TAKE YOUR SEAT ON 18TH.

September 18th and it
begins again.

“In September I'm coming with
my knitting and [ am going to
sit on the front row!” So com-
mented one member of the
village who attended the open-
ing week of the Inquiry in
March.

you attend.

You will not be disappointed
and there are plenty of HBRR
people there who will help you
to understand anything that

you might not be able to follow.

It is also not too late to register
with the Inspector should you
wish to address the Inquiry.

new additional evidence, not
forgetting the impact of the
recent Trafford Planning
Committee to reject the
plans once more. (see pg. 6)

Please come and show your
objection to these damaging
plans. It is only because the

people of this village have

email: thesquarenews@hotmail.co.uk
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made such an impassioned,
informed, immovable and

dignified protest that we filling our village with
have been able to fight thus N O M O R E more cars and lorries (7

far. HGVs most days) but now

RIGHTS FOR jzmizyi
COTTESMORE
GARDENS

Citybranch’s own Con-
sultants say that there
are real safety issues
with their traffic plans
and changes must be made
suchas OA AT Tright @rn
movements into and out of

Cottesmore' A 1 @& st road
safety Audit) Not only are they

Those members of the public
who have gone before you will
tell you that there is little to be
nervous about. Remember, this
is your village that people are
messing with and you should
have your say.

Another said it was the best
theatre that they had been to in
years. We want to encourage
you to take your seats again on
the 18th of September for week
2 of the Hale Barns Public In-
quiry. It starts at 9.30 am at the
Bowdon Rooms on The Firs, in
Bowdon, and it will run until
the Friday. You can come and
go as you are able but just re-

scheme.

In Jan 06 they had no traffic
lights, then in June 06 they
said they needed traffic lights,
now they say that the traffic
lights are only safe if the road
is down graded from one that
can cope with speeds up to
38mph to one that can cope
with speeds of only 30mph.
Ciybranch say Hale Rd traffic
never goes above 30 so they
only have to achieve a short
stopping distance from bends
in the road to the traffic lights.
Driving habits will not change
just because Citybranch need
them to, to make their plans

fit. Unless their use of the
Contonpg 2

Together we must con-
tinue to impress upon the
Inspector the detrimental
effect that this develop-
ment would have upon
our village.

Not 6 months ago the
eminent QC for City-
branch spent hours and
hours arguing that every-
thing in the Citybranch scheme
was tried tested and thor-
oughly wonderful. Now their
experts are admitting that
many of the criticisms levelled
at them in March are correct.
We must remember that this is
not the first time that City-
branch have had to do a mas-
sive U turn on their traffic

In the opening stages of the
next round there will undoubt-
edly be the excitement of what
will happen about Citybranch’s
member to sign in every time altered traffic plans and their

FORCED INTO A SHORTFALL
CAN YOU GIVE ONCE MORE?

Due to the lengthy cross-examinations, the changes to the plans and figures, we all face an increase
in the length of the Inquiry. HBRR and you raised £40,000 to fight at the Inquiry, but it is now esti-
mated to run for 12 days - far longer than anticipated.

Many of you have already given and given, and many most generously. The Village thanks you.

We are looking at a shortfall of £15,000 if we are to see this Inquiry through to November and so if
you haven’t yet contributed, we would ask that you do as your neighbour has, and make a donation
large or small, using the tear off slip below.

C O N S I D E R T H E When so many people have spoken out against this

PE O PLE! application, when so many people have taken time to write or
attend the many hours of the first week of the Public Inquiry and when so much work and finan-
cial resources have been spent on demonstrating the damaging effects on the quality of life of
those who live in the Hale Barns and wider Hale area it is sad but typically telling that Citybranch
Directors responded to the serious concerns raised by Mr. Castle with a coolness towards the
needs of the community.®* Now we have seen Trafford's repor
technical issues raised {(Shleahd AMrechamiMeskengeravébsite t i n
11/07/07) From the beginning the community has asked Citybranch to consider the people of
this village. As this newsletter demonstrates, that is not what matters to them.

PUBLIC INQUIRY RE-OPENS 18TH SEPTEMBER,
PLEASE BE THERE!
CITYBRANCH CHANGES MEAN HIGHER COSTS,
CAN YoUu HELP?

(SEE BACK PAGE FOR FULL DETAILS)

If you wish to discuss this with Sir Gill Thompson, Rev. Rob Hinton or Mr. Tony Woolf please use the
number below and as always we will be glad to speak with you.

e [ would like to confirm my objection to the current proposals for the redevelopment of Hale
Barns Square by making the following contribution to the fighting fund:

£ (please send cheques made payable to: HBRR

e [ would like to register for email updates, my email address

We would like some help to make a specific objection at the Inquiry:

(Your name) (Phone No.)

Please return to: HBRR c¢/o All Saints Church, Hale Road, Hale Barns,
Altrincham, Cheshire. WA15 8ST Tel: 0161 980 3234

To get email updates or for Info email us: thesquarenews@hotmail.co.uk



Contd. From page 1

words “appropriate...road
surfacing’ means traffic calm-
ing measures?? We wait to
see.

On the subject of the right

turn ghost island they which
plan to build in the middle of
Hale Rd. opposite the entrance
to the Square service road,
they now admit that this is
“below standard$ and would
cause “safety issu€s Their
solution to this serious prob-
lem is to suggest that, as the
guidelines are national and

not local “any relaxation of the
above
discussed and agre€dThey
want the Council to ignore the
national guidelines! Thisisa
safety issue - our safety!

Remember that Mr. Steele QC
argued and argued that none
of these issues were a prob-
lem. Hours worth of your
money, as a supporter of
HBRR and a rate payer, were
spent as Citybranch’s barris-
ter tried his best to demolish
these very arguments.

At the Inquiry in March the
Inspector heard submissions
from objectors, that if a traffic
light post was put on the cor-
ner of Dial Road and Hale
Road, it would be too narrow
to be safe for people with
wheelchairs or pushchairs.
Once again this was dis-
missed, but in their Safety
Audit Mr. & Ms. Vaughan state
that the very problem high-
lighted “could lead to
[pedestrians with prams/
trolleys and people in wheel-
chairs] having to enter the
carriageway to pass the con-
striction.” So the truth seems
to be that up until the 8th.

st andar dsthehedgedblck dwe ta®

August 2007 Citybranch was
happy to create and allow a
serious safety failing in their
scheme. 5 months ago they
were prepared to argue
strongly against any sugges-
tion that they needed to
change that part of the design.
Once again the poverty of care
in the initial design of this
scheme is highlighted and
inescapable. The Auditors’
recommend digging up the
pavements on Dial Road, nar-
rowing one side and widening
the other. Citybranch’s traffic
consultants want to just trim

manage! What a mess!

It was made very clear not
only by the experts but by an
eloquent member of our vil-
lage, and prominent political
volunteer, that moving the
crossing to the west of the
village centre would be to take
away the crossing from where
people most need it. The eld-
erly, who make greatest use of
both the Co-op and the Chem-
ist, would be forced to walk
further and many would still
attempt to cross on the natu-
ral desire line (technical
speak for ‘to and fro’ between
the most popular places).

This was rejected in March as
if it were a minor point, but
again the Appellant has
change its stance. Now we
read that such a move of the
pelican crossing® coul d
pedestrians crossing in an un-
controlled manner. This would
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be* f ocused on

pesnen . A QUICK
REMINDER

turning movements to the
East ."”

Taking little interest in the
needs of the elderly, or those
with children, or those with
mobility difficulties, the solu-
tion to the above problem is to
bang in railings on either side
of Hale Road across the natu-
ral route. We will have no
choice but to walk an extra 70
metres or more, instead of the
10 metres it is now.

b dhe developer’s planned bus

lay-by on the south side of
Hale Rd. has always been an
issue of safety in the minds of
those who have studied the
plans. But as in all things, our
criticisms of its short comings
in width and location were
challenged in lengthy cross-
examination in March. By Au-
gust 8th. Vaughan & Vaughan,
(consultants for the devel-
oper) said this, itwill* h av e
impact on safety and forward

visibility.. Pr

drivers in terms of their rear
visibility of oncoming traf-

fic...Visibil
strained and could lead to
some safety issu

Itis also suggested that the
area around the site entrance
will become so congested that
the entrance to Corbans car-
1% e oad should
be b ]éked o) and most of the

pavement in front of Corbans

result in a PastabF télrtn E‘Y}.intﬁ %’ezcﬁnfjagef ”

of the reason why this would
be a hazard is not simply be-
cause people would be in the
road, but also because there

are“ vi si bi landtbey
cause drivers’ attention will

From the beginning the village
has said that this scheme does
not fit- Citybranch’s own con-

Euﬁaﬁtys@eﬁl to agree.

ity

It's been a while now
since Citybranch’s
plans for the Square
were made public, and
so we thought you
might like a refresher
on what it is that they
are still trying to force
on our village.

Back at the beginning of
2006 an application was
submitted to Trafford’s
Planning Dept. This was a
scheme negotiated with
and supported by
Trafford’s planners and
highways. But we now
know that much of that
support was based on
incorrect building and
parking plans, over sim-
plified traffic solutions
and false retail figures,
even so it was a great
blow to the heart of the
community when the
scheme was recom-
mended for approval. For-
tunately with the support
of the MP, the Local Coun-
cillors, our Community
Leaders and the incredi-
ble collective voice of the
village, the Planning Com-
mittee made the right de-
cision and voted the
scheme down in July

‘South easter view o Dial Road...

2006.

And What a scheme!

The first view is looking
from Dial Road across Hale
Road, while the picture
below is from Lloyds the
Chemists looking straight
across.
Notice
the height
of the
new
buildings
in rela-
tion to existing ones. Traf-
ford’s records confirm that
this building would be

« A Waitrose Superstore 5
times the size of the pre-
sent Co-op.

« 14 Other shops.

« 51 Apartments.

« 290 Parking spaces.

« 4 Way Traffic lights.

« 7 HGV Deliveries daily
plus many smaller lorry
movements.

« Reduced width to Hale
Road.

« Dangerously short Right
turning lane.

« Reduced frontage to The
Gallery Wine Bar.

As you can see from the dia-
grams above, the new build-
ing would massively
dominate Hale Road.

over one metre taller than
Tesco’s gigantic Altrin-
cham store.

Barristers, Planners and
Traffic Consultants from
some of the most re-
spected Chambers and
Consultancies working on
behalf of the Council, the
Residents, and the Co-op
all say that this develop-
ment is too big and would
cause greater congestion
and a poorer quality of life
for those living in and
around The Square.

4EAQGO
fight on!

x EU



HBRR AND TRAFFORD

TOGETHER TOWARDS
SEPTEMBER 18TH.

yi *01 U my
ning Officers and Council-
lors supported village con-
cerns after they investi-

of figures.

At the start of the Public Inquiry
it was announced that Citybranch
had significantly changed figures
supplied to Council Planners in
order to support the need for
such a huge super market.

Trafford had followed normal
procedure in making an in-house
assessment of those figures prior
to its recommendation to the
planning committee back in July
06. At that time it trusted City-
branch figures, and the Chief
Planning Officer saw no reason to
advise Councillors that the size of
the Supermarket would be
damaging for Hale Barns or
surrounding shopping areas.

But as we have seen before,
things that Citybranch’s experts
said in the beginning are not as
they are found to be in the end.
By the time the Inquiry began Mr.
Stock of Citybranch Agents,
Drivas Jonas, had changed the
figures to such an extent that the
Council, the lead objector follow-
ing the July 06 committee ver-
dict, requested time to work out
what these changes were, what
significance they might make to
the Council’s case and more im-
portantly whether our elected
councillors should be advised
differently from a year ago.

Mr Simon Castle, TMBC Chief
Planning Officer reported to the

4 O A BeBingLdndiniDee tat ithwhsZ

correct to take the highly unusual
step of allowing elected members
to vote again “ Be c thelapdi-

mt n ce
(r‘?bw S|gn|f|caﬁly Jsffere t'from

that which was considered by [the

planning] committee, there would
be justification for reviewing the
new evidence.”’

Again, more of our taxes are being
spent on fighting a proposal that
is not wanted by the majority of
local residents, the local Council-
lors, the Planning Committee or
the MP. Again because of the de-
termination of this developer we
not only find our lives disturbed,
but also the financial resources of
the Council reduced as more
funds are diverted to addressing
changes made by Citybranch. Itis
worth noting that HBRR were not
able to fight the Appeal on retail
issues as this area of expertise is
the most expensive in this In-
quiry, and yet TMBC have been
left with no alternative than to
employ a specialist consultancy.
Remember, Citybranch withdrew
their own original numbers and
replaced themwith* si gni f
di f femreent”

Only 18 months ago Citybranch
relied on these figures, presenting
them both to the Council and to
the community as ‘proof’” of the
need, benefit and justification for
their plans. All of a sudden those
‘dependable’ figures are no longer
accurate, reliable or credible. It
turns out they failed to include
Sainsbury’s and Tesco in Altrin-
cham when looking at retail pro-
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vision in the local area, and
got spending figures per
head wrong. It took them
until shortly before the
Appeal hearing before they
realized.

What does this mean for
Hale Barns? The findings of

Roger Tym and Partners, P

Trafford’s specialist Retail
Consultants, led the Chief
Planning Officer to make
the following judgment on
this application: “
of the supermarket element
is too large for this local

c e n tsomething that you
and HBRR have been say-
ing for months and months.

Now Trafford’s officers, not
just its Councillors, recog-
nize that this proposal is
out of scale with Hale
Barns retail needs. We
don’t need a big supermar-
ket that will attract people
from all over the district.

This new report was put to
TMBC Planning Committee
on 12/07/07, and as a di-
rect result of the Council’s
fresh investigation into the
retail impact of this size of
store, officers’ recom-
mended that the scheme
should be rejected. And so
it was in a vote - 7 for re-
fusal and 2 against refusal.

Mr. Stock representing
Citybranch, is reported in
the Messenger “This is obvi-
ously not a great result for
us but it was to be ex-
pected."It would be nice to
think that that means City-
branch are finally getting
the message.

The s

WHEN IS A PARKING
SPACE NOT A PARKING
SPACE? According to Citybranch’s
appeal plans, submitted for the start of the

Inquiry, the number of car parking bays is of

the required number just to accord with the
average use of the car park. However it was

discovered by HBRR during the first week of

the public Inquiry that Citybranch’s

architects had counted in all the trolley bays

and turning areas in order to meet the nec-
essary minimum number of parking spaces.

On the plans, the trolley bays are marked as
such, but in the written text of the applica-
tion these spaces have been used to form
part of the total of car parking spaces.

development.

So when they told us that there are 167
underground spaces for shoppers there
were far less.

Why would they make such an elementary
mistake? Wouldn’t you think that telling

everyone the correct number would be fairly

fundamental?

(At the time we went to press we learnt that
Citybranch was submitting a revised under-
ground layout in order to try and address this
error. We will find out as soon as we have met
with our professional team prior to the second

sitting of the Public Hearing.)

Also at the end of each row where
cars need space to negotiate the
confined underground car park,
they have also inserted additional
spaces - again in order to get to a
car park capacity which they want
people to think is satisfactory for
such a large retail and residential

Thatos be

a trolly bay!

' ;. m-«am;. i\

Qs CanoonStock,com

WHAT WAITROSE GIVES WITH ONE HAND IT
TAKES WITH THE OTHER

Waitrose’ claim to protect local centres is
judged not only false but dangerous. Its desire
to be in Hale Barns on this scale could be dan-
gerous to neighbouring villages.

Just how robust is the John Lewis Partner-
ship’s desire to keep“ t o wn
and
While they proudly claim commitment to
town centre regeneration, Trafford’s planners
and retail consultants find differently with
new findings that point to the opposite: This
development will bring® har m t o
Ha | @MBC report 07/07).

In the recent report to Councillors the Chief
Planning Officer of Trafford reported that
external consultants say Citybranch’s plans
mean Hale village would be likely to suffer a
lack of future investment in convenience

centre
economi c a(JLPwebs$ta) s t

shopping provision, and could cause a reduc-
tion in what is already there. Mr Castle writes

“The convenience element of the current appli-
cation at Hale Barns would pose a threat to the

existing convenience offer in HA@MBC re-

gort O7/OZ)).
V1 rant
‘Bhe pramis¢s Waitrose gives with one hand it

takes away with the other.“ t her e i s
that it would deter future private investment in
s t(OMBE@ epow i t h i

conveni
07/07).

ence

ne 'ﬂ’IIEOIPgHOUt this battle most locals have main-

tained that these proposals are only good for
those with a financial interest.

It is a real indictment against both Waitrose
and Citybranch that this Appeal is pressing, on
regardless of whether or not locals or
neighbouring communities will suffer .

a
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Red (N5 Day in Bowdon

No! No! No! badges all over
the place!

That was the statement being made by members of the pub-
lic as they attended the first week of the Hale Barns Square
Public Inquiry back in March 2007. The queues of people
waiting to come were handed, and proudly wore, their red
NO badges as they took their seats in the Bowdon Rooms
back in March, when the Hale Barns Square Public Inquiry
got underway. 300 people attended on the first day, and
large numbers supported the NO campaign throughout the
week. HBRR barrister, lan Ponter, commented that it was
most unusual for attendance consistently to remain high
throughout the whole week. Your presence will have made a
critical statement to the Inspector about the strength of feel-
ing within the village, and while he does not base any judge-
ment on attendance, at least he was able to see how impor-
tant this matter is to the whole village.

With the Bowdon Rooms main hall packed to the doors, HM
Planning Inspector Mr. Martin Pyke opened the proceedings.
Mr. Pyke judges this case on his own, and sat behind a desk
in the centre of the front of the hall. To his right was a chair
and desk for those giving evidence and beyond that the
desks for Trafford Borough Council’s representatives, includ-
ing their barrister Mr. Young, Miss Lowe their Planning Con-
sultant, Mr. Brookfield Traffic Consultant, Mr Simon Castle
TMBC Chief Planning Officer and Ms. Jane La Ferve TMBC
Principal Solicitor. Next to them sat your HBRR team lead by
Mr. Ian Ponter your Barrister and then our Planner and Traf-
fic Expert Mr. Tony McAteer and Mr. Jim Budd. Alongside
them the Co-Op’s professional team lined up under Mr.
Stephen Sauvain QC.

On the opposite side of the room sat the Appellant’s legal and
technical team fronted by Mr. Steele QC from London. Along-
side and behind him were a whole raft of advisors, secretar-

ies and the Citybranch Directors all ready to defend their
case.

The first important issue of the day was to deal with the
changes to the retail figures submitted by Citybranch.
They had originally claimed that there was £50,000,000
available to be spent on convenience shopping in Hale
Barns. However not long before the Inquiry began that
figure was reduced by Citybranch’s Planning Consultants
to just £30,000,000 (Trafford also discovered other fig-
ures which had to come down by several £million.) As
you can imagine it took a great deal of time to sort out
how these changes should be handled, and the result is
the story on page 6 of this newsletter.

With the Inquiry properly underway evidence was heard
first from Miss Lowe on behalf of the Council. She was
magnificent! Her supporting documentation and her ver-
bal evidence crashed through the gates of the Citybranch
design. Under lengthy cross-examination by Mr. Steele,
Miss Lowe was able to demonstrate over and over again
that the plans constituted over development and inap-
propriate design. Mr. Steele, a most eloquent London QC
was intense in his questioning with no let up when it
came to the turn of TMBCs traffic consultant. Time and
time again he had him flicking through volumes of plan-
ning law, policy and guidelines, but every time Mr. Brook-
field was able to show the weaknesses in Citybranch’s
application of such guidance as being incorrect. At one
point Trafford’s traffic man started to question Mr. Steele
and correct him on his interpretation of the figures he
was arguing.

It was soon time for HBRR to take the stand but not be-
fore several residents and locals had had their say. This is
a Public Inquiry, don’t forget, and that means that we
have the right to address the Inspector and set out our
feelings in our own personal terms. Those who bravely

spoke, did so with great ability and passion but always
dignified - a defining characteristic of our village’s ob-
jection throughout this process.

Next to the stand came Tony McAteer for HBRR. As our
planning consultant Tony was there to express his pro-
fessional and experienced opinion of the scheme, and
immediately set about pointing out the many diagram-
matical errors in the appellant’s case submission, and
those submitted by their raft of 'experts’. There were
houses added to drawings where in reality none exists;
views that suggest different perspectives than are the
case on the street; calculations of public space that ac-
tually include roads and shop buildings. Once again Mr.
Steele cross-examined long and hard for the Appellant,
but Tony McAteer stood his ground on our behalf.

With our planning objections dealt with it was time for
Jim Budd to take the stand and speak about our con-
cerns over traffic issues, both on and off the site. Jim
spoke well and brought up new points not mentioned
by Trafford, and supporting evidence for much of what
they did say. Also much issue was taken with the prob-
lem of on site vehicle movements. This was made more
difficult for Mr. Steele than it should have been as his
client had failed to provide him with their most up-to-
date plans, (one of many occasions when their army of
advisors and secretaries let him down or left him wait-

ing.)

Following speeches from other members of the public,
all that was left was for future dates to be decided. It
was clear that due to the length of time spent in cross-
examination, and Citybranch’s retail data debacle,
more time than should have been necessary would
have to be set aside to conclude the hearing. So we are
all to gather again on September 18th See you then, we
hope! (see page 6 for details)



