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AMENDMENTS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATION IN RESPECT OF THE DIRECTOR OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES TO THE PLANNING TRANSPORTATION REGULATORY PANEL


PLANNING APPLICATIONS AND RELATED DEVELOPMENT CONTROL MATTERS


PART I (AMENDMENTS)


SECTION 1 : APPLICATIONS FOR PLANNING PERMISSION
21st September 2006


APPLICATION No:
05/51876/OUT


APPLICANT:
City Spirit Regeneration Salford Ltd  & Salford Inpartnershi


LOCATION:
Land Bounded By Leicester Road, Tully Street, Rear Of Wellington Street East, Former Calderwood Day Centre On  Bond Square And Land On Cardiff Street, King St.,Turner St., Wiltshire St., Carnavon St., And Devonshire St., Salford 7      


PROPOSAL:
Outline planning application for development of land for residential purposes


WARD:
Broughton


OBSERVATIONS:


ADDITIONAL COMMENTS


Further to the completion of the original report it has come to light that following the adoption of the UDP in June 2006, the Council’s SPG on the Higher Broughton Regeneration Area no longer formally forms a material consideration in the determination of planning applications, because the document formally supplemented policies of the former UDP.  There are no proposals to replace the SPG with any specific new document because the regeneration proposals it was intended to support are largely complete.


However, the document demonstrates how the current proposals fit in to the wider vision for comprehensive regeneration.  Although formally supplementing the former UDP, the SPG did specifically demonstrate conformity with the first deposit draft of the current UDP and is not in conflict with the adopted UDP.  Consultation carried out prior to adoption of the SPG indicates high levels of public support for the principles of regeneration.

DESCRIPTION OF SITE AND PROPOSAL


Approval is sought for the principle for the redevelopment of the site for residential purposes, the siting of the units and the means of access into the site. Part of the application site (Cardiff Street, King Street, Turner Street and Wiltshire Street) is currently occupied by terraced dwellings, which would be demolished as a result of this proposal. It is however proposed to retain 53 to 67 Devonshire Street (odds only). A considerable number of the existing dwellings within the site are vacant. The application site also covers the area around Bond Square, which is vacant following the demolition of the Calderwood Day Centre. The surrounding area comprises predominantly residential properties and vacant land which is due to be redeveloped as part of separate proposals. 


The applicant has submitted drawings showing the proposed layout of the site. Although approval is sought for siting, the applicant has indicated that the number of units may change without altering the siting. For example, the number of apartments may increase or decrease without the size or shape of the buildings changing. Therefore, although the applicant has indicated that the total number of units within the site would be in the region of 185, this has not been specified within the description of the proposal. This will allow the applicant a degree of flexibility without necessitating a new planning application.  There would be several access points into the site. Turner Street, King Street and Carnarvon Street would be retained in part. New access points into the site would be created from Devonshire Street and Tully Street.


The site forms part of the Higher Broughton Regeneration Area, which is the subject of Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) produced in 2003. Outline planning permission was granted for the redevelopment of the former playing fields on Northumberland Street in December 2003 and construction is underway following the approval of applications for reserved matters. Planning permission has also been granted for the construction of 19 houses on Vincent Street. The application has been submitted by The Higher Broughton Partnership, which is a partnership between City Spirit Regeneration, Inpartnership and Salford City Council. 


This application includes land at Bond Square although a full application for the erection of 12 dwellinghouses and 40 apartments at Bond Square (reference: 06/52752/FUL) was approved in July 2006.


CONSULTATIONS


Strategic Director of Environmental Services – no objections to the principle of the proposed development, but recommends conditions relating to the hours of construction, noise and contamination


United Utilities – no objections


Ramblers’ Association – no objections


Peak and Northern Footpaths Society – no comments received to date


Open Spaces Society – no comments received to date


Greater Manchester Pedestrian Association – no comments received to date


Environment Agency – no objections


Greater Manchester Police Architectural Liaison Officer – Various comments received.  A ‘secure by design’ condition to be attached.


Greater Manchester Passenger Transport Executive – no objections


PUBLICITY


The application has been advertised by both press and site notices


The following neighbour addresses were notified:


12 – 30 (E), 19 – 23 (O), 27 – 77, 34 – 92 (E) Wellington Street East


1a, 3 – 35 (O), 32 – 82 (E) Leicester Road



1 – 65 (O), 2 – 62 (E) Cardiff Street



31 – 51 (O) Bristol Street



2 – 20, 84 – 94 (E), 53 – 87 (O) Devonshire Street



2 – 48 (E) Bond Square



20 – 46 (E) Norton Street



19 – 52 Gainsborough Street



2 – 44 (E) Bennett Drive



41 – 47 (O) Tully Street



23 – 51 (O), 34 – 50 (E) Symons Street



2 – 50 (E) Welbeck Grove



1 – 8, 34 – 44 (E) Rigby Street



1 – 25 Kimberley Street



32 – 53 Heaton Street



1 – 8 Hartis Avenue



1 – 26 Dixon Avenue



1 – 10 Buckfast Walk



St Georges Nursing Home, Norton Street



Jewish High School, Hope Lodge, 10 Radford Street



1 – 57 (O), 2 – 54 (E) King Street



1 – 47, 2 – 52 (E) Turner Street



51 – 101 (O), 42 – 80 (E) Wiltshire Street


REPRESENTATIONS


I have received 11 letters of objection in response to the planning application publicity, as well as a petition from 25 local residents.  The following issues have been raised:

The application does not propose to retain and refurbish existing terraced properties


Noise and disturbance


Concerns regarding the compulsory purchase of properties


The redevelopment of the site does not make commercial sense

The existing properties on Wellington Street East should be provided with a strip of land to extend their rear garden areas

Loss of light

Loss of view

Overlooking and loss of privacy

REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY


Site specific policies: none


Other policies: none

UNITARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN POLICY


Site specific policies:  none


Other policies: 
A10 – Provision of car, cycle and motorcycle parking in new developments





DES1 – Respecting Context

DES2 – Circulation and Movement





DES7 – Amenity of Users and Neighbours





DES10 – Design and Crime





DES11 – Design Statements





H1 – Provision of New Housing Development





H3 – Housing Improvement





H8 – Open Space Provision associated with New Housing 


SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING DOCUMENT


The Salford City Council Supplementary Planning Guidance 5, Higher Broughton Regeneration Area adopted 17th September 2003 (SPG) relates to a 16 hectare area of Higher Broughton where an area based comprehensive redevelopment initiative is underway.  An indicative masterplan has been produced showing how the initiative area could be redeveloped.  This includes a range of new housing, including both high quality family housing and affordable housing around Bond Square.  A primary objective of the initiative is to create an attractive site for new housing development, which will improve the mix of dwellings within the local area.


Other Supplementary Planning Documents which are of relevance to the determination of this application include Design and Crime, Trees and Development and draft SPD Planning Obligations.

PLANNING APPRAISAL


The main planning issues relating to this application are: whether the principle of the proposed use is acceptable; whether the design and layout are acceptable; whether there would be an impact on the amenity of neighbouring residents; whether there would be an impact on the highway network or highway safety; whether there would be an appropriate contribution towards public open space; and whether the proposal would comply with the relevant policies of the Adopted Unitary Development Plan. I shall deal with each in turn below.

Principle of the Proposal

Adopted Policy H1 states that new housing development should contribute to the provision of a balanced mix of dwellings within the local area and should be built to an appropriate density of no less than 30 dwellings per hectare.


Policy H3 supports a range of housing improvement schemes, including clearing housing that is unfit, or for which there is little or no demand, or that is required for site assembly for regeneration purposes.

The application site is currently occupied by a number of terraced properties. A significant number of these properties are vacant and boarded up. The applicant considers the existing properties to be unsuitable for families, given their relatively small size and lack of private garden areas. The properties are considered to be monotonous in appearance, with no secure parking and low levels of privacy given the proximity of the houses. The applicants wish to provide dwellings with an increased level of habitable accommodation, private gardens, secure parking and enhanced privacy. They also wish to remove the monotony of the existing terraced dwellings and provide an environment with a high level of variety. 


The applicant’s views are supported by the Council’s SPG on the Higher Broughton Regeneration Area, which states that the Council considers that the demand for older terraced housing in this area has fallen to the point where substantial proportions of the housing stock are no longer sustainable. Comprehensive clearance is considered necessary to remove the impact of empty and vandalised properties on the image of the area. The provision of new housing in the area is one of the key components of the Higher Broughton Masterplan, which was prepared following community consultation and is contained in the SPG. 

The application site is previously developed and located within the urban area. In light of the above, and given the proposal’s compliance with the SPG, I consider the principle of the redevelopment of the site for residential purposes to be acceptable and in accordance with the above policies. 

Design and Layout

Policy DES1 requires developments to respond to their physical context and to respect the character of the surrounding area. In assessing the extent to which proposals comply with this policy, regard will be had to a number of factors, including the relationship to existing buildings and the quality and appropriateness of proposed materials.


Policy DES10 encourages greater consideration of crime prevention and personal and property security in the design of new development.  Regard will be had to a number of factors including the provision of security f eatures.

Policy DES11 requires applicants for major developments to demonstrate that the proposal takes account of the need for good design. A written statement should be submitted which explains the design concepts and how these are reflected in the development’s layout, scale and visual appearance, the relationship to the site and its wider context and how the proposal meets the Council’s design objectives and policies.


In accordance with Policy DES11, the applicant has submitted a design statement which outlines the design principles of the development and provides an explanation for the site’s layout and how this relates to the wider area. This states that the existing configuration of housing is too dense to provide off street car parking, private garden areas and landscaping, and provided a ‘rat run’ between Tully Street and Leicester Road. The proposed layout therefore eliminates this route, providing instead access into the site from both Tully Street and Leicester Road, without creating an east-to-west thoroughfare. There would however be pedestrian access through the site from north to south and east to west, via a central square. The blocks within the site have been configured to ensure that individual terraces vary in terms of massing and orientation. The blocks incorporate private gardens, parking and landscaping to the front of all of the properties. Eight of the existing properties (fronting Devonshire Street) are proposed to be retained, due to their size and the existence of front gardens. Bond Square has been designed to create a terminus to Tully Street, with parking and garden areas for the properties. 


The parking courtyards allow parking to be secure, with access restricted to residents only, wherever possible, in-curtilage car parking has been provided.  


A tree survey has been submitted in support of the application, this indicates that 34 trees across the whole site would be lost as a result of the development.  A number of these trees make a significant contribution to the amenity of the area, I am however of the opinion that the potential regeneration benefits of the proposal, outweigh my concerns regarding the loss of some of the trees.  I consider it essential that the applicants provide replacement trees, of appropriate numbers and species and in appropriate locations. Full details of landscaping will be submitted at reserved matters stage, and therefore consideration of the locations and species of replacement trees will be undertaken then.


Residential Amenity


Policy DES7 requires all new developments to provide potential users with a satisfactory level of amenity. Development which would have an unacceptable impact on the amenity of the occupiers or users of other developments will not normally be permitted.


The current relationship between existing properties is below the standards which the Council would ordinarily apply to new development, and the existing residents already experience an element of overlooking and loss of privacy. The proposed development would not make this relationship any worse, and would, in my opinion, in some areas, improve the relationship, as the distances between some of the properties would be increased, thereby reducing the loss of privacy and overlooking experienced by existing residents.  Given that approval is only sought for siting, I am satisfied that the proposed distances would be sufficient to ensure that there would be no unacceptable impact on existing or future residents due to overlooking or loss of privacy. 


I am satisfied that the distances between proposed dwellings within the site are such that there would be no unacceptable level of overlooking or loss of privacy of future residents, and that their amenity would not be unacceptably harmed. 


In light of the above, I do not consider that the proposed development would have an unacceptable detrimental impact on the amenity of existing or future residents and that the application therefore complies with Policy DES7. 

Impact on the Highway Network and Highway Safety


Policy A10 requires development to make adequate provision for disabled drivers, cyclists and motorcyclists, in accordance with the Council’s maximum standards. It also states that the maximum car parking standards should not be exceeded.


The proposal involves the demolition of 235 dwellings. Although the exact number of units proposed as part of this scheme has not been confirmed, it is likely to be in the region of 185. I do not therefore consider that this application would result in a significant increase in traffic in the area, or detrimentally affect the highway network in this regard. I am also satisfied that the proposed means of access into the site are acceptable.


A total of 216 car parking spaces are proposed.  Provision for disabled drivers and cyclists would also be made within the site.  Given the number of units likely to be provided within the site, I consider the number of parking spaces to be acceptable.  The site is located in an accessible location in close proximity to public transport links and local facilities.  I am therefore satisfied that the application complies with Policy A10.


Public Open Space


Policy H8 requires adequate and appropriate provision to be made for formal and informal open space within housing developments.


The application includes an area at the centre of the site which could be used as informal public open space, this would be landscaped to provide a through route, with seating areas but will discourage sports usage.  However, as the number of bedspaces created as a result of the proposal is not known, as these details have not been submitted as part of this application, it is not possible to calculate the amount of public open space which would need to be provided as a result of this proposal.  I have therefore attached a condition which will require the applicants to provide sufficient public open space, whether within the site itself or by way of a financial contribution towards open space elsewhere within the vicinity.  I am therefore satisfied that the application accords with the above policies. 


Other Issues


A number of local residents have raised concerns relating to the proposed development. 

One of the objectors is concerned about noise and disturbance caused by the ongoing demolition and construction work. These concerns relate to the development which has already been granted planning permission on the former playing fields at Northumberland Street, and do not relate to this proposal. Notwithstanding this, whilst this proposal may result in some noise, this would only be during demolition and construction and would therefore only be for a temporary period.  The hours of construction can be controlled by separate legislation and I do not therefore consider that such concerns warrant the refusal of the application. 

Local residents who are concerned about the proposed compulsory purchase of properties in the area have already had the opportunity to make objections as part of the separate compulsory purchase process. 

One of the objectors asserts that the redevelopment of the site does not make commercial sense. I do however consider that this is a matter which the applicant will have formed a view on prior to the submission of the application and following a full and proper consideration of all the relevant issues. It should also be remembered that this scheme is an essential part of the redevelopment of the Higher Broughton area, and would therefore have important wider regenerative benefits. 

Finally, a petition has been submitted which claims that the existing properties on Wellington Street East should be provided with a strip of land to extend their rear garden areas. The applicant is already aware of this issue, and the Council’s Housing Section has already discussed this matter with the residents in question. At present, the Council does not intend to provide the residents of these properties with extended garden areas. If, in the future, the Council decides that this is an option, the residents would need to purchase the land at the appropriate market rate. It is important however to note that, whilst this application does not show extended garden areas to the properties on Wellington Street East, it does not preclude this happening in the future, should agreement be reached in respect of the cost of purchasing the land. Given that this scheme does not preclude the extension of the garden areas, I do not consider that these concerns warrant the refusal of the application.

VALUE ADDED TO DEVELOPMENT



Following extensive discussions, both prior to the submission of the application and during its consideration, the applicant has amended the scheme significantly through:


· Providing secure parking for the retained housing on Devonshire Street.


· Providing a greater level of in-curtilage parking and side facing windows.


· Providing a boundary treatment plan and detailed elevations.


· Submitted a tree survey.


· Amending the design statement to include details of the proposed materials, the refuse strategy, the purpose and function of the open space and security issues.


CONCLUSION


The application proposes the redevelopment of a previously developed site within the urban area. Its redevelopment would make and important contribution to the regeneration of Higher Broughton, as envisaged in the SPG. The application would accord with the relevant policies of the Adopted Unitary Development Plan.

It is recommended that authority be given for the Strategic Director of Customer and Support Services to enter into a legal agreement under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act.

RECOMMENDATION:


Approve Subject to the following Conditions


1.
Application for approval of reserved matters must be made not later than the expiration of three years beginning with the date of this permission and the development must be begun not later than the expiration of two years from the final approval of the reserved matters, or, in the case of approval on different dates, the final approval of the last such matter to be approved.


2.
No development shall be started until full details of the following reserved matters have been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority:



a) access, in relation to reserved matters, means the accessibility to and within the site, for vehicles, cylces and pedestrians in terms of the positioning and treatment of access and circulation routes and how these fit into the surrounding access network; where "site" means the site of part of the site in respect of which outline planning permission is granted for such a permission has been made;



b) appearance; means the aspects of a building or place within the development which determine the visual impression the building or place makes, including the external built form of the development, its architecture, material, decoration, lighting, colour and texture; 



c) landscaping: in relation to a site or any part of a site for which outline planning permission has been granted or, as the case may be, in respect of which an application for such permission has been made, means the treatment of land (other than buildings) for the purpose of enhancing or protecting the amenities of the site and the area in which it is situated and includes screening by fences, walls or other means, the planting of trees, hedges, shrubs or grass, the formation of banks, terraces or other earthworks, the laying out or provisions of gardens, courts or squares, water features, sculpture, or public art, and the provision of other amenity features;



d) layout; means the way in which buildings, routes and open spaces within the development are provided, situated and orientated in relation to each other and to buildings and spaces outside the development;



e) scale, means the height, width and length of each building proposed within the development in relation to its surroundings.


3.
The development permitted by this planning permission shall not be started by the undertaking of a material operation as defined in Section 56(4) (a-d) of the Town and Country Planning Act, 1990 until a Planning Obligation under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act, 1990 has been made and lodged with the Local Planning Authority, and the Local Planning Authority has given its approval in writing. The planning obligation, as required by policy H8 of the City of Salford Adopted UDP and the Draft Salford Greenspace Strategy 2006 will be paid to the Local Planning Authority for open space and recreation space purposes.


4.
Prior to the commencement of the development hereby approved, an assessment of noise likely to affect the application site shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. This assessment should follow PPG24 guidelines towards assessing the noise from the surrounding road network and shall identify all noise attenuation measures necessary to reduce the impact of noise on the residential properties on site and achieve the requirements of BS8233 for internal noise levels. The assessment shall consider the need to achieve adequate Summer Cooling and Rapid Ventilation, and, if deemed necessary, alternative ventilation measures shall be identified and included in the assessment. The approved measures shall be implemented in full prior to occupation of the respective units, and retained thereafter.


5.
Standard Condition M08 Site Investigation - new


6.
Prior to the commencement of the development hereby approved, a scheme showing the provision of waste recycling facilities within the site shall be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority.  The approved scheme shall be implemented prior to first occupation of any of the dwellings hereby approved, unless agreed otherwise, in writing by the Local Planning Authority.


7.
The development hereby approved shall not be commenced until the appropriate order for the closure or diversion of the public right of way affected by the development has been made.


8.
Prior to the commencement of development, a crime prevention plan to reduce the vulnerability of the development to crime shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The approved crime prevention plan shall form part of the development and shall be implemented prior to the first occupation of the development hereby approved unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.


9.
No development shall be commenced unless and until a scheme detailing all the following matters including; sustainable construction techniques;  natural ventilation techniques; sustainable urban drainage systems; techniques to reduce solar heat gain and use of renewable energy sources; and all energy efficiency and sustainability matters have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Prior to the occupation of any dwelling the approved scheme shall be installed and shall thereafter be retained and maintained.


10.
Upon approval of the landscaping details, pursuant to Condition 1 of this permission, the planting shall be carried out during the planting season October/March inclusive, (in accordance with the appropriate British Standards for ground preparation, staking etc in BS4428:1989 (1979)) immediately following commencement of the development of that phase.  Any plants found damaged, dead or dying in the first five years are to be duly replaced and the scheme thereafter retained.


(Reasons)


1.
Standard Reason R001 Section 92


2.
Standard Reason R002 Reserved Matters


3.
Reason: To ensure the residential development provides appropriate open space and recreation space for future occupiers in accordance with policy H8 of the City of Salford Adopted UDP.


4.
Standard Reason R024A Amenity of future residents


5.
Standard Reason R024A Amenity of future residents


6.
In order to encourage waste recycling.


7.
In the interests of highway safety in accordance with Policy A8 of the City of Salford Unitary Development Plan.


8.
In the interest of design and crime in accordance with Policy DES10 of the City of Salford Unitary Development Plan.


9.
In the interests of sustainable development.


10. Reason: To safeguard the amenity of the area in accordance with policy DES 1 of the City of Salford Unitary Development Plan.


Note(s) for Applicant


1.
The applicant is advised that the closure, diversion and adoption of sewers requires the approval of United Utilities. A separate drainage system will be required.


2.
The applicant's attention is drawn to the attached letter from the Greater Manchester Passenger Transport Executive.


3.
The applicant is advised that the Environmental Services Directorate can be contacted on 0161 737 0551 for further discussions concerning the assessment of noise and subsequent mitigation measures at this site.


APPLICATION No:
06/52759/HH


APPLICANT:
Mr And Mrs Neufield


LOCATION:
1 Cleveleys Grove Salford M7 4DE    


PROPOSAL:
Erection of a two storey front, two storey side and erection of part single/part two storey rear extension (re-submission of 05/51891/HH)


WARD:
Broughton


OBSERVATIONS:


ADDITIONAL INFORMATION


Amended plans have been submitted by the applicant that improved the design and siting of the proposed extensions.  The proposed two storey side extension has been squared off to create a more conventional extension with windows parallel to the front, side and rear walls of the existing house and of a design to match the existing house.  The amended two storey extension would project 1.7m from the front elevation and 3.7m from the rear elevation.  It would project 3.8m from the side elevation and would be 13.7m in length.  It would contain habitable windows to the front and rear elevations at ground and first floor level.  To the side elevation there would be a mixture of habitable and non-habitable windows at both ground and first floor levels.  The first floor would contain a secondary window to a bedroom, a utility or bathroom window and a baby room window.  All of these windows would be obscurely glazed.  The remainder of the part single, part two storey rear extension would remain as previously submitted.


The side extension would be 1.5m from the side boundary with Welbeck Road.  This would still not comply with SPD policy HE9 as it would not retain 2m between the extension and the boundary.  The applicant, however, has increased the distance from the boundary from that previously proposed and it would now be a similar distance to that approved at 50 Tully Street.  


The front of the side extension would maintain 20m to the front elevation of 2 Cleveleys Grove.  This is considered acceptable as the habitable room windows to the front elevation would not directly face this property.  The rear of the side extension would be 8m from the side wall of 19 Welbeck Grove.  There are no habitable rooms to this elevation.  Again, the habitable rooms to the rear elevation of the proposed extension would not directly face this property.


In view of the significant changes proposed, neighbouring residents have been reconsulted on the amended proposals.  The time period for comments to be submitted will not expire until 30 September 2006.  It is recommended that, if Members are minded to approve the amended plans, the decision is delegated to the Chair plus one other member of the Panel at the end of the publicity period.


BACKGROUND


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


My previous observations are set out below:


DESCRIPTION OF SITE AND PROPOSAL


1 Cleveleys Grove is a semi-detached corner property located at the junction of Cleveleys Grove and Welbeck Grove. The character of the area is residential with a mixture of semi-detached properties located on Cleveleys Grove and terraced properties on Welbeck Grove. The terrace properties on Welbeck Grove maintain a clearly defined building line. 


The proposal involves the erection of a two-storey front, two-storey side extension and part single/part two-storey rear extension. 


The side extension would project out 4m from the gable wall and would extend a total of 14.2m in length. It would be a maximum of 6.5m in height with a hipped roof. The corners of this extension would be cut on a 45-degree angle for 1m to accommodate the principle habitable room windows. 


The front extension would be situated 3.9m from the common boundary with 3 Cleveleys Grove and would project 1.7m to the front of the application property. It would be 2.8m in width, 6.2m in height with a hipped-flat roof and would be attached with the proposed two storey side extension 

The proposed ground floor element of the rear extension would be situated along the common boundary with 3 Cleveleys Grove. It would project a total of 5.9m from the rear main wall of the property. It would be 6.3m in width. It would be 4.1m in height incorporated with a glazed lantern/flat roof.

The first floor element of the rear extension would be located at the rear of the existing outrigger and would be situated 2.7m away from the common boundary with 3 Cleveleys Grove. It would project 0.5m from the rear outrigger before coming in on a 45-degree angle by 3.1m. The total rear projection would be 3.7m and would be linked to the proposed two storey side extension.  It would have a total height of 6.5m with a hipped-flat roof.


SITE HISTORY

There are three relevant planning applications relating to the site. 


Planning permission (92/30584/HH) was approved in September 2005 for the erection of a two-storey rear extension to provide an enlarged kitchen on ground floor and bedrooms on the first floor to 1 Cleveleys Grove and new porch and toilet to 3 Cleveleys Grove only.


Planning permission (05/51140/HH) was withdrawn in August 2005 for the erection of two-storey side and rear extension, single storey rear extension and front porch.

Planning permission (05/51891/HH) was withdrawn in February 2006 for the erection of a two-storey side/rear extension and part single/part two-storey rear extension (re-submission of planning application 05/51140/HH).


PUBLICITY


The following neighbour addresses were notified:



19, 36-48(even) Welbeck Grove


2,3 Cleveleys Grove


REPRESENTATIONS


I have received no letters of representation / objection in response to the planning application publicity.  


Councillor Wilson has requested the application be determined by the panel due to special family circumstances.


The applicant has submitted a letter in regarding to the family circumstances. The following issues being raised:

Lack of children play spaces for the large family


Lack of basic facilities for the large family (Bathroom, Kitchen)


Lack of socialising spaces with friends


Lack of Kitchen and Dining spaces for the large family


Lack of Utility Room


No enough bedrooms for the children


The agent has submitted a letter and several photographs to indicate that similar extensions have been approved in close proximity which have been approved contrary to current planning policy.

REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY


None


UNITARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN POLICY


Site specific policies: None


Other policies: DES7- Amenity of Users and Neighbours


                           DES8- Alterations and Extensions


PLANNING APPRAISAL


The main planning issues relating to this application are the impact of the proposed extensions on the street scene and whether the proposal complies with the relevant policies of both the Adopted Unitary Development Plan and the Council’s Draft Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) – House Extensions. 


Policy DES7 of the Adopted Unitary Development 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 would have an unacceptable impact on the character and appearance of the street scene. 


Policy DES8 of the Adopted Unitary Development Plan state that any alterations or extensions to existing buildings should respect the general scale, character, proportions, details and materials of the original structure and complement the general character of the surrounding area while ensuring that the resultant building appears as an attractive and coherent whole. 


The Council’s Draft SPD – House Extensions has been subject to public consultation and the final document is due to be approved by Council on 19th July 2006 and should be given substantial weight when determining householder applications. It provides additional policy guidance on determining householder planning applications. 


Impact of the extensions on the amenity of the neighbouring residents


Rear Extensions


Policy HE5 of the draft SPD states that single storey rear extension along the common boundary that exceed 3m in length will not normally be granted planning permission. Extensions that exceed 3m will normally be granted provided they do not project beyond a 45 degree line drawn from the mid point of any ground floor habitable room windows to adjacent properties.  Although the proposed part single storey element of the rear extension projects more than 3m, it would not project beyond the 45-degree line drawn from the mid-point of any principle window in the adjoining dwelling and would therefore comply with Policy HE5. The glazed lantern/flat roof would not be visible from the street scene and is considered acceptable.

The rear of the application property is directly facing the gable of 19 Welbeck Grove. 19 Welbeck Grove does not contain any windows on the gable elevation and there is 11.5m between the gable wall and the rear elevation of the application property.  Since the proposed part single storey rear extension does not contain any habitable room windows, I consider the relationship between the single storey element of the rear extension and 19 Welbeck Grove is acceptable.

The proposed part two-storey element of the rear extension contains a habitable room window at 1st floor level.  Due to the siting and the orientation of the extension, the proposed habitable room window would be set at an angle to 19 Welbeck Grove and would look across Welbeck Grove.

Policy HE7 of the SPD indicates that in the absence of an extension along the common boundary to the adjoining dwelling, planning permission will normally granted for a two storey/first floor extension provided its projection is equal to or less than its distance from the nearest common boundary.  I consider that the proposed rear extension would comply with the principles of Policy HE 7 as the first 2.8m of the rear extension (including part of the existing outrigger) would be equal to the distance from the nearest common boundary.  The proposed part-two storey element of the rear extension would not have any unacceptable detrimental impact to the residents at 3 Cleveleys Grove.


The proposed extension would retain a small amount of rear yard area to provide sufficient amenity space to the occupiers at 1 Cleveleys Grove.


Draft SPD Policy HE11 states that extensions should maintain a hardstanding of 4.8m in length and 2.4 m in width to accommodate at least one car clear of the highway or unless it can be clearly demonstrated that there would be no unacceptable impact on highway safety and the free flow of traffic.   Given that the off-street parking spaces at 1 Cleveleys Grove are located at the rear of the property and are to be retained, the proposal complies with Draft SPD policy HE11.


Front extension


 I am of the opinion that the siting of the front extension would not have any overshadowing impact to the neighbouring property at 3 Cleveleys Grove as it would be sited 3.7m from the common boundary and would only project 1.7m in depth. 


Given that there would be minimum of 20m from the front extension to the properties on the opposite side of Cleveleys Grove and the proposed 1st floor habitable room would look out across the junction of Welbeck Grove and Cleveleys Grove I do not  consider there would be an unacceptable impact to the properties opposite the road.


Side extension


There would be a minimum distance of 18m between the gable of the proposed side extension and the terraced properties on the opposite side of Welbeck Grove. Given that all the principle habitable room windows for the proposed side extension would be set at an angle to the properties along Welbeck Grove and the two non-principle ground floor habitable room windows would be screened by the 2.5m high mature hedges along the side boundary, I consider the proposal would not have any overbearing or overlooking impact on nearby  residents.


French doors would serve the playroom/dining room at the rear of this element of the proposal.  SPD Policy HE2 indicates that extensions should not introduce windows or open aspects close to or directly overlooking the gardens of neighbouring dwellings.    In this case, there would be 4.9m to the common boundary with the front garden of 19 Welbeck Grove.  The front garden is already overlooked from the street and I do not consider that overlooking from the proposed playroom would cause any significant loss of privacy.


Impact of the development on the amenity of the area

With regard to the design of the proposals, I consider the scheme would not respect the general scale, character, and proportions of the original building and the surrounding area.

 SPD Policy HE10 requires that a minimum 2m-separation distance is maintained between the proposed gable wall of a side extension and the boundary with the pavement. This is to preserve the building line of the street scene and prevent an extension dominating the street scene.  The proposed two-storey side extension would project out from the side of existing gable elevation by 4m. This would result in a two-storey gable elevation being only 1.2m from the boundary with Welbeck Grove. There is a well-defined building line on Welbeck Grove and the property is located on a prominent corner site.  As such the proposed two-storey side extension would form a very obvious and incongruous feature and have a significant detrimental impact on the street scene. 

The scale and character of the proposed extensions would be out of keeping with the existing dwelling and other properties on Cleveleys Grove.  The massing and design of the side elevation facing Welbeck Grove, in conjunction with its siting close to the boundary, would be detrimental to the streetscene.

The proposed design of the extensions would also not be appropriate to the original dwelling. Draft SPD section 5.2 and 5.3 states that any extensions should normally be designed to appear subordinate to the original dwelling, particular to the built form, scale and proportions, the roof form and pitch, the shape, size, proportion and alignment of the window and door etc.  The corner windows and the two small non-habitable room windows at the first floor side extension would not respect the fenestration details of the original dwelling.


Cumulatively this could lead to erosion of the character or amenity of the area. This is considered contrary to Adopted UDP Policy DES7 and DES 8.

Other Issues


Regarding to the additional letter from the applicant regarding to their family circumstances. Council’s SPD section 14.1 states that personal circumstances such as specific requirements of minority group may make it difficult to provide necessary facilities within the standards set out in the SPD. The council may therefore interpret these standards flexibly in such circumstances, but the proposals that significantly deviate from the SPD are still unlikely to be appropriate. 


I have taken into consideration the personal circumstances raised by the applicant. While I recognise that due to the religious beliefs and the size of the applicant’s family, there is a need for a bigger house to provide the necessary facilities that suit their needs, I am of the opinion that the scale, massing, siting and design of the proposal would be contrary to the policies and advice set out in the Council’s SPD on House Extensions and the personal circumstances of the applicant do not outweigh the harm created by the development. 

The agent raised the issues that there are similar precedents which have been built in close proximity which has been granted planning consent that do not conform to current planning policy.  Detailed inspection was carried out regarding the issues raised by the agent and I acknowledge that most of the extensions referred by the agent (No 17 Castleton Road, 50 Tully Street, 15 Cleveleys Grove) were recommended refusal by planning officer, but planning consent was granted either by the planning panel or upheld by the planning inspector in planning appeal.


Although it is recognised that previous decisions are a material consideration, no two sites are the same and this proposal should be considered on its own merits.


CONCLUSION


In conclusion, although the personal circumstances raised by the applicant are a material consideration, they do not outweigh the impact of the siting, scale, massing and design of the proposal on the streetscene.  As such I recommend that the proposal be refused.


RECOMMENDATION:


Refuse For the following Reasons:


1.
The proposed side extension would be within 2m of the side boundary, and would project out 4m from the side of the dwelling resulting in an obtrusive feature in the street scene to the detriment of the character of the area contrary to HE9 of the draft Supplementary Planning Document- House Extensions and DES8 of the Adopted City of Salford Unitary Development Plan


2.
The proposed extensions, due to their siting, scale, massing and design would be out of character with the original dwelling and the surrounding properties. It would  have an adverse impact upon the street scene, contrary to the guidance in Draft Supplementary Planning Guidance - House Extensions and  Policy DES8 of the adopted City of Salford Unitary Development Plan.
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