PLANNING & TRANSPORTATION REGULATORY PANEL

PART I

SECTION 1: APPLICATIONS FOR PLANNING PERMISSION
19th May 2006


APPLICATION No:
05/51828/FUL

APPLICANT:
Clifton Cricket Club

LOCATION:
Clifton Cricket Club Manchester Road Clifton Swinton  M27 6NB 

PROPOSAL:
Increase height of existing ball stop fence from 8m to 12m on east boundary (Fielders Way), increase height of ball stop fence from 6m to 10m on western boundary, construct a 6m high ballstop fence on north boundary

WARD:
Pendlebury

+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

ADDITIONAL OBSERVATIONS

With regards to the visual impact of the proposed fencing it is necessary to clarify a point mentioned in the report.  It is considered the increase in fence heights would have a visual impact on the area however it would not be considered to be unacceptable when weighed against the need for these accident prevention measures.  

+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++ 

DESCRIPTION OF SITE AND PROPOSAL

This application relates to Clifton Cricket Club on Manchester Road, Clifton, Swinton.  The application is to increase the height of the existing ball stop fence from 8m to12m on the eastern boundary (Fielders Way), increase the height of the ball stop fence from 6m to 10m on western boundary (The Boundary) and construct a 6m high ball stop fence on northern boundary adjacent to Manchester Road.  To the north, east and west are detached residential properties and to the south is open green belt land.

SITE HISTORY

There have been previous planning applications for the erection of a two storey building to provide a changing/meeting room facility (96/35372/FUL) and extensions to the clubhouse and changing rooms (99/39765/FUL and 99/39768/FUL).

In August 1996 an application for the erection of 49 detached dwellings together with associated landscaping, open space car parking and construction of new vehicular access was granted planning permission on the former Avanti works site which comprised eight industrial units (95/34668/FUL) to the east of the cricket club.  There were numerous discussions during the planning application stage between the Council, Bellway Homes and Clifton Cricket Club regarding the issue of a ball stop fence being erected if the land was to be redeveloped for residential use.

In correspondence from Clifton Cricket Club to the Council they expressed their opinion that a ball stop fence should be erected along the entire length of the development.  If such a fence was not included in the proposal then they wished to lodge a formal objection to the application.  

The planning application was approved subject to the following condition:

“Prior to the occupation of any of the dwellings which would be erected on plots 40 to 49 inclusive, a fence not less than 8 metres in height, above ground level on the Cricket Club side, shall be erected along the entire north western boundary of the application site.  The details of the height, design and materials of the fence shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the City Technical Services Officer prior to the occupation of the dwellings which would be erected on plots 40 to 49”.

The fencing was erected at a height of 8m along the boundary of the cricket club and Fielder’s Way.

PUBLICITY

The following neighbour addresses were notified:


1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 15, 17, 19 and 21 The Boundary


346, 348, 359, 361, 363, 365, 367, 369, 371, 371A and 373 Manchester Road


2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12 and 14 Fielders Way


1 and 2 Dixon Drive


2, 4, 6 and 6 Batsman Drive

REPRESENTATIONS

I have received four letters of objection in response to the planning application publicity, one of which is anonymous.  The following issues have been raised:


Loss of light


Increase in fence height would be intrusive

Impact on views

UNITARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN POLICY

Site specific policies: None

Other policies: DEV1 – Development Criteria

DRAFT REPLACEMENT PLAN POLICY

Site specific policies: None

Other policies: DES1 – Respecting Context


           DES7 – Amenity of Users and Neighbours

PLANNING APPRAISAL

The main planning issues relating to this application are: whether the proposal would seriously injure the amenity of neighbouring residential properties, whether there would be an unacceptable visual impact and whether the proposal complies with the relevant policies of both the Adopted and Draft Replacement UDPs.  

Adopted Policy DEV1 and Draft Replacement Policies DES1 and DES7 state regard should be had to factors such as the relationship to existing buildings and its surroundings, the character of the area, the visual appearance of the development and the amenity of users and neighbours.

The cricket club has provided supporting evidence to justify the need for the increase in fence heights and the new fencing along Manchester Road.  The club proposed the height of a 12m ball stop fencing when the planning application for the new housing development at Fielders Way was under consideration.  They believed it was the necessary height to minimise the number of cricket balls being hit out of the ground and damaging neighbouring property or persons.  Fencing has been proposed along Manchester Road for the same reasons as increasing the heights.  With the submission of this application the club is aiming to “avoid any potential litigation which may occur as a result of a stray cricket ball and which could be so financially crippling as to jeopardise the continued future of the club”.  Over the last two seasons the club has been taken to the small claims court due to damage to neighbours’ cars and damage to roofs of houses.  

The playing season is from mid April to late September and consists of approximately 42 adult games mostly on Saturdays and Sundays but also during the week.  There are three adult senior teams and five teams made up of under 9s, 11s, 13s, 15s and 18s.  Games for junior teams are played on evenings during the week.  The playing and associate membership is approximately 500 and the club also runs activities on a voluntary basis for up to 60 children of all ages from across the city to learn and develop an interest in sport.  It would therefore have a wider impact on the community if the club had to close.  In the assessment of this application there is the issue of whether there would be an unacceptable impact on the amenity of neighbouring residents all year round when the season is five months long.  It also seems to be the case that cricket balls hit out of the ground are in the direction of Fielders Way more so than The Boundary and so another issue is whether or not the fence height along The Boundary should be increased at all.  

The fence itself is a mesh fence with metal struts at intervals to support it.    The fence therefore lets light through and I do not consider an increase in height would result in any further loss of light.  There are no standard heights for ball stop fences surrounding cricket pitches, as each location is to be considered individually.  An increase in fence height would result in an unacceptable visual impact on the area as the fence height would be above roof heights and tree canopies, however this needs to be weighed against the safety issues for the neighbouring residents and their properties, as well as the users of Manchester Road.  As the club has recently been promoted into The Central Lancashire Cricket League and will therefore have better players I consider it necessary for these precautions to be taken by increasing the heights of existing fencing and erecting a fence along Manchester Road.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion I consider the proposed increase in height to existing fencing and the erection of fencing along Manchester Road to be acceptable as the need for these safety precautions outweighs the possible unacceptable visual impact to the area.  I therefore recommend the approval of this application.

RECOMMENDATION:

Approve Subject to the following Conditions

1.
Standard Condition A03 Three year time limit

2.
The proposed fencing shall be the same type as the existing and be colour treated to match the existing within two months of the date of erection unless agreed otherwise in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

(reasons)

1.
Standard Reason R000 Section 91

2.
Standard Reason R004A Amenity-area

APPLICATION No:
06/52344/HH

APPLICANT:
Mr And Mrs T Nguyen

LOCATION:
25 Edenfield Lane Worsley M28 2PP    

PROPOSAL:
Erection of front porch and conservatory at rear of dwelling

WARD:
Worsley

+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

ADDITIONAL OBSERVATIONS

A Further objection was received issues raised include, spoiling the building line, loss of sunlight, increase in light levels from conservatory and increase in noise.

The issues raised have been considered and the recommendation remains the same.

+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

At a meeting of the Panel held on 20th April 2006 consideration of this application was DEFERRED FOR AN INSPECTION BY THE PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION PANEL.  

My previous observations are set out below:

DESCRIPTION OF SITE AND PROPOSAL

Number 25 Edenfield Lane is a detached property with a garage to the east facing elevation.

This application relates to the erection of a front porch that would project 1.4m from the front elevation and would be 2.4m in width.

A conservatory is proposed to the rear of the property it would project a maximum of 3.9m and would be 6m in width.

The neighbouring properties are in close proximity, all have low 1m fences between the rear gardens. The existing rear garden facing towards 36 Ryecroft Lane measures a minimum of  7m and a maximum of 9m to the common boundary with number 36 Ryecroft Lane. The proposed conservatory would reduce this distance at the same points to 3m and 6m. There would be a distance of 10.4m to the rear elevation of number 36 Ryecroft Lane. There would be a distance of  4m between the proposed north facing side elevation and the common boundary with 23 Edenfield Lane. There would be a distance of 6.4m from the proposed conservatory to the conservatory at the rear of 27 Edenfield Lane, both are classed as non habitable rooms.

PUBLICITY

The following neighbour addresses were notified:


34-36 Ryecroft Lane


2 Parkstone Lane


1,2 Greenacre Lane


23,27,30 Edenfield Lane 

REPRESENTATIONS

I have received one letter of objection in response to the planning application publicity from number 36 Ryecroft regarding, invasion of privacy and safety aspects of proximity to property.

Councillor Compton requested for the application to be considered by Panel on the grounds of proximity of the extension to neighbouring properties.

REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY

Site specific policies:
None

Other policies:

None
UNITARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN POLICY

Site specific policies: None

Other policies: DEV1 and DEV8

DRAFT REPLACEMENT PLAN POLICY

Site specific policies: None

Other policies: DES1 and DES7

PLANNING APPRAISAL

The main planning issues relating to this application are: whether the proposal would seriously injure the amenity of existing residential properties due to its close proximity causing loss of privacy and overlooking and whether the proposal complies with the relevant policies of both the Adopted and Revised Deposit Draft Replacement UDPs

Policy DEV1 of the adopted UDP and Policy DES1 of the Revised Deposit Draft Replacement Plan outline the factors that will be considered when determining planning applications. These include the location, nature, size, density and appearance of the proposed development and its relationship to its surroundings. 

Policy DEV8 of the adopted UDP and Policy DES7 of the Revised Deposit Draft Replacement Plan state that development will not be permitted where it would have an adverse impact upon the occupiers or users of other developments in the vicinity or an unacceptable impact on the character and appearance of the street scene.
The Council’s Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) was adopted in December 2002 after public consultation. It provides additional guidance on the factors to be considered and standards maintained when determining householder applications.

There is an existing porch on the property. This would be removed and replaced by a new pitched roof porch. The design of the porch would tie in with the existing property, I am therefore satisfied this element of the application would not have a detrimental impact on the streetscene and accords with the above policies.

There would be a distance of 10.4m to the rear elevation of number 36 Ryecroft Lane, 4m between the proposed north facing side elevation and the common boundary with 23 Edenfield Lane and 6.4m between the south facing side elevation and the conservatory to the rear of number 27 Edenfield.  Although the proposed conservatory would be close to the neighbouring boundaries, a conservatory is a non-habitable room therefore privacy and overlooking would not be an issue.  I am therefore satisfied that there would be no unacceptable levels of overlooking or loss of privacy.

Currently all properties overlook one another each have low 1m boundary treatment to the rear of the properties. I do not therefore consider the addition of the conservatory to the rear of number 25 Edenfield to have any additional overlooking or loss of privacy than the current relationship of the neighbouring properties, particularly given that a conservatory is not a habitable room.

I have also considered the existing angles of the properties. The proposed conservatory would not directly face the north west facing habitable room of number 36 Ryecroft or the north east facing conservatory of number 27 Edenfield. I am therefore satisfied that the aspects currently enjoyed by the neighbouring properties would not be significantly or unacceptably harmed by the addition of the conservatory at number 25 Edenfield.

The proposed extensions at 25 Edenfield meets the policies of the Adopted and Draft Replacement Unitary Development Plan and the Supplementary Planning Guidance for house extensions.  There would be no unacceptable levels of overlooking or loss of privacy to any neighbouring residents.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion I consider the proposed extensions should be granted planning permission as they comply with the policies in the adopted and revised Unitary Development Plan, and the Supplementary Planning Guidance for house extensions and there would not be an unacceptable impact on the residents of neighbouring properties

RECOMMENDATION:

Approve Subject to the following Conditions

1.
Standard Condition A03 Three year time limit

2.
The facing materials to be used for the porch walls and roof of the development shall be the same type, colour and texture as those of the existing building, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

(reasons)

1.
Standard Reason R000 Section 91

2.
Standard Reason R004A Amenity-area
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