PLANNING COMMITTEE PLANNING APPLICATION
7 APRIL 2016 NUMBER: 15/01346/FUL

Former Dairy Crest Site, Alexandra Road, Epsom, Surrey, KT17 4BJ

Demolition of existing buildings on site. Redevelopment of site to provide a mixed
use development comprising a retail foodstore with 6 residential units above, with
associated car parking, landscaping and access arrangements.

Ward:

College

Contact Officer: Samantha Dixon

1 Plans and Representations

1.1

The Council now holds this information electronically. Please click on the
following link to access the plans and representations relating to this
application via the Council’s website, which is provided by way of
background information to the report. Please note that the link is current
at the time of publication, and will not be updated.

Link: http://eplanning.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/online-
applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=NZ8JOU
GYJWWO0O0

2 Summary

2.1

2.2

This application proposes the redevelopment of the former Dairy Crest
site to provide a mixed-use scheme comprising a retail foodstore,
associated works and six residential units.

This is a major development that does not accord with national or local
planning policy with regard to the location of retail development or with our
parking policies.

3 Site description

3.1

3.2

3.3

The site that is the subject of this application is located to the south side of
Alexandra Road (A2022) on the corner with Church Road. The site has
been vacant since early 2013, and was previously the site of the Dairy
Crest delivery depot. There are numerous buildings within the site, mostly
single-storey with pitched roofs, and the entire western element is covered
in hardstanding. To the eastern part of the site is a two-storey office
building with a lawn area at the rear. The site is currently surrounded by
hoarding. Ground levels rise from west to east.

The surrounding area is predominantly residential in character. The site
backs onto residential gardens of properties on Wyeths Road which is
located within the Pikes Hill Conservation Area. There are dwellings to
the north on Alexandra Road and west on Church Road.

Alexandra Road and Upper High Street form a main route into and out of
Epsom Town Centre from Banstead (the east). The corner of the site
abuts the ‘fiveways’ highway junction. The site is located outside of the
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Epsom Town Centre boundary as defined within Plan E (Epsom Town
Centre Area Action Plan, 2011) and is immediately adjacent to the Pikes
Hill Conservation Area to the south and west.

4 Proposal

41

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

This application proposes the demolition of all of the existing buildings on
site and the construction of a mixed-use redevelopment comprising a food
store with six residential units above, a car park, new vehicular access
and landscaping.

The retail unit would be situated over the eastern side of the site. It would
have a net retail floor space of 912sgm and warehouse/staff area of
274.8sqm creating a gross retail development of 1338sqm. The shop
element would be located adjacent to the Alexandra Road boundary and
the warehouse and service area would be at the rear adjacent to the
boundary with the dwellings on Wyeths Road. The staff area and ancillary
retail use would be located in first floor accommodation above the shop
which would be located centrally within the site, with dimensions of 13m
by 8m.

Above the retail unit, six residential units are proposed which would face
Alexandra Road. The units would be laid out in a single terraced row
comprising two-storeys with a total footprint of 40m in length and 7.7m in
depth. Each unit would have two bedrooms and a private external
balcony. The units would be accessed from a ramp onto Alexandra Road
at the east part of the site, and by a stairwell and lift at the west end of the
building which would lead to the car park. Two of the units would be
affordable, secured by a legal agreement.

The building would be set into the ground at its eastern end so that at the
far east of the site from Alexandra Road the residential units would appear
to have a height of two-storeys. At the western end of the building the
residential units would visibly sit on top of the retail unit beneath.

The western part of the site would comprise a car park. 65 spaces would
be created to serve the retail/visitor use, five of which would be allocated
for disabled users. 6 spaces would be provided for the residential use,
which would be separated by user-controlled bollards. Cycle parking
areas would be provided for the residential and retail use. A service ramp
would access the warehouse from the car park.

In order to accommodate the development on site, the applicants propose
to move the existing access point into the site, eastwards along Alexandra
Road. As a result, an existing pedestrian island would be relocated and
five on-street parking bays would be removed. The existing carriageway
would be divided by a hatched painted central reservation and a right-
hand turn facility with capacity for two vehicles. This would serve the site
from the west. A new 2m wide pavement would be created along Church
Road.
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4.7

Some soft landscaping would be introduced around part of the perimeter
of the proposed car park and along the rear of the site between the
development and the rear gardens of dwellings on Wyeths Road.

5 Comments from third parties

5.1

5.2

The application was advertised by press notice, site notice and letters of
notification to the neighbouring properties that abut the site.

256 letters of objection have been received (to 17.03.2016) regarding:

o The site should be reserved for housing

. The site is not in town centre. The development will lead to the
detriment of the local centre (which is already in decline)

° Detriment to local shops

No need for a further supermarket in Epsom, already have Waitrose,

Sainsburys, Tesco, 2 x Co-op, M&S

Will put the local mini store on Church Road out of business

The vacant Upper High Street site is more appropriate

Town creep in a residential area

Totally change the character of the area for its neighbours

Quality of life for everyone living adjacent to the site would be

compromised

Houses around the site will be overlooked

o Unacceptable noise disturbance to adjacent properties with
customers and deliveries through the day and evening

o Noise from air conditioning

° Loss of outlook from adjacent residential properties

o The prior use of the site as a milk distribution centre should not be
taken into account

o Extra traffic on surrounding road network will cause additional
disruption

o Congestion on main road into/out of Epsom

o Church Road and other surrounding roads cannot take more traffic

o 5 Ways road junction already busy and dangerous and difficult to
Cross

o New access too close to junction

Further consideration is needed of how traffic generated will impact

the already busy and potentially dangerous junction

The road layout will not accommodate queuing

Congestion when Jewsons have a delivery

Parking is already a problem in this area

The proposed parking is inadequate

Inadequate parking can be witnessed at the Kingston Road Aldi

store

Nowhere for overspill traffic to go

o Where will staff park?

o Users of the Old Cottage Hospital and chiropractic centre will use the
car park
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5.3
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Already inadequate parking for doctors surgery without losing street
parking spaces

Use as a dairy had no adverse impact on the area in terms of traffic
There are schools and doctors surgery nearby. Concern over the
safety of children, the sick and elderly

Pedestrian access to the area over the 5 ways junction and for
cyclists is already dangerous

Wide entrance/exit is a hazard for pedestrians trying to cross

The site bounds Pikes Hill Conservation Area. The development is
out of keeping with the local character

Green roof is window dressing

Loss of attractive building on site (4/4A Alexandra Road). Its
demolition will erode the street scene

Overdevelopment of the site

Scale of the building is overbearing

The development does not respond positively to its locality

Housing provision is inadequate and against policy

Survey of local people is biased and not representative of the
immediate residents

No guarantee that jobs will go to local residents

82 letters of support have been received:

There is a need in Epsom for additional retail space

Creates much needed competition, variety and discount shopping
Encourages more people into the town centre

Could be an opportunity to make long overdue improvements to the
highway

It will be important to ensure there is adequate parking

Makes good use of a derelict site which is an eyesore

Provides jobs and houses

Provides some affordable units

Good design

Will ease traffic issues created by Sainsbury’s

Car park shouldn’t be used for town centre shoppers as will cause
problems for the genuine Aldi shoppers.

14 letters neither objecting or supporting the proposal:

The Transport Assessment is misleading. The 166 bus is only hourly
and doesn’t run in the evening or on Sundays

No objection if the highway can be made safe

No objection but the road is already congested enough and there will
be parking implications for Church Road

Traffic situation needs to be addressed

Filter lane for entry would make it difficult for traffic coming out of
Church Road from the bridge side

Would it be possible to put in a roundabout?
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5.5

5.6
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Inadequate parking for Cottage Hospital. If users park at Aldi there
will be less space for shoppers

The new footpath on Church Road is great and should be extended
Cycling spaces should be enhanced

Electric charging vehicle spaces should be provided

A bus shelter should be funded by the developer on Upper High
Street

Design is pleasant and would have no adverse aesthetic impact

College Ward Residents Association made the following comments:

This site is not the place for a new store

Changes are needed to the traffic management of the area

The existing dangers of the 5 ways junction can only be worsened
65 car parking spaces is inadequate and any tailback of traffic
queuing to enter the car park would be dangerous

The opening hours are extremely anti-social to local residents.

Epsom Town Residents Association made the following comments:

The site is in a predominantly residential out of town area bordering
a key conservation area

Site has been previously identified as a suitable location for
additional residential housing

The retail development will shift focus from the Town Centre,
revitalisation of which is a key objective and create a disjointed
shopping environment.

An additional retail outlet of this type within the Town Centre area
would increase customer choice in the core retail area

There are a number of other vacant or potentially vacant sites within
the Town centre area that would be more suitable such as Upper
High Street, the gasworks site or Dagenham motors on East Street
New store front and signage would damage views of the
conservation area

Dangerous and stressed location for traffic in an area with existing
traffic problems and hazards for pedestrians crossing

New access /egress will adversely affect the 5 ways junction
Shopper traffic and delivery vehicles will have difficulty turning right
and will cause a blockage to traffic approaching Epsom

The traffic conflict survey undertaken was not complete or extensive
enough to mitigate any concerns in this area, more extensive
assessment of all traffic impacts must be taken to form an accurate
view

The provision of 65 parking spaces is inadequate leading to staff or
customers circling the surrounding residential roads for parking
opportunities which will place significant demand on the already
stressed network of surrounding roads

Noise from deliveries and general traffic movement will significantly
impact the health and quality of life of nearby residents in those
locations
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6 Consultations

6.1

6.2
6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

Environment Agency: We have reviewed the document 'Desk Study
Assessment Report' by BSL, reference RW/C2080/3232 and dated 8
August 2012. The report has correctly identified the site's sensitivity with
respect to controlled waters and has indicated the potential for some
contamination to be present. However, no site visit was undertaken to
inspect site conditions, and the report is now more than 3 years old. It
needs to be updated, and to include a site walkover. Planning permission
should only be granted for the proposed development as submitted if
planning conditions are imposed with regard to contaminated land, piling
and drainage.

Thames Water: No comments received

County Archaeologist: Recommends a condition be placed on any
planning permission to secure the archaeological work as outlined in the
submitted report.

County Highway Authority: Recommends that the applicant enters into
an appropriate agreement to secure the improvement works in the public
highway to be completed before the opening of the development including
improved pedestrian crossing facilities at the Fiveways Crossroads.
Highway conditions should be imposed on any permission granted.

Environmental Health Officer: The proposals are acceptable subject to
conditions.

Contaminated Land Officer: Recommends contaminated land conditions
and also ground gas conditions.

Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA): As originally submitted the LLFA
could not recommend that planning permission be granted because the
proposed surface water strategy did not comply with the requirements laid
out under the Technical Standards. The applicant subsequently provided
additional information and the LLFA finds the drainage scheme
acceptable subject to the imposition of conditions.

7 Relevant planning history

7.1

None

8 Planning Policy

National Policy Planning Framework (NPPF) 2012

Paragraph 17 Core Planning principles
Chapter 2 Ensuring the vitality of town centres
Chapter 6 Delivering a Wide Choice of Quality Homes

Chapter 7 Requiring Good Design
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Core Strategy 2007
Policy CS1 Creating Sustainable Communities
Policy CS3 Biodiversity and Designated Nature Conservation Areas
Policy CS5 Built Environment
Policy CS6 Sustainability in New Developments
Policy CS7 Housing Provision
Policy CS8 Location of Housing Development
Policy CS12 Developer contributions to community infrastructure
Policy CS14 Epsom Town Centre
Policy CS16 Managing transport and travel
Plan E Epsom Town Centre Area Action Plan 2011
Policy E1 Town centre boundary
Policy E3 Town centre retail capacity
Policy E14 Depot Road and Upper High Street
Policy E15 The Utilities site
Development Management Policies 2015
Policy DM4 Biodiversity and New Development
Policy DM5 Trees and Landscape
Policy DM8 Heritage Assets
Policy DM9 Townscape Character and Local Distinctiveness
Policy DM10 Design Requirements for New Developments
Policy DM11 Housing Density
Policy DM12 Housing Standards
Policy DM29 Major new retail development
Policy DM35 Transport and New Development
Policy DM36 Sustainable Transport for new development
Policy DM37 Parking Standards
Policy DM38 Rear servicing

Epsom and Ewell Parking Strateqgy (2012)

9 Planning considerations

Land use principles

9.1 The site is not formally allocated for any particular use. The site was the
subject of public consultation as part of a Housing Site Allocations
Consultation Paper in 2011. This was the first stage in the site allocations
process and in February 2013, committee members agreed to identify the
site as a preferred housing site option. However, following changes to
national planning policy we reconsidered our housing site allocations
process and have not progressed it to date. Therefore, whilst the site is
not formally allocated in any local planning policy document, an
appropriate redevelopment may be acceptable, subject to all other
material planning considerations.
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Retail use
9.2 The thrust of national and local planning policy supports the role of town

9.3

9.4

9.5

9.6

9.7

centres, recognising them as the heart of the community and aims to
ensure their continued vitality and viability. The Council has a clear and
positive strategy to promote a town centre first approach to retail
development (recognised by Policies CS14, DM29, and the Epsom Town
Centre Area Action Plan 2011(AAP)) and the AAP allocated specific sites
for retail uses.

The site is located outside the Epsom Town Centre boundary as defined
by the ‘Plan E’ proposals map, located just beyond the maximum of what
could be considered an edge-of-centre site. There is no inter-visibility or
connectivity between the site and primary shopping area, with a clear
separation from the existing retail offer in the town centre. The character
of Upper High Street significantly changes from the edge of the existing
shops which are 300m away from this site, becoming predominantly
characterised by residential development at the site. The highway layout
and associated issues with the adjacent highway junctions serves to
further disconnect the site from the town centre, particularly for
pedestrians.

Paragraph 24 of the NPPF states that a sequential test should be applied
to applications for main town centre uses that are not in an existing centre
and not in accordance with an up-to-date Local Plan. Main town centre
uses should be located in town centres, then in edge of centre locations.
Only if suitable sites are not available should out of centre sites be
considered. Preference should be given to accessible sites that are well
connected to the town centre. Paragraph 27 notes that where an
application fails to satisfy the sequential test, it should be refused.

The applicant does not consider there is a requirement for the application
to be accompanied by a sequential assessment as Policy DM29 sets a
minimum threshold for such assessments at 2,500sgm. Officers do not
consider this to be correct. The NPPF does not provide any threshold for
when a sequential test would be applied. Further, in retail policy terms, the
proposal is not in accordance with an up-to-date Local Plan.

The lack of a local policy dealing with proposals under 2,500sgm does not
mean that such proposals are automatically in accordance with the plan.
Paragraph 23 of the NPPF requires an assessment of need, and whilst a
need assessment did inform Plan E, that assessment has been updated
within the Retail Study and Town Centre Study Update 2015. We are
currently preparing a subsequent site allocations document. Until that
document is adopted, the retail aspects of the Local Plan cannot be said
to fully comply with Paragraph 23 of the NPPF. There has not been any
sequential testing of this site as part of any development plan process.

Notwithstanding the applicant’s argument that a sequential test should not
be applied, they have submitted an assessment of some alternative sites
in Epsom which is discussed overleaf:
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9.8

9.9

9.10

9.11

9.12

9.13

The Upper High Street and Depot Road site, located on the edge of the
primary shopping area, is allocated under Policy E14 as a strategic
opportunity site for redevelopment including amongst other facilities, retail
floor space and new dwellings. The applicant’s analysis of the Upper
High Street site is that the owners of the site have declined to discuss a
foodstore on the site. However, following a letter of objection from
another retailer, the applicant has acknowledged that the owner is
currently having discussions that may result in a retail development on
that site.

In light of the emerging proposals by a retail competitor, it is clear that the
contents of the submitted Retail Study insofar as they relate to the
availability of this vacant site can be discounted. The applicants state that
if an alternative retailer has secured the site it is clearly not available for
them. However, the purpose of the sequential test is to determine if the
site is available for the proposed development, and not whether it is
available to the applicants. This is reinforced by the fact that the
development plan is seeking to deliver a new foodstore in Epsom. Based
on the information available, the vacant site of Upper High Street is
available for redevelopment.

In relation to the Council-owned car park, the applicant’s analysis is silent.
The site is included for redevelopment within the AAP and is available for
redevelopment.

In relation to the suitability of the Upper High Street area to accommodate
the proposed development, the applicant suggests that the combined
vacant site and car park can accommodate the “application development”
but “neither site individually could accommodate the need for ALDI’s
parking requirements and replacement car parking”. No analysis has
been provided to justify and support the conclusions reached. The
provision of a foodstore and associated car parking on this vacant site will
not affect the provision of public car parking elsewhere on the Policy E14
allocation area.

Depot Road car park and land/properties fronting Church Street is
dismissed by the applicant as the site is in various ownerships which
leads to difficulties of land assembly. They contend that the site is too
constrained, the redevelopment of the area would be an unviable
undertaking for a foodstore operator and the site is hidden with poor visual
exposure. It is acknowledged that the site poses some challenges in
terms of existing uses and land ownership. However, the site is adjacent
to well-used parking areas for town centre visitors that will provide good
exposure. There is no evidence to substantiate that redevelopment would
be unviable. The applicant has not adequately demonstrated that parts of
the Depot Road site are not suitable and available for development.

The Utilities site is allocated under Policy E15 of Plan E for employment
and residential uses. This site is not allocated for retail use and as such
officers concur with the applicant that the site is not available for retail
redevelopment.



PLANNING COMMITTEE PLANNING APPLICATION
7 APRIL 2016 NUMBER: 15/01346/FUL

9.14

Overall, and based on NPPG guidance, the applicant has not provided
sufficient information to demonstrate that the Upper High Street and
Depot Road areas are not suitable and available for the proposed
development. The proposed development is not in accordance with the
development plan strategy as it promotes retail floor space in an out-of-
centre site and fails the sequential test requirements. The application is
therefore contrary to the NPPF, Policy CS14 of the Core Strategy and
Policies E3 and E14 of the Town Centre AAP.

Residential use

9.15

Core Strategy Policy CS8 encourages higher density residential
development in sustainable locations, and Policy DM11 of the
Development Management Policies (2015) states that we will, in principle,
support proposals for new housing that make the most effective use of
development sites located within the borough'’s existing urban area. Given
its sustainable location in an existing urban area, there is no objection to
the principle of additional residential units in this area.

Impact on highway safety

9.16

9.17

9.18

9.19

The site is located adjacent to the ‘fiveways’ junction. With numerous
roads joining in one space, this junction is known as being problematic for
road users and pedestrians alike.

The applicant has submitted a Transport Assessment that examines the
existing capacity of the adjacent roads and junction, studies existing
accident records, provides details of expected trip generation and also
proposes works at the junction to improve access for pedestrians. A
Stage 1 Road Safety Audit has been undertaken by the County Highway
Authority which outlines recommendations to overcome any technical
concerns that the new development would create.

Whilst the existing problems at the fiveway junction are recognised, there
is no significant accident history. All recorded accidents since 2011 (5 in
total) have been slight in nature as measured by police statistics.

The applicant’s evidence suggests that the proposed development will not
exacerbate this situation. Whilst development of the site will result in more
traffic through the junction, it will be mainly out of peak hours and not
result in severe impact on the highway network. The access to the site
would be located further from the junction and the necessary visibility
splays can be achieved. Highway improvement works include the
formation of raised pedestrian crossing tables on Church Road (north)
and Mill Road, a new footway on Church Road (south) and new crossing
point on Upper High Street.
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Parking
9.20 The scheme proposes 65 parking spaces for the retail use and visitors,

9.21

9.22

9.23

9.24

and 6 spaces for the residents, which would be separated by user-
controlled bollards. Cycle bays would be provided for the retail and
residential use.

The applicants have used the Surrey County Council Parking Guidance
(January 2012) Maximum Vehicular Parking Levels which states that food
retail above a gross floor area of 1000sgm requires 1 car space per
14sgm, with a suggested reduction of 50% in an edge of centre location.
This equates to a required parking provision of between 48-96 spaces.
The applicants consider that the proposed parking provision exceeds the
maximum requirement as required by the County Council.

There is no definition of edge of centre within the abovementioned
guidance. The NPPF classification for an edge of centre site is a ‘location
that is well connected and up to 300m of the primary shopping area’. The
site is located 300m from the edge of the primary shopping area at its
closest point. It is not within 300m. The character of the site is significantly
different from the town centre, being primarily residential and located on a
slight but notable gradient away from the town centre. Given the distance
from the town centre and change in character of the area, it is
questionable whether users of town centre parking would travel to the site
on foot and therefore it is not considered appropriate to apply the
maximum reduction as suggested by the applicant in this case. In a
suburban location the guidance suggests that a 25% reduction in spaces
may be applied, which would require on-site parking provision of between
72-96 spaces. The proposal does not provide this level of parking.

Since the County parking standards were adopted, discounter
supermarkets are demonstrating a much higher demand for car parking
space per floor area than other discount stores due to their popularity.
TRICS data is being updated to reflect this but is not available to date.
Data collected at the Aldi store on the Kingston Road, Ewell demonstrates
that parking demand outweighs provision at peak hours, and observations
by officers and the public have evidenced that the car park is usually full
to capacity. Cars park in the service bay area (unallocated) and vehicles
are known to spill and queue onto the dual carriageway.

The alteration to the road layout results in the removal of five existing
short stay parking bays on Alexandra Road. These spaces are frequently
used by visitors to the adjacent doctor’s surgery or short trips to the town
centre. The application states that the five bays would be re-provided
within the Aldi car park for users of the surgery. The adjacent surgery has
inadequate on-site parking provision for its staff and patients. Use of
parking spaces within the unfettered/uncontrolled car park on the
application site for use other than customers visiting Aldi will reduce the
number of spaces for shoppers. The application also states that linked
trips to the town centre are expected which will also reduce the number of
spaces for shoppers.
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9.25

9.26

9.27

9.28

9.29

9.30

No provision is made for staff to park within the site. The submitted Travel
Plan suggests that 59% of staff would drive to the site, and with the
implementation of a travel plan this would reduce by only 5% in 5 years. It
is expected that the development would generate 40-50 jobs. No
information is provided of where the staff will park. The Council’s Parking
Standards Evidence Paper (2015) which informed our Local Parking
Standards for residential development demonstrates that on-street
parking in the area surrounding the site is already at capacity over night
for existing residents.

Observation in the daytime reveals that on-street parking is also at
capacity as this area is popular with commuters. Lack of any recognised
parking provision for staff will exacerbate this existing situation.
Inadequate parking within the site would further compound this situation
and is likely to have knock on effects on the surrounding road network. A
Travel Plan, whilst beneficial to some extent, will not overcome this
concern.

The applicant has not demonstrated that the parking provision will be
adequate for the proposed supermarket, users of the adjacent surgery
and the town centre. No staff parking would be provided on site and the
applicant has not undertaken a parking stress survey of the surrounding
area. There is very limited available street parking in the surrounding area
during the day and night. The applicants have not demonstrated that
parking problems for local residents will not be further exacerbated given
the existing stress on the highway network.

Free car parking is proposed for customers for up to 1.5 hours. The
system is enforced using an automatic number plate recognition system.
The car park will remain open at night but be controlled by CCTV and low
level lighting. The applicants are willing to accept a car parking
management plan condition which could include a period of review for the
length of stay of the car park if required. Should the application be
approved an appropriately worded condition or S106 legal agreement
would need to be included.

Detailed discussions with the LPA on a proposed parking management
plan have not taken place to date. The LPA would need to be satisfied
that the proposed arrangements would allow sufficient time for customers
to carry out their shop at the proposed store and carry out additional
linked trips and that the proposals would not conflict with the Epsom and
Ewell's Parking Strategy (2012).

The overall vision of the Epsom and Ewell Parking Strategy (2012) is to
ensure that the borough will become a place where the parking needs of
residents, shoppers, businesses, commuters and other visitors are
balanced to avoid conflict. New developments provide an appropriate
level of on-site parking provision, which will meet the needs of that
development without having an adverse impact upon existing residents or
highway safety. The strategy for Epsom Town Centre seeks to increase
the vitality and viability of the town centre by providing adequate parking
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9.31

provision or creating sustainable modes of travel. Policy DM37 requires
demonstration that the new scheme provides an appropriate level of off-
street parking to avoid an unacceptable impact on on-street parking
conditions and local traffic conditions. The application does not achieve
compliance with these policies.

Bicycle spaces are to be provided within the site. The spaces for the store
are deficient by three spaces. There is however, room to provide
additional spaces within the site and this could be secured by condition.

Impact on visual amenity

9.32

9.33

9.34

9.35

9.36

The site is bounded on two sides by the Pikes Hill Conservation Area.
Due to the site’s topography and the surrounding built form, the new
development will not intrude into views either into, or out of, the
designated area and the presence of the new build will have negligible
impact on the area’s special character. The built-form would be located
over 40m from Church Road and to the rear of dwellings that front Wyeths
Road. In conclusion, there is no objection in terms of Policy DM8 which
seeks to conserve the setting of heritage assets.

Policies DM9 and DM10 require new development to be of high quality
design and make a positive contribution to the built environment of the
borough.

New development of between one and three storeys will occupy the
eastern part of the site, with parking to the west. From a visual
perspective, the new build sits comfortably on the site, with the bulk of the
development massed to the north and relating well to the surrounding
topography. While extensive in terms of footprint, the new development is
generally massed to avoid an overwhelming solidity of form.

The three-storey, largely residential component of the development has a
strong presence in the street scene of Alexandra Road. The treatment of
the first and second floor elevations of the northern frontage is clearly
domestic in nature and although contemporary in style, effectively
references traditional local models. At ground floor level, the elevational
treatment becomes austerely commercial and thus bears little relationship
to the domestic detailing of the floors above.

Due to the elevated level of Alexandra Road, the lower level of this
elevation has little presence in views from the public realm from the
eastern approach along Alexandra Road. From this approach, the upper
parts of the building appear wholly domestic and sit comfortably in the
surrounding context. The view of the building at the site entrance is less
visually pleasing as the domestic element appears to float above the retail
store below. However, in an area where there is an array of architectural
styles, with numerous buildings of three-storey in height and taking into
account the appearance of the existing buildings on site, this elevation is
not considered to cause undue harm to the visual amenities of the
locality.
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9.37

9.38

An indicative materials palette has been provided and if planning
permission is granted a condition requiring full details including samples to
be submitted to ensure that the proposed development is locally
appropriate and will help to integrate the new development in to the
existing townscape will be required.

While there is no objection in principle to a green roof, this space should
be managed to ensure it does not fall into disrepair or become unsightly.

Impact on residential amenity

9.39

9.40

9.41

9.42

9.43

9.44

Policy DM10(ix) requires development to have regard to the amenities of
occupants and neighbours, including in terms of privacy, outlook,
sunlight/daylight, and noise and disturbance.

The built form would be located at the eastern part of the site. Land levels
rise from west to east. At its eastern end, the site would be excavated and
the building would be set down within the plot.

The rear gardens of dwellings on Wyeths Road back onto the site. A 2m
high close-boarded fence with 0.6m high trellis above would line the
boundary with these properties and a 2m wide landscape buffer would be
located along the inside of the site boundary. The proposed building
would be located approximately 4m from the boundary with Nos.25 to 35
Wyeths Road. The element closest to Wyeths Road would be single-
storey and would house the warehouse and service area. It would have
height of 5m, with a maximum height of 3.2m above ground level. Given
the change in ground levels and resultant height of the building above
ground level, the building will cause no loss of light or outlook from the
rear gardens or rooms of Nos.25 to 35. The roof above the warehouse
would be a green roof and no access would be allowed upon it.

The proposed residential units would be located a minimum of 18m from
the nearest rear boundary of residential dwelling 35 Wyeths Road, and
approximately 25m from the nearest rear elevation. This distance greatly
increases westwards. Given the distance, the residential development
would cause no loss of light, outlook or privacy. A pergola structure would
be positioned to provide a screen between the dwellings and trees would
be planted along the site boundary.

The properties to the north side of Alexandra Road are over 20m from the
proposed building and divided by the highway. Shadow impact studies
have been undertaken which show that the building would cause no loss
of light to the adjacent properties. The front elevations of the dwellings on
Alexandra Road are visible within public views and therefore the
development would not cause any loss of privacy in comparison to the
existing situation.

The building is located far enough from the doctor’s surgery, divided by
the surgeries car park, to ensure the development would cause no loss of
light or outlook to this building.
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9.45

9.46

9.47

The building would be located over 40m from the properties on Church
Road and will therefore not be unduly prominent or cause any loss of
amenity.

The entrance to the supermarket is located centrally within the site and
the car park is located to the western part of the site and adjacent to the
Church Road boundary and behind No.5 Church Road and 9 to 21
Wyeths Road.

A Noise Report has been submitted which has assessed noise from
existing and increased road traffic, the mechanical service plant, service
yard noise and car park noise. The Council’s Environmental Health Officer
is satisfied that the proposal will be acceptable in terms of noise as long
as conditions are imposed to limit proposed noise levels and operation
hours of plant machinery and to ensure the proposed residential units are
effectively soundproofed.

Proposed residential amenity

9.48

9.49

9.50

Policy DM12 refers to housing standards and states that all housing
developments are required to comply with external and internal space
standards. In terms of internal space, the nationally described technical
space standard requires two-storey 2 bedroom units to have minimum
gross internal floor areas of 81sgm. All units accord with this standard
having 84sgm each.

Paragraph 3.35 the Development Management Policies Document states
that adequate external private amenity space needs to be provided for
each unit. For houses a minimum total private outdoor space of 40sgm
should be provided for 2 bedroom dwellings. Each unit has a private
balcony fronting Alexandra Road of approximately 10sqm and a
communal terrace provides access to the units. The external private
amenity space falls well short of the minimum standard required by Policy
DM12. This is a predominantly residential area and the occupiers of two
bedroom dwellings in this area should reasonably expect adequate
amenity space for their domestic needs.

Access to the residential element is provided from the car park (via a
stairwell and lift) and from Alexandra Road.

Ecology and landscaping

9.51

A Preliminary Ecological Appraisal and Initial Bat Report and further Bat
and Reptile Survey Report have been submitted to support the
application. The Council’s Ecologist has commented that the surveys
have not indicated a high level of interest in terms of biodiversity, showing
that there are no roosting bats in any of the buildings on site and no
reptiles.
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9.52 Policy DM4 states that every opportunity should be taken to secure net
benefit to the borough’s biodiversity. Therefore, biodiversity enhancement
measures should be secured via condition, and at the very least should
require bird and bat boxes/bricks incorporated into the new buildings. This
could be secured by condition.

9.53 With regard to soft landscaping, there is very little existing vegetation on
the site. The Council’s Tree Officer has no objection to the proposed
landscaping scheme which will provide some softening of the site and an
improvement in comparison to the existing situation.

Sustainable Drainage System (SuDS)

9.54 As originally submitted the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) could not
recommend that planning permission be granted because the proposed
surface water strategy did not comply with the requirements laid out under
the Technical Standards. The applicant subsequently provided additional
information and the LLFA finds the drainage scheme acceptable subject
to the imposition of conditions.

Affordable Housing

9.55 Two of the proposed six residential units are proposed to be affordable,
which exceeds the requirement outlined by Policy CS9. This would be
secured via 106 legal agreement.

Archaeology

9.56 The application will involve large scale ground disturbance and is within
an area of that has a high potential for the presence of Heritage Assets
with archaeological significance associated with the probable route of the
Roman road, Stane Street. The applicants have submitted an
Archaeological Desk Based Assessment. The County Archaeologist is
satisfied that the assessment has covered the relevant issues adequately
and meets the required professional standards. It is recommended that
the archaeological work be secured via condition.

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)

9.57 The development is CIL liable.
Conclusion

10.1 The principle of retail development is unacceptable in this location as the
applicant has failed to demonstrate that there are no other sequentially
preferable sites within the town centre. It has not been demonstrated that
the proposed parking is adequate to meet of the demand of the proposed
store with respect to staff, customers and the loss of on-street parking
associated with the construction of the access. The private external
amenity space for the residential units falls under the space standard
required by local plan policy.
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Recommendation

Planning permission is refused for the following reason(s):

Reasons:

(1)

(4)

The applicant has failed to provide sufficient information and analysis to
demonstrate that the Upper High Street and Depot Road car park areas
are not suitable and available for the proposed development, which lie in a
sequentially preferable location and are allocated for retail development.
The proposed development is not in accordance with the development
plan strategy as it promotes retail floor space outside of the town centre.
The application is therefore contrary to the requirements of the Section 2
of the National Planning Policy Framework It is not in accordance with the
plan read as a whole which promotes a town centre first approach to retail
development in particular in Policy CS14 of the Core Strategy (2007) and
Policies E3 and E14 of the Epsom Town Centre Area Action Plan (2011)
and DM29 of the DMPD.

The applicant has failed to demonstrate that the level of car parking to be
provided at the development is adequate to meet of the demand of the
proposed store with respect to staff, customers and the loss of on-street
parking associated with the construction of the access, to the detriment of
on-street parking conditions in the surrounding area. The development is
therefore contrary to the requirements of Policy CS16 of the Core Strategy
(2007), Policy DM37 of the Development Management Policies (2015)
and the overall aims of the Epsom and Ewell Parking Strategy (2012).

There would be inadequate external amenity space for the occupiers of
the residential units. The units would not provide a quality environment
which would adequately meet the needs or protect the living conditions of
the occupiers of the site and therefore the development is not sustainable.
As such the proposal does not accord with the requirements of Policy CS1
of the Core Strategy (2007) or Policies DM10 (viii) or DM12 of the
Development Management Policies Document (2015).

In the absence of a completed legal obligation under Section 106 of the
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended), the applicant has
failed to comply the provision of affordable housing.

Informative(s):

(1)

The plans considered in the determination of this application are as
follows: Drawing Numbers: 0837-CHE-100 Rev B, 0837-CHE-101 Rev B,
0837-CHE-102 Rev A, 0837-CHE-103 Rev A, 0837-CHE-104 Rev A, 837-
CHE-105 Rev A, 0837-CHE-106 Rev A, 0837-CHE-107 Rev A, 0837-
CHE-108 Rev A, 0837-CHE-109 Rev A, 0837-CHE-110 Rev F, 0837-
CHE-111, 0837-CHE-112, 0837-CHE-115 Rev A, 0837-CHE-117,
3787/105/301, 3787/105/303, MJA-P105-4204 and V0837 LO1.
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(2)  You are advised that the following policies and/or proposals in the
development are relevant to this decision:

o National Policy Planning Framework (NPPF) 2012
Paragraph 17 Core Planning principles
Chapter 2 Ensuring the vitality of town centres

o Core Strategy 2007
Policy CS1 Creating Sustainable Communities
Policy CS5 Built Environment
Policy CS14 Epsom Town Centre
Policy CS16 Managing transport and travel

o Plan E Epsom Town Centre Area Action Plan 2011
Policy E1 Town centre boundary
Policy E3 Town centre retail capacity
Policy E14 Depot Road and Upper High Street

o Development Management Policies 2015
Policy DM10 Design Requirements for New Developments
Policy DM29 Major new retail development
Policy DM37 Parking Standards




