Shelford Tesco Action Group

Mr Michael Jones 21 Hawthorne Road,
Senior Planning Officer Stapleford,

South Cambridgeshire Hall, Cambridge
Cambourne Business Park, CB22 5DU
Cambourne,

Cambridge CB23 6EA 3™ December 2010
Dear Mr Jones,

Planning Applications S/1687/10, $/1688/10, S/1689/10 and S/16%0/10
36-38 Woollards Lane, Great Shelford

I am writing to advise you of Shelford Tesco Action Group’s formal objections to each of the above
planning applications.

For ease of reference, our representations are attached to this letter as appendices, as follows

s Appendix A: §/1687/10
(Fascia Sign to Principle Elevation & Rectangular Signs to Side Elevations)

Appendix B: S/1688/10 (Installation of ATM unit)

Appendix C: S/1689/10 (Installation of Plant and Associated Fencing)

Appendix D: $/1690/10 (Alterations to Shopfront)

Appendix E: Analysis of safety issues: deliveries and ATM

Appendix F: Cambridge City Council Planning Refusal ref 08/0794/FUL

Appendix G: Planning Appeal Decision: Sunninghill, Berkshire ref ATT/T0355/A/08/2089309
Appendix H: Design and Access Statement

Appendix I:  Transport Assessment Guidelines

* & 0 & 9 ¢ »

This submission is being emailed to you on the date of this letter, with a hard copy to follow in the
post. The email copy has Appendix G and the photographs from Appendix E as separate documents.

Please acknowledge receipt of this submission and advise us of the current position regarding each
of these applications. It would also be helpful if you could let us know what the next procedural

steps are likely to be,

Please note that (a) Shelford Tesco Action Group would like to send a representative to speak at the
planning committee meeting in January — we would be grateful if you could provide details of the
arrangements in due course; and (b} we would like to be given a copy of your report to the planning
committee in order to comment on this as early as possible prior to the committee meeting.

Any engquiries relating to this submission should be addressed to Mrs Rosemary Humby, initially via
email: rosemaryhumby@aol.com.

Yours sihcerely,

Profess%‘/ ichard Farn
on behalf of
Shelford Tesco Action Group

ce (by email) Cllrs B Hodge and C Nightingale, Great Shelford Parish Council; Dr J Finney CCC;
Clirs Orgee, Shelton, Dipple, Corney, Turner, Bear and Wright SCDC; Mr Gareth Jones SCDC.



Appendix A

Application S/ 1687/10:
Fascia Sign to Principle Elevation & Rectangular Signs o Side Elevations

This proposed signage conflicts with the express policies for advertisements in a Conservation Area,
as set out in Chapter 5 of the Development Affecting Conservation Areas SPD and in particuiar in
respect of its:

1. Size — the signs are sufficiently large to be dominant, especially taking into account their proposed
colour, brightness and illumination.

2. Tllumination — the proposed illumination of the signage would cause unnecessary light pollution for
nearby residents and would harm the character and appearance of this part of the Conservation Area,
to the detriment of the visual amenity of the street scene. At present, there is very little illumination
of retail signage in Woollards Lane.

5.4 ... Where signs are to be illuminated this is fo be achieved with modest and appropriately
styled lamps directed onto the sign. Strict controls will be applied over the extent of any
illuminated signs in Conservation Areas, t0 avoid harming their character and / or appearance,
and also to avoid unnecessary light pollution.

(Local Development Framework — Development Affecting Conservation Areas SPD (Jan 2009))

We surveyed the signage of commercial premises in Woollards Lane at 21.00 on Saturday 13"
November, and from the total of 19 premises only two (Tucker Gardner and McColl’s) had signs
which were illuminated. Both of these were softly illuminated from above, not from below;

3. Number — Eaden Lilley had traditional painted boards high up on each side of the front gable and no
sign at the front of the building. We consider the proposed number of signs 10 be excessive and not
suitable for a Conservation Area nor consistent with Policy CH/8, particularly in view of the
prominence of the side elevations.

4. Materials — planning policy is quite clear that permission is ‘likely to be refused’ for modern, plastic
signage in a Conservation Area and we object to the materials proposed in this application.

5.4 The presumption is that on traditional buildings within Conservation Areas signage will be
applied in a traditional manner, i.e. using traditional sign writing techniques on timber boards, or
direct onto masonry or render. Permission Is likely to be refused for modern, plastic signage and /
or applied lettering where such materials will be out of keeping with the context of a Conservation
Area.

(Development Control Policies DPD)

5. Projection - Policy CH/8 paragraph 8.23 provides that projecting fascia signs and obtrusive
externally illuminated signs, as proposed in this application, are ‘unlikely to be permitted’ in a
Conservation Area. The front facia signage as proposed in this application is both projected and
externally illuminated. This is unacceptable.

8.23 In Conservation Areas the District Council will seek to ensure that advertisements are kept to the
minimum necessary to identify the building and its function in order to protect the appearance of the area. It
is therefore unlikely that any advertisement will be permitted which involves:

e Internally illuminated or other projecting Jascia signs,;
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s Obtrusive externally illuminated signs;
e Obtrusive lettering, lighting, symbols, material or colour of fascia displays, window stickers,
pavemenlis signs and signs advertising particular products.

6. Character and Visual Quality - Chapter 5 of the relevant SPD asks the question: “Can the proposal
be said to ‘preserve or enhance’ the character and appearance of the Conservation Area?’ — we
consider not only that the proposed signage would fail to do this, but also that it would harm the
character and appearance of this area.

Great Shelford’s Village Design Statement provides that the design of shopfronts and their associated
signage are a ‘matter for attention in relation fo raising standards of visual quality’, vet the signage
proposed in this application fails to achieve this, being standard Tesco signage which is non-
traditional and has no design connection with the Conservation Area in which it would be placed.

Relevant policy guidance provides as follows:

‘1. Advertisements will be restricted to the number, size, format, materials and design
appropriate to the building or locality to which it is proposed they be attached in order not to
detract from the character and appearance of the district.

3. In Conservation Areas and on, or affecting, Listed Buildings, advertisements will be kept to a
minimum in order to maintain the character and appearance of Conservation Areas and fo avoid
harm to the fabric, characler or setting of Listed Buildings.

{Policy CH/8: Development Control Policies DPD)
8.22 The most stringent controls are needed in Conservation Areas... .....

Where the proposals replace existing signage or affect a Conservation Area or Listed building, a
traditional, simple and minimal approach is appropriate and the intention should also be to retain
any historic signage in situ ...

(District Design Guide SPD (March 2010), para 6.181)

5.4 The presumption is that on traditional buildings within Conservation Areas signage
will be applied in a traditional manner, i.e. using traditional sign writing techniques on
timber boards, or direct onto masonry or render. Permission is likely to be refused for
modern, plastic signage and / or applied lettering where such materials will be out of
keeping with the context of a Conservation Area. Permission is also unlikely to be
granted for internally illuminated signs within Conservation Areas.

(Local Development Framework — Development Affecting Conservation Areas SPD (Jan 2009))

Conclusion: we consider that this application should be refused.



Appendix B

Application: $/1688/10: Installation of ATM unit

1. There is already a disabled access ATM set off the strect at Barclays Bank opposite (which has its
own parking spaces for customers).There is also an ATM at Lioyds Bank in the village, with parking
spaces nearby. Several shops also offer cash back facilities. The proposed additional ATM is therefore
totally unnecessary.

2. The proposed ATM would detract from the character of this building by adding visual clutter to the
front elevation, especially taking into account its associated illurnination and signage.

3. The bollards which the applicant proposes to locate in front of the ATM would be unacceptable and
would restrict movement on the pavement.

4. The proposed ATM would cause safety problems if it was allowed, in particular regarding:

4.1 The amount of space on the narrow pavement, which is inadequate for both queuing and passing
pedestrians, some disabled.

4.2 Conflict with lorries delivering to the proposed store and the movement of delivery cages.

4.3 The potential for illegal parking in an area which is already hazardous (eg double yellow lines
outside the store; directly opposite a junction and very close to four other junctions; heavy
pedestrian use of the pavement; cars reversing onto main road from Boots car park etc — see
Appendix E). This would compromise the safety of both road users and pedestrians.

4.4 The pressure on available parking in the area, particularly at busy times, such as market days,
Saturdays, village events, school opening and closing times etc. The previous planning
application (8/0640/10/F) for an extension to the rear of the building will result in the loss of all
staff car-parking facilities; permission for the extension was granted on 15% July 2010.

4.5 The fact that Woollards Lane is a busy main route through the village. Many of our village
children use this as a route to get to the village primary school and it is much used during the day
by elderly residents and by all ages of villagers visiting the local shops and village amenities in
Woollards Lane, eg. library, recreation ground, village market, Memorial Hall activities.

4.6 Detailed points regarding the safety issues relating to this proposed ATM are set out in our safety
analysis which is attached as Appendix E.

5. The proposed ATM would be highly likely to cause noise pollution and disturbance for nearby
residents at unsocial hours, for example car doors slamming, engine noise, conversation etc.

Conclusion: we consider that this application should be refused.



Appendix C

Application: 5/1689/10: Installation of Plant and Associated Fencing

In relation to this application, we set out below our comments regarding noise, deliveries and the need
for a Conservation Officer report:

1. Noise

1.1 Owing to the technical nature of the Noise Impact Assessment Report which forms part of this
application it is necessary for an independent report to be commissioned or for an independent
acoustic engineer to review the report submitted by the applicant. KR Associates (UK) Ltd carries out
many of the applicant’s noise impact assessment reports and hence cannot be viewed as independent.

1.2 It is essential that the District Council’s Health and Environmental Services Department should
rigorously analyse this application and we request written confirmation that this has been done.

1.3 Although we are not in a position to comment fully on such a technical report we can highlight the
following deficiencies:

1.3.1 The test date is more than one year ago, which means that it may not be sufficiently up
to date.

1.3.2 S1.4: why was background noise level measured in the car park behind the building
and not closer to the noise sensitive fagade? The car park would be noisier than a quiet

alleyway.
1.3.3 S2.4.2 and s 2.4.3 — it is not recorded how close these would be to residential property;

1.3.4 S 2.5—we do not understand why the nearest noise sensitive facade is located ‘Im
from the nearest residential facade on the flats to the side of the store’. An independent
expert should confirm whether this is appropriate.

1.3.5 §33.21

It is perfectly possible for the background noise levels to be measured at the
assessment position, which should be at the nearest noise sensitive fagade — i.e. the
flats in the side alley where the units are to be located. This has not been done and the
noise levels have been recorded in the car park, where noise is likely to be
considerably higher. This must render the report inaccurate.

13.6 S4.3.1, 4.3.2, 4.3.3 and 4.4 — these sections require independent expert verification;

We cannot be sure that the correction for reflection of +3dB is accurate as regards the
relevant alleyway, given the position of the proposed plant. This requires independent
expert verification. The geometric divergence calculation, which effectively halves the
noise levels from the plant, also requires independent expert verification. The alleyway
is unusually narrow and is narrower at the back than at the front and this will affect
noise levels, an issue which has not been considered in the report. We also question the
corrections set out in s4.3.3, which also require independent expert verification.

1.3.7 BS 4142 requires 5dB to be added for tonal character in refrigeration condensers, yct
this report (table 5.1) states that “neither the refrigeration nor air conditioning equipment
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had a distinct tone or character”. Because of this, the noise level for the condenser needs

to be increased by 5dB;

1.3.8 S9.1

These recorded noise levels are highly unlikely to be accurate and require independent
verification. We challenge most strongly the suggestion that the lowest leve! of
background noise in the relevant alleyway between 7am and 11pm could be 42dB — we
do not believe that this could possibly be correct had a measurement actually been taken
at this point, which is where it ought to have been taken. Whilst the nearby Cambridge
Building Society air conditioning units are turned off, this alleyway would have

exceptionally low background noise levels.

13.9 We do not understand why the report divides the 24 hour period into four periods —
morning, day time, evening and night time. Our understanding is that to comply with B3
4142 the assessment should relate to two periods: day time and night time. We find this

misleading, confusing and a bias in the reporting standard.

1.3.10 We are unclear as to what the proposed opening hours would be, but based on other
similar stores operated by the applicant we believe that it could be open from 7am until
11pm. We therefore question the report’s assumption that the air conditioning
equipment will be switched off at 1 1pm — this is unlikely to be the case when staff will
continue to work at the store for some time after the store itself has closed. Hence, the

noise pollution for neighbours will continue until very late.

1.3.11 We believe that it is necessary to consider the cumulative effect of both the applicant’s
proposed plant and also the air conditioning plant operated by the Cambridge Building
Society, which is located very close by, in the same narrow alleyway. This has not been

addressed in the applicant’s Noise Impact Assessment Report.

1.3.12 We understand that conditions have been attached to the operation of the Cambridge
Building Socicty air conditioning plant, owing to its potential impact on the nearby
residential flats. The applicant’s proposed plant would add to this noise significantly.
There is no apparent provision in the application for insulation or mitigation measures 10

reduce the noise impact, conditions which were imposed on the building society.

1.4 Noise from the plant is not the only noise issue relating to this application. It is extremely
important that noise from deliveries is also considered, as this could be highly disruptive for
nearby residents and also for the village community generally. Deliveries are likely to be made
using standard metal cages, which will require to be pushed across the pavement and in and out
of the proposed shop and delivery truck. This noise is likely to be significant as far as local
people are concerned, yet the issue is not addressed in the application. The same issue was
addressed by the Planning inspector in the public enquiry involving Tesco at Sunninghill,

Berkshire, when he noted in his decision:

‘The appellant also conceded that a number of noise sources, for example the vehicle’s
radio, door banging, the collision of rollcages, refrigeration units on a vehicle, the voices
of the operatives and the vehicle’s reversing bleeper were not taken into account in the
noise assessment. The appellant confirmed that such noises could be intrusive and
paragraph 11 of PPG 24 advises that sudden pulses and irregular noise will require
special consideration. There is therefore a degree of uncertainty over the thoroughness of
the assessment.’

1.5 Relevant planning policy relating to noise includes the following:

6



2.1

22

2.3

2.4

Development Control Policies DPD — POLICY NE/15

1. Planning permission will not be granted for development which:

a. Has an unacceptable adverse impact on the indoor and owtdoor acoustic environment of
existing or planned development;

¢. Would be subject to unacceptable noise levels from existing noise sources, both ambient levels
and having regard to noise impulses whether irregular or tone.

Conditions may be attached to any planning permission to ensure adequate attenuation of noise
emissions or to control the noise at source. Consideration will be given to the increase in road
traffic that may arise due to development and conditions or Section 106 agreements may be used
to minimise such noise.

POLICY DP/3 Development Criteria

1. Planning permission will not be granted where the proposed development would have an
unaccepiable adverse impact:

J. On residential amenity;
k. From traffic generated;
L. Onvillage character,

n. From undue environmental disturbance such as noise, lighting, vibration, odour,
noxious emissions or dust;

5. On recreation or other community facilities.

Deliveries

Importantly, we would like to stress that the very serious public safety issues relating to deliveries to
this proposed store are a material planning_consideration as regards this application. A planning
application relating solely to plant at Mill Road Tesco (Cambridge) (ref:08/0794/FUL) — see
Appendix F - was refused by Cambridge City Council because of safety issues with deliveries, as
was a planning appeal involving the applicant at Sunninghill in Berkshire — see Appendix G. These
planning precedents are highly relevant to this application and must be addressed by South
Cambridgeshire District Council.

The plant which is the subject of this application is required by the applicant to allow it to sell
refrigerated and frozen foodstuffs, which will be delivered to the shop in 10.35m lorries which would
be unable to park anywhere other than outside the front entrance to the shop, on a highly congested
street.

Safety issues relating to deliveries to the proposed store and which relate to this application are set
out in the safety analysis attached as Appendix E. It is extremely important that these issues should be
addressed. This planning application does not mention them and we question why these important

issues are being ignored.

. We wrote to Mr Michael Jones, Senior Planning Officer at South Cambridgeshire District Council on
29" November (by email) to request formally that the issues set out in Appendix E should be passed
7



2.5

2.6

to the Highways Department at the Council for comment. It is essential that expert advice is obtained
on these points prior to a decision on the application being made by the relevant planning committee.

Neither a Transport Assessment nor a Transport Statement has been included in this application,
despite the very clear safety issues relating to the applicant’s proposed deliveries.

9.11 ‘It is important that all development mitigates its transport impact. ‘Major development’ proposals or
development proposals with ‘significant transport implications’ will be required to produce a Transport
Assessment and a Travel Plan (for non-residential proposals). A Transport Statement should be submitted
alongside all other development proposals to enable the applicant to demonstrate to the Council that they have
properly considered the transport impact of the proposal and taken into account how fo mitigate them, The level
of detail of the Transport Statement will vary according to the scale and complexity of the application. ’

(Development Control Policies DPD July 200 7)

Planning Policy Guidance 13: Transport

23. Where developments will have significant transport implications, Transport Assessments should be
prepared and submitted alongside the relevant planning applications for development...

24, These assessments enable local planning authorities better to assess the application and provide a basis for
discussion on details of the scheme, such as the level of parking, the siting of buildings and entrances, and the
need for further measures fo improve aceess arrangements fo the site.....

25. Prospective developers should hold early discussions with the local authority in order to clarify whether
proposals are likely to be acceptable in transport terms and 1o scope the requirements of any Transport
Assessment.

29. The Government places great emphasis on people being able to travel safely whatever their chosen mode.
The planning system has a substantial influence on the safety of pedestrians, cyclists and occupants of vehicles
through the design and layout of footpaths, cycleways and roads. Planning can also influence road safety
through its control of new development. When thinking about new development, and in adapting existing
development, the needs and safety of all the community should be considered from the outset, and addressed in
the Transport Assessment accompanying development proposals, taking account of the importance of good
design.

31. The Government wants to promote public transport that is accessible to disabled people and a pedestrian
environment that enables them to make use of it. However, for some disabled people there is no substitute for
the private car. Local authorities, developers and transport providers should work together to seek to meet the

accessibility needs of disabled people in all developments by:

3. ensuring developments, including transport infrastructure, are accessible o and usable by disabled people
as motorists, public transport users and pedesirians — through decisions on location, design and layou.

82. Planning Conditions

Where clearly justified and in accordance with the usual statutory and policy tests, conditions may legitimately
be used to require on-site transport measures and facilities as part of development or to prohibit development
on the applications sile until an event occurs, including:

arrangements for deliveries to the site and removals from the site, covering specification of types of vehicles
and hours of operation, design of delivery areas and specifications for lorry parking and turning spaces;

Note: see Transport Assessment Guidelines, issued by Cambridgeshire County Council in
partnership with the city and district councils in Cambridgeshire, which is attached as

Appeadix 1.

Further relevant legal background and planning policy relating to deliveries is as follows:
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Highway Code:
Do not stop or park opposite or within 10 m of a junction, except in an authorised parking space; do not park
on a bend; You must not wait, park or stop to sit down or pick up passengers unless there are signs that

specifically indicate seasonal restrictions

An examination of the Ordnance Survey map and the applicant’s own plans clearly shows a junction less than
10m away from where delivery lorries and vehicles will need to park; access to and from the rear in a 10.35m

long lorry is not possible.

Law RTA 1988 sec 22 and CUR reg 103
You must not leave your vehicle or trailer in a dangerous position or where it causes unnecessary obstruction

of the road.

Note: there is a statutory requirement for a banks man to accompany deliveries, yet there is no
mention of this in this application.

Great Shelford Village Design Statement

P.20 Woollards Lane is the principal shopping centre and locus of village activity. There is an obvious conflict
between pedestrians and vehicles in this concentrated area, presenting an opportunity for a more pedestrian-
friendly and attractive, locally-scaled trading environment.

P.22 Principles include: ‘Improvement to pedestrian and cyclist safety, including safer routes to school.

P.22 para 2.1 The local road network is good, but the growth of employment in the Cambridge area has

brought substantial traffic volume, speed and congestion problems around and within the village. These are
particularly severe along Church Street in the morning, along Woollards Lane, Station Road and Hinton Way

and on parts of Cambridge Road.

POLICY DP/3 Development Criteria
1. All development proposals should provide, as appropriate to the nature, scale and economic viability:

b. Appropriate access from the highway network that does not compromise safety, enhanced public and
community transport and cycling and pedestrian infrastructure;

f. Safe and convenient access for all to public buildings and spaces, and to public transport, including
those with limited mobility or those with other impairment such as of sight or hearing.

a. Planning permission will not be granted where the proposed development would have an
unacceptable adverse impact:

J. On residential amenity;
k. From traffic generated;
{. Onvillage character;

n. From undue environmental disturbance such as noise, lighting, vibration, odour, noxious emissions
or dust.

5. On recreation or other community facilities.



3. Conservation Officer Report

We request that South Cambridgeshire District Council’s Conservation Officer should report formally
to the relevant planning committee regarding the placement of condensers and air conditioning units
on the exterior of a key building in a Conservation Area, together with the question of how the storage
of delivery cages and the storage of waste are to be dealt with, as this application is silent regarding
these issues.

Conclusion: for these reasons we believe that application $/1689/10 to install plant and fencing should be
refused.
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Appendix D

Application: 8/1690/10: Alterations te Shopfront

I. The uniform sheet glass fagade which the applicant wishes to impose on this character building is
clearly not in keeping with the relevant sections of SCDC’s planning policy, in particular Policy CH/9
as well as many different sections of the Village Design Statement. It amounts to visual
suburbanisation and has no relationship with Woollards Lane’s ‘sense of place’, being a standard
Tesco shopfront which is identical to many thousands of similar faceless retail facades throughout the
country. The design makes no attempt to improve, or even be consistent with, the character of the
building’s surroundings. Tt fails to respect either the building’s previous history or its position within
a Conservation Area.

Great Shelford Village Design Statement

p.7 Ensure that new development, redevelopment and adaptation of existing buildings respect scale and
character, especially in the central shopping area.

p.7 Encouraging sympathetic and sensitive uses of redundant buildings fo preserve their character and setting.
p.7 Encouraging high standards in quality and design, especially where buildings are redeveloped or adapted.

p.14 Great Shelford exhibits variety in diverse ways, which imparts distinct character to the village, and the
individual areas within it. That character and distinctiveness should be acknowledged, and development and

change be mindful of it.

p.17 During their life buildings generally undergo changes that affect their appearance, and buildings that
incorporate some visible record of their history retain their integrity. Imaginative treatment is called Jor in
alteration and change of use, to preserve these visual associations.

p.21 The design of shopfronts makes a strong and varied impact on the appearance of the streets in the village
and these, coupled with their associated signage, are a matter for attention in relation to raising standards of

visual quality.

2. The District Design Guide SPD para. 4.21 (March 2010) states that:

“The starting point for development proposals should be what is “the spirit of the place” (the genius loci);
what is good, strong and desirable to harness and what is poor, weak and undesirable that presents the

opportunity for change and improvement ... ... ’

The design for the proposed shop front does not relate in any way to the genius loci of either
Woollards Lane or the remainder of Great Shelford’s Conservation Area.

3. This building is one of the most attractive buildings in Woollards Lane. It has great value despite not
being listed, and to fail to protect its character would run counter to many provisions of Great
Shelford’s Village Design Statement, including the following express objective:

‘Protect good examples of historic and modern buildings and building types, their features and details,
whether or not protected by listing.” (p. 18).
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4, The proposed removal of the open porch, which villagers previously used for shelter (e.g. buggies) and
which added to the character of the building, is unacceptable and inconsistent with the express
provisions of the Great Shelford Village Design Statement, which provides as follows:

The features and accessories of a building in the form of verandas, porches, balconies, shutters, chimneys etc.
have an enriching effect on the modelling and appearance of a building, where these are plainly working
elements and not merely decorative adjuncts (p.19)

Alterations and extension to an existing building should be visually congruent with the original... ... Removal
or unsympathetic replacement of even minor features can have a deleterious effect on the whole appearance of

a building.

5. The proposed movement of the front door so that it is located on the dominant front gable of the
building would damage the character of the front of the building. The proposed double doors would
also be out of scale with the rest of the building. These changes are inappropriate within a character
and Conservation Area.

6. Taking into account the relative size of the building compared to most of the other smaller scale retail
premises in Woollards Lane, the proposed alierations to the shop front would cause the building 10
become harsh, characterless and dominant within its surroundings. This is not clear from the

application itself, which fails to show any drawing or picture of the developed building within its
context. The application therefore fails to comply with Policy CH/5, which provides as follows:

‘In order to assess the impact of development proposals, the District Council will require details including
drawings or other pictorial material which shows the proposed development in its context.’

7. Policy CH/9 is highly relevant to the above points, as is the District Design Guide SPD (March 2010)
and Policy DP/2, which provide as follows:

POLICY CH/9

I The District Council will only grant planning permission for shop fronts and alterations lo existing shop
fronts which:

a. Create a fascia and shop window which is in character with the building itself and the street scene;
b. Do not result in a needless loss of architectural features;
¢. Do not introduce *house styles’ and materials which are alien to the building and its surroundings.

8 12 Conservation Areas are designated not on the basis of individual buildings but because of the overall
quality of the area, its mix of uses, historic layout, characteristic materials, scale and detailing of buildings
and open spaces... ... ... Once designated, special attention must be paid in all planning decisions to the
desirability of preserving or enhancing its character and appearance.

8 14 The District Council will be looking for development to provide a level of visual interest equivalent to that
of the existing buildings in the Conservation Area. The choice of materials and detailed design are vital
elements in achieving new buildings worthy of the small-scale village context which (typifies South
Cambridgeshire's Conservation Areas.

12



District Design Guide SPD (March 2010)

DESIGN PRINCIPLES

3.2.2. Ensure new developments reflect the form, scale and proportions of the existing vernacular buildings of
the area and pick up on the traditional building stvles, materials, colours and textures of the locality.

THE IMPORTANCE OF CHARACTER AND GOOD DESIGN.
3.5 The Council is concerned that poorly designed new development will erode the established character of
the landscape and settlements through lack of respect for local diversity and distinctiveness. Common use of

standardised building designs and layouts, and the suburbanisation of rural settlements through poorly
designed village extensions will have particularly significant effects on character.

Development Control Policies DPD (adopted July 2007)
2.2. There are a number of principles that need to be taken into account fully in new development, whether

large or small and for whatever use, whether new buildings or conversions of existing ones, so that the special
qualities of the area remain. It is also essential that we achieve attractive, high quality sustainable places

where people want to live, work and relax.

Policy DP/2 Design of New Development

New Development Design

1. All new development must be of high quality design and, as appropriate to the scale and nature of the
development, should:

a. Preserve or enhance the character aof the local area;

¢. Include variety and interest within a coherent design, which is legible and provides a sense of place whilst
also responding to the local context and respecting local distinctiveness;

f Be compatible with its location and appropriate in terms of scale, mass, form, siting, design, proportion,
materials, texture and colour in relation to the surrounding area’

i Provide an inclusive environment that is created for people that is and feels safe, and thatt has a strong
community focus.

8. Conclusion: We consider that this application should be refused.
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Appendix E*

*note: email copies of this submission include Appendix E photographs in a separate Word document.
Analysis of safety issues as material conditions relating to the applications:
The proposed Tesco Development, 36-38 Woollards Lane, Great Shelford

Deliveries and ATM

$/1688/10 Installation of ATM unit

ATM units are a recognised cause of parking contraventions (see, e.g. Liverpool City Parking
Regulation policy, p.7; www.liverpool.gov.uk/Images/tcm21-180859.doc). Woollards Lane is
already a congested arca, and the ATM is to be sited on frontage that currently is a No Parking Zone
(see Plan A). The ATM will add to the congestion, will invite inappropriate parking, and will be a
further hazard to other traffic and to pedestrians using the pavement outside the premises. There will
be a conflict between the users of the ATM and Tesco delivery drivers. The Tesco site plan also
indicates the presence of iron bollards, though their position and height is not identified. These
will represent a hazard to pedestrians, especially to those with impaired sight, or to parents with
pushchairs and users of mobility scooters.

It would be difficult to imagine a site with less need for an ATM than that proposed by Tesco.
The existing Barclays ATM, situated back from the road and served by its own customer parking, is
directly opposite, just 12 metres from the planned Tesco ATM (see Plan B). Lloyds TSB, north side
of the village on High Green, also has an ATM. The Post Office (High Green) and Cambridge
Building Society (Woollards Lane) offer cash facilities, and the Co-op (High St) offers cashback.
Great Shelford is well-served for cash facilities. This proposal adds nothing to village amenity.

S/1689/10 Installation of Plant and Associated Fencing

The purpose of this plant is to allow the sale of chilled and refrigerated goods. Re-supplying such
foods will require 5 to 7 deliveries per day. The refrigerated vehicles needed for this purpose are
large. Tesco uses its own refrigerated fleet for this purpose; vehicles are over 10 metres in length (not
including tailgate) and up to 2.6 metres wide. These vehicles will represent an intolerable burden on

the village.

The site plan submitted by Tesco, adapted and included here as Plans A and B, does not identify
existing parking restrictions or the vehicle and pedestrian access points for existing users of
Woollards Lane. This is already an awkward road for vehicles to negotiate, and we draw the Planning
Committee's attention to the following:

Throughout its length, Woollards Lane is a deceptive and dangerous road, with poor line-of-sight
throughout (see Figures 1a and 1b), and multiple access points to and from car parks.

The proposed Tesco frontage on the north side of Woollards Lane is on a double yellow line (Figure
1a), extending from its easterly boundary to McColls. The south side of the road is a No Parking
(double yeliow line) zone from the Hall car park at the east, to the High St junction at the west (See
Plan A).

Access into and out of the car park to the north of Woollards Lane, heavily used at all times, is via
narrow, low-grade roadways between McColls and Solutions hairdressers (In) and between Haart
estate agents and Cambridge Building Society (Out). See red arrows, Plan B.

The north car park entrance road serves as a footpath that provides well-used pedestrian access (green
arrows, Plan B) from the Health Centre to the north, through the car park to Woollards Lane, and
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especially to Boots Pharmacy set back behind its own car park, < 20 m to the west, on the south side
of Woollards Lane. Both entrance and exit roads provide pedestrian access to the car park.

Users of the Boots car park must reverse out onto the carriageway, unsighted to the west, a hazardous
procedure at any time.

The Tesco site plan, based on an OS map, is misleading regarding the width of the carriageway to
the east of the site. What appears to be a marked widening of the road is restricted by a 2.4 metre-
wide marked parking bay outside the Hall car park (see blue blocks on Plan A), and by unrestricted
parking on the north side.

Woollards Lane is heavily used by pedestrians, including parents and children walking to Shelford
Primary School (particularly from the Macauley area), and by (often unaccompanied) children
walking to the library and to the playground and recreation ground. The latter is also used for local
league football, and houses the very busy Tennis Club. These are accessed through the (Memorial)
Hall car park. The village is even busier on Wednesday momings as a consequence of the Country
Market, which operates in the Hall.

Woollards Lane is at best narrow. The carriageway is 5.7 metres wide immediately outside the
proposed Tesco site, diminishing to 5.15 metres at the easterly boundary of the site, outside the
adjacent bicycle shop (see Figure 1b).

A disabled parking bay, and a general parking bay (each extending 2.15 metres into the carriageway,
and about 5 metres long; see Figure 1b) are located eastwards from the boundary of the proposed
Tesco site. Both bays have a high occupancy (not least by users of the Barclays ATM), restricting the
road to a single carriageway.

Parking bays to the west of McColls are also usually occupied, restricting that region of the road also
to a single carriageway. See Figure 1b.

36-38 Woollards Lane is situated on the inside of a pronounced bend in the road (see Figure 3a).
This means that traffic moving in either direction is unsighted by vehicles parked in either bay.

We draw your attention to the above traffic issues to point out that the servicing of the chilled and
frozen foods section of the proposed Tesco, using vehicles of whatever size, but especially
Tesco's usual 10 metre refrigerated lorries, will render the flow of traffic through the village
impossible at times, and will endanger all pedestrians. As examples:

Plan B shows the effect of parking a 10 metre vehicle (red block) outside the proposed site: access
into or out of Robinson Court will be extremely difficult. A right turn out of Robinson Court
will be virtually impossible.

A left turn out of the north car park is already difficult, because the driver's line of sight is
impeded by the Cambridge Building Society frontage. A driver turning left out of the car park will be
completely unsighted to oncoming traffic by any vehicle parked to unload at 36-38 Woollards Lane,
especially a 10 metre refrigerated lorry. (See Figure 2a and 2b.)

To illustrate the current congestion, we enclose Figure 3, showing extreme traffic congestion
engendered by parking in the general and disabled bays just to the east of the proposed site, restricting
Woollards Lane to single file at that point. The disruption caused by a large delivery lorry, clearly,
would be substantial. You may note two Transit-like vans in Figures 3b and 3¢, both parked on
double yellow lines whilst the occupants buy sandwiches at Days.

This kind of illegal parking will increase through the availability of the ATM and the provision of
sandwiches and other chilled foods at Tesco.
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Plan A. Current on street parking provision, Woollards Lane-
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Figure 1a: View East from opposite 36-38 (Access to Robinson Couwt):
road bends 1o the left, and is restricted o a single lane by parked car
AT »r g

J

Figure 1b: View West from opposite Crandal Way: road bends right,
then left again. White building (arrowed) is just beyond Boots

-

The Parking bay is 2.15m wide, remaining roadway is 3m wide. Ade?ivety
lorry, up to 2.6m wide, would subsiantially obstruct the caniageway. 36-38 is
identified by the Eaden Lilley signboard



Figure 2: View from the exit of the car park north of Woollards Lane

 Figare 22 View from the exit of the car park s
¥ limited by the Cambridge Building Sociely
frontage. The pushchair is exaclly outside
36 -38 Woollards Lane. Line-of sight o the left is poor.

Figure 2b: A vehicie is puling out of the car
park, kaming left. A large vehicle off-loading
at 36 - 38 Woollards Lane would completely
obscure the driver's view o the left

(On the right, people are preparing

o use the Barclays ATM)




Figure3 Cong&sllonacﬁaoenttomeproposeddevelopment

Figure 3a- Traffic in the village is mixed.
- 38 Wooltards Lane, a cyclist negotiates
the parked car, at risk as oncoming traffic
is haited to allow the SUV through.

Cydiing is popular in the village: the bike
shop is on the left behind the iron radings.

Cyclists do not mix well with kwge
delivery vehicles

Figure 3b: At this point,
westhound traffic is
exeriing ils right of way
past the parked vehicles.

Figure 3c: Eastbound
traffic has forced
oncoming traffic to halt,
and is negoliating the
ilegally parked vans with

TheEadenLiey
shows that this
bottleneck is at the site of

the proposed Tesco




Eaden Lilley

3. Towards High Birsct/Churth Steaet junetion 4. Towards High Strest/Churah Street junction

Figurs 4: Photographs taken between 09.22 and 09.26 on 01-12-2010. Note the car mounting the pavement.



1. Towards High Street/Church Stroot junction 1, Towards High Strect/Church Stroet junation

3. Towards High 8trest/Churah Strest junation
Figure §: Photographs taken betwsen 09.22 and 08.26 on 01:12:2010. Note: Cyclists amongst traffic,



1. Tawarde High Btraet/Churah Btreet junction 1. Towards High StreatiChurch Mreet junotion

1. Towards High Streot/Chureh Street junction 4, Towards High Btreot/Churah Btreet Junction

Figure 6: Photographs taken between 08.22 and 09.268 on 01-12-2010. General congestion on a normal Wednesday morning.



1. Towards High Street/Churah Btrest junetion 1. Towards Righ Streat/Chureh Sireet junction

1. Towards High Strect/Chureh Btraet junction

Flgure 7: Photographs taken between 09.22 and 09.26 on 01-12-2010. Note: Lerry size and congestion.



1, Towards High Meest/Churah Btraot junction 1. Towards High Bireet/Church Blreet junation

3. Towardas Migh Streat/Churoh Btrast junetion

Figure 8: Photographs taken between 09.22 and 09.26 on 01-12-2010. Car mounting the pavement. Note: Lorry in middle distance (No. 2).



CAMBRIDGE CITY COUNCIL

Appendix F
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CAMBRIDGE
CITY COUNCIL

The Guildhall, Cambridge, CB2 3QJ

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990

REFUSAL OF PLANNING PERMISSION

Ref:08/0734/FUL.

CgMs

FAQ John Mumby
Morley House

26 Holboum Viaduct,
London

EC1A 2AT

The Council hereby refuse permission for

Installation of plant installation equipment and development ancillary thereto.

at

163-167 Mill Road Cambridge Cambridgeshire CB1 3AN

in accordance with your application received 16th June 2008 and the plans,
drawings and documents which form part of the application, for the following
reasons;

1.

The introduction of the plant and equipment to the retail unit is
unacceptable in that it will inevitably require additional movemenis of
delivery vehicies, bringing chilled/frozen goods to the site, which wouid not
otherwise visit the site. Any additional deliveries to Mill Road, a Local
Distributor road, which carries high levels of motor and cycle traffic and is
recorded as being the 3rd/4th worst site in Cambridgeshire for clusters of
traffic accidents is unacceptable, given that thers is no appropriate means
of servicing the site by rigid axle vehicles of 10.3 metres length (which the
applicants have previously stated they wish to use), other than from Mill
Road itself. Additional deliveries that wouid be a direct consequence of
the plant and equipment here proposed would seriously prejudice the
safety and free flow of traffic on the public highway, Mill Road and wil
have an unacceptable transport impact placing the proposal in conflict with
Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policy 8/2.

Simon Payne

Director of Environment & Planning

Cambridge City Council The Guildhall Cambridge CB2 3Q.J

Telephone 01223 457000 Minicom {non-speaking phone) 01223 457050
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2. The proposed development is unacceptable in that the application does
not demonstrate adequately what space is required in the rear yard for
servicing, car and cycle parking and waste and other storage. In the
absence of that information and the lack of clarity as to whether sufficient
space would be retained for those various activities, the proposed
development is contrary to policy 3/14 of the Cambridge Loca! Plan
(2006).

3. The proposed development is unacceptable in that the acoustic report and
the information it provided did not meet all the requirements of BS 4142
and it had not therefore been adequately demonstrated that the proposed
development would not result in noise disturbance to neighbouring
residential property. In the absence of such information and certainty
about the noise impact the new plant and equipment would have, the
proposed development is contrary to policy 4/13 of the Cambridge Local
Plan (2006).

4, In failing to demonstrate that the potential for noise poflution and waste
poliution has been minimised, and to demonstrate how refuse will be deait
with, the application has not demonstrated that the development will meet
the principles of sustainability and is therefore in conflict with Cambridge
Local Plan {2006} policy 3/1.

This decision notice relates to the following drawings: P503 - location plan and
P205 A - proposed plant sections and elevations.

A copy of the refused plan(s) is/are kept in the planning application file.

Dated: 8 August 2008 ﬁ C;

Guildhall, Cambridge, CB2 3QJ l&lrector of Environment & Pl nmg

SEE NOTES OVERLEAF
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Appendix G
Planning Appeal Decision: Sunninghill, Berkshire ref ATT/T0355/A/08/2089309
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Appeal Decision T Flaneing inspectorae
Temple Quay House

Inquiry held on 10 to 13 February 2009 2 The squere

Temple Quay

Site visit made on 23 February 2009 Bristol BS1 6PN
- if 0117 372 6372
by David Hogger BA MSc MRTPI MIHT email:enquirtes@plns.gsl.g
ov.uk

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State Decision date:
for Communities and Local Government 17 March 2009

Appeal Ref: APP/T0355/A/08/2089309
1-3 High Street and part of 1 School Road, Sunninghill, Berkshire SL5 9NN

The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant planning permission.

The appeal is made by Tesco Stores Limited against the decision of the Council of the
Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead.

The application Ref 08/02350, dated 23 September 2008, was refused by notice dated
31 Qctober 2008.

The development proposed is the reconfiguration and minor extension of ground floor
retail floorspace at 1-3 Sunninghill High Street and the creation of a dedicated
service/car parking area on part of land at 1 School Road and associated minor works.

Decision

1.

I dismiss the appeal.

Preliminary Matters

2.

I was provided with an executed Unilateral Obligation dated 11 February 2009.
Among a number of contributions it includes one towards the promotion of
Traffic Regulation Orders for that part of School Road near the site. I am
satisfled that it meets the requirements of Circular 05/2005: Planning
Obligations and, bearing in mind the Council support the contents of the
Obligation, I have taken it into account in reaching my decision.

At the start of the Inquiry I was asked by the appellant to consider amended
plans that showed a number of changes to those plans that were considered by
the Borough Council. Whiist 1 accept that some of the changes could be
considered to be relatively minor they had not been subject to public
consultation.

Bearing in mind the very high number of objections to the proposal and the
significant amount of public interest in the scheme (as evidenced by the high
number of people attending the Inquiry), I decided that interested parties could
be prejudiced if 1 agreed to the consideration of the amended plans. My
decision is therefore based on the plans on which the Council took its decision.

Main Issues

5.

1 consider the main issues to be the effect of the proposal on:

- highway safety, particularly with regard to parking provision and the
proposed servicing; and

. the living conditions of neighbours, particularly with regard to noise.
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Reasons

6.

The appeal premises lie on the corner of High Street and School Road,
sSunninghill. There is currently a narrow vehicular access between the property
and No 5 High Street leading to a small number of parking spaces to the rear.
On the first floor of the building are a vacant flat, a vacant office and a

chiropractor’s surgery.

The premises, which have been vacant for over a year, lie within the defined
Sunninghill village centre, where a good range of retailers can be found. To
the north, on the other side of School Road, lies St Michael’s Primary School
and to the west/north west lie predominantly residential properties.

Highway Safety - Parking Provision

8.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

The site currently has 7 marked car parking spaces in the courtyard to the
rear, although because of their configuration, both the appellant and the
Council considered that only 5 of them are usable. The spaces are accessed by
a comparatively narrow drive to the side of the property.

The proposal would result in the loss of this parking area and the provision of 3
spaces — none of which would be allocated for use by shoppers. There would
be 2 spaces within the servicing area (accessed off School Road), one for the
use of an employee and the other for the resident of the flat. A single space
between the appeal premises and the access to the private car park to the rear
of 5 High Street would be provided for use by the chiropractor’s surgery. There
would therefore be a net loss on the site of 2 parking spaces.

There would also be a loss of about 7m of parking space in School Road if the
proposed Traffic Regulation Order was implemented, which for the purposes of
the calculations I shall describe as 1 parking space. Thus a total of 3 parking
spaces would be lost.

Section 7.4 of the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead Local Plan (LP)
specifically identifies the inadequacy of parking provision as one of the main
issues in Sunninghill. It advises that the intensification of commercial uses
would increase the existing serious probliems of parking, traffic congestion and
pedestrian/vehicle conflict and that Sunninghill does not have potential for
retail expansion as this would exacerbate the traffic problems.

I was told by the Council that the bus service along High Street is not frequent
and I was provided with no substantive evidence to demonstrate that a
significant number of customers would cycle to the proposed shop. The
appellant agreed that Sunninghill is poorly served by public transport.

I saw from the DVD that was submitted by the Sunninghill Community Action
Group that traffic does not always run smoothly in the vicinity of the appeal
site. In my opinion the Council correctly identifies Sunninghiil as an area of
poor accessibility and from my observations I consider that the LP provides an
accurate assessment of the situation in the village.

A number of parking availability surveys were undertaken by the appellant, the
Council and by Mr Deason. The findings were not identical because different
methodologies were employed. The appeliant’s survey basically recorded areas
where parking is not illegal and what was observed at the time, whereas both
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19,

20.

21.

the Council and Mr Deason appear to have assessed the capacity based on the
number of cars that could be safely accommodated.

I undertook three visits to the site and surrounding area, at different times of
the day, and from my observations it is clear that the 3 main public car parks
in Sunninghill were utilised to near full capacity — on one occasion there were
no vacant spaces. I also saw significant amounts of on-street parking and onty
a few spaces available within 300m of the site. A large number of dwellings
near the site do not have off-street parking provision.

Mr Deason considered that the appellant’s assessment over-estimated the
number of available spaces by 10% and the Council suggests that the over-
estimate is even greater, as shown on Plan 2350: Parking Availability Within
300m of Application Site. There were, however, some inconsistencies in the
surveys. For instance parking was identified by the appeliant in locations where
there are access protection markings and parking areas were identified where
parking does not occur.

An example was the parking identified in Sunninghill Road to the north of the
site (between Kings Road and Kingswick Drive). On my visits I saw no parking
in this area and local residents confirmed that it is not used for parking
because it is on the brow of a hill and visibility is poor. Whilst I accept that
legally parking could take place there, I have no evidence to demonstrate that
it does.

In terms of available capacity the surveys reveal a range of availability in the
potential supply of parking. For example, the appellant identifies an available
supply of 53 spaces on a December Saturday, whereas the worst scenario is
provided by Mr Deason who identifies a maximum deficit of 16 spaces,
although that is within 150m of the site (plus the School Road and Bowden
Road car parks).

These surveys can only provide a snapshot of the situation and a pragmatic
approach has to be taken to a situation such as this, where it is not possible to
take intoc account every eventuality that could occur or reconcile the results of
the different approaches that have been adopted. Similarly, although I have
taken into account the likelihood of linked trips taking place, 1 have not been
given any substantive evidence which would enable me to accurately assess
the proportion of all trips that would be linked.

In my opinion it is appropriate to take a precautionary approach towards the
figures that have been presented to me because I consider that any restrictions
to parking should be taken into account. For example although I acknowledge
that access protection markings are not enforceable they do serve to highlight
that any vehicle parking there is causing an obstruction, which could be dealt
with by the police.

Therefore based on the information I have before me, including my own
observations, I find that particularly at peak times there is littie spare parking
capacity in the vicinity of the appeal site. A situation which would be
exacerbated by the net loss of 3 spaces which would occur should the proposal
be implemented.
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22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Having concluded that there are times when there is very little spare parking
capacity, I turn now to consider the additional demand for spaces that would
be generated by the Tesco Express store.

The appellant considers that between 08.00 and 19.00 on a Friday, the number
of vehicles attracted would vary from between 9 to 23 per hour. Mr Deason,
who considers a number of scenarios, concludes that the number could be
significantly greater — possibly reaching as high as 43 an hour.

Mr Lyons confirmed that the calculations in his table RL4 (Traffic Attraction
Calculation) were based upon the methodology used in the Bathwick Hill appeal
(Ref APP/F0114/A/06/2033644), which was for a Tesco Express. Indeed the
appellant places some reliance on this decision in other respects but in my
opinion the circumstances are different.

It appears that Bathwick Hill is an area that includes student accommeodation
and is served by frequent bus services. The Inspector concluded that the bulk
of the store’s custom would come from shoppers who have travelled by foot,
bicycle or public transport and that a large proportion of customers would not
travel by car.

She agreed that there was no requirement to provide any dedicated parking
and concluded that the lack of on-site parking wouid not have significant
implications for road safety. It would appear from her decision that there is
parking available close to the premises - “immediately outside the existing
shops in the local centre and on the opposite side of the road”.

I do not consider that there are strong similarities between the two appeals
and consequently I have not come to the same finding. In any event I must
consider this appeal on its own merits and therefore, in all respects, I have
given only limited weight to the Bathwick Hill decision.

The evidence regarding traffic generation is conflicting because different
methodologies have been used and again only a snapshot of the situation has
been provided. Nevertheless I am satisfied that additicnal traffic would be
generated by the store, from customers and employees, and that at peak times
it is likely that demand for parking spaces in the village would exceed supply.

I have set out above the situation as I see it but before I reach any conclusions
on the first issue with regard to parking, I must consider the policy framework
because I must determine this appeal in accordance with the development plan
unless material considerations indicate otherwise. Saved LP policy P4 requires
all development to provide car parking in accordance with the adopted
standards. These are, however, maximum standards and in the case of a retail
use in an area of poor accessibility, the maximum provision would be 1 space
per 14 sqm of floorspace.

The Council argued that because of the circumstances in Sunninghill, the
maximum provision would be justified and this would result in the need for 8
spaces to be provided for the development. However, only 1 space would be
provided - for an employee of the store. The shortfall In provision would
therefore be 7 spaces. On this basis the Council considers that, in terms of
parking provision, the proposal Is contrary to policy and a danger to highway
safety would result.
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31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

One of the objectives of PPG 13: Transport (PPG 13) is to reduce the demand
for travel by car. One mechanism for achieving this is to make travel by car
less attractive, for exampie by restricting the avaiiability of car parking. Thus in
paragraph 51 it advises that developers should not provide more parking
spaces than they themselves wish, other than in exceptional circumstances.
PPG13 gives the example of an exceptional circumstance being where a
proposal would result in significant implications for road safety which cannot be
resolved through the introduction or enforcement of on-street parking controls.
The nub of the matter, therefore, is whether or not any exceptional
circumstances exist in Sunninghill.

In my opinion there would be more traffic on the local streets, the availability of
on and off-street parking would be significantly reduced or indeed at times
would be lost (to the detriment of many residents), there is a risk of further
congestion and parking in front of accesses (which I was told aiready occurs)
and highway safety for motorists, pedestrians and cyclists would be prejudiced.

Taking into account also the current level of demand for parking, the predicted
leve! of additiona) traffic generated by the proposed store, the relatively poor
accessibility to the premises by public transport, the lack of dedicated cycle
routes or cycle priority measures and the fact that the proposal would result in
a reduction of car parking spaces, I conclude that, in combination, those
exceptional circumstances that I refer to in paragraph 31 do exist.

Paragraph 49 of PPG13 advises that reducing parking provision should be as
part of a package of planning and transport measures. I consider that such a
package is not being proposed in this scheme. The provision of cycle racks and
a contribution towards a table-top crossing in High Street do not, in my
opinion, constitute a package. No measures are proposed that would
specifically encourage the use of public transport.

Paragraph 53 of PPG13 requires local authorities to reflect local circumstances
when setting levels of parking for schemes such as this and I consider that this
is the approach that has been taken by the Borough Council. I consider that
the Council is therefore right to seek 1 space per 14 sqgm of floorspace in
accordance with its policy.

PPG13 does refer to the resolution of parking problems by the introduction or
enforcement of parking controls. The Council’s witness was not aware of any
imminent changes to parking controls in the area but did confirm that
enforcement was undertaken. On the evidence before me I consider that there
is little likelihood in the near future of the existing or the future road safety
problems which would be caused as a result of this proposal, being resolved
through the introduction of parking controls or the implementation of
additional enforcement measures.

Paragraph 56 of PPG13 advises that a balance has to be struck between
encouraging new investment in town centres by providing adequate levels of
parking and potentially increasing traffic congestion caused by too many cars.
In my opinion this proposal would not achieve an appropriate balance because
it would be weighted too heavily towards increasing traffic congestion.

The Council’s Parking Strategy (2004) includes the objectives to “achieve a
balance between the supply of car parking and the needs and priorities of
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39.

users” and “to ensure that on-street parking does not create congestion or
danger for other road users”. In my opinion the appeal proposal would not
contribute to meeting those objectives.

On the first issue, in relation to parking, I therefore conclude that the net
reduction in parking provision would be detrimental to highway safety primarily
because of the impact on the free flow of traffic caused by the additional traffic
generated by the proposal. The requirement of LP saved policy P4, which
seeks to ensure that car parking is provided in accordance with the adopted
standards, would not be met.

Highway Safety - Servicing

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45,

For the avoidance of doubt I have based my assessment on the premise that
the Traffic Regulation Order (as set out in the Unilateral Obligation) would be in
place, which would include extending the yellow lining along School Road thus
making more space available for the turning manoeuvre. This would, however,
result in the loss of a parking space, to which the Council objects.

The proposed access and service yard would lie close to the junction of School
Road and High Street. The swept path analyses for the servicing manoeuvres
demonstrate that the use of both lanes in School Road would be required for
reversing into the yard. It is clear that there would be no margin for error as
the body of the vehicle would pass very close to the kerb on the northern side
of School Road. Indeed one of the photographs submitted as evidence by the
Council shows a delivery vehicle overhanging the footway during the trial.

It is proposed to employ the services of a banksman in order to ensure that the
safety of pedestrians and other road users would be protected during these
manoeuvres. Appropriate training would be provided for the banksman and a
commitment to this provision would be enshrined in the Servicing Management
Plan, which forms part of the Unilateral Obligation. In my opinion, however,
the need for such a measure is an indication that the manoeuvres, per se,
would not be safe. There is also no way of requiring the suppliers of other
goods to the premises (i.e. other than Tesco) to adhere to the Servicing
Management Plan.

I am mindful that School Road forms part of the route for school children
walking from St. Michael’s Primary School to the playing field which lies to the
south of the village centre. I was told that there were no restrictions on the
time of day when the movement of children could occur. I also saw that the
library is located in School Road and that there is a Nursery School in The
Terrace. These activities are all likely to generate pedestrian activity in School
Road, along the footway that is adjacent to the proposed service yard. There
would be over 35 deliveries a week and the vehicles would have to reverse
across this footway, to the detriment of the safety of pedestrians.

The access to the proposed service yard would be relatively close to the junction
of School Road and High Street. Vehicles turning left into School Road from the
High Street would not be aware of any servicing manoeuvres until

they were at the junction, causing a potential highway safety hazard.

I have given very careful consideration to the swept path analyses. Whilst I
accept that they provide an indication of the likely movement of the vehicle,
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46.

47.

48,

49,

they are only a technical assessment and do not necessarily reflect what would
happen in reality. For example they show that the vehicle could be
accommodated within the servicing area without straying on to the area
described as a footpath (the access to the entrance to the first floor).
However, the appellant did concede that in the trial the vehicle over-ran but it
was suggested that because it would be a shared space (such as might be
found in a pedestrianised town centre) this would be acceptable. T disagree.

This is a very cramped area where it is proposed to accommodate vehicle
parking, servicing and the needs of pedestrians seeking access to the first floor
of the premises. The LP in Appendix 7 refers to the Freight Transport
Association publication entitled Designing for Deliveries. This advises that
sufficient safety margins should be included in any analyses but based on the
evidence provided I am not satisfied that all 3 activities could be accommodated
safely in this area.

One of the suggested conditions would prevent the arrival/departure of weekday
delivery vehicles between 8.30 and 2.30 and 14.45 and 16.45 (during the
school run). However, this would increase the likelihood of deliveries

taking place during the evening rush hour, which would be likely to disrupt
traffic, particularly in High Street, during an already busy time.

The supporting text to LP saved policy T5 refers to the need to prevent
congestion. In my opinion, for the reasons given above, the proposed
servicing arrangements would not achieve that objective.

On the first issue, in relation to servicing, I conclude that the manoeuvring of
the servicing vehicles would have a detrimental effect on highway safety both
for vehicles and pedestrians. The requirement of LP saved policy TS5 which
requires development to meet the Council’s highway design standards, would
not be met.

Impact on Living Conditions of Neighbours

50.

51.

52.

The site adjoins the garden of No 1 School Road and the rear gardens of
properties in The Terrace. The elevation of No 1 that faces the appeal site
includes a large patic door and at first floor level the principle window serving a
bedroom. The distance between the side of the property and the proposed
boundary of the servicing area would be just under 3m.

To the rear of No 22 The Terrace, immediately adjacent to the site, Is an area
of decking which, from the photographs provided, appears to be used by the
occupiers of the property for their enjoyment.

PPG 24: Noise requires local planning authorities to ensure that development
does not cause an unacceptable degree of disturbance and advises that a
difference of around 10dB or higher indicates that complaints are likely. The
appellant undertook a noise assessment which concluded that if delivery times
were restricted, the increase in noise levels at Nol School Road from deliveries
would only be about 5d8, although the appeliant agreed that it would be
significantly higher in the gardens of both No 1 School Road and Ne 22 The
Terrace, where noise levels would be doubled.
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53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

The appeliant also conceded that a number of noise sources, for example the
vehicle’s radio, door banging, the collision of rolicages, refrigeration units on a
vehicle, the voices of the operatives and the vehicle’s reversing bleeper were
not taken into account in the noise assessment. The appellant confirmed that
such noises could be intrusive and paragraph 11 of PPG 24 advises that sudden
impulses and Irregular noise will require special consideration. There is therefore
a degree of uncertainty over the thoroughness of the assessment.

The Servicing Management Plan includes a requirement for vehicle engines to
be switched off during deliveries but this would not be applicable to other
suppliers. Although I am satisfied that Tesco would respect the living
conditions of neighbours, it cannot be assumed that other suppliers would show
the same courtesy.

The proposal wouid introduce a new source of noise and although properties
that are located next to commercial premises may expect to experience some
disturbance, it is my opinion that the frequency and duration of some of the
deliveries and their associated sources of noise, would ali contribute to a
significant deterioration in the living conditions of neighbours, particularly in
the gardens.

I have considered whether the imposition of appropriate conditions relating to
noise attenuation measures and the timing of deliveries would satisfactorily
mitigate the nuisance caused. However, although for example the provision of
acoustic close boarded timber fencing along the boundary would help to
ameliorate the situation by reducing noise levels by up to 5dB, this would not
alleviate any noise from vehicies manoeuvring in the road.

It is proposed that the timing of deliveries would be restricted but I note that
deliveries could occur between 8.00 and 16.00 on Saturdays, Sundays and
Bank Holidays - the very time when many residents would wish to make use of
their gardens for leisure purposes.

On the second issue I conclude that the requirement of LP saved policy NAP3,
which seeks to protect the living conditions of neighbours in terms of noise,
would not be met.

The Fallback Position

59.

60.

61.

The premises enjoy a lawful use as an Al shop and if this appeal is unsuccessful
the appellant has indicated that a Tesco One Stop store would open in the
premises. On the evidence before me I have no reason to doubt that the
faltback position would be implemented. The issue is whether or not it would be
more harmful than the appeal scheme.

A Tesco One Stop would, for example, have no restrictions regarding opening
hours, delivery times or the location of the servicing. However, it is likely to
attract fewer customers than a Tesco Express (because it would have a smaller
floorspace and consequently stock fewer goods), would not result in the loss of
the existing parking spaces and would involve fewer deliveries.

Fallback - Parking

In terms of parking there would be fewer custormers to a One Stop store and
consequently the demand for parking would be less than for a Tesco Express.
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62.

63.

64,

65.

66.

67.

The pressure for the limited availability of both on and off-street parking would
therefore be less and the needs of the residents who are obliged to park in the
street would be more likely to be met. The parking space in Schocl Road,
adjacent to the site, would not be lost.

Fallback - Servicing

I was told that a Tesco One Stop would be likely to attract up to 3 service
vehicle trips a day (for newspapers, bread and milk) plus 3 or 4 deliveries a
week for refrigerated/frozen and ambient goods. This would compare to up to
5 service vehicle trips a day for the Tesco Express (for newspapers, bread,
milk, refrigerated/frozen and ambient goods). Other deliveries, for example for
mail or high value goods, would be similar for both operations. There would
therefore be fewer deliveries each week to a Tesco One Stop.

The service vehicles, the size of which would not be restricted, could park
partially or fully on the High Street footway outside the premises or reverse into
the side access as shown on Mr Lyon’s figure RL-9. In my copinion this could
result in reduced visibility for motorists. However, as I saw on my visits, this
type of manoeuvre already takes place elsewhere in High Street because many
of the retail units do not have rear servicing facilities.

This approach to servicing could therefore be considered to be the norm in
sunninghill and whilst I acknowledge that this does not necessarily make it
acceptable because it may reduce visibility for motorists and pedestrians, it is
the reality of the situation.

In my opinion many motorists would be local to the area and regular users of
the route. Consequently they would be aware of the potential for delivery
vehicles to be present in High Street and adjust their driving accordingly.
Similarly many pedestrians would be familiar with the manoeuvres that take
place in High Street. In my opinion such servicing arrangements are likely to
continue if the health of the village centre is to be maintained. A balance has
to be struck between highway safety and the retention of the vitality and
viability of High Street. The fallback position would follow what appears to be
accepted practice, which from what [ saw is enabling the village to remain
vibrant.

The Council could potentially enforce against such servicing operations. One
alternative therefore, in respect of the appeal site, would be for vehicles to turn
into School Road, either in forward gear or reverse, and park adjacent to the
premises to unload. Once the servicing was complete the vehicle would have
to manoeuvre into High Street or possibly continue along School Road in order
to return to the B3020.

The Council agreed with the appellant that in highway safety terms the
servicing as currently proposed would be preferable to any of the options in the
fallback position. In my opinion, however, there is little to choose between the
alternatives because none of them are without risk. There would be fewer
deliveries with the fallback position and it would be a refiection of what already
takes place in High Street. On the other hand, for example, there would be no
restrictions on the size of vehicles or the times when servicing was undertaken.
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68. Therefore in terms of servicing I conclude that there is an equal balance
between the fallback options and the appeal proposal.

Fallback ~-Noise

69. With regard to noise there would be less intrusion for the nearby residents in
School Road and The Terrace if servicing were to take place in High Street
because in general terms the distance between the source and the receptor
would be greater.

70. If deliveries were to take place in School Road it is likely that the living
conditions of the occupiers of No 1 would be impaired but those of the
occupiers of The Terrace would not be so significantly affected because they
would be further away. There would still be noise from, for example, the
rollcages and the voices of the operatives but in my opinion because of the
lower number of deliveries, the impact of the School Road fallback position
would, in overall terms, be less than for the appeal proposal.

Fallback - Conclusion

71. In terms of the fallback position I consider that its effect in terms of parking
and noise would not be as detrimental as the appeal proposal befocre me. With
regard to servicing it is my opinion that all options contain elements of risk
which are equally balanced. I conclude that overall the fallback position would
be less harmful than the appeal proposal.

72. Should the fallback position be implemented I would expect the advice in
paragraph 46 of PPG13 to be heeded. This seeks to ensure that all parties
work together in order that a more efficient and sustainable approach is taken
to deliveries in sensitive locations. I therefore do not agree with the appellant
that the failback position would inevitably result in the realisation of what Mr
Lyons described as the “worst-case scenario”.

Other Matters and Conclusion

73. The views of interested parties are a material consideration and there was
significant local opposition to this proposal. Although it is not a matter on
which my decision on this appeal has turned, the amount of public objection
adds weight to my conclusions on the main issues.

74. There were some representations of support from local residents and I agree
that in terms of the vitality and viability of High Street and making use of
premises that have been vacant for some time, then in principle the proposal

would be acceptable. I also acknowledge that there may be some residents who

do not have access to a car and would therefore benefit frem a Tesco Express
nearby. Off-street servicing would be provided, the size of vehicles, hours of
use and times of deliveries could be restricted and cycle parking would be
provided. However, these benefits do not outweigh the harm that I have
identified above.

75. In accordance with the definition in Annex A of PPS6: Planning for Town
Centres, I would describe Sunninghill as a local centre. Paragraph 2.58 of
PPS6 advises that a positive approach to strengthening local centres should be
adopted but that this should be achieved using Development Plan Documents
or if appropriate other local strategies. I was given no evidence to show that

10
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76.

77.

78.

any such documents relating to Sunninghill are in the course of preparation and
therefore I have based my determination of this appeal primarily on the
policies of the Development Plan.

A number of other appeal decisions were submitted by both main parties.
Although there were some similarities with the proposal before me, none of the
circumstances were identical and so are not comparable. In any event I must
determine this appeal on its own merits. [ have therefore given only little
weight to those decisions.

I have given careful consideration as to whether any of the suggested
conditions could satisfactorily overcome the harm that I have identified but
conclude that they would not lead to a satisfactory development.

For the reasons given above and having considered all other matters raised, 1
conclude that the appeal should be dismissed.

David Hogger

Inspector

11
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Matthew Roe BA({Hons) CgMs Consulting
MTP MRTPI

FOR THE SUNNINGHILL COMMUNITY ACTION GROUP

Andrew Beresford 9 Norton Park, Sunninghill 5L5 9BW
Peter Deason BSc(Hons) 27 The Terrace, Sunninghill SL5 9NH
CEng MICE MIHT

INTERESTED PERSONS:

ClIr Alison Knight Cllr. for Sunninghill and South Ascot

Robert Bayne Fircroft House, Dawnay Close, Ascot SLS5 7PQ

Clir Barbara Hilton Chair Sunninghill and Ascot Parish Council Planning
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Valerie Woods Headteacher St. Michael’'s CE Primary School,
Sunninghill

Brian Finch The Oak, St Mary’s Hill, Sunninghill SL5 9AS

Peter Standley Society for the Protection of Ascot and Environs

Pauline Teale 55 Cavendish Meads, Sunninghill SLS 9TB

Gillian Shaw Cedar Lodge, Bagshot Road, Sunninghill SL5 9JL
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DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED AT THE INQUIRY

Notification of Inquiry

Statement of Common Ground

Executed Unilateral Obligation

Statement of Mr Deason (inciuding Parking Survey Analysis)

Summary of Mr Beresford’s Proof of Evidence

Extract relating to Wheatcroft Ltd v S of S for Environment

Parking Strategy 2004 (RBWM)

Local Transport Plan 2006-2011 (RBWM)

Late Observations Windsor DC Panel 11 June 2008

Extracts from User Manual for Autotrack

Extract from Council’s Design Guide

Extract form Manual for Streets

Comments on the application from the Council’s Environmental

Protection Officer dated 10 December 2008

Copy of Appeal Decisions at 163-167 Mill Road, Cambridge

(2066756 and 2073579)

15 Technical Assessment of the Planning Application by Mr Deason

16 Extract from Designing for Deliveries (FTA)

17 Tables relating to types and capacities of urban roads

18 Summary and Key Findings of Shopping and Transport Survey
(Feb 2009) undertaken by Sunninghill Village Action Group

19 Statement of Clir Allison Knight

20 Statement of Robert Bayne

21  Statement of Clir Barbara Hilton

22 Statement of Vaierie Woods

23 Statement of Brian Finch

24 Statement of Peter Standiey

25 Statement of Pauline Teale

26 Submission from Ian Jacobs

27 Submission from Mr M A Brown

28 Submission from Mary and Pat Morris

29 Closing statement of Mr Bayne (not presented verbally)
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PLANS SUBMITTED AT THE INQUIRY

A Parking Availability within 300m of application site
B Route between St Michael’s Primary School and the playing field

PHOTOGRAPHS SUBMITTED AT THE INQUIRY

1 Photographs of a number of the surrounding streets
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2)

Appendix H

Design and Access Statement relating to
Applications S/1687/10, S/1688/10, S/1689/10 and S/1690/10

The Design and Access Statement accompanying these four applications does not comply with the
guidelines for compiling such a statement, and draws a variety of unfounded conclusions. Our
impression is that it is a standard document which is not based on a full and sound analysis of the
relevant site.

South Cambridgeshire District Council’'s Development Control Policies DPD sets out clear
requirements for design and access statements, as follows — please note that NONE of the highlighted
requirements have been fully complied with by the applicant:

2. Design and Access Statements submitted to accompany planning applications and applications for listed
building consent should be compatible with the scale and complexity of the proposal and, as appropriate
should include:

k. A full site analysis of existing features and designations
This has not been included.

{. An accurate site survey including landscape features and site level
No accurate site survey has been carried out and the map used is out of date.

m. The relationship of the site to its surroundings
This aspect is incomplete.
n. Existing accesses for pedestrians, cyclists, equestrians and vehicles.

This has not been done. The statement completely ignores access difficulties caused by:
(a) large lorries delivering daily to the shop;

(b) the proposed ATM;

{(c) movement of waste bins and delivery cages;

(d) the need for bicycle and buggy parking;

3._The Access element of the Statement should demonstrate that the development will achieve an inclusive
enviragnment that can be used by everyone, regardless of age, gender or disability. It should also address
how the development has taken account of the transport policies of the development plan.

2.7 All new development will have an impact on its surroundings. The aim must be that any development,
from a major urban extension fo Cambridge 1o an extension fo an existing home, takes all proper care to
respond to its surroundings, including existing buildings, open spaces and villages edges, and ensure an
integrated scheme that does not harm local amenity and wherever possible, brings benefits to the area.

2.8 A fully integrated and responsive design-led approach to development is therefore needed.For all
development, an urban design led approach will ensure that every proposal, whatever its scale, responds
positively to the particular characteristics of a site and its surroundings and reinforces local
distinctiveness.
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3)

4)

In paragraph 1.6 of the Design and Access Statement, the applicant states that prior to the submission
of the applications, it notified neighbouring residents by letter of their intention to use the premises as
an Express Store. However, it is clear that some neighbours did not receive any such letter, as has
been confirmed to us by the residents at No. 5 Woollards Lane (a property very close to 36-38
Woollards Lane) who found out about the applicant’s proposal to open this shop only when they read
about it in the monthly village newsletter.

The applicant has failed to consult properly with villagers about its plans. It was invited to send a
representative to the village meeting on 8% October 2010 but did not do so. Villagers who attended
the packed meeting were therefore unable to ask the company questions about the proposed
development.

Planning Policy Statement 1 provides that it is the right of the community to decide the future shape
of their environment and that public consultation must be both ‘at the carliest possible point’ and ‘at a
point where it can make a material difference’. The applicant has failed to comply with these
requirements and villagers were not aware of the applicant’s plans to open a Express store until some
time after the main extension application had been approved by South Cambridgeshire District
Council.

CABE’s publication ‘Design and access statements — How to write, read and use them’,
recommends that applicants follow an assessment-involvement-evaluation-design process. It is clear
from reading the applicant’s Design and Access Statement that scant attention has been paid to this
process. Under ‘Assessment’ the guide provides that ‘Social context means how people in the locality will
be affected by the development, including any aspirations they may have for the site.” If the applicant had
asked villagers for their views on the proposed development they would have found that most are
strongly opposed to the shop opening, and that there are very serious concerns about the safety of
deliveries to the shop and its effect on our Conservation Area. It is perhaps not surprising that they
carried out no consultation with villagers prior to submitting the relevant applications.

CABE’s publication goes on to state: ‘You should clearly show what groups and people you have
been, or will be, discussing the scheme with. Government guidance now encourages applicants to
carry out professional consultations and communily involvement at the earliest possible stage as this
will help to avoid the potential pitfalls of not doing so until it is too late to change the scheme. The
statement should explore the findings of any consultations that have been carried out and explain how
they have directed the decision made by the applicant at this early stage in the scheme’s
development.’

The applicant’s letter, sent only to a few villagers and to the Parish Council, did not amount to
consultation. Equally, ‘evaluation’ of relevant assessments and involvement, and consideration of

these in the design process, did not happen either.

Paragraph 2.4 of the Design and Access Statement lists nearby retail and commercial provision but
the list given is significantly incomplete. Very close to Woollards Lane, in the High Street, shops
selling food are the village butchers and the Co-op store, both highly valued by villagers. In
Woollards Lane itself the following stores are located: a restaurant, a greengrocer, a pharmacy, two
estate agents, a newsagent and convenience store, a building society, a bank, a bicycle shop, a
hairdressers, a local bakers, a shoe shop, an optician, a dentist, a lawyer and a delicatessen. Every
Wednesday morning there is also a very popular country market held at the Memorial Hall, very close
to 36-38 Woollards Lane, with farmers markets being held at the same location on Saturday. These
existing shops are mixed in with a large variety of residential properties, some of which have no off-
street parking.
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5)

6)

7

8

9)

Paragraph 4.4 of the statement describes the proposed works to the shopfront as ‘minor’. This is
untrue — from a design viewpoint the changes proposed to the shopfront are major and would have a
highly significant and detrimental effect on the character and design of the building. Para 4.8 goes on
to state that ‘The alterations proposed to the shopfront are minor in nature and do not impact on the
Jform or character of the existing shopfront.” We disagree strongly with this statement.

Tn paragraph 4.5 the applicant states that the introduction of an ATM unit would provide a service for
people within the village and for those users who wil! pass the site on the way to other destinations.
However, villagers do not need an additional ATM, being already well served by other existing
ATMs. A proportion of the passing traffic mentioned by the applicant is likely to park illegally in
order to use the machine, causing safety hazards for local people — there are double yellow lines
outside the proposed shop and hazardous road junctions in very close proximity.

As regards paragraphs 4.16 to 4.30 and the statements by the applicant regarding design, we strongly
contest what is being claimed by the applicant. There is no doubt that the proposed alterations to the
shopfront, the proposed signage and the addition of an ATM would spoil the character of this building
and of Woollards Lane itself. In addition, the heritage asset statement completed by CgMS fails to
meet the minimum requirement of PPS5, Planning for the Historic Environment.

The Design and Access Statement is remarkably silent on issues relating to access. There is no
discussion regarding the highly significant access and safety problems which would be caused by the
applicant’s delivery lorries (and related cages), despite the importance of this from a planning
viewpoint and from the viewpoint of villagers.

The statement that ‘The ATM is to be installed in an appropriate location that will not lead to traffic
congestion or threats to pedestrian or highway safety’ is not supported by any evidence — in fact, the
proposed ATM is highly likely to lead to problems with each of these, as we believe has already been
recognised by the Highways Department.

10) The applicant has not carried out any assessment of traffic or pedestrian safety in relation to these

applications.

11) The conclusion by the applicant in paragraph 6.1 is interesting: ‘In summary, the Express will provide

a valuable commodity to local residents and workers by meeting local convenience shopping needs’.
However, the true position is quite the reverse of this - Great Shelford already has excellent shops,
including a popular and competitively-priced Co-op store, which serve the needs of villagers
extremely well. There is no need for this store in the village and it is well-known that the prices at a
Tesco Express are normally around 20-25% higher than those of a standard Tesco.

12) The proposed signage would not ‘enhance the visual amenity of the locality’, as is claimed in

paragraph 6.1. Qur view is that it would certainly damage the character of both Woollards Lane and
of the Great Shelford Conservation Area. Paragraph 6.1 further claims that the proposed works would
‘Protect the amenity of local residents’ — however, this statement is not supported by any evidence
and is in our view incorrect.

13) Paragraph 6.1 draws to a conclusion by stating that the proposed works would: ‘Enhance access to

and from the building as well as maintain convenient access around the application site’. The
applicant’s deliveries, and parking difficulties associated with the proposed development, will have
the reverse effect, yet neither is mentioned in the statement.
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14) Paragraph 6.1 concludes by stating that:

"Jt is considered that the proposals to facilitate the introduction of a Tesco Express at the 36-38
Woollards Lane, accords with both local and national policy. We, therefore, respectfully request that
the Council grant planning permission and advertisement consent Jfor the proposed works.”

For the reasons given in this submission, we strongly disagree with this statement. 1t is abundantly
clear that the proposed works conflict with important provisions of planning policy.

As local residents, we very strongly object to all four of the applicant’s planning applications and
request that South Cambridgeshire District Council should adhere to relevant planning policy and

refuse them.

Shelford Tesco Action Group
3" December 2010
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Appendix 1

Transport Assessment Guidelines

Introduction

A Transport Assessment provides detailed information on the likely transport impact of a proposed
development and is submitted in support of a planning application. Planning Policy Guidance note 13:
Transport (PPG13) states “where developments will have significant transport implications, Transport
Assessments should be prepared and submitted alongside the relevant planning applications for
development.”

This document has been produced in partnership by Cambridgeshire County Council and the city and
district councils in Cambridgeshire, in order to provide guidance to applicants, developers, their
agents and local authority officers on when a Transport Assessment (TA) is required and what it
should contain. It also gives guidance on what information may be required for smaller applications,
which may not require a full TA.

The Department for Transport Guidance on Transport Assessments (2007) assists in determining
whether a transport assessment is required, and if so, what the level, scope and content of that
assessment should be. The Guidance is not a statement of Government policy and should be read in
conjunction with, and context of, relevant Government policies, particularly those related to planning
and transport.

The East of England Plan and the Cambridge Loca! Plan, along with Supplementary Planning
Guidance, set out the transport requirements for new developments in the City. This document should
be read in conjunction with all relevant adopted policies.

Prior to submitting any planning application for a development that may have a transport
impact, you are strongly advised to contact a transport officer to discuss what level of

information may be required.

1f a TA concludes that a development proposal would not meet policy requirements it should describe
how these will be met by the implementation of suitable measures. The findings of studies such as the
A14 Multi Modal Study and other relevant documents should be referenced where appropriate.

When a formal TA is required

PPG13 states that ‘where developments will have significant transport implications, Transport
Assessments should be prepared and submitted alongside the relevant planning applications for
development’. What constitutes a ‘significant transport implication’ can vary depending on the
location, scale and nature of the proposed development. For the purposes of this guidance it is
considered that any development that produces a net increase of approximately 500 person trips per
day will require a TA.

1t is difficult to quantify in terms of floor space what size development will generate this number of
new trips, for the reasons already outlined. However, the following table gives an indication of where
a Transport Assessment will generally be required:
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Retail 1,000 sqm

B, B2 and B8 Office, light industry and warehousing 2,500 sqm

Hotels 50 rooms and all with ancillary facilities
Residential Homes/Student Rooms 100 bedrooms

Residential Dwellings 50 dwellings

Leisure All

Healthcare and Education 2,500 sqm

For other uses, please contact a transport officer

Other circumstances where a TA will also be required include if there are more than 100 vehicles
visiting the site in any one hour; if there are more than 20 HGV vehicles visiting the site in any one
day; or, if HGV vehicles are accessing the site between the hours of midnight and 6am.

There may be situations where a development falls below the thresholds set out in the guidelines
above, but a TA may still be required, e.g. in areas of limited parking or high traffic congestion,
or due to highway safety considerations. It is strongly recommended that early advice be sought
from a transport officer as to whether a planning application will require a TA.

Smaller developments

Developments below the thresholds given may still need to address particular localised
transport issues. In such cases, a ‘Transport Statement’ may be more appropriate than a full
TA and can address specific concerns that the Planning and Highway anthorities may have.
Applicants may wish to contact a transport officer at an early stage to discuss what will be
required.

In Cambridge, even smaller developments will need to make an assessment of the number of all-mode
trips likely to be generated by the proposed use, and of the existing use for redevelopments or changes
of use. This is to enable officers to establish whether the application will be liable for transport
contributions under the relevant adopted policies and S106 strategies.

Qutline applications

Applicants may wish to submit an outline application with all matters reserved for future
consideration, in order to get an 'in principle’ decision. A Transport Assessment will still be needed at
the outline stage, although the difficulty of determining the likely impact is acknowledged. 1n such
cases, the TA should be undertaken on the basis of a reasonable assumed amount of development.
The outcome of the TA will remain valid so long as the proposed amount of development does not
subsequently exceed this.

The planning authority may then limit the development to the amount assumed in the original TA,
unless it can be satisfied that a higher density will be acceptable in transport terms. This would
require the submission of additional transport information. Tt should be noted that the TA is not the
only mechanism used to determine the acceptable amount of development on a particular site. Other
design issues may influence this figure and hence the density of development may change at the

detailed design stage.

Travel Plans
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A Travel Plan will normally be expected for any non-residential applications where a TA is required.
However, sometimes it may be necessary to submit a Travel Plan but not a TA, for example when it
“would help to address a particular local traffic problem associated with a planning application, which
might otherwise have to be refused on local traffic grounds.” (PPG13): para 89-4).

A draft Travel Plan should be submitted alongside the TA, in order that it can be taken into account
when assessing the transport impact. The implementation of the Travel Plan would normally be
secured through a $106. Further guidance on producing Travel Plans is available in a separate
document, please contact transport officers for further details.

Residential Travel Plans

A Residential Travel Plan (RTP) is a package of measures designed to promote sustainable travel at
and around a residential development. For ail residential development that are likely to have
significant transport implications, the development of an RTP is encouraged, as set out in paragraph

89 of PPG13.

A RTP will be required for all residential | Threshold/Type of Development
developments proposing 80 dwellings or more (see
Appendix B of the DfT’s Guidance on Transport
Assessments, 2007). However, the district council’s
in Cambridgeshire have specific thresholds for when
a RTP is required. Local Authority

Cambridge City Council All residential developments with 10 or more
dwellings, or where the site is 0.5 hectares or
more (see Cambridge City Local Plan, 2006)
South Cambridgeshire District Council All residential developments with 20 or more
dwellings, or, if this is not known, where the site
area ot 0.5 hectares or more (see Development
Control Policies DPD, 2007)

Huntingdonshire District Council All major developments. In addition, a RTP is
required for all residential developments where a
transport assessment is also required (see
Planning  Application Validation Checklist

Guidance Notes)
East Cambridgeshire District Council All major developments
Fenland District Council All major developments

2. Description of existing networks

(1) Site {ocation plan should show the relationship between the site and road, public transport, pedestrian
and cycle networks as appropriate.

(i1} Existing traffic flows into, out of and around the site. All traffic surveys should be undertaken in
neutral months.

(iii) The previous 3 years’ accident record.

(iv) Identification of any critical junctions on the existing road network that may be affected by traffic
generated by the development.

(v) Details of any proposed new junctions with the existing highway network.

3. Public transport accessibility

(i) Description of the site in terms of existing local public transport services, destinations served and their
frequency.
(ii) Analysis of bus stop locations within or adjacent to the site.

(iii) Information on how buses may circulate within the site.
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4. Access for pedestrians and cyclists
(i) Assessment of the capacity, standard and safety of the local pedestrian and cycle network with
descriptions of how they may be affected by the development.

5. Access for those with mobility problems

() Description of the measures to be included in the site to facilitate access for the mobility impaired,
including information on physical design features, location of designated car parking and site access
for community transport services.

6. Trip and traffic generation

(i Number of person trips generated by all modes including 24hr and peak period totals, along with their
trip purpose throughout the day.

(i1) Number of vehicular trips generated, and their trip purpose throughout the day. An explanation of the
methodologies used to calculate the trip estimation and assignment should be provided. Wherever
possible first-hand survey work should be carried out. All traffic surveys should be undertaken in
neutral months. Use of the TRICS database may be appropriate, although other sources or methods can
be used if explained and justified.

7. Assignment of trips

(i Assignment of vehicular trips to the road network.

(i) Assignment of public transport trips to the bus and rail networks.

(iii) Assignment cycling and walking trips to the network (bearing in mind special destinations such as
schools and shops).

(iv) Detailed justification for the assignment methodology used.

8. Site access, surrounding road network and site lecality

(i) Analysis of access junction(s) design using appropriate software such as PICADY, ARCADY, LINSIG
and TRANSYT.

(ii) Description of the humber, location and designation of on-site parking spaces.

(iii)  Detailed SATURN or Paramics modelling may be required to assess the impact of traffic generated by
the site on the surrounding highway network. This may require comprehensive work over a wider area
and is dependent on the scale of the proposed development.

(iv)  For larger proposals, it may be necessary to model the development proposals using a detailed land-
use/transport modeiling package.

9, Measures te mitigate impacts

The County and District Councils require developments to contribute to achieving a more sustainable
environment, by ameliorating increases in transport demand. Developers will therefore be required to
encourage and develop the use of sustainable modes of transport in line with relevant local and national
policies. Measures will normally be secured through a Planning Obligation and/or Planning Condition.

Contact details
To discuss the requirements of a TA in more detail, please contact the Transport Assessment Manager on

01223 699939.

Further information on the Cambridge City Planning Obligation Strategy can be found at

www.cambridge.gov.uk/planning/reptdocs/plnoblig.pdf
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