
AgENDA ITEM No .....,,. 2 

Bryceas sociates 
P L W G  CONSULTANTS 

Ref : DJB/JU1532 

30 November 201 0 

Head of Central Services 
North Lanarkshire Council 
Civic Centre 
Windmillhill Street 
Motherwell 
ML1 1AB 

Dear Sirs, 

Stone & Wolfe : Local Review of Planning Application No. 10/00612/FUL 
Mezzanine Deck, Unit 3, Rannoch Road, Birkenshaw 

We refer to your letter of lgth November with the observations of the Head of Roads & 
Transportation and would respond as follows : 

(i) It is noted that the response from the roads team does not make reference to or directly 
address the main points raised in the AECOM Parking Review, most notably; 

0 The parking standards cited in the reason for refusal suggest parking provision in 
excess of the national maximum standards for food retail. 

0 The review of alternative parking standards highlight more applicable ratios and 
suggest that the existing provision is sufficient. 

P The parking survey shows that there are ample parking spaces available around 
the store at peak times. 

0 The on-street parking experienced at the east end of the trading estate appears to 
be the result of customer choice, not a lack of available spaces. 

(ii) Specific responses to the Roads & Transportation representation are detailed in 
Appendix 1. 

(iii) Planning conditions suggested in Section 7 of the Planning Statement offer additional 
controls acceptable to Stone & Wolfe should the Local Review Body favour the 
proposal. 

Yours faithfully, 

David Bryce 
Bryce Associates Ltd 

Enc. 



Stone & Wolfe : Birkenshaw Trading Estate : Local Review 
Response to Roads & Transportation Representation 

APPENDIX 1 

Council Comment / Issue 
Para 2 
Parking provision clearly acceptable to in 2005 
application. 

Para 3 
90 spaces required by the standards is clearly 
not deliverable within the cartilage of the 
development site. 

Para 4 
Parking within Birkenshaw is problematic and 
the overall parking provision within the estate 
cannot satisfy demand at peak times. 

Para 4 
This results in vehicles parked on footways and 
at locations that restrict free passage through 
the estate and presenting a hazard. 

Para 6 
Stone and Wolfe concede in their report that if 
future use of the unit and/or adjacent units 
reverts to non-food retail warehousing then this 
might raise parking issues. 

AECOM Comment / Response 
The parking provision may not have been challenged at the time 
of the 2005 application but it should be noted that SPP17 
standards and SRC 1996 standards were available at this time. It 
is suggested that a review of these at the time would have 
concluded that the SRC 86 guidelines were not appropriate to this 
type of development in this location. It has been noted in the 
AECOM parking review that the SRC 1986 standards applied 
were applicable to all retail types, including large food retail 
outlets, and were indeed above the maximum standards set out in 
SPP17 (applicable at the time). The use of food retail parking 
rates (which are above the national maximum standard) for non 
food retail units within an established and identified trading estate 
is not considered reasonable. 
This is correct. However, it is clear from the review of alternative 
standards that this level of parking is not appropriate in this 
location. It is even more apparent from the parking survey results 
that there is ample space at peak times, even on busy trading 
days, with all three mezzanine floors in place and operating. 
Based on the results of the parking survey this is not correct. The 
parking survey results demonstrate that there is adequate space 
available at peak times around the store with a maximum 40% 
occupation recorded within the red line boundary. Similarly the 
overall maximum accumulation of all parking areas surveyed was 
40%. 
No on-street parking problems are seen on the through road at the 
west end of the park in the vicinity of the store. As highlighted in 
the AECOM parking review report, the on-street parking at the 
east end of the trading estate is not as a result of demand / supply 
problems but as a result of customers’ choice of parking location. 
This is not the case. There is no evidence from the parking 
surveys or from the review of standards which would suggest that 
a change from showroom to retail warehousing would result in 
parking problems. The parking demand may be affected by the 
occupant I use of the floor space however the standards referred 
to in the 1996 SRC guidelines apply to non-food retail, not 
specifically showrooms. The surveys show that 60% of the 
existing parking spaces remain unoccupied during peak times and 
it is therefore clear that there is scope to attract significant 
additional traffic without additional spaces being required. 
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