Affecting Listed Buildings) and advises
that external alterations will be expected to preserve the character and appearance
of the building and, where appropriate, preserve or repair original details or
features of interest.

In general design terms, Policy BE5 (Building Design and Siting) expects good
design and the use of good quality materials in all new and refurbished buildings
and extensions. Original architecture is encouraged and all extensions should
respect the scale, form, detail and materials of the original building. Core Strategy
Policy CS 74 (Design Principles) also expects high-quality development and
design. It is an overarching policy that seeks to ensure development with good
principles in terms of design, heritage, and safe access are achieved.

The alterations to the existing wall occurred without planning permission or listed
building consent prior to the opening of the Viper Rooms. The height of the wall
was extended to its current height which equates to 11 additional brick courses
with railings and stone capping repositioned on top. Planning and listed building
consents were granted to allow the wall to be increased by an additional 6 courses
under 11/02536/FUL and11/02538/LBC and, therefore, this application is required
to assess the harm of the additional 5 courses and its effect on the setting and
character of the listed building and conservation area. The 5 additional courses
equates to approximately 400mm.

Overall, it is considered that raising the wall harms the setting of the building as it
means that its classical fagade cannot be fully appreciated from the street without
interference and clutter. This was not the case when the original low wall/railings
existed and the approved plans indicate that this would not have occurred an
additional 6 courses were proposed. However, the current wall and gates that exist
on site clearly cut across architectural features of the building (in particular the
sash windows) and this is considered to be detrimental to the building’s character
and appearance when viewed from the opposite side of Carver Street.

Furthermore, the height of the wall overall — at between 2m and 2.5m high — has a
significant negative impact on the building’s relationship with Carver Street. Whilst
the increased height creates clear defensive space for the occupying bar use it is
considered that this in turn generates a fortress feel externally whereby the
forecourt’s interaction with the adjacent street is limited and a positive relationship
significantly deterred by the height of the wall and its additions. This site is located
within the City Centre and on a street whereby there is a mixture of retail and
leisure uses, thus generating high levels of footfall and surveillance during the day
and evening. It is not considered that this is a remote location requiring such
defence. This design is considered to be detrimental to the character and
appearance of the streetscene as well the Grade Il host building.

Finally, the existing bricks used to build the wall are considered to unacceptable
because they do not match the existing wall or the existing host building. However,
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the statement in support of this application states that the Applicant is prepared to
rebuild the wall in a brick that is acceptable to the Council if the existing height can
be agreed.

In light of the above, it is considered that the proposal is unacceptable and contrary

to UDP policies BE5, BE15, BE16, BE17, BE19 and Core Strategy Policy CS 74.
ENFORCEMENT

In light of the above, it is recommended that enforcement action is authorised to
seek the removal of 11 new brick courses on the wall, stone cappings, railings and
gates, and reinstate of the wall to either its previous state or the design approved
under applications 11/02536/FUL and 11/02538/LBC using materials and a mortar
finish that match the retained elements of the wall and elevations of the host
building. Both of these designs and heights are specified on approved Drawing No.
1107. 200 Rev. C of these approvals

It is recommend that authority be given to the Director of Development Services or
the Head of Planning to take all necessary steps, including enforcement action and
the institution of legal proceedings, if necessary, to secure the removal of the
unauthorised wall, stone cappings, railings and gates and its reinstatement to the
height specified on drawing number 1107.200 Rev C using materials that closely
match the host building.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION

It is concluded that the alterations and additions to the original wall which have
been carried out with planning permission or listed building consent are
unacceptable at this sensitive and historic location. The raising of the wall beyond
the height previously agreed is harmful to the appearance and setting of the host
Grade Il Listed Building as it means that its fine classical fagade cannot be fully
appreciated from the street. Furthermore, the additional height is considered to
create a strong division between the buildings and the street, which is equally
detrimental to the character and appearance of the streetscene and the
Conservation Area in which it sits. It is considered that the height of the boundary
approved under 11/02536/FUL and 11/02538/LBC is the maximum height that
should be allowed at this location.

It is concluded that the proposal is contrary to UDP policies BES, BE15, BE16,
BE17, BE19 and Core Strategy Policy CS 74.

It is recommended that both planning permission and listed building consent be
refused and the enforcement action described above authorised.
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Case Number 12/02793/FUL (Formerly PP-02189527)
Application Type Full Planning Application

Proposal Use of building as House in Multiple Occupation for 8
occupants, and replacement of basement level door
with fire escape window on front elevation to provide a
1-person studio unit (Use Class C3) (in accordance
with amended drawings received 17.10.2012)

Location 102 Harcourt Road
Sheffield
S10 1DJ

Date Received 11/09/2012

Team SOUTH

Applicant/Agent Cero Architecture
Recommendation  Refuse
For the following reason(s):

1 The Local Planning Authority consider that the proposed development would
be detrimental to the aim of creating a mixed community within the vicinity of
the application site, further undermining its character as a C3 residential
area owing to the increased proportion of shared housing within the area,
and to the amenities of the locality and to the living conditions of adjoining
residents owing to the noise and general disturbance which would be
generated. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policies H5(a) of the
Adopted Unitary Development Plan and Policy CS41 of the Sheffield
Development Framework Core Strategy.
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LOCATION AND PROPOSAL

The application site is located to the north of Harcourt Road, and is allocated within
a Housing Area under the Adopted Unitary Development Plan. It is a terraced
property.

The premises previously accommodated two self contained flats. The ground floor
flat is understood to have most recently included 2 bedrooms accommodating a
total of 2 occupants, and the upper flat included 3 bedrooms and is understood to
have been occupied by a family.

The application seeks consent to allow the property to be used as a House in
Multiple Occupation for 8 persons, and for the formation of a 1 person studio flat at
basement level involving a number of front elevation alterations. The formation of
a basement flat involves removal of the garage type doors and replacement by a
door and window. No other external alterations are proposed.

Modification works to the internal of the premises have recently commenced.
RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

Planning permission was granted for 2 self contained flats in 1976.
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SUMMARY OF REPRESENTATIONS

Following neighbour notification relating to the initially proposed 9 bedroom house
in multiple occupation, a total of 16 written representations have been received.
The comments made can be summarised as follows:

-Proposal conflicts with aim of maintaining a mixed neighbourhood.

-Recent decision to grant consent for conversion of Crookes Valley Methodist
Church to accommodation for 90 students introduces extra students into the area.
Other recent increases in numbers of students have also occurred at two other
identified houses on Harcourt Crescent and Harcourt Road.

-Since the University sold 15 houses a strong community has developed, and the
number of children has increased from 4 to 27. Allowing proposed conversion
would be contrary to this progress.

-The proposal would create a HMO from small flats which are under represented in
the street. They should be retained to encourage a mixed community, and to
prevent further density increases.

-There is a need for different kinds of housing, smaller more affordable units.
-The proposal would reduce the number of housing units from 2 to 1, and move
from C3 to Sui Generis use classification.

-60% of Harcourt Road is made up of students/HMO accommodation leading to
problems with noise, rubbish, late night parties, brawls, drunken behaviour, drug
dealing and anti-social behaviour.

-Possible that occupants of proposed HMO would be joined by boy/girlfriends,
potentially resulting in 18 persons in the property. This number of people would
not be able to be accommodated in the property given the drainage system, the
single parking space, small garden, single kitchen and refuse facilities.

-Proposal would have impacts on immediate neighbours which are primarily single
family households.

-When owned by South Yorkshire Housing Association, no more than 4 people
seen entering/leaving property.

-The property has not been used as a HMO for the last 10 years.

-Would be contrary to housing policy in Sheffield of increasing the number of units,
particularly the number of housing units. The previously existing flats are suitable
for families.

-The submitted Design and Access statement says the existing flats have a total of
5 double bedrooms which could equate to 10 persons, which is an admission that
there only 5 bedrooms.

-Applicant’s claim that there were 2 flats with 3 bedrooms in each is incorrect,
given comments made by South Yorkshire Housing Association.

-There was never a high turnover of residents at the property.

-Proposal would be in violation of Core Strategy Policy CS41, which seeks to strike
a balance amongst housing/accommodation types. If the policy is not applied, the
decision will act as a precedent for similar decisions.

-Proposal would conflict with the implications of the Article 4 designation, which
prevents conversion from C3 dwellinghouses to HMOs.
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-Parking is currently an issue due to too many cars, and would be exacerbated by
proposal.

-Substantial work has commenced, causing disturbance.
-Query whether two x four bedroomed flats would require HMO authorisation, and
suggestion that this is a way of forming an 8 bedroomed HMO.

A further item of correspondence has been received from a representative of South
Yorkshire Housing Association, and the comments made can be summarised as
follows:

-Concern that the proposed student housing would be to the detriment of a mix of
tenancy types and to the wider Harcourt Road community.

-During SYHA'’s ownership of the property Num. 102B was let to a family for 9
years, and 102A was let to up to 2 people. The proposal would represent a
significant increase on previous use.

Further neighbour notification has been carried out in relation to the amended
proposal. 3 responses had been received prior to the completion of this report,
and any received subsequently will be summarised for Committee Members in the
supplementary report. The comments can be summarised as follows:

-Balance of population has changed, although families are still in the minority.
Proposal will work against this. Any grant here would be contrary to Policy CS41.
-HMOs generate nuisance.

-Consent at Crookes Valley Methodist Church referred to.

-Previous occupation of premises referred to. Flats and single dwellings are under-
represented, so application site should remain as two flats.

PLANNING ASSESSMENT

The application site is located in an area covered by an Article 4 Direction. The
main objective of this is to ensure that where opportunities arise, development can
be prevented (through control of planning permissions), which might contribute to
communities becoming unsustainable as a result of a concentration of shared
housing. This is achieved by preventing a C3 dwellinghouse (i.e. a single family
dwelling, or occupation by 2 unrelated individuals) being converted to a C4 House
in Multiple Occupation (i.e. 3 to 6 unrelated individuals) without the need for
planning permission.

As discussed above the current proposal requires planning permission as a
change of use from 2num. self-contained C3 units to a Sui Generis HMO with a
self-contained basement flat, and requires consent regardless of the Article 4
Designation.

The Council’s Corporate Plan, ‘A City of Opportunity’, makes it clear that the
Council prioritises stronger communities, which means cohesive communities
where people from different backgrounds and of different generations get on well
together, feel valued and feel they have a voice. This means that there should be
a good mix of housing available, and high concentrations of shared housing which
often results in a transitory population, should be discouraged.
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Department for Communities and Local Government Circular 08/2010 highlights
that “a high concentration of shared homes can sometimes cause problems,
especially if too many properties in one area are let to short term tenants with little
stake in the local community”. This is why legislation has been put in place to
allow local authorities to control high concentrations where there is a problem.

The application to change the use of the 2num. Class C3 units to a Sui Generis
House in Multiple Occupation is required to be assessed against the provisions of
Policies H5 of the Adopted Unitary Development Plan and Policy CS41 of the
Sheffield Development Framework Core Strategy.

UDP policy H5 ‘Flats, Bed-Sitters and Shared Housing’, states amongst other
things that planning permission will be granted for the multiple sharing of houses if
a concentration of these uses would not cause serious nuisance to existing
residents, living conditions would be satisfactory for occupants of the
accommodation and for their immediate neighbours and there would be
appropriate off-street car parking for the needs of the people living there.

Core Strategy Policy CS41 states that mixed communities will be promoted by
limiting Houses in Multiple Occupation where the community is already imbalanced
by a concentration of such uses. The supporting text specifies that the objectives
of this policy will partly be achieved by limiting HMOs, purpose built student
accommodation and hostels where more than 20% of residences within 200metres
of the application site are already shared housing.

CONCENTRATION OF SHARED HOUSING

An assessment of the amount of shared housing within the vicinity of the
application site has been carried out. This reveals that the proposed conversion to
a HMO and a C3 flat at basement level would result in 43% of residential dwellings
within 200metres of the application site being shared housing.

In some areas of Sheffield, private rented shared housing makes up a significant
proportion of the housing stock, which has led to the argument that communities
are no longer mixed, and therefore not sustainable. Such housing is characterised
by a younger, more transient population and this affects community stability. Core
Strategy policy CS41 seeks to restrain further shared housing where there are
already high concentrations in a community. As a result, this application is
contrary to the aims of this policy. The proposal to add an additional shared
housing unit in the local area would further unbalance the existing concentration of
C3 units, reducing community cohesion further.

UDP Policy H5 (part a) states that shared housing should only be allowed where a
concentration of these uses would not cause serious nuisance to existing
residents. There is the potential that additional comings and goings to/from the
premises may increase ambient noise in the local area, and would add to the
nuisance experienced by existing, local residents. On balance it is considered that
the proposal would not accord UDP policy H5(a).
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It should also be noted that the existing flats would be capable of accommodating
significantly greater numbers of occupants than appear to have lived there, leading
to increased impacts within the area. Equally, it is possible the flats would not be
operated in a managed form, as appears to have been the case in regards to one
of the flats previously. As such, without the need for planning permission the
activity levels arising from the premises in terms of the comings and goings,
vehicular activity and refuse bin issues for example, could potentially greatly
increase. Any such implications would not be subject to planning control.

As a result there is the potential that the implications of the proposal, when
compared to the potential outcomes arising from the authorised occupation of the
premises, would not be significant.

It is considered, however, that multi occupancy of a single residential unit tends to
lead to patterns of behaviour that differ from other forms of residential occupancy
and on balance the proposal would be likely to lead to sufficient detrimental
impacts upon amenities of the locality in excess of the potential outcomes arising
from the previous occupation of the premises, to lead to the conclusion that the
UDP and Core Strategy policies referred to above would not be satisfied.
Consequently, it is recommended that the scheme should be resisted for these
reasons.

AMENITIES FOR POTENTIAL OCCUPANTS

The proposed layout drawing shows that the bedrooms and basement flat would
be of an adequate size. The proposed bedrooms are all provided with adequate
ventilation, natural light and outlook opportunities. With the exception of the works
to provide the basement flat, no external amendments are proposed as part of the
scheme.

The HMO unit would include a shared kitchen/dining/lounge space at ground floor
level. There would be three shared shower rooms. The basement level C3 flat
unit would have an open plan layout, with kitchen/study/sitting/bed space and a
separate shower room facility.

The proposed layout would be considered to provide an acceptable level of
amenity for the eight potential residents of the proposed HIMO, and the occupant
of the basement level C3 unit. As such the proposal is considered to satisfy the
UDP policy H5 (part b).

HIGHWAYS ISSUES

In highways terms the proposed change of use would be considered to be
acceptable, subject to the provision that it would be designated as car free.

The site is located within easy walking distance of the University and local
amenities. The locality is controlled by residents only parking arrangements, and
any approval should stipulate that potential residents of the premises would not be
entitled to residents parking permits.
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On this basis the proposal is considered to meet the requirements of UDP policy
H5 part (c).

RESPONSE TO REPRESENTATIONS

The majority of comments have been addressed above. In regards to the
remaining comments, the following point can be made:

-Any approval would place a limit on the numbers of occupants within the building,
preventing an occurrence of the suggested increase in numbers.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION

The application seeks planning permission to change the use of two existing class
C3 units of accommodation to a Sui Generis house in multiple occupation, for 8
persons and a 1 bedroomed C3 basement flat.

As a result of the proposal, within a 200m distance of the application site 43% of
residences would be occupied as shared housing. The reduction in the mix of the
local community would therefore be contrary to the provisions of Core Strategy
policy CS41. The proposal would also be expected to lead to impacts on amenities
of neighbouring residents which would be contrary to Unitary Development Plan
policy H5(a).

In conclusion the scheme is considered to be contrary to the provisions of UDP
policies H5 (part a) and Core Strategy policy CS41.

On this basis the proposed change of use is considered to be unacceptable, and
refusal of the application is therefore recommended.
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Case Number 12/02617/CHU

Application Type Planning Application for Change of Use

Proposal Use of MOT Testing Station for car repairs and

servicing (Resubmission of 12/00455/CHU)

Location 101 Testing Station

101 Valley Road
Meersbrook
Sheffield

S8 9FX

Date Received 13/08/2012

Team

SOUTH

Applicant/Agent Mr M Ludlam

Recommendation  Grant Conditionally

Subiject to:

1

The development shall be begun not later than the expiration of three years
from the date of this decision.

In order to comply with the requirements of the Town and Country Planning
Act.

The development must be carried out in complete accordance with the
following approved documents:

Drawings dated 13 August 2012

unless otherwise authorised in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

In order to define the permission.

The building shall not be used on Sundays and Bank Holidays and shall be
used only between 0830 and 1800 hours Mondays to Fridays and 0830 and
1600 hours on Saturdays.

In the interests of the amenities of the locality and occupiers of adjoining
property.

No vehicle repairs shall be carried out on the land outside the building.
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In the interests of the amenities of the locality and occupiers of adjoining
property.

5 The number of vehicle repair bays within the building shall be limited to two.

In the interests of the amenities of the locality and occupiers of adjoining
property.

Attention is drawn to the following justifications:

1. The decision to grant permission and impose any conditions has been taken

having regard to the relevant policies and proposals from the Sheffield
Development Framework and the Unitary Development Plan set out below:

BE7 - Design of Buildings Used by the Public

H10 - Development in Housing Areas

H14 - Conditions on Development in Housing Areas
CS51 -Transport Priorities

CS53 - Management of Demand for Travel

CS74 - Design Principles

Overall it is considered that the development complies with the relevant policies
and proposals, and would not give rise to any unacceptable consequences to the
environment, community or other public interests of acknowledged importance.

This explanation is only intended as a summary of the reasons for grant of
planning permission. For further detail on the decision please see the application
report at www.sheffield.gov.uk/planningonline or by calling the planning officer,
contact details are at the top of this notice.
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LOCATION AND PROPOSAL

Valley Road is predominantly residential in character but there are a number of
commercial and business users amongst the houses. 101, Valley Road is such an
example, which has been in use as an MOT testing centre since 2009 when
planning consent was granted for this use.

The building is set back from the road and the back edge of the footpath, which
allows for an area of parking in front of the building. On one side, to the north and
west, is terraced housing which directly adjoins the application site. To the east is
an access track leading to a motor repair garage behind housing that fronts Valley
Road. At the rear and opposite is further housing.

The existing MOT centre is a single storey brick building with a shallow pitched
roof. At the front is the main entrance and access into the building and this is
made secure by a roller shutter door. Apart from a window either side of the
entrance, this elevation is blank. In the side elevation facing the access track,
there are windows and a door with a roller shutter.

This application seeks to change the use of the building to include vehicle repairs
and servicing, which is a resubmission of the previous application which was
refused earlier this year. The reasons for refusal are set out in the next section of
this report. A number of neighbours have said that the repair and servicing has
already started and your officers have confirmed that this is the case and there is a
sign above the entrance advertising repairs and servicing. This is, therefore, a
retrospective application.

The supporting information shows that five parking spaces are allocated, three
within the building and two on the forecourt at the front. The existing hours of
operation for the MOT centre are 08.30 to 18.00 hours Mondays to Saturdays with
no opening on Sundays or Bank Holidays but there would be a slight reduction in
these as part of this application. The use would be open during the same hours
during weekdays but close earlier on Saturdays at 16.00 hours.

The building has a level entrance threshold and a disabled toilet and these would
remain.

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

09/00224/CHU. Use of warehouse as MOT testing station approved on 17 March
2009.

12/00455/CHU. Use to include car repairs and servicing refused on 5 April 2012.
The reasons for refusal were:

The Local Planning Authority consider that the car repair garage would result in an
unacceptable degree of noise and general disturbance to occupiers of
neighbouring residential property. In these respects the proposal is contrary to
policies H10 and H14 of the Unitary Development Plan and policy CS74 of the
Core Strategy.
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The proposed development does not include sufficient car parking accommodation
within the site and the Local Planning Authority consider that, in the absence of
such car parking accommodation, the proposed development could lead to an
increase in on-street parking in the vicinity of the site, which would be detrimental
to the safety of road users and, as such, contrary to Unitary Development Plan
policy H14 and policies CS51 and CS53 of the Core Strategy.

SUMMARY OF REPRESENTATIONS

In support of this application, the applicant submitted 19 letters from residents and
users of the garage who all support this application. Of these, 13 live on Valley
Road and 6 live opposite the site.

In response to the neighbour notification procedure, 5 letters have been received.
One letter expresses support for the proposal, saying that the use of car repairs
and servicing has already started and this has not contributed to additional parking
on Valley Road.

There have been 4 letters of objection from people living either to one side or
opposite the site, the grounds being:

The garage is already carrying out repairs and servicing which is in breach of the
terms of the existing planning consent for an MOT test centre only.

There will be an increase in noise and activity over and above that which is already
associated with the MOT centre.

Detrimental impact on street parking and it is not always possible to park outside
one’s own house

Overdevelopment of the site.

The area is already well served for garages.

The site is very close to residential properties.

PLANNING ASSESSMENT

Land Use Policy.

The adopted Unitary Development Plan (UDP) shows that the site is part of a wider
designation for housing and policy H10 says that housing is the preferred use.
MOT centres do not appear on the lists of acceptable or unacceptable uses in
housing areas as set out in policy H10 but a car repair element would be classed
as a General Industry B2 use, which are listed as unacceptable in housing areas.
This application seeks to establish a combined MOT centre and repair and

servicing facility so this would be classed as a mixed ‘sui generis’ use, being
outside those classes set out in the Use Classes Order.
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The two main issues with this application are the same as with the previous
refusal, namely the potential for noise and disturbance and the likely impact on
parking and the free flow of traffic on Valley Road.

Noise and Disturbance.

UDP policy H14 says that new development in housing areas should not result in
noise or any other nuisance that would harm the amenities of people living nearby.

Core Strategy policy CS74 says that development should contribute to attractive,
sustainable and successful neighbourhoods.

The MOT centre was considered to be acceptable because it runs on an
appointment only system which limits the number of cars in attendance at any one
time and work is only carried out on one vehicle at a time. Also, the MOT use does
not include repairs which would possibly involve the use of power tools. Due to the
limited scope of operation and limit on hours, it was considered that this would not
result in significant harm to residents.

As Members are aware, the previous application to extend the use to include
repairs and servicing was refused earlier this year so for this new application to be
supported, it must be demonstrated that the anticipated harm to residents’
amenities would not now occur.

As part of the previous application, the applicant said that he would control
operations so that there would be no disturbance to neighbours. However, a
critical issue was that parking for 18 vehicles was shown on this earlier application
and if this occurred, then the numerous vehicle movements involved in garage
operations would result in noise and disruption to neighbours. In addition, there
were also concerns that if the business took off then it may well be the case that as
well as mechanics working on vehicles within the building, some work would be
done outside and power tools might be used.

It was considered that this potential would have resulted in an unacceptable Impact
on residents.

The plans in support of this new application show the MOT and repair bays and
parking for 5 cars and the application forms state that there would be only two
employees working at the site, a tester and a mechanic. It is accepted that the
same argument could be applied to this application as with the previous one
whereby the business could expand and cause noise and disturbance. However, it
is the case that the applicant has been doing repairs and servicing since the
application was submitted in mid-August and it is alleged by one objector that this
has been happening for a considerable period of time prior to this. The significant
point here is that there have been no complaints about noise and disturbance
received by the Environmental Protection Service.

During the time that the application has been lodged, your officers have monitored

the site on a regular basis and on each occasion work has been carried out within
the building and, even with the entrance shutter open, at no time has there been
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any unacceptable noise or disturbance which would be to the detriment of
neighbours. It was also noted that all work was being carried out within the
building with no activity outside. Both repair bays were in use and there was little
scope for additional work being done inside the building. In the event of work
spilling on to the forecourt area then it is very likely that this would cause
noticeable noise so a condition would need to be attached that prevented this from
happening.

In addition, there have been 20 letters of support with 14 of these being from
people who live on Valley Road and 6 opposite the site. These have been written
during the time that repairs and servicing have been done, so it is considered that
some weight should be attached to these.

The key issue in assessing this aspect of the application is that the use has
continued for at least 2 months and there have been no complaints about noise
and disturbance. Also, there have been no instances of this when officers have
inspected the site.

There was concern with the previous application about noise and disturbance but
these have been resolved by way of the revised submission, support from local
residents, monitoring of the use which commenced in mid August or even earlier
and control which could be exerted by conditions relating to work practises. It is
considered that significant noise would not result and the amenities of neighbours
would not be harmed.

Highways, Access and Parking.

UDP policy H14 says that there should be adequate off street parking available
and a safe access to and from the site.

Core Strategy policies CS51 and CS53 deal with transport priorities and managing
the demand for travel, respectively and both seek to improve road safety and limit
increases in travel demand.

The MOT centre was considered to be acceptable in terms of parking and access
because of the limited scale of its operation, the need for an appointment system to
comply with MOT Regulations and because all parking was comfortably
accommodated inside.

The earlier application was refused on highways grounds because 18 parking
spaces were shown and in the event of all these being used then numerous vehicle
movements would be required to allow the garage to function which may well have
caused disruption on Valley Road and would have placed pressure on parking on
the street.

The current parking guidelines for car repair uses indicate that for two service
bays, between 2 and 6 on site spaces plus staff provision of one space for up to 3
employees are required. This would mean that 7 spaces would be needed. The
plans show that 5 spaces can be accommodated on site with the additional 2, if
required, being on the street.
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As with the noise and disturbance issue, an important aspect is that the use has
been in place for some time with no complaints about parking and the site has
been monitored on a frequent and regular basis. During the times when the
garage is open, there has been no evidence of pressure on street parking or any
adverse impact on the free flow of traffic on Valley Road. Indeed, it is noticeable
that during the daytime when officers have visited the site, there have been
numerous spaces available on the street close to the garage. A condition limiting
the vehicle repair/service/MOT bays to their current number would ensure vehicle
movements and parking levels are contained at current levels.

Consequently, it is considered that the concerns about parking levels and potential
for disrupting traffic flow on Valley Road have been resolved and the revised
application is acceptable in this respect.

Disabled Access.

UDP policy BE7 says that all buildings open to the public should be accessible to
people with disabilities.

Core Strategy policy CS74 says that development should meet the needs of
disabled people.

The main customer entrance has a level threshold so a ramp would not be needed.
The customer waiting area is the same level as the access and a disabled toilet is
already in place. A ramp provides access to the office.

RESPONSE TO REPRESENTATIONS

The representations relating to noise, disturbance and parking have been
answered earlier in this report.

The proposal would not constitute over development.
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION

This application seeks to use the existing MOT station for car repair and servicing
as well during 08.30 to 18.00 hours weekdays and 08.30 to 16.00 hours on
Saturdays. The existing MOT use has a limited impact on the neighbours and
parking on Valley Road but an earlier application to expand operations to include
repairs and servicing was refused because of likely noise and disturbance because
of activities on site and vehicle movements, unacceptable pressure on street
parking and the detrimental impact on the free flow of traffic on Valley Road.

It is considered that this revised proposal has resolved all the issues relating to the
earlier refusal. The applicant has demonstrated that activities would be much
reduced from what was perceived to be the case with the refused application which
would result in less than the originally anticipated level of noise and impact on
parking. Also important in reaching this conclusion is the fact that the use started
in mid August or earlier, which has allowed the site to be monitored by officers.
During this period, the impact of the use has been considered to be acceptable and
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there have been no complaints on planning grounds or to the Environmental
Protection Service about activities associated with the site.

The application is considered to be acceptable, in line with policy criteria and is,
therefore, recommended for conditional approval.
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Case Number 12/01017/FUL

Application Type Full Planning Application

Proposal Demolition of buildings on Plots 3 and 4, erection of a

retail unit including garden centre, car dealership and
drive-through coffee shop and provision of associated
car parking accommodation on Plot 5 and partial
removal of embankment and stockpiling of soil of plots
3 and 4.

Location Land And Buildings At Meadowhall Way, Meadowhall

Drive, Vulcan Road And Weedon Street
Sheffield
S9 2FU

Date Received 05/04/2012

Team

CITY CENTRE AND EAST

Applicant/Agent Drivers Jonas Deloitte

Recommendation Refuse

For the following reason(s):

1

The proposal fails the sequential approach since there is a sequentially
preferable site available at Moorfoot/St.Mary’s Gate on the edge of the City
Centre, and it is therefore contrary to paragraphs 24 and 27 of the National
Planning Policy Framework.

Sheffield City Centre is in a uniquely vulnerable position being in a fragile
state with two major retail-led regeneration schemes at a critical stage in
their planned development and delivery. Given this context it is considered
that the proposal will have a harmful impact on investor and retailer
confidence in planned investment in Sheffield City Centre which could
undermine the delivery of these schemes which are critical to ensuring the
future vitality and viability of the city centre (and identified as key
regeneration schemes in Core Strategy Policy CS14). The proposal is
therefore contrary to paragraph 26 of the National Planning Policy
Framework.

The proposal will result in major non-food retail development in an out-of-
centre location and result in the significant expansion of Meadowhall which
is contrary to Core Strategy Policies CS7 and CS14, and Unitary
Development Plan Policy S8.
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Site Location

© Crown copyright and database rights 2011 Ordnance Survey 10018816
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LOCATION AND PROPOSAL

The application site is located on the south and east side of the Meadowhall
Shopping Centre and has an area of approximately 11 hectares. It is divided by a
disused railway embankment.

The land to the east side of the embankment which is bounded by Sheffield Road,
Meadowhall Way and Vulcan Road is cleared and used intermittently for overspill
parking for the Meadowhall Centre, this is referred to as plot 5, it has an area of
approximately 4 hectares. The application is seeking permission to construct a
Next Home retail unit, a BMW and Mini car dealership and a Costa Coffee drive
through café. The Next home store would be approximately 5,700 sqm, the
combined car dealerships have a floor area of approximately 15,700 sqm and the
Costa Coffee unit is approximately 200 sqm. The site layout positions the
buildings close to the Sheffield Road and Vulcan Road frontages. Parking is
located to the rear and is to be accessed from a new signal controlled junction off
Meadowhall Way. A section of the railway embankment is lowered to
accommodate the service yard to a car dealership and a new footpath cycle link
between Sheffield Road and Meadowhall Way. Two portions of the site adjoining
Meadowhall Way are excluded from the application site but could be accessed
from the proposed new road layout within the site.

The site to the west of the embankment comprises of derelict industrial buildings
and hard surfacing previously occupied by cleared buildings, it is referred to as
plots 3 and 4. It is bounded by Meadowhall Drive, Weedon Street, car dealerships,
the redundant railway embankment and the listed former Tinsley Tram Depot. The
application proposes demolishing the standing buildings and using part of the site
for temporary storing spoil from the development referred to above. The spoil is to
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be stored in the centre of the site and adjacent to the retained area of railway
embankment at a height of approximately 4.5m.

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

Planning permission was granted for the erection of 4 units for use as car
dealerships, provision of car parking accommodation and associated enabling
works in August 2008, planning permission 07/02074/FUL. This permission
included the whole of plot 5, the lower in part of the railway embankment and the
storage of spoil on part of plots 3 and 4. This permission was implemented in 2011
when a small part of the access road was constructed. At the same time planning
permission was granted to extend the permission for a further 3 years, in August
2010, planning permission 10/01792/FULR.

Plots 3 and 4 and part of plot 5 are included within the site boundary of an outline
planning permission for the River Don District, 08/02594/OUT. This is a mixed
development of offices, flats hotel and local centre. Although the current
application overlaps the River Don District site it does not prejudice the
implementation of that scheme.

SUMMARY OF REPRESENTATIONS

Scottish Widows Investment Partnership (SWIP) who are behind the
redevelopment schemes for the Moor have objected on the following grounds.

- The proposals could undermine investor confidence as there is no absolute
commitment to the city centre by Next. Although they have submitted a
letter of intent to invest in the Retail Quarter scheme this is not a specific
commitment and can be given very little weight. Investor confidence in the
City Centre is already weak as evidenced by the declining health of the City
Centre, increasing vacancy rates and the downsizing of the Retail Quarter
Scheme. Scottish Windows own investment in the City Centre assumes a
constant application of the Council’s policies on out of centre shopping
development.

- Given the health of the City Centre the Councils retail consultants should
have been more cautious in reaching conclusions about the impact of the
proposal on City Centre retailers and investor confidence.

- Next are showing no flexibility over retail format, there is no evidence to
substantiate the necessity for homeware and garden goods to be sold
together. A number of sites have been rejected as part of the sequential
assessment as they cannot accommodate an outdoor garden centre or do
not have dedicated parking. They are unconvinced that external garden
centre is necessary and point out that the Council’s retail consultants agree
that it would be reasonable for customers to walk 100m to a public car park.
They point to other retailers who sell garden products indoors, such as IKEA
and that there is no analysis of why this cannot be achieved. They consider
the applicant has failed to justify their business model and show sufficient
flexibility and therefore the sequential assessment does not meet national
planning policy guidance.
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The Mothercare/Staples unit at St Mary’s Gate is available and the site is
sequentially preferable. The Council’s retail consultants concluded that if
the Council were to support the Moorfoot site for retail development and the
whole of the Mothercare/Staples site were available it would be a
sequentially preferable alternative.

It is not clear why the applicant considers certain sites on the Moor and
Moorfoot as out of centre.

Due to the proximity of the site to Meadowhall the scheme will trade well
and will also enhance the trade of Meadowhall. The cumulative impact due
to its connection to Meadowhall should be considered. The application site
is used as overflow parking which implies a connection to Meadowhall and
an extension of the shopping centre offer. This is supported the applicants
assertion that there will be linked trips between the site and Meadowhall.
Therefore the proposal should be seen as part of the shopping centre and is
contrary to policy CS7 which seeks to maintain the shopping centre at
around its current size.

If the scheme is permitted it has the potential for undermining Development
Plan policy and paving the way to further retail schemes being proposed
around Meadowhall. The vacant part of the site raises the prospect of the
cumulative impact of future stores. Scottish Widows state that they are
aware that IKEA are looking at a site in close proximity to Meadowhall and
strongly recommend that Council give consideration to this potential
additional impact before concluding on the current application.

The Core Strategy says the preferred use around Meadowhall is
employment, which is reinforced by the emerging City Sites and
Development Plan document. The existing permission for non-retail uses is
irrelevant and the proposal still falls to be considered under these policies.
There will be a loss of B1office space and the development would
undermine the employment potential of the site.

The proposals will be damaging to the two retail schemes which the city
centre badly needs. It does not bring any positive benefits for the city centre
given that promoting the vitality and viability of existing centres is a core
objective of the NPPF and Core Strategy. It will set a precedent for future
applications.

The applicant can only dismiss Barnsley’s objection that sites with the
Borough should be assessed along with the impact on the town centre if
they have sufficient evidence from a household survey to suggest that
Meadowhall does not draw trade from Barnsley.

SWIP have made it clear in their representations that their investment confidence
to date in promoting development is based on directing retailers in to the city centre
and resisting retail schemes outside the centre which could be detrimental to this
objective. They conclude that their ongoing investment in the city centre would be
potentially undermined through further retail development coming forward around
Meadowhall.

Rotherham Council have concluded that the impact on Rotherham will be minimal
and they have no objections to the proposal.

Page 55

43



Barnsley Council has objected on the basis that the catchment area of the proposal
has not been defined widely enough. They consider that it should include Barnsley
town centre and consequently the applicant should consider sites on the edge of
Barnsley town centre in the sequential approach and also consider the impact on
the town centre and Barnsley Market Place Scheme. They consider the
development could add to the attractiveness of Meadowhall and the operator
should not disregard sequentially preferable sites just because it does not suit their
business model.

Doncaster Council has no comments to make on the application.

Sheffield Sustainable Development and Design Panel considered the proposal in
Feb 2012. The panel strongly supported the design development which they
considered would deliver a quality addition to the Meadowhall campus. The
suggested some further design refinement on the following lines.

- The landscape framework is important to a site such as this to provide
structure and unify the various elements of the scheme.

- The provision of a strong building line to Sheffield Road is supported but
provision should be made for a line of trees along this edge as a component
of the landscape setting. The panel supported the approach to pedestrian
circulation.

- The aspirations to realise a high standard of sustainability are welcomed
although not fully developed as the time the scheme was considered by the
panel. They support the introduction of green roofs and suggested that
there is potential to link these to a wider Sustainable Urban Drainage
Scheme. They consider improving the energy efficiency is a more effective
approach than targeting renewable energy resources.

The applicant has submitted a Statement of Community Involvement explaining
that they held meetings with the East Community Assembly and Tinsley Forum,
East Community Assembly — Partner Panel, North East Community Assembly and
Darnall Forum, Don Valley Strategy Group and South Yorkshire Trust Tinsley Tram
Shed. Discussions were held with Sheffield Chamber of Commerce, adjoining land
owners and Handsworth Forum were contacted.

The main issues raised were employment opportunities for local residents and
pedestrian links. There were comments in support of the job and training elements
of the scheme and the design quality.

A representation was received from Hammer son’s UK planning representatives
soon after receipt of the application, and subsequently withdrawn and so is not a
material consideration.

PLANNING ASSESSMENT

Details of the retail proposal

The proposed Next Home and Garden unit will have 5,678 sqm Gross External
Area (3,489 sgm net sales) and operate over three storeys with a part open and
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part enclosed garden centre on the ground floor. It will sell home and home
furnishing products including garden and outdoor living products. The applicants’
planning consultants, DJD, state that the products are displayed in room and
garden sets so significant showroom space is needed. Significant storage space is
also required for the bulky items.

The applicant has specified in the Planning and Retail Statement it is seeking to
sell the following goods (rounded to the nearest 5% of floor area):

- Bedroom 15% (beds, linen, bedside furniture)

- Living and Dining 15% (sofas, armchairs, tables, chairs, shelving, storage
and curtains)

- Bathrooms 5% (showers, toilets, furniture, lighting, towels and bathroom
fittings)

- Electricals 5% (televisions, portable entertainment systems, irons and
vacuum cleaners)

- Kitchenware 5% (crockery, cutlery, tableware, kitchen electricals and
accessories)

- DIY 10%(paints, wallpaper, tiles and tools)

- Soft Furnishings and Textiles 20% (lighting, frames, cushions, vases, plants,
textiles and upholstery)

- Flooring 5% (carpets, rugs and wooden floors)

- Baby 10% (cots, nursery bedding and pushchairs)

- Outdoors 20% (garden furniture, barbecues, planters, beach towels and
garden lighting)

- Other 10% (seasonal items, batteries, brochures and gifts).

Policy Issues

The policy background consists of the Unitary Development Plan (UDP), Sheffield
Development Framework Core Strategy (CS), the draft Sheffield Development
Framework City Policies and Sites document (CPSD) and the National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF). The Practice Guidance, ‘Planning for town Centres’
(DCLG Dec 2009), whilst not policy, can be material to planning decisions and has
not been superseded by the NPPF.

The NPPF sets out the Government’s planning policy. It reaffirms that planning
permission must be determined in accordance with the development plan unless
material considerations indicate otherwise. It also introduces a presumption in
favour of sustainable development. Sustainable development is defined as having
economic, social and environmental dimensions that must be considered together
rather than in isolation. It is also committed to ensuring the vitality of town centres
saying that local planning authorities should set out policies for the management
and growth of centres over the plan period and in drawing up plans should
recognise town centres as the heart of their communities and pursue policies to
support their viability and vitality. Sheffield’s local plan policies, in both the UDP
and Sheffield Development Framework, have over many years sought to ensure
that the city centre is vital, viable and is the main focus for retailing This section
and the following sections of the report assess whether the development complies
with the development plan and the presumption in favour of sustainable
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development. Considering the policy background in chronological order of
publication:

UDP 1998

Although the UDP has been largely superseded by the Core Strategy and NPPF,
some policies that are broadly consistent with the Core Strategy have been
retained in the Core Strategy until the City Policies document is adopted, so they
can continue to guide decisions about planning applications. They are therefore
part of the Development Plan and have the weight accorded to a fully adopted
plan.

The UDP Proposals Map shows plot 5 as part of the Regional Shopping Centre
Policy Area to which S8 applies. S8 is retained in the Core Strategy. Within this
area Policy S8 lists shops, offices, food and drink outlets, business, hotels,
community facilities and institutions and leisure and recreation facilities as
acceptable, while car showrooms are unacceptable. The listings of acceptability
are however ‘in principle’ and applications must still be considered on their merits.
Car showrooms were listed as unacceptable because they would be unlikely to be
of high enough environmental quality for this key gateway site. An exception to the
policy was made for the car showroom proposal already permitted (07/02074/FUL)
because of its high quality design. The permission has been partly implemented.

Although S8 lists shops as acceptable, its criterion ¢ does not permit proposals for
non-food retail development with more than 2500 sgm of floorspace, such as the
proposed Next, if it would ‘significantly and harmfully’ expand ‘forms of retailing
fundamental to the continuing vitality and viability of existing Centres’. Criterion (c)
is however no stricter than the NPPF criteria against which the proposal’s impact is
to be considered so the issue is considered below. The GVA study (Sheffield
Homeware Retail Study commission by the Council) identified that homewares
retailing was currently one of the few strengths of Sheffield city centre. Ensuring
the future role of homewares retailing in the city centre is therefore an important
issue for us to consider in ensuring that the city centre has a varied retail offer.

Plots 3 and 4 are within a Fringe Industry and Business Area on the UDP
Proposals Map. As the only development proposed within this area is demolition
and temporary stock piling of spoil, the application proposals will not prejudice the
implementation of this policy.

In summary, the UDP imposes no further policy considerations on the proposal that
are not specified in the Core Strategy and NPPF

The Regional Spatial Strategy is still technically in force and was also quite explicit
that “no further development of new, or large-scale expansion of existing, out-of-
centre regional or sub-regional shopping centres should be permitted” (see policy
E2c). These centres specifically included Meadowhall (paragraph 11.11).

Core Strategy — policies for the area
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Core Strategy policy CS3 identifies locations for office development, one of which
is around Meadowhall. Meadowhall is a suitable location for offices as it is well
served by public transport. The commentary on the policy says it should not be
large scale. The suitability of Meadowhall for offices is also subject to the policy
requirement that seeks to maintain a balance between city centre office
development and out of centre office development, with at least 65% being in the
city centre or at its edge.

Policy CS7 requires the predominant land uses around the Meadowhall Centre to
be for employment, including office development and non-office business uses.
This policy approach is reflected in the Draft CPSD, which proposes to designate
plot 5 as a Business Area where a proportion of offices uses is required. The
proposal does not provide office or non-office business uses so does not conform
with adopted policy CS7 and is therefore not in accordance with this aspect of this
part of the development plan.

However, even if the proposal were implemented there is still scope for delivering
offices in the area around Meadowhall. Given other extant consents for out of
centre offices, were offices to be permitted on this site, these would in any case be
likely to conflict with the requirement under policy CS3 for 65% of office
development to be in the City Centre or on its edge. Taking these issues into
account it is considered that there is insufficient justification for resisting this
application on loss of employment land grounds under policy CS7.

Core Strategy - Retail Policy

Policy CS7 ‘Meadowhall’ states that the shopping centre will remain at around its
present size and that all new development around the Meadowhall Centre should
be integrated with the existing development. The policy of restricting the size of
Meadowhall was first adopted in the Regional Spatial Strategy in 2008 and
subsequently included in the Core Strategy.

Policy CS14 states that Meadowhall Shopping Centre will remain at around its
present size and major non-food retail (gross floor space of more than 2500 sqm)
will not be permitted outside the City Centre’s Primary Shopping Area and District
Centres and their edges. The supporting text says that non-food development
outside centres or their edges, where appropriate, will be considered in the light of
current national retail policy, which includes the impact and sequential tests.

For the reasons below, the Next Home and Garden proposal is contrary to the
requirements of policies CS7 and 14 that Meadowhall remains at around its current
size, since the proposal will result in a significant expansion in floorspace.

The boundary of Meadowhall is drawn more tightly in the emerging Sheffield
Development Framework (SDF) Proposals Map than in the UDP Proposals Map, to
limit its expansion. The application site is outside the SDF-specified area and
separated from the centre by Meadowhall Way. The SDF Map defines
Meadowhall as the shops and car parks contained within the Meadowhall Way ring
road while the UDP Map shows the site as within the Meadowhall boundary. The
draft SDF boundary may be given some weight, (NPPF Para 216) because there
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have been no objections to it but the UDP Proposals Map has the full weight of an
adopted Development Plan until the City Policies document and Proposals Map
are adopted.

The site may also be considered as a functional part of Meadowhall. It is used
occasionally as an overspill car park, suggesting that it is near enough to function
as part of the centre. However the use is for less than the 28 days per year

The GVA report (Para 4.36) considers that the site would constitute an expansion
of Meadowhall shopping centre if it were either ‘within’ Meadowhall or a ‘seamless
extension’ to it. The site is not a seamless extension to the shopping centre itself.
Next’s and Meadowhall’'s main entrances would be 500m apart and the walk
between the two would be through Next's car parking, across the dualled
Meadowhall Way and through Meadowhall’'s own car parking. GVA concludes that
since the proposal is not a seamless extension of Meadowhall it does not fall within
the CS7 / CS14 requirement to maintain Meadowhall at its present size.

Nevertheless, although not a ‘seamless’ extension, the site is adjacent to the
Meadowhall boundary and there are links that could reinforce the attraction of
Meadowhall and compound any impact on the City Centre. The applicant’s Retail
Assessment acknowledges there may be linked trips (para 5.44) and says that
‘although a standalone store is proposed for Next Home and Garden, the retail
facility needs to be within close proximity to other retail facilities that operate in a
similar market. Next Home and Garden will not operate from a store that is isolated
from other retail facilities.” (para 5.25)

More important than its exact location is the perception of prospective shoppers
and investors that the proposal is linked to Meadowhall. The ‘Next at Home’ is
likely to be advertised as being at Meadowhall just as the Next at Home and other
homeware stores at Barton Square are advertised as being part of the Trafford
centre. Barton Square is a similar distance from the Trafford centre as the
proposed Next at Home is from Meadowhall. Newspaper reports recognise that
even though not seamless, retail development proposals on adjacent land
surrounding Meadowhall are seen as an expansion of Meadowhall’s retail offer .

It is considered that the development will be perceived by investors, retailers, and
shoppers as being ‘at Meadowhall’ and constituting an expansion of it. It would
therefore be contrary to the CS7/14 requirement for Meadowhall shopping centre
to remain ‘around its present size’. This has been a clear and consistent council
policy since the UDP was adopted in 1998. It is part of a clear spatial strategy to
ensure the city centre remains the heart of the city and the clear focus for major
non food retail investment. The intention of that policy approach should be given
significant weight in determining this application.

In any case the proposed Next exceeds 2500 sqm and is outside and not on the
edge of any town centres. Therefore the proposal is contrary to policy CS14’s
proscription of major non-food retail (gross floor space of more than 2500 sqm)
outside the City Centre’s Primary Shopping Area and District Centres and their
edges.

Page 60

48



In summary, the proposal is contrary to policies CS7 and CS14. The statutory duty
is to decide each application in accordance with the development plan unless
material considerations indicate otherwise.

However, the justification for policy CS14 states that out of centre development will
be considered in the light of current national retail policy (now the NPPF). GVA’s
view is that the Core Strategy’s ‘spatial dimension and overall objectives’ need to
be considered alongside development management policies that reflect the NPPF
(GVA paragraph 4.18). This suggests that proposals should be considered against
NPPF criteria. The Council’s view is that this includes ensuring development does
not undermine the vital role of city centres as the heart of their community and the
primary focus for new retail development. This is particularly important given the
key role of Sheffield city centre as the heart of England’s 4th biggest city and its
wider economic role in the Sheffield city region. GVA have concluded that currently
the city centre is vulnerable and is not vital or viable in retail planning terms. This is
a serious issue that needs to be addressed. This means that any assessment of
the current proposals needs to be to a more exacting degree than would be the
case if the City Centre were less strategically important and vulnerable. Anything
that undermines confidence in the vitality or viability of the city centre should not be
approved. The proposal is assessed against the NPPF in the appropriate section
below.

Draft City Policies and Sites Document — Retail policy

The adopted Core Strategy gives a broad outline of spatial policy whereas the role
of the CPSD is to show how the Core Strategy can be implemented in
development management.

Policy C5 deals with shopping development outside existing centres. It sets out
accessibility criteria to which such development should conform. The proposal is
well served by public transport and close to Meadowhall so is consistent with these
elements of the policy. The Policy also says that within any 5 year period retail
development at Meadowhall should not exceed 2,500 sq. m gross floor space.
However Policy C5 can be given limited weight since there are unresolved
objections to it.

NPPF - Assessment of Retail Issues.

The NPPF requires all retail proposals outside town centres that are not in
accordance with a development plan to comply with the sequential approach and, if
greater than 2,500 sgm, to be assessed for their impact on existing centres. The
proposal is out-of-centre, does not conform to Core Strategy policies CS7 or CS14
and is over 2,500 sgm so should be considered against these tests. The NPPF
directs Local Planning Authorities to refuse planning permission where an
application fails to satisfy the sequential test or is likely to have significant adverse
impact.

The Council commissioned independent retail planning consultants GVA to review

and help assess the application proposals and provide guidance on retail planning
policy. They produced a report entitled “Independent Assessment of the Retail
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Strategy for Homeware Retailing in Sheffield — Stage 1 Report” dated July 2012.
This considers the Homeware retail sector, reviews the health of the city centre
and reviews the Council’s retail planning policies. It also provides a critique of this
planning application. The following sections on retail issues draw on this report.

Sequential Approach.

The NPPF describes the sequential approach. Main town centre uses such as
retailing should be located preferably in town centres, then edge of centre locations
and only if suitable sites are not available should out of centre sites be considered.
Within the ‘out of centre’ category, ‘preference should be given to accessible sites
that are well connected to the town centre’. Alternative preferred sites must be in
the proposal’s catchment area, suitable, available and viable but applicants and
local planning authorities should demonstrate flexibility on issues such as format
and scale. (NPPF Para 24).

Consideration of sites

The applicant considers the proposed store has a minimum floorspace requirement
of 3500 sgm gross but in carrying out the sequential assessment DJD claim to
have been flexible by considering sites that can provide only 2500 sqm. They
consider that any site should be accessible by a choice of means of transport as
required by planning policy and should be available within 12-18 months as Next
have an immediate requirement.

They have considered 12 alternative more central sites in and adjoining the City
Centre and Rotherham to establish if there was a suitable sequentially preferable
site available to accommodate this development. We agreed with DJD that sites in
Barnsley were not central to the catchment area that the proposal is intended to
serve so need not be considered.

DJD argued that all sites are unsuitable to accommodate the proposals due to the
specific space requirements of the Next Home and Garden business model. They
argue that Next Home and Garden cannot operate in an in-centre location and
require a large store displaying their full product range. They have provided a list of
560 bulky goods to be sold from the site, including flat pack furniture, tiles,
laminates, TV stands, mirrors, pictures, sink units, chairs, table nests, shelves,
lawnmowers, wheel barrows, large plants and shrubs, plant pots, planters, BBQs,
screening / fencing. They say that the bulky goods require a significant amount of
floorspace for storage, display and sale, as well as good vehicular access for
servicing and convenient parking for customers to collect goods.

GVA and SCC have assessed DJD’s rejection of sites taking account of the
applicant’s business model. It is considered valid to take account of Next's need to
sell bulky goods, which requires convenient customer parking nearby.

The applicant has provided an indicative floorplan which shows a significant
proportion of floorspace allocated to room sets to display items. It is accepted that
the Applicant has adequately demonstrated that due to the product range and store
layout the scale of floorspace is appropriate. The applicant is willing to accept a
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condition that restricts the range of goods that can be sold from the unit, in
particular clothing and footwear.

The garden centre element is shown as occupying an area approx 400 square
metres. It is likely to be occupied predominantly by outdoor plants which require
and outdoor location for natural sunlight and watering. Other goods may include
compost, pots, fencing, sheds and paving. It is accepted that the applicant has
demonstrated a genuine requirement for outdoor space: other recent and proposed
stores in the Next Home and Garden format have uncovered garden centres and it
is described as part of the format in the Next Annual Report (2012)

Next also says that Next Home and Garden needs to locate in a clustering of retail
units to be successful. In the Council’s view this is added evidence that it will
operate as part of the wider Meadowhall retail centre. They argue that there is a
requirement for an outdoor display area, good vehicular access for servicing and
convenient parking for customers to take away goods. However the applicant also
argues that the Next Home and Business model cannot operate in an in-centre
location. They say the bulky goods element of Next's product range does not work
in City Centres as they have tried this unsuccessfully in the Arndale store in
Manchester. This argument is not accepted. An in centre store selling the
homeware range might be less profitable but because of the range of bulky and
softer items proposed it is considered that the store could operate effectively within
an in centre location provided that there is a suitable and available site which can
accommodate the proposals and provide outdoor garden centre space and parking
in the town centre.

It is accepted that sites at Chatham Street, Spital Hill, Doncasters, Remploy Site
and the Former Co-op in Sheffield are either unsuitable or unavailable in terms of
scale or location to accommodate the proposed development, which requires a site
with sufficient car parking and outdoor garden space to provide a garden centre. A
site at Hanover way is not considered to be available and three sites in Rotherham
are not considered to be suitable as Rotherham Council would prefer them to be
developed for non-bulky retail uses.

The New Retail Quarter (NRQ) site is considered to be unsuitable as it is focused
on fashion retailers and not primarily bulky goods. The applicant has also argued
that it is not available in the short term as the scheme is likely to be amended.
They point out that Next are likely to take space within the new retail quarter
scheme for a fashion store with a homeware element and therefore the City Centre
and Meadowhall sites will be complementary. Officers agree that the NRQ scheme
is not envisaged to accommodate bulky retail units and the focus is for high/mid
end fashion retailing and restaurant and café uses. It is therefore accepted that the
site is not suitable to accommodate the proposed development.

The applicant states that 3 permitted retail schemes on The Moor are not suitable
as the units are either too small or cannot accommodate a garden centre and do
not have immediately available parking. They say it is not commercially viable for
Next to bring forward a bulky good store on The Moor. The applicant’s rejection of
the above site due to the units being too small and lack of immediately available
parking is not accepted. Units could be amalgamated to provide a sufficiently large
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unit and existing car parking is available close to the sites. However it is accepted
that they could not easily accommodate an outdoor garden centre although this is
not accepted by the developer SWIP.

However a site at Moorfoot /St Mary’s Gate is suitable, available and viable. It is
currently occupied by Mothercare and Staples but one retailer is seeking to vacate
the site in the short term. A site should be considered available for development
where the owner of the site appears willing to bring forward the site for
development within a reasonable timescale. SWIP, the owners, have assured GVA
that the site will become available. GVA has accepted their assurances and
conclude that the site as a whole would be large enough to provide on site car
parking and an outside garden centre.

Although SWIP have not provided specific timescales or evidence of the availability
of the whole site, GVA consider that even though the units are currently trading,
there is no reason to dispute SWIPs assertion that the site could be brought
forward for redevelopment in a reasonable period of time.

The site would be sequentially preferable. Although it is 420 m from the Primary
Shopping Area, it is well linked to shops on the Moor, designated mostly as the
Secondary Shopping Area, and is capable of forming pedestrian links with the
Centre. As the site has onsite parking, is accessible on foot, and well served by
buses it is considered to be easily accessible by shoppers. GVA concluded that in
practical terms, taking into consideration the proximity of the site to existing retail
uses on the Moor, the site is essentially an edge of centre site and therefore, in
principle, sequentially preferable subject to considering its suitability and
availability.

The Mothercare and Staples units currently have an open A1 retail consent. It has
been argued that it would be unusual for a landlord to secure future bulky goods
retail tenants within an open A1 unit as the retailers usually pay higher rents for
more flexible planning consents. SWIP state that due to the current economic
climate, they would be willing to pursue several retailers for the site to ensure it is
occupied and have expressed interest in accommodating bulky goods retail on this
site.

The Practice Guidance states that policy restrictions, including designations, are
relevant when assessing whether an alternative site is suitable (paragraph 6.43).
The UDP Proposals Map allocates the site as a ‘business area’ and the draft SDF
proposals map allocates the site as a ‘priority office area’. However the Council as
part of its city centre masterplan review have been considering the future of the
Moorfoot area and its environs. The GVA study also strongly recommended that
the Council allocates city centre or edge of centre sites for bulky goods retailing
and we are actively considering the Moorfoot area and its environs for this. This
has included initial dialogue with SWIP who have confirmed their interest in
accommodating bulky good retailing as part of a refreshed vision for the Moorfoot
area. It is therefore clear that the Council are reconsidering the policy position in
relation to Moorfoot and consider it suitable for bulky goods retail development. In
any case retail development would not be precluded by its designation proposed in
the draft Proposals Map. Draft policy H1, which would apply to the area, lists shop
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development as to be considered on its merits. In this case the merits of
development at the Moorfoot/ St Marys Gate site are its suitability for bulky goods
retailing and its proximity to the Moor.

To conclude, (whilst the applicant disagrees) the Moorfoot site is sequentially
preferable to the Vulcan Road site, is suitable, viable and available and can be
brought forward in a reasonable timescale for development. It is large enough to
accommodate the proposed uses with space for car parking and an outdoor
garden centre. The NPPF is clear that if an application fails the sequential test it
should be refused.

Sequential Approach and Costa Coffee

Drive through restaurants are main town centre uses to which the sequential
approach applies. The Costa Coffee unit is only small with a gross external floor
area of 217 sqm. The applicant’s argument that it will not be a destination in its
own right and is likely to be ancillary to the other uses on the site is accepted. As
there is a site specific need for the cafe proposal in this location it is considered to
pass the sequential test.

Retail Impact.

The NPPF requires an impact assessment for retail developments of more than
2,500 sq m if they are out of centre, and not in accordance with an up-to-date Local
Plan. The Next proposal conforms to these criteria. The NPPF requires an
assessment of:

- impact on town centre vitality and viability, including local consumer choice
and trade in the town centre and wider area, up to five years from the time
the application is made

- impact on investment in centres in the catchment area.

Where an application is likely to have significant adverse impact on one or more of
the above factors, it should be refused.

Impact on Town Centre Vitality and Viability.

The Applicant has tested an opening year of 2013, a design year at 2015 and
tested the impact of the development five years from this mature trading pattern (at
2018). The applicant estimates that the proposed comparison goods floorspace
would turnover be £11.4 million at 2013, £11.7 million at 2015 and £12.3 million at
2018. However using more realistic turnover per square metre figures this would
increase the store turnover to £13.6 million at 2013, to £14.0 million at 2015 and to
£14.7 million at 2018.

Based on the higher turnover figures this results in the predicted impact as set out
below.
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Centre Impact 2013 Impact 2015 Impact 2018

Sheffield 0.4% 0.4% 0.3%
Rotherham 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%
Crystal Peaks0.8% 0.8% 0.8%
Hillsborough 1.2% 1.2% 1.2%

The impact on the centres is minimal in numerical terms but it is necessary to
consider the health of the individual centres to assess the significance of the
impact.

Both Sheffield City Centre and Rotherham are vulnerable and at risk from
significant out of centre retail development but the applicant argues that the
development will serve a different market from the fashion led town centres and will
largely compete with out of centre bulky goods retailers. The trade draw is likely to
be dispersed so unlikely to have a significant trade draw on the City Centre. They
say that people travelling to the Next Home and Garden store are likely to be
making a special trip for that specific purpose and would be primarily travelling to
out-of-centre locations. They consider that it is only the smaller homeware items
that will overlap with the town centre offer and that given the convenience of
shopping trips linked with work that shoppers are unlikely to change their shopping
patterns for these items. The applicant acknowledges that the loss of a key town
centre user or the demand for a user needed to reinforce the existing town centre
offer can be an indicator of impact on the vitality or viability of a town centre.
However they say that Next will continue to maintain their presence in all the
existing centres within the Primary Catchment Area of Sheffield and Rotherham
and continue to invest in the NRQ scheme.

Although the applicant argues that the development will serve a different market
from fashion-led town centres and will largely compete with out of centre bulky
goods retailers this is open to question. As previously stated, GVA concluded that
one of the few strengths of the current Sheffield city centre retail offer is its diverse
homewares retailing. Concerns have been raised that strengthening the
homewares offer of Meadowhall will only serve to strengthen its overall attraction,
in direct competition with the city centre, and could help to undermine one of the
key elements of the city’ centre’s current offer. We have identified a sequentially
preferable site on the edge of the city centre which could meet the needs for this
type of use and which would strengthen the overall offer of the city centre.

Rotherham.

The two development sites in Rotherham Town Centre have already been
developed so they consider there would no impact on in centre investment.

Cumulative Impact.

A significant amount of out of centre comparison goods retail floorspace has
already been permitted and will come forward during the timescale for the
development. Given the fragile nature of the City Centre the applicant has been
asked to assess the cumulative impact of the proposal and this development on
the City Centre. The results are in the table below.
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2013 2015 2018
Turnover of

Sheffield City

Centre prior to

proposal (£m) 791.3 816.9 1269.8
Commitments

(Em) 22.6 23.4 24.6
Impact 2.9% 2.9% 1.9%

This table above shows the cumulative impact of the proposal including the higher
turnover figures referred to above and committed development on Sheffield City
Centre. The impact is lower in 2018 as it assumes the NRQ scheme will come
forward in 2016. The cumulative impact is a concern however given the scale and
nature of the proposals there is considered to be insufficient basis for resisting this
proposal on the basis of its cumulative impact. There have however been serious
concerns raised by SWIP that, combined with other mooted retail development in
the vicinity of Meadowhall, that it could have a significant impact and that approval
of this scheme would weaken the case for refusing other similar proposals. Even if
future schemes could be controlled, of more importance is perceptions that the
Council is loosening its policy on out of centre retailing, to the detriment of investor
confidence in the city centre.

Impact on investment in existing centres.

The proposal’s impact on investor confidence can be assessed against the criteria
given in the Practice Guidance (bulleted below).

- What stage have the planned developments reached?

Planning consents exist for proposals for The Moor and construction has been
started on the Markets site. SWIP are planning future phases of investment in the
Moor, which are not yet committed. They have made it very clear that their
investment confidence to date in promoting further development of the Moor is
based on directing retailers to the city centre and resisting schemes which are
detrimental to this objective. The CPO for the New Retail Quarter has been
confirmed but the economic downturn has delayed the development. It is therefore
in a vulnerable position. Delivery of the NRQ is at the heart of the Council’s plan to
make Sheffield city centre a vital and viable centre with a strong retail heart.
Anything that undermined confidence to deliver this scheme, or undermined
retailers confidence to take up space in the scheme, would be a real concern.

- The policy ‘weight’ attached to them e.g. are they a key provision of the
development plan?

Development of the New Retail Quarter is a key priority which underpins Core
Strategy Policies CS14. The Moor is a City Centre development supported by
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CS17 and CS18 which encourage retail development on the Moor. Adverse impact
on investor confidence in either scheme would be a cause for concern.

- Whether there is sufficient ‘need’ for the New Retail Quarter and the Next
Home and Garden Proposals?

There is a qualitative need for new comparison goods retail floorspace in the New
Retail Quarter and GVA expect that there will be demand from homeware retailers
for a range of retail formats that will not be catered for by the New Retail Quarter or
The Moor. However the 2010 Sheffield Retail Study has shown there is no
quantitative need for homeware retail floorspace.

- Whether they are competing for the same market opportunity, or key
retailers/occupiers?

The New Retail Quarter development will be a fashion led scheme while the Next
Home and Garden store will sell primarily retail bulky homeware, DIY, garden
goods. A letter from the Chief Executive of Next says that they are committed to
occupying a fashion led store as part of the New Retail Quarter in addition to the
Home and Garden store so the two developments are not competing for the same
market. The letter confirms that Next have an active requirement for a large
fashion store in Sheffield City Centre, and that they are currently in discussion with
Hammerson to occupy a unit in the Sevenstone scheme. While there is no reason
to dispute the validity of the claims relating to this commitment the Next letter
cannot give any binding commitment to taking additional floorspace in the city
centre for a fashion led store. GVA reports that the Sevenstone scheme continues
to face severe delays so little weight can be attached to the stated ‘intent’ in the
letter from Next.

We have already covered earlier in the report concerns that strengthening the
homewares offer of Meadowhall will only serve to strengthen its overall attraction,
in direct competition with the city centre, and could help to undermine one of the
key elements of the city’ centre’s current offer. The availability of a sequentially
preferable site for bulky good retailing in the city centre clearly indicates that there
is competition between the city centre and out of centre in this case. NPPF policy is
clear that city centre should come first.

- Whether there is evidence that retailers/investors/developers are concerned

SWIP have set out in detail their strong concerns that continued expansion of
retailing in and around Meadowhall could increase its attraction as a retail
destination and impact on the City Centre. They have formally objected to the
application and stated that their ongoing investment in the city centre could be
undermined by further retail coming forward in this location. The Good Practice
Guide Is clear that like many aspects of impact, the effect of a proposal on planned
investment is a subjective matter. However you cannot question that SWIP, as a
major investor in Sheffield city centre, are seriously concerned and have clearly
stated that it could influence their future investment decisions. This is a critical
issue given the early stage that their major proposals for regenerating the Moor are
at in terms of planned investment and delivery. It is worth noting that some of the
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key ‘homeware’ offer of the city centre is located on the Moor and anything that
undermined its future could have wider implications for full delivery of the
regeneration vision for the Moor.

GVA'’s view was that the proposal was not of a scale to increase the attraction of
Meadowhall significantly. City Centre investment plans would not be significantly
affected by the proposal since they were not underpinned by homeware retailing.
GVA consider that the estimated 0.35% impact on the JL store would be
insignificant and that Sevenstone can be developed alongside Next Home and
Garden as they will provide different retail offers and serve different markets.
However the existing John Lewis store allocates 45% of its sales space to
homeware goods and a competing out of centre store could have an impact on the
refurbishment of the store. As an anchor store its refurbishment will be a key
element of the New Retail Quarter. The store suffered a decline in sales over the
last year and is vulnerable to out of centre development.

- Whether the cumulative impact of both schemes would be a cause for
concern.

The applicant’s cumulative impact assessment shows that the cumulative impact of
the proposed store with other existing out of centre commitments is not a
significant cause for concern. However it is future expansion which is the concern
of investors in the New Retail Quarter, and which the restrictive Core Strategy
policies CS7 and CS14 were designed to control. GVA note that investor
confidence in the city centre would be harmed if significant expansion of retail units
in the Meadowhall area took place before the New Retail Quarter was developed.
The issue is examined below.

Precedent and Cumulative Impact

Legal cases and appeal decisions show that precedent is a proper material
consideration where it is likely that similar future proposals in closely parallel
situations could not be resisted and cumulative harm to planning principles or
policies would result. The force of the “precedent” argument is reduced where the
planning circumstances are unlikely to be replicated.

GVA do not consider the current Next Home and Garden proposal would create a
precedent for additional development because future applicants would have to
show compliance with the sequential and impact tests. However, given the recent
Dundee decision, other schemes could come forward requiring a format that could
not be accommodated in sequentially preferable locations. The plan submitted with
the application shows at least two sites near the proposal left vacant for future
unspecified development. These are large enough to contain two retail warehouses
of the same size as the proposed Next. Granting consent to this scheme would
deliver a message that further development at Meadowhall is permissible.

Sustainability Issues.
The sustainability of the development needs to be looked at on two levels. This

section addresses the sustainability of the development on the proposed site.
However, we also need to keep in mind the wider national and local policy on the
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most sustainable locations for development. The NPPF identifies ensuring the
vitality of town centres as a key element of delivering sustainable development. For
Sheffield we have a clear Core Strategy spatial strategy which states that the city
centre will be the focus for most new retail, office, leisure and cultural development,
as the most sustainable location for these types of development. This is then
translated into the key polices on retailing as set out earlier in this report.

The application will secure the development of a brownfield urban development
site that is well served by public transport. A travel plan is submitted with the
intention of maximising access by means other than the private car. The scheme
has also been designed with good pedestrian links which will facilitate pedestrian
movement and linked trips on foot. A new pedestrian/cycle connection is being
created across the site and a segregated cycle link is being provided around the
edge of the site. As is discussed in more detail below the buildings have been
designed to be energy efficient, incorporate green roofs and generate a proportion
of their energy from renewable sources. The site is not vulnerable to flooding and
measures are proposed to minimise the surface water run-off. The landscape
proposals have been designed to mitigate against the habitat loss from the partial
removal of the former railway embankment. Whilst outside of planning control the
applicant has also said they will adopt sustainable waste and materials
management policies such as seeking to minimise the amount of waste disposed
of to landfill. It is concluded in terms of this site, that in broad terms the
development can be considered to be sustainable.

In terms of the detailed sustainable planning policies;

Core Strategy policy CS63 is concerned with reducing the city’s impact on climate
change. It encourages developers to follow the Energy Hierarchy and give priority
to reducing the need for energy consumption. All three buildings have been
designed with partial green roofs these reduce the need for air conditioning during
summer and increase the roof insulation properties during winter. The glazed
areas will reduce the need for artificial light and the thermal fabric of the buildings
will generally be designed to be 30-40% better than is required under the building
regulations. Active management of services such as heating , lighting etc will be
provided and improved beyond what is required under the current building
regulations.

Core Strategy Policy CS64 seeks to encourage sustainable design. In order to
satisfy the policy it states that new developments of over 500 sqm gross internal
floorspace should achieve a BREEAM rating of Very Good as a minimum. The
applicant has carried out a BREEAM pre-assessment which indicates that all three
buildings can achieve a Very Good rating and are at the upper end of the range
close to the BREEAM Excellent rating. Therefore the scheme complies with this
policy and a condition is proposed to secure its implementation.

Core Strategy policy CS 65 requires all significant developments, unless this can

be shown not to be feasible and viable, to provide a minimum of 10% of their
predicted energy needs from decentralised and renewable or low carbon energy.
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The applicant has assessed the alternative renewable energy options for the site
and concluded that Air Source Heat Pumps are the most appropriate technology
for this site. They have predicted that Air Source Heat Pumps could generate 4%,
10% and 9% of Costa’s, Sytner’s and Next’s predicted energy needs. This is
slightly below the policy requirement. However the Council’'s Supplementary
Planning Document ‘Climate Change and Design’ states that where it is not
feasible to achieve this requirement addition carbon reductions will be required
instead. In the case the applicant has argued that air source heat pumps are the
most appropriate renewable energy technology and that it is not feasible to
generate more than the above percentages for this proposal. They have also
demonstrated that their energy efficiency measures over and above what is
required under the building regulations will achieve reductions in Carbon Dioxide of
16%, 7% and 8% respectively over the current building regulations. These
efficiency measures will secure more carbon savings that would be have been
achieved by generating additional renewable energy up to the 10% level required
by the policy. Therefore the proposals are considered to meet the terms of policy
CS 65. Next Home and Garden current have a contract to secure 100% of the
electricity from renewable sources, although this could change.

Guideline 1 of the Supplementary Planning Document ‘Climate Change and
Design’ states that provided they are compatible with other design and
conservation considerations, and where viable, green roofs will be required on all
larger developments, and encouraged on all other developments. The green roof
should cover at least 80% of the total roof area. In this case the applicant is
proposing green roofs on all three buildings. The green roof covers 100% of the
Costa building, approximately 70% of the Next building and approximately 25% of
the car dealership building. The proposals Costa and Next either exceed or are
close to the policy target. The car dealership building is significantly below 80%
target; however the area where a green roof is not being provided is being used for
car storage. It is accepted that there are operational/design reasons for not
meeting the target for this building and therefore it is concluded that the proposal is
acceptable in terms of this policy.

Design Issues.

Core Strategy policy CS 74 that high quality development will be expected to
respect the townscape and landscape character of the city’s districts, contribute to
place making and help to transform the character of the physical environments that
have become run down and are lacking distinctiveness.

Core Strategy policy CS 75 seeks to improve gateway routes into and through the
city and identifies the routes most significant in terms of the wider transformation of
the city. These include the Lower Don Valley routes.

Site Layout
Plot 5 of the application site is a very prominent area of land south west of junction
34S of the M1 motorway and adjoining main roads which provide access to

Meadowall and link the city with the motorway. As a strategic gateway site into the
city and Meadowhall design quality is of high importance.
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The design approach has been to create a perimeter block development with a
hard urban edge to the road frontages. This has resulted in buildings positioned
fairly close to the back edge of footpath with parking contained in the middle of the
site. This design creates a strong frontage reinforcing the existing street pattern
and screening the car parking within the site.

The main retail and car showroom buildings are 12-15m high which is a similar
scale to the industrial buildings that dominate the area. As a result the buildings
will have sufficient scale and presence for this large site.

The Next home building has been positioned to respond to the key corner and
focal point of the site which is located at the roundabout junction of Sheffield
Road/Vulcan Road. The large area of glazing in the roadside elevation will help to
activate the frontage.

The Sheffield road frontage of the car dealership also incorporates substantial
glazed elements which will create visual interest and contribute activity. The mass
of the car dealership building is relieved by articulating the frontage and by the use
of different materials and architectural variation.

The Costa building has been positioned to mark the vehicular entrance to the site
on the Meadowhall Way frontage. Following discussions the drive through lane

has been relocated to the rear of the building so that the building responds better
to the road frontage and accommodates a more attractive outdoor seating space.

An indicative layout has been submitted which shows how the vacant plot at the
corner of Meadowhall Way/Vulcan Road could be developed with another building
which responds to the street frontage and shares the Next home service yard.

Building Design.

All the buildings are of a contemporary design which is appropriate for this large
freestanding site.

The car dealership building contains three levels and is faced in metal cladding,
Kalwall translucent cladding, render and glazing. The BMW unit is largely faced in
white render with a double height glazed showroom facing Sheffield Road. The
Mini unit is largely faced in black sinusoidal horizontal cladding with a two storey
glazed showroom facing Sheffield Road. The servicing reception is sandwiched
between the two showrooms and incorporates a two storey glazed area to the
Sheffield Road frontage. The used Mini showroom is faced in silver flat panel
cladding and adjoins the pedestrian link from Sheffield Road. It steps down in
scale adjacent to the walkway and incorporates glazed openings facing onto the
walkway. All the buildings have flat roofs which are used for either car storage or
green roofs.

The provision of large areas of glazing to the Sheffield Road frontage helps to

create a welcoming and visually interesting frontage. The stepped building line to
Sheffield Road, projecting portals to that mark the glazed openings and use of
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different materials helps to break up the fagade and create visual interest. The
proposed materials are considered to be in keeping with the industrial character of
the valley.

The Next unit is the most prominent building on the site as it faces onto the
Sheffield Road roundabout. It is three storeys high on the road frontage and two
storeys high facing the car park, with a single storey covered and open garden
centre adjoining the Sheffield Road pedestrian link. The massing of the building is
concentrated on the site frontage where it is most needed to provide sufficient
presence and enclosure to the large space adjacent to the roundabout.

The building is mainly faced in composite cladding with a grey through coloured
render portal around the glazed entrance and natural dark grey stone cladding to
the stair towers at the corners of the building. The substantial two storey glazed
openings to both the street and car park elevations and the openings to the garden
centre will be formed in high quality frameless glazing. The garden centre wall is to
be faced in grey brickwork. The roof is flat and mainly surfaced in a green roof
system.

The building design is simple and the bold shapes and blocks of material with deep
reveals to window openings will create a strong visual statement. The design
quality and materials are generally of a good standard and the large glazed
opening to the street frontage will provide an active and welcoming frontage to the
street.

The garden centre plants, pots and outdoor furniture and equipment will be
contained within a covered building and walled outdoor area and therefore will not
detract from the street scene. The glazing in the covered garden centre and
screen wall will provided some overlooking and security for users of the footpath
connection from Sheffield Road. The service yard is screened from the main road
by a 4.5m high staggered and overlapping wall and 2m high landscaped
embankment.

The Costa building is a single storey pavillion approximately 5m high. The
elevations facing Meadowhall Way and the site access are largely faced in curtain
wall glazing with feature coloured Kingspan panels to the entrance portal. The
other elevations are largely faced in vertical zinc cladding. The roof is mono
pitched with a zinc fascia accommodating a green roof.

Overall the design quality is good and the highly glazed roadside and entrance
elevations will be attractive and active. The parking and drive through lane is
located to the rear so that the building and outdoor seating area dominates the site
frontage. There is direct access to the seating area and building from the footpath
adjacent to the pedestrian crossing of Meadowhall Way.

Pedestrian Links.

The scheme improves pedestrian permeability through the site by providing a
footpath/cycle link between Sheffield Road and Meadowhall Way along the south

Page 73

61



west boundary of plot 5. This will facilitate improved connections to the Lower High
Street entrance to the Meadowhall Centre and wider connections through the area.

An attractive pedestrian link into the site is to be created from the Sheffield
Road/Vulcan Road roundabout which will link with the entrances to the individual
units and connect to the signal controlled site access across Meadowhall Way and
allow for pedestrian to walk to the shopping centre.

The above pedestrian connections and the perimeter footpath around the site
which is to be widened to accommodate a shared footpath/cycle route will provide
good links from the surrounding area and the bus stops and Tinsley Supertram
stop.

It is concluded that the development has been designed to integrate with existing
development.

Public Art.

Unitary Development Plan policy BE12 states that works of public art in places
which can be readily seen will be encouraged as an integral part of the design of
major developments.

The M1 Gateway master plan is proposing two sites for an iconic art work
installation either side of the M1 motorway viaduct. Given that this will be close to
the site and will need to secure a significant level of private sector funding, it was
considered more appropriate to secure a contribution the gateway artwork rather
than to promote separate art work installations on the site. The applicant has
agreed to a £35,000 contribution which is to be secured by a legal agreement.

Landscaping.

The landscaping proposals have been designed to integrate the development with
its surroundings, relieve and soften the built and hard surfacing areas, reinforce
and pedestrian and vehicular routes and encourage bio-diversity.

Larger trees within ground cover are proposed along the Sheffield Road and
Vulcan Road frontage to soften the hard urban edge to the site and as
recommended by the Sustainable Development and Design Panel. Large trees will
also be planted adjacent to the pedestrian route into the site from Sheffield Road
and adjoining the vehicular entrance from Meadowhall Way. Hedge plants, smaller
trees and ground cover are proposed within the parking and areas to create a
green edge to the highways and car parks and to help soften their impact. Native
planting is proposed next to the footpath/cycle route along the section of lowered
embankment and a wildflower seed mix for the bio-diverse green roofs. The future
development site at the corner of Meadowhall Way and Vulcan Road is to be
landscaped in the interim with a wildflower seed mix. Pedestrian areas within the
site are to be surfaced in sliver/grey paving slabs or blocks, access roads are to be
surfaced in tarmac and parking bays in permeable block paving.
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Overall it is concluded that the hard and soft landscaping scheme is of a high
standard and will deliver a good quality public realm. The landscaping proposals
will soften the development and provide a satisfactory setting for the new buildings
whilst encouraging bio-diversity.

Access Issues
Traffic Impact

A detailed Transport Assessment has been produced in support of this application,
which considers the impact of the traffic generated by the development on the
surrounding network and junctions and also the adequacy of the proposed site
access. The assessment compares the impact of these new proposals with the
previous approved scheme for the site, and also looks at the potential impact in
2021 to give a robust future year prediction.

To establish the traffic that would be generated by the proposed development the
TRICS database has been interrogated for traffic information on comparable
proposals and sites. The initial assessment showed that during the peak hour in
the week there would be a potential slight reduction in traffic from this site when
compared to the previous approval, and on a Saturday peak hour there would be a
slight increase of just 4 vehicles.

The above assessment was based on a slightly optimistic assumption that the first
floor area of the retail until should be treated as a mezzanine floor. Mezzanine
floor extensions have been shown to have greatly reduced traffic generation
values.

A far more conservative assessment was requested where all the floor areas were
treated at the higher values of traffic generation and this still resulted in no increase
in the weekday morning peak, an increase of 85 trips in the weekday evening
peak, the Saturday peak hour would see an increase of 188 trips.

These higher values of traffic generation have been used to test the effectiveness
of the operation of the new junction proposed, and this has been shown that the
junction will operate within its effective capacity.

A further sensitivity test was also undertaken based on potential development
proposals for the vacant plots, and again the new junction will continue to operate
within its theoretical capacity, both in the weekday and Saturday peak periods.

It must be borne in mind that this assessment is based on virtually a “worst case”
scenario, but still shows that the proposals and especially the new junction will not
have a detrimental impact on the operation of the adjacent highway network.

A further absolute worst case scenario was also undertaken to assess the impact

traffic generation might have on air quality, and this is reported on further
elsewhere in this report.
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Site Accessibility

This site is in an accessible position, with high frequency bus routes already
existing adjacent to the site which will be shortly supplemented by the bus rapid
transit route that will run next to the site. There are also stops for both Supertram
and heavy rail connections within walking distances.

The site is also close to good existing walking and cycle routes, and improved
connections to these facilities including a new toucan crossing to Vulcan Road and
a new footpath cycle route created along the western edge of site are proposed by
the developer, and will be secured by condition.

Parking Provision

The developer is proposing 234 car parking spaces split appropriately between the
three site uses, and this is within the maximum parking numbers that could be
permitted under the Council’s parking guidelines.

24 cycle parking spaces for staff and 26 visitor spaces are proposed which is
slightly higher than the Council’s minimum provision requirements.

The existing site has at times been used for overspill parking for Meadowhall
Shopping Centre at peak times, in recent years this use has been very limited, and
the developer has confirmed that sufficient capacity exists within remaining
overspill areas.

Travel Planning

The site will be covered by a Travel Plan that will need to be submitted and agreed
prior to the occupation of any of the proposed units.

The submitted Transport Assessments has provided a framework on which the
Travel Plan will be based and includes for the setting of targets, the introduction of
measures to change travel behaviour and also the appointment of a Travel Plan
Co-ordinator.

Highway Improvements

The development proposes a series of highway improvements including a new
signalised access junction from Meadowhall Way onto the site; widening of the
existing footway to Sheffield Road, Vulcan Road and Meadowhall Way where it
abuts the site to provide a segregated cycle route; a new toucan crossing to Vulcan
Road; a new footway/cycle link along the western boundary of the site to provide
an off road link from Sheffield Road to Meadowhall Way, and the removal of the
existing overflow car park access from Meadowhall Way once construction of these
units is complete.

Apart from the above works which will be covered by an appropriate condition, the
developer has also agreed to pay a Section 106 contribution of £172,500 towards
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the cost of construction of the Tinsley Link Road, which will release highway
capacity at junction 34S.

Highway Conclusions

The Transport Assessment that has been produced in support of this application
concludes that the local highway network will continue to operate satisfactorily with
the new development, and the new junction has sufficient capacity to deal with
both these development proposals and those that come forward for the two
remaining vacant plots.

This assessment has been challenged and reviewed in detail and the conclusion
reached is that the revised traffic generation figures do represent a fair and very
robust assessment of the impact this development may have.

A number of highway improvements are proposed which will ensure vehicular
access is adequately catered for, help to promote more sustainable means of
access into and around the site, and are commensurate with the scale of the
proposals.

The Highways Agency have been consulted and have no objections subject to a
condition to secure the implementation of an effective travel plan. This is one of
the recommended conditions.

Disabled Access.

Level access is provided to each of the units and provision is made for disabled
parking in accordance with the Council’s guidelines. Dropped kerbs will be
provided throughout the development to allow wheelchair users easy access
around the site.

It is concluded that subject to the appropriate conditions and Section 106
contribution to the Tinsley Link Road, that these proposals are acceptable in
access terms.

Air Quality.

Core Strategy policy CS66 states that action to protect air quality will be taken in all
areas of the city, particularly where residents in road corridors with high levels of
traffic are directly exposed to levels of pollution above national targets. The
commentary on the policy states that protection and improvement of air quality will
be achieved particularly through decisions about planning applications that give
rise to significant amounts of traffic, through the Air Quality Plan and through
successive Local Transport Plans.

The applicant has submitted an air quality assessment in support of the planning
application. This has been assessed by the Council’s Air Quality officer who has
advised that the air quality assessment (AQA) method used by the applicant is
known and acceptable.
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Background monitoring shows that in parts of Tinsley Nitrogen Dioxide
concentration (NO2) exceeds the annual mean air quality objective. Whilst on the
application site the NO2 objectives are likely to be met. The baseline modelling
also confirms that annual mean concentrations exceed the objective at sensitive
receptors in Tinsley. For particulate matter the monitoring and baseline modelling
shows that annual mean concentrations are below the objective and will also
remain below the objective with the development in place.

A sensitivity test has been carried out given that the mix of development is
relatively unique, the site location is relatively unique being very close to a
motorway junction and it is located within a very sensitive area as regards air
quality. Higher rates of traffic generation have been applied to the retail element of
the scheme. The modelling shows that with or without the development in place
the background concentrations of NO2 remain above the annual mean objectives
for most sensitive receptors. The contribution of the development to background
concentrations indicates that the impact of the scheme would be imperceptible at
all receptors, this is defined as adding less than 0.4 ug/m3 to the annual mean
concentration of NO2 which has an annual mean objective of 40ug/m3. The
development would not give rise to additional exceedances of the National Air
Quality Objectives and is unlikely to compromise their achievement.

There is reason to be concerned about the predicted impact of the proposed
development with respect to NO2 concentration. The predicted impact falls at
receptor locations where ‘without development’ NO2 concentration is already
measured to be over 25% higher than the health-based national objective and EU
Limit value of 40pg.m-3 annually. It is therefore concluded that adequate
mitigation measures would be put forward to reduce the predicted impacts. Whilst
it is anticipated that developments in motor vehicle and fuel technology would
deliver reductions in air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions, the added
forecast growth in background traffic volume from the assessment report could
hinder the realisation of any such benefits.

In order to mitigate the impact of the development the applicant has agreed that
during the construction phase, the London Councils’ Best Practice Guidance,
November 2006, “The Control of Dust and Emissions from Construction and
Demolition”, with be adopted. This is a condition of a planning permission in order
to minimise dust emissions during this phase.

Other mitigation measures that have agreed include:
- Vehicles delivering to the Next site will be Euro V standard. Delivery
vehicles for the car dealership come from various third parties and therefore

it is not possible to enforce delivery vehicle standards.

- The travel plan will promote public transport usage and establish low
emission travel incentives.

- The site layout and pedestrian and cycle improvements promotes the use
of public transport and efficient public transport links.
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- The employment and training strategy promotes local employment and
support for the local supply chain.

- The applicant has also agreed to provide a contribution of £15,000 for
monitoring air quality in the Tinsley area.

As the site is unused any development is likely to worsen local air quality. Given
the imperceptible impact on air quality and the mitigation proposed it is concluded
that there is no significant case for resisting this proposal on air quality grounds.

Flood Risk

Core Strategy policy CS67 is concerned with flood risk management. It states that
the impact of flooding will be reduced by requiring new developments to limit the
surface water run-off and not locating development in areas that are at high risk of
flooding.

The Environment Agency Flood maps indicate that the whole site falls within flood
zone 2. The Council’s Strategic flood Risk Assessment shows most of plot 5 in
flood zone 1 and plots 3 and 4 in flood zone 3 and a small amount in flood zone 2.

More recent flood modelling carried out by the applicant’s consultants suggests
that plot 5 is in flood zone 1 and plots 3 and 4 in flood zone 2.

During the 2007 floods which were estimated to be a greater than 1 in 200 year
flood plot 5 did not flood but plots 3 and 4 did.

The applicant’s flood risk assessment shows that plot 5 which is where the built
development is proposed does not flood in a 1 in 1000 year flood event. New
development has only to be protected against a 1 in 100 year flood plus climate
change with a freeboard allowance of 300mm. The floor levels for plot 5 are to be
set no lower than 35.5 AOD which is no lower than the recorded 2007 flood event.
Therefore in can be concluded that the development on plot 5 will adequately
protected against flooding. The site access off Meadowhall Way is also defended
against flooding.

It is only necessary to consider the impact of development on flood storage and
flood flow routes in a 1 in 100 year flood event. As plot 5 is not affected by such an
event the development will not have an adverse impact on these issues.

The temporary stock piles of spoil on plots 3 and 4 will also not be affected by a 1
in 100 year flood event. They are located on the footprints of buildings that are to
be demolished and are therefore discounted from the flood storage area.
Therefore these will not have an adverse impact on flood storage capacity.

The railway embankment between plots 3 and 4 protects Meadowhall and plot 5
against flooding. Although it is proposed to lower part of the railway embankment
in this application, an embankment will be retained at no lower than 36.6 above
Ordnance Datum which will give protection of more than 1m above the 1 in 100
year flood level plus climate change.
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Although the site is identified as flood zone 2 on the Environment Agency Maps
this has been challenged by the applicant. Following discussion with the
Environment Agency it also appears that the flood zone 2 designation was based
on inaccurate information as to whether the site flooded in 2007. Given the above
it is likely that the Environment Agency will re-designate the site as flood zone one
in the next mapping update. It is therefore concluded that for planning purposes
the site should be treated as flood zone 1 in which case it is located in the lowest
flood risk zone, and therefore passes the sequential approach. In flood risk terms
the proposed development is classified as ‘Less Vulnerable’ development which is
appropriate in all flood risk zones and the exception test does not have to be
considered.

The additional impermeable surfacing proposed as part of the development could
increase run-off and potentially worsen flooding elsewhere. To combat this
Greenfield run-off for a 1 in 100 year storm has been agreed with the discharge
rate of 27 litres per second. The surface water will discharge to the culverted water
course (then ultimately to the River Don) but with a flow control device limiting the
run-off to this rate. Sustainable Urban Drainage techniques consisting of
permeable paving, brown roofs and oversized pipes will be used within the site to
attenuate the run-off. In excess of a 1 in 30 year storm the water will pond on the
external parking areas up to a depth of 200mm.

Ecology Issues.

The railway embankment part of the site is identified as an Other Local Nature Site
and Green Link in the Sheffield Development Framework Draft Proposals Map.
City Policies and Sites policy G2 states that any development within the Green
Network will be expected to maintain or increase its continuity and not damage its
value for wildlife and where possible increase it. Policy G1 states that Other Local
Nature Sites will be protected and enhanced. Development that would damage
their wildlife value will not be permitted other than in exceptional circumstances
when the developer will be required to ensure the loss is kept to a minimum;
compensate for any loss by enhancing habitats elsewhere; carry out compensatory
measures before the accepted damage takes place.

Habitat and protected species surveys were carried out in 2011/12 and specialist
surveys were also carried out in 2006.

The main issues of concern are the impact of the proposed development on the
disused railway embankment which is which is a non statutory biological SINC and
a green link and also on a small Pipistrelle bat roost in a derelict building that is to
be demolished.

The disused railway embankment is identified as a Site of Importance for Nature
Conservation (SINC) as it supports a mosaic of ruderal, grassland, tall herb, scrub
and immature woodland with a mix of native and non-native species, which in turn
provide habitats for invertebrates, and in turn food for bats and birds and other
animals.
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The proposed development will reduce the width and height of the railway
embankment. Over a length of approximately 150m the width will be reduced from
approximately 60m to 15m.

To mitigate the above impacts the western slope of the lower part of the railway
embankment will be retained and a corridor approximately 15m wide will be
retained where the trackbed habitat of the railway embankment will be recreated
and there will be new native tree and shrub planting. The track bed habitat will be
allowed to colonise naturally from the seed source in the trackbed material and will
be managed to maintain a mosaic of Nest boxes will be provided in the trees along
this corridor. Bat boxes will be provided on the more mature trees on the railway
embankment. Extensive bio diverse brown roofs will be created on 3 of the new
buildings totalling approximately 2800 sqm. Removal of potential bird nesting sites
and demolition of buildings will be timed to avoid the bird breeding season or the
works will be undertaken with supervision to avoid the nesting birds. The building
containing the possible bat roost will be demolished under a Natural England
Licence which will include a method statement and mitigation.

The application proposals maintain part of the conservation interest of the site
through the retention of part of the embankment. The embankment area to be
removed is compensated to a degree by the construction of green roofs and the
creation of a temporary wildflower meadow and stockpiling of the removed soil to
retain the soil type and buried seed bank on the site.

It is considered that the overall impact on the conservation value of the
embankment will be neutral. There will however be an interim negative impact as
the scheme cannot address as there will be a delay following the removal of the
embankment before the compensatory measures are in place.

The green link will be reduced in size but will maintain its integrity by the additional
planting proposed for the embankment. Initially there will be an interim negative
impact while work takes place and before planting can be done and become
established. However in the long term the impact on the green link is considered
to be neutral.

It is therefore concluded that the proposal reasonably meets the policy
requirements of G1 and G2.

It should be noted that the 2007 permission for a car showroom development,
which has been enacted by constructing part of an access road, also affects the
railway embankment to similar extent to the current proposal. In fact the current
scheme affects a shorter length of embankment and incorporates a larger
proportion of intensive green roofs.

Archaeological Issues.
A desk top based archaeological assessment has been undertaken. The
archaeological interest of the site is largely stems from its association with the

Staybrite and Imperial Steel works as innovators in steel production. Evidence of
structures and industrial processes relating to these sites survive to a good level of
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preservation within the site. The site is considered to have a high level of local
archaeological interest.

On plots 3 and 4 it is proposed to demolish what remains of the derelict former
Staybrite Works. This has been mitigated by the historic recording of these
buildings carried out in 2010. No below ground demolition works will be carried out
in order to avoid impacts on below ground archaeology.

Much of the works on plot 5 are likely to take place above the level where the
archaeological remains are situated or in areas which are of little archaeological
interest and consequently they will cause no harm. If the Costa Coffee unit is
constructed on piled foundations an archaeological investigation will be required as
this would be likely to cause damage to the below ground interest. A watching
brief will be will be undertaken during the reduction in the railway embankment to
provide information on the construction of the embankment and the former station
buildings. Details of the road, drainage and foundation designs will be submitted
for approval to ensure that if any works are proposed below the levels where there
is archaeological interest that this is properly mitigated.

Planning conditions are proposed that will ensure that the development will have
limited impact on the sites archaeological interest and that any harm caused by the
works is mitigated with an appropriate scheme of archaeological investigation
being undertaken.

Employment Issues.

It is estimated that the development would generate 72-90 construction jobs over a
9-12 month period. Next and Costa Coffee would open new units and Sytner
would consolidate operations away from two central Sheffield sites. It is estimated
that by the applicant 116 full time equivalent jobs would be created on the site and
a further 24 indirect jobs at the local sub-regional level. There are also likely to be
some seasonable jobs around the Christmas period and some local businesses will
benefit from spending by construction workers. Clearly as some retail spending is
likely to be transferred from other locations with the local area there may be some
employment reductions in other retail operators over the medium to longer term.

The applicant has appointed the Source Academy to prepare an Employment and
Training Strategy to maximise the potential of local people benefiting from the
employment opportunities. As a condition of the tender contractors would commit
to seek to employ local people and use local suppliers where possible. The
Source Academy would work with the main contractors to maximise the
construction employees sourced from the local area, and try to ensure local
businesses are able to supply the construction phase.

Next Home will offer 4 apprenticeships and 2 internships per year, Sytner would
offer up to 4 apprenticeships annually and Costa have said the local management
roles will be filled by internal local transfer and back-filled by internal promotion.
The retail operators have agreed all jobs will be advertised with prior notice to local
communities, they will use reasonable endeavours to place 30% of jobs with local
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people, local people will be given support and training to make them job-ready,
local businesses can access the supply chains of the occupiers.

We also need to consider the impact that allowing this scheme could have on
delivery of the wider investment and regeneration in the city centre in the light of
the concerns that have been raised. Whilst it is very hard to be categoric about
impact it should be noted we have identified serious ‘investor confidence concerns
that could play out in withdrawn investment. Further, there is a sequentially
preferable site on the edge of the city centre which could accommodate the
investment and jobs that the retail element of this application is proposing. The car
showroom element would be acceptable in policy terms on this site and could be
delivered in isolation of the retail proposal and therefore deliver the same economic
benefit and number of jobs.

RESPONSE TO REPRESENTATIONS

In terms of Barnsley’s representation about the size of the catchment area, this is
based on the distribution of existing Next stores and where shoppers in the
surrounding area are most likely to travel to shop. It is considered that that the
assumptions adopted by the applicant are reasonable. In terms of the impact the
percentage of trade drawn from outside the primary catchment area is 15% this
indicates that the impact Barnsley and all other centres outside the catchment area
is likely to be small.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION

Planning applications must be determined in accordance with the development
plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. There is also a general
presumption in favour of sustainable development.

The proposal is considered to be contrary to the adopted development plan in
Sheffield. In particular it is contrary to Core Strategy policies CS7 and CS 14 in that
it will result in significant non-food retail development in an out-of-centre location
and that it constitutes a significant expansion of Meadowhall. Development Plan
policy in Sheffield has been clear on this issue for years — the need to control the
retail draw of Meadowhall and to focus major new retail development to the city
centre.

Whilst the scheme will not deliver the development plan objectives of Core
Strategy policies CS3 and CS7 for office and non-business uses, these objectives
can be met within the wider Meadowhall area. It should also be noted that the
approved and implementable scheme for car showrooms also does not deliver the
objectives of these policies and therefore the proposal is no worse in this respect
than the fallback scheme.

As required by the NPPF the proposal must be judged against the sequential test
and its impact on existing centres. It is concluded that the proposal can be
accommodated on the Moorfoot/St.Mary’s Gate site and that this site is suitable
and available and a sequentially preferable alternative site. Therefore the proposal
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fails the sequential test. NPPF is clear that where an application fails the sequential
test it should be refused.

The trade draw of the proposal is relatively small and spread across a large
number of stores. As a result the quantitative impact even when considered
cumulatively with other out of centre retail developments is not significant enough
to justify opposing this application on impact grounds.

Impact on investor confidence is a critical issue. The recent GVA study has
underlined that the health of the city centre is fragile, is not currently vital and
viable in retail terms, and that it is vulnerable to significant out of centre retail
development. The current retail led regeneration schemes for the city centre,
particularly the NRQ and the regeneration of the Moor, are critical to the future
prospects of creating a vibrant city centre and a retail offer appropriate to the size
of the city. We must not undermine either investor or retailer confidence in them.
The Good Practice Guide sets out a checklist of relevant considerations but
concludes that the effect of a proposal on planned investment is a subjective
matter. Although the impact of a proposal on investor confidence is difficult to judge
what is very clear is that SWIP, as a major city centre investor have expressed
significant concerns which could have a potential impact on their investment in the
city centre.

We accept that the proposed Next store is intended to provide a bulky goods offer
and this type of retailing does not underpin the development proposals for the
NRQ. Next are also willing to take a city centre store as well as this out-of-centre
scheme.

Although the applicant argues that the development will serve a different market
from fashion-led town centres and will largely compete with out of centre bulky
goods retailers this impacts on the City Centres homeware offer. As previously
stated, GVA concluded that one of the few strengths of the current Sheffield city
centre retail offer is its diverse homewares retailing. Concerns have been raised
that strengthening the homewares offer of Meadowhall will only serve to strengthen
its overall attraction, in direct competition with the city centre, and could help to
undermine one of the key elements of the city’ centre’s current offer. We have
identified a sequentially preferable site on the edge of the city centre which could
meet the needs for this type of use and which would strengthen the overall offer of
the city centre.

We are also concerned that allowing the proposal would create a precedent so that
it would be difficult to refuse further proposals and would send a signal that in
Sheffield Meadowhall was the place for retail expansion.

We do acknowledge that the proposal will provide benefits to the city’s consumers
by allowing Next to provide their full homeware range in the city which will enhance
consumer choice. However we have identified an edge of city centre site at
Moorfoot/St.Mary’s Gate that could fulfil this need.

This scheme will partially regenerate an important previously developed gateway
site to the city which has been vacant for some 25 years. The design quality and
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landscaping proposals are of a good standard and it will transform this gateway
into the city.

Taking into account the fact that new retail schemes often result in job losses in
existing retail operations over the medium term the scheme is likely to create a
limited number of new jobs and investment which is welcome in this difficult
economic climate. The employment strategy will facilitate access to these jobs,
particularly for local people in the adjacent deprived communities of Tinsley and
Darnall. The scheme will also facilitate the more efficient operation of the existing
car dealerships that intend to relocate to the site. However, we have identified
concerns that allowing this scheme could undermine investor confidence to
implement planned investment in the city centre’s retail offer. The retail element
could go on the sequentially preferable site we have identified delivering the same
number of jobs. The car showroom element would be policy compliant and would
be allowed in this location therefore delivering the same number of jobs. The
previous approval for car showroom development establishes that the principle of
this use is acceptable.

The highway network can accommodate the traffic generated by the proposal
without significant detriment to safety and congestion. The site is in a highly
sustainable location that is well served by public transport. The building design is
sustainable as it will deliver energy efficient buildings which generate a proportion
of their energy from renewable sources on site. The development will be resilient
to climate change and will not worsen flooding elsewhere, with a sustainable urban
drainage system being developed on site. The travel plan will encourage access
by means other than the private car and the scheme will provide improved
pedestrian and cycle connections and has been designed to integrate with
surrounding development.

The development will have an imperceptible impact on air quality although any
increased impact is a concern in an area where there are exceedances of the air
quality objectives. However as this site is vacant any development is likely to
worsen air quality to some extent. Given the size of the impact and measures in
place to mitigate the impact it is concluded that there is insufficient basis for
resisting the application on this basis.

The ecological impact of the proposal is judged to be neutral.

We recognise the level of investment that these proposals would bring and
acknowledge the wider employment and regeneration benefits behind the
proposals. However we believe that this investment could take place in the city
centre/edge of centre (the bulky goods retailing) or is allowable in policy terms
anyway should a separate application be submitted (the car showroom). We also
need to keep a firm eye on potential impact on loss of investor confidence in the
city centre which could have an impact on new jobs, investment and the future
economic role of the city centre.

Sheffield City Centre is currently in a uniquely vulnerable position. Regeneration of

the City Centre and delivery of a step change in its retail offer is a key element of
the city and city regions economic and planning strategies.
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In the current national climate investor confidence is limited and this is
compounded in Sheffield by the very fragile state of the City Centre. We are at a
uniqgue moment where two major regeneration schemes are on the cusp of being
delivered. We cannot afford to undermine investor confidence at this critical stage
in the City Centres retail fortunes. In these circumstances it is considered that the
proposals before you will further contribute to weakening investor confidence.

We must judge these proposals in the light of current national and local planning
policy. We have identified three major reasons why we cannot recommend
support for this application:

1. It does not accord with key polices in our development plan which seek
to restrict Meadowhall to around its present size and focus major new non-
food retail development on the city centre. NPPF is clear that we have a

plan-led system and that applications should be determined in accordance

with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise

2. There is a sequentially preferable site that it suitable, available and
viable for the bulky good element of the scheme. NPPF is clear that where
an application fails the sequential test it should be refused.

3. Impact on investor confidence — the impact that these proposals could
have on existing, committed and planned investment in the city centre is a
key consideration. Sheffield city centre is currently massively under-

performing for a city of its size and the recent GVA study concluded that the

state of the city centre was fragile and that it was not currently vital and
viable in retail terms. The Council is committed to transforming these
fortunes through major new retail-led regeneration of the Moor and the
proposed New Retail Quarter. SWIP, who are leading the regeneration of

the Moor have submitted detailed representations expressing concerns that

could impact on their investor confidence. They conclude that their future
investment in the city centre could be undermined. The Moor is in its early
stages of regeneration with future phases of investment not yet committed
so we do need to take this concern very seriously.

It is therefore recommended that planning permission be refused.
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Case Number 12/00392/FUL

Application Type Full Planning Application

Proposal Retention of summerhouse, raised decking and

climbing frame and use of land as domestic garden
area (retrospective application)

Location Land Adjacent The Old Dairy 8

White Lane
Gleadless
Sheffield
S12 3GB

Date Received 06/02/2012

Team

SOUTH

Applicant/Agent Paul Goudge Design

Recommendation  Refuse with Enforcement Action

Subject to:

1

The Local Planning Authority consider that use of land as an extension of
the domestic curtilage/garden area of the Old dairy is inappropriate
development that leads to the encroachment of urban development into the
Green Belt which detrimentally affects the open character and appearance
of the Green Belt. It is therefore contrary to Unitary Development Plan
Policies GE1 and GE4 of the UDP, Policy CS71 of the Core Strategy and
the National Planning Policy Framework.

The Local Planning Authority consider that the summer house, decking area
and climbing frame are inappropriate development, and by virtue of their
size, siting, design and appearance the structures are considered to detract
from the open character and appearance of the Green Belt and lead to the
encroachment of urban development into the Green Belt. The proposal is
therefore contrary to Unitary Development Plan Policies GE1, GE3 and GE4
of the Unitary Development Plan, Policy CS71 of the Core Strategy and the
National Planning Policy Framework.
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LOCATION AND PROPOSAL

This application seeks retrospective planning permission to retain a timber summer
house, a raised decking area and a climbing frame located on a raised parcel of
land currently covered in grass and enclosed with a post and rail fence, stone
walling and hedging. The site, buildings and structures are located to the west of a
collection of former farm buildings that have been previously been converted to
residential accommodation.

The site is accessed via a private drive leading from White Lane, which also serves
the converted farm buildings. The adjacent redeveloped farm buildings comprise
of 5 dwellings and associated garage blocks. The application site is located in the
Green Belt as defined in the adopted Sheffield Unitary Development Plan.

The application site is being used as a garden area in conjunction with the ‘Old
Dairy’ which forms part of the converted farm buildings. The site is located close to
the junction of Fox lane and White Lane to the north of the site. White Lane forms
the boundary between the Unitary Development Plan (UDP) designated Green Belt
and the Housing Areas. The land to the south, east and west comprises of open
countryside and the City’s administrative boundary with North east Derbyshire lies
to the south and east of the site.
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RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

There is a complex planning history to the application site and the adjoining
farm/barn conversion, some of which is relevant to the determination of this
application as set out below:

Planning permission was refused for the conversion of a former barn building
located on the application site to a dwelling and later for the erection of a dwelling
on the application site.

99/01297/FUL — Alterations to barn to form dwelling house — refused
02/03755/FUL - Conversion of barn to form a dwellinghouse — Refused
08/00453/OUT - Erection of detached dwelling — refused

Planning consent was granted for the conversion of the farm buildings to the east
of the application site which also requried the reinstatement of the application site
(condition 6) to pasture land.

98/01442/FUL — Alterations to farm buildings for use as 4 dwelling houses and
garages and refurbishment of existing farmhouse — Granted Conditionally.

SUMMARY OF REPRESENTATIONS
No letters of representation have been received.
PLANNING ASSESSMENT

The main issue for assessment within this application is the impact the climbing
frame, decking and summer house and the use of land as domestic curtilage will
have on the open character of the Green Belt.

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) part 9 ‘Protecting Green Belt
Land’ is to prevent urban sprawl, by retaining the openness of the Green Belt.
Specifically one of the five purposes of including land in the Green Belt is to
safeguard the countryside from encroachment. There is a presumption against
inappropriate development in the Green Belt. Inappropriate development is by
definition considered harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except
in very special circumstances. Very special circumstances will not exist unless the
potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other
harm are clearly outweighed by other considerations.

The NPPF identifies that the construction of new buildings in the Green Belt is
inappropriate development, exceptions to this are agricultural buildings, forestry,
essential facilities for outdoor sport and recreation and cemeteries and extension
or alterations of a building provided it does not result in disproportionate additions
over and above the size of the original dwelling house. This approach is also
reflected in policy GE3 of the UDP.
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The proposed use of land as a domestic curtilage and the erection of a summer
house, raised decking and a climbing frame are considered inappropriate
development in accordance with the NPPF, and leads to encroachment of urban
development into the Green Belt which affects the open character of the Green
Belt. Unitary Development Plan Policy GE1 (c) states that new development will
not be acceptable, except in very special circumstances where it would lead to an
encroachment of urban development in the countryside.

Policy GE4 of the UDP requires the scale and character of any development
permitted in the Green Belt or conspicuous from it to be in keeping with the area
and wherever possible conserve and enhance the landscape and natural
environment. The application site comprises of a raised area of land located to the
west of the Old Dairy. The land falls gradually away from the White Lane towards
the south. The proposed summer house and decking area is located on the
western boundary of the site. The summer house is a timber clad pitched roof
building approximately 11.2 metres long, 3.7 metres wide and 3 metres tall to the
apex of the pitched roof. The attached raised decking covers an area of
approximately 39 sq metres. The floor level of the summer house and part of the
decking is elevated approximately 1.9 metres above ground level at the southern
end of the building due to the sloping gradient; this has enabled a storage area to
be formed under the structure.

The climbing frame is approximately 4 metres high and 7.8 metres at its widest.
The structure is located centrally within the site and is a two storey timber pitched
roof construction comprising of a climbing frame, swings and a slide. The summer
house, decking and climbing frame, due to their height, size and position are visible
from the wider Green Belt area and from view points along White Lane to the north.
The structures are considered incongruous features in the Green Belt which
detract from the character and appearance of the Green Belt and detrimentally
affect its open character. The proposals are inappropriate development in
accordance with the NPPF and lead to an encroachment of urban development
into the GreenBelt and to an expansion of this small isolated cluster of converted
farm buildings into the wider open countryside and Green Belt area. The proposals
are therefore contrary to the aims of policies GE1 and GE4 of the UDP and the
NPPF.

The application site itself on which the climbing frame, decking and summer house
stand, was required by condition 6 of the original consent (98/01442/FUL) for
conversion of the farm buildings, to be landscaped and returned to its natural
appearance following the demolition of a barn building from the site. However the
land is clearly being used as an extension of the domestic garden area/curtilage
associated with the old dairy. The land is a well maintained grass lawn, which
along with the structures identified above also includes a large flatter lawned area.

The use of the land as an extension of the domestic curtilage/garden area
associated with the Old Dairy is considered to lead to an expansion of the original
farm building complex onto a piece of land that was clearly intended to be
reinstated to it natural appearance as part of mitigating the impact of the original
conversion of the farm buildings. The extended garden area is considered to be
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inappropriate development and leads to an encroachment of urban development
into the Green Belt contrary to policy GE1 of the UDP.

ENFORCEMENT

It is recommended that enforcement action is authorised to seek the removal of the
summer house, decking and climbing frame and cessation of the use of the
application site and adjoining parcel of land, which is understood to be in different
ownership, as domestic curtilage and the land returned to pasture land as required
by planning condition 6 of 98/01442/FUL.

It is recommend that authority be given to the Director of Development Services or
the Head of Planning to take all necessary steps, including enforcement action and
the institution of legal proceedings, if necessary, to secure the removal of the
unauthorised structures, discontinuance of the use of the land as domestic garden
area and reinstatement to a natural appearance.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION

This application seeks permission to retain a summer house, decking area and
climbing frame. It has also come to light during the consideration of this application
that the land on which the structures are located has never received planning
permission to be used as an extension of the domestic curtilage/garden area
associated with the Old Dairy or any other of the properties which form part of the
adjoining farm building conversion. In fact condition 6 of 98/01442/FUL required
the former barn buildings to be removed from the application site and the land
reinstated as a landscaped area as part of the conversion of the complex of farm
buildings. The application site and the adjoining land are being used as domestic
curtilage (garden land) which is considered to lead to an expansion of this small
isolated farm conversion scheme and lead to an encroachment of urban
development into the Green Belt which harms the open character and appearance
of the Green Belt

The climbing frame, outbuilding and decking area owing to their size, position and
appearance are also considered to detrimentally affect the character and
appearance of the Green Belt. The buildings are visible from the wider Green Belt
and from vantage points along White Lane. The structures are large domestic type
buildings and they are considered to be inappropriate development in accordance
with the definition contained in the NPPF and lead to and encroachment of the
urban development into the Green Belt. In light of the above the proposals are
considered contrary to UDP policies GE1, GE3 and GE4 of the UDP, Policy CS71
of the Core Strategy and national planning policy contained in the NPPF.
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