PLANNING COMMITTEE AGENDA

~

HARTLEFOOL

BORCHUIGH COUNCIL

Wednesday, 29" August 2007

a 10.00 am.

in

Ow ton Manor Community Centre,
Wynyard Road, Hartlepool

MEMBERS OF PLANNING COMMITTEE:

Councillors Akers-Belcher, Allison, Brash, R Cook, S Cook, Flintoff, Kaiser, Laffey,
G Lilley, J Marshall, Morris, Payne, Richardson, Simmons, Worthy and Wright

1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

2. TO RECEIVE ANY DECLARATIONS OFINTEREST BY MEMBERS

3. MINUTES

31 To confirm the minutes of the meeting held on 1°* August 2007 (to follow)

4. ITEMS REQUIRING DECISION

4.1 Planning Applications— Assistant Director (Planning and Economic

Development)

H/2007/0562
H/2007/0500
H/2007/0537
H/2007/0521
H/2007/0484
H/2007/0490
H/2007/0333
H/2007/0508

ONo RWLNE

85 York Road
BriarfieldsLodg e

17 Clifton Avenue

196 Park Road

PCT Scheme — Park Road
Rift House Schoal
Wisbech o=

15-17 The Front

4.2 Appea by MrA Cook— Site at Amerston Hill — Assistant Director (Planning
and Economi ¢ Develop me nt)
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4.3 Appeal by MrA Dhaliwal — Site at 34A Duke Street— Assistantirector
(Planning and E conomic De velop ment)

4.4 Appeal by MrWeed — Site at 18 Lowthian Road — Assistant Director (Planning
and Economi ¢ Develop me nt)

45 Planning for a Sustainable Future: The Planning White Paper— Assistant
Dire ctor (Planning and Economi ¢ Develop nent)

5. ANY OTHER ITEMS WHICH THE CHAIRMAN CONSIDERS ARE URGENT
6. LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985

EXEMPTITEMS

Under Section 100(A)@) of the Local Govemment Act 1972, the press and public be
excluded from the meeting for the following items of business on the grounds that it

involves the likely dilosure of exempt information as defined in the paragraphs
referred to below of Part 1 of Schedule 12A of the Local Gove mment Act 1972 as

amended by the Local Government (Access to Information) Act 1985
7. ITEMS REQUIRING DECISION
7.1 Enforcement Action —Land Opposite CCS, Mainsforth Terrace, Sandgate
Indu strial E state, Hatlepool — Assistant Director (Planning and Economic
Develop ment)
8. FORINFORMATION
Site Vists— Any site visitsreque sted by the Committee at this meeting will take place
immediately prior to the next Planning Committee meeting on the morning of

Wedne siay 26" September 2007 at 9.00am.

Next Scheduled M eeting — Wednesday 26" September 2007.
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PLANNING COMMITTEE

MINUTES AND DECISION RECORD

1 August 2007

The meeting commenced at 10.30 a.m. in the Belle Vue Community, Sports
and Youth Centre, Hartlepoad

Present:
Councillor RW Cook (In the Chair)

Councillors  Akers-Belcher, Allison, Brash, Flntoff, G. Lilley, J Marshall,
Dr G Morris, Richardson, Simmons and Wright.

Also Present in accordance with Council Procedure rule 4.2(ii):
Councillor Sutheran as substitute for Councillor S Cook
Councillor Griffin as substitute for Councillor Worthy
Councillor A Lilley as substitute for Councillor Kaiser.

Officers: Richard Teece, Development Contra Manager
Christine Pipe, Senior Planning Officer
Gill Scanlon, Planning Technician
Adrian Hurst, Principal Environmenta Health Officer
Mike Blar, Highw ays and Transportation Manager
Peter Devlin, Legal Services Manager
David Cosgrove, Principal Democratic Services Officer

17. Apologies for Absence

Councillors S Cook, Kaiser, Laffey, Payne and Worthy.

18. Declarations of interest by me mbers

Councillor G Lilley declared a private and personal interest in planning
application H2007/0333 Wisbech/Barford Close.

Councillor Brash declared a private and personal interest in planning
application H2007/Ashfield Farm.

19. Confirmation of the minutes of the meeting held on
4 July 2007

Confirmed.

01.08.07- Planning Cttee Minutes andDecision Record
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Development))

Num ber:

Applicant:

Agent:

Date received:

Develo pm ent:

Planning Go mmittee - Minutes and Decision Record — 1 August 2007 3.1

20. Planning Applications (assistant Director (Planning and Economic

H/2007/0333

Mrs T Allen
Barford Close Hartlepool

Mrs T Allen, 16 Barford Close, Hartepool
02/052007

Incorporation of public open space land into curtilages
of properties for use as domestic gardens

Location: REAR OF 1 and 2 WISBECH CLOSE AND 16-22
EVENS BARFORD CLOSE HARTLEPOOL

Decision: Deferred to enable neighbours to consider the latest
advice from the pdlice and for additional information

Num ber: H/2007/0382

Applicant: Mr & Mrs Jiggins
BRANDON CLOSE, HARTLEPOOL

Agent: Mr Mrs Jggins, 24 BRANDON CLOSE, HARTLEPOOL

Date received:

Develo pm ent:

Location:

Representations::

Decision:

14/05/2007

Erection of a rear sunroom andtoilet extension
24 BRANDON CLOSE, HARTL EPOOL

Mrs Jiggins (applicant) and Ms Maxwell (Objector)
were present at the meeting and addressed the
Committee.

Officers w ere instructed to see i the roof pitch as
designed can be reduced. I so and the applicant
agrees to change the scheme planning permission
should be approved on this basis. If nat the current
application should be approved subject to the falowing
conditions. If the roof pitch as designed can be
reduced but the applicant fails to agree to this the
applcation should be referred back for further
consideration.

01.08.07- Planning Cttee Minutes andDecision Record
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CONDITIONS AND REASONS

1.

The development to which this permission relates shall be begun not
later than three years fromthe date of this permission.

Toclarify the period for w hichthe permission is vald

The external materials used for this development shall match those of
the existing building(s)

In the interests of visual amenity .

The Committee considered representations in relation to this matter.

Num ber: H/2007/0429

Applicant: Euro Property Management

Agent: Blackett Hart & Pratt, Westgate House, Faverdale,
Darlngton

Date received: 30/052007

Develo pm ent: Erection of 25 apartments and boundary wall and

associated parkingfacilities

Location: BRUS ARMS, WEST VIEW ROAD, HARTL EPOOL

Representations:

Decision:

Mr S Hesmondaigh (applicant's representative) w as
present at the meeting and addressed the Committee.

Minded to APPROVE subject to a legal agreement
under S106 of the Planning Act requiring a develper

contibution towards town centre housing regeneration
and the provision/improvement of off site play facilities

CONDITIONS AND REASONS

1.

The development to which this permission relates shall be begun not
later than three years fromthe date of this permission.

Toclarify the period for w hichthe permission is vaid

Details of all external finshing materials shal be submitted to and
approved by the Local Planning Authority before development
commences, samples of the desred materials being provided for this
purpose.

In the interests of visual amenity .

The development hereby permitted shal be carried out in accordance
with the plans and details of the building received by the Local
Planning Authority on the 30th May unless otherwise agreed inw riting
by the Local Planning Authority.

For the avoidance of doubt

01.08.07- Planning Cttee Minutes andDecision Record
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4.

Notw ithstanding the submitted details revised parking and access
arrangements shall be submitted to and approved in writhg by the
Local Planning Authority before development commences. The
access arrangements shall be designed in such a way that the
principle access/egress to and from the site shall be from
Winterbottom Avenue. Thereafter the development shall be carried
out in accordance with the approved details.

In the interests of highw ay safety.

Signs shall be displayed at all times during the lifetime of the
deveopment tow ards/at the entranc €/ exit of the site advising occupiers
of the flats and visitors to them to turn kft out of the site and use the
roundabout at the junction of West View Road and Winterbottom
Avenue if they intend to travel south fromthe site. Details of the signs
and their siting shall be first agreed in wriing by the Loca Planning
Authority .

In the interests of highw ay safety.

Unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Loca Planning Authority no
vehicular access shall be foomed to the site which would enable
vehicles to access or egress the site onto West View Road either
directly or indirectly.

In the interests of highw ay safety.

The development hereby permitted shall nat be commenced until: a A
desk-top study is carried out to identify and evaluate all potertial
sources of contamination and the impacts on land and/or contradled
waters, relevant to the site. The desk-top study shall establish a
‘conceptual site model and identify all plausible pollutant linkages.
Furthermore, the assessment shall set objectives for intrusive site
investigation w arks/ Quartitative Risk Assessment (or state i none
required). Two copies of the study shall be submitted to and approved
in writng by the Local Panning Authority. f identified as being requred
follow ing the completion of the desk-top study, b) The application site
has been subjected to a detailed scheme for the investigation and
recording of contamination, and remediation objectives have been
determined through risk assessment, and agreed in writing with the
Local Planning Authority, c) Detailed proposak for the removal,
containment or otherwise rendering harmless of any contamination
(the 'Reclamation Method Statement’) have been submitted to and
approved in wriing by the Local Planning Authority, d) The w orks
specified in the Reclamation Method Statement have been completed
in accordance with the approved scheme, €) If during reclamation or
redevelopment works any contamination is identified that has not been
considered in the Reclamation Method Statement, then remediation
proposals for this material should be agreed with the Local Planning
Authority .

To ensure that any sitecontamination is address ed.

No development approved by this permission shall be commenced
until a scheme for the provision of surface w ater drainage works has
been submitted to and approved n writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The drainage works shall be completed in accordance with
the details and timetable agreed.

01.08.07- Planning Cttee Minutes andDecision Record

4 Hartlepo ol Bor ough Council



Planning Go mmittee - Minutes and Decision Record — 1 August 2007 3.1

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

16.

To prevent the increased risk of flooding by ensuring the provision of a
satisfactory means of surface water disposal.

Prior to being discharged into any w atercourse, surface w ater sew er or
soakaw ay system, all surface w ater drainage from parking areas and
hardstandings shall be passed through trapped gullies installed in
accordance with a scheme previously submitted to and approved in
wriing by the LPA.

To prevent pollution of the w ater envronment

A detailed scheme of landscaping and tree and shrub planting shall be
submitted to and approved inw riting by the Local Planning Authority
before the development hereby approved is commenced. The scheme
must specify sizes, types and species, indicate the proposed layout
and surfacing of all open space areas, include a programme of the
works to be undertaken, and be implemented in accordance with the
approved details and programme of w orks.

In the interests of visual amenity .

All planting, seeding or turfing comprised in the approved details of
landscaping shall be carried out in the first planting season fdlowing
the occupation of the building(s) or completion of the development,
whichever is the sooner. Any trees plants or shrubs which within a
period of 5 years from the completion of the development die, are
removed or become seriously damaged or diseased shall be replaced
in the next planting season with others of the same size and species,
unless the Local Planmning Authority gives written consent to any
variation.

In the interests of visual amenity .

The development hereby approved shall incorporate 'secured by
design' principles. Details of proposed security measures comprising
the installation of extemal lighting shal be submitted and agreed in
wriing with the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall be
implemented in accordance with the approved details prior to
commencement of use.

In the interests of crime prevention

Nothw ithstanding the submited details and having regard to the
requirements of condition 4 a revised scheme for the means of
enclosure of the site including details of acoustic fencing shall be
submitted to and approved inw riting by the Local Planning Authority
before development commences. The development shall thereafter
be carried out in accordance with the approved details, and any
acoustic fencing shall be retained for the lifetime of the development
unless otherwise agreed inw riting by the local planning authority.

In the interests of visual amenity and the amenities of occupants of
neighbouring properties.

Before the development is brought into use the finally approved car
parking scheme shall be provided n accordance with the approved
details. Thereafter the scheme shall be retained for its intended
purpose at all times duringthe lifetime of the development.

In the interests of highw ay safety.

The developer shall give the Local Planning Authority two w eeks
written natification of the intention to commence w orks onsite.

01.08.07- Planning Cttee Minutes andDecision Record
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To enable the Local Planning Authority to monitor the start of the
development in the interests of the amenities of the area.

16. The scheme shall incorporate energy efficiency and sustainability
meas ures the detail of w hich shall be first submitted to and approved
in writing by the Local Planning Authority ; thereafter the scheme shall
be implemented in accordance wih the approved detais, unlkess
otherwise agreed inw riing by the Local Planning Authority.

In the interests of sustainable development

The Committee considered representations in relation to this matter.

Num ber:

Applicant:

Agent:

Date received:

Develo pm ent:

Location:

Representations:

Decision:

H/2007/0244

Mr M Ashton
Hillcrest Grove, Elwick Village, Hartle pool

Business Interiors Group, 73 Church Street,
HARTLEPOOL

28/03/2007

Variation of the original approval (H/2006/0333) to
provide licensed clubhouse to the caravan site

ASHFIELD FARM, DALTON PIERCY ROAD,
HARTLEPOOL

Mr M Ashton (applicant) and Sir Ron Norman (objector)

were present at the meeting and addressed the
Committee.

Panning Permission Refused

REASONS FOR REFUSAL

It s considered that the provision of licensed facilities could lead to an
increase in noise and general disturbance to the detriment of the quiet
enjoyment of the countryside and the occupiers of nearby properties contrary
to policies Com12 & GEP1 of the adopted Hartlepool Local Plan.

Num ber:

Applicant:

Agent:

H/2007/0397

Mr & Mrs A Grimw ood
TINTAGEL CLOSE, HARTL EPOOL

M & Mrs A Gimwood, 46 TINTAGEL CLOSE,
HARTLEPOOL

01.08.07- Planning Cttee Minutes andDecision Record
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Date received: 17/052007

Develo pm ent: Erection of a first floor bedroom extension above
garage.

Location: 46 TINTAGEL CLOSE, HARTLEPOOL

Representations: Mr Sawdon (applicant’s representative) was present at
the meeting and addressed the Committee.

Decision: Panning Permission Approved
CONDITIONS AND REASONS

1. The development to which this permission relates shall be begun not
later than three years fromthe date of this permission.
Toclarify the period for w hichthe permission is vald

2. Details of all external finshing materials shall be submitted to and
approved by the Local Planning Authority before development
commences, samples of the desred materials being provided for this
purpose.
In the interests of visual amenity .

3. Notw ithstanding the provisions of the Town and County Planning
(General Permitted Development) Order 1995 (or any order revoking
or re-enacting the Order with or without modification), no window s(s)
shall be inserted in the elevation of the extension facing 48 Tintagel
Closew ithout the prior writen consent of the Local Planning A uthority.
To prevent overlooking

4. The development hereby permitted shal be carried out in accordance
with the plans and details received by the Local Planning Authority on
19th June 2007, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local

Planning Authorty .
For the avoidance of doubt

The Committee consideredrepresentations in relation to this matter.

Num ber: H/2007/0436

Applicant: Mr Alistair Scott
Jomast Developments Ltd, Oriel House, Bishop Street,
STOCKTON-ON-TEES

Agent: Jomast Developments Ltd, Mr Alistair Scott, Oriel
House, Bishop Street, STOCK TON-ON-TEES

Date received: 05/06/2007

01.08.07- Planning Cttee Minutes andDecision Record
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Develo pm ent: Substitution of 8x2 storey penthouses and replacement

with 16 apartments (amendment to previous planning
approval H/FUL/0638/01)

Location: BLOCK 23, FLEET AVENUE, HARTL EPOOL

Representations: Mr Scott (applicant’s representative) was present at the

meeting and addressed the Committee.

Decision: Minded to APPROVE subject to a legal agreement

under S106 of the Planning Act providing for a
reduction of 8 number apartments to the remaining
bocks of the approved scheme w hich this block forms
part of (applicaton no H/FUL/683/01) and the
folowing condiions

CONDITIONS AND REASONS

1.

The development to w hich this permission relates shall be begun not
later than three years fromthe date of this permission.

Toclarify the period for w hichthe permission is vald

Details of all external finshing materials shal be submitted to and
approved by the Local Planning Authority before development
commences, samples of the desred materials being provided for this
purpose.

In the interests of visual amenity .

The car parking spaces shown on the plan hereby approved shall be
provided prior tothe development being brought into use.

In the interests of highw ay safety.

Floor levels should be set no low er than 5.00mAOD.

To protect the development from flooding.

No part of the development shall commence unless the Local Planning
authority is satisfied that there is adequate capacity in the foul and
surface water drainage system to accommodate the fou and surface
w ater flow s arising from that part of the development.

To ensure the adequate foul and surface w ater drainage facilities are
available to serve the development.

Notw ithstanding the submitted detais final details for the storage of
refuse shall be submitted to and approved in writhg by the Local
Planning Authority. The approved refuse storage facilties shall be
made available for use before the building they are designed to serve
is brought into use and shall thereafter be retained for the intended
purpose at all times duringthe life of the development.

To ensure adequate facilities are available to serve the development/in
interests of the visual amenities of the area.

Details of the provision for cycle parking to serve the development
shall be submitted to and agreed by the Local Planning Authority prior
to the development being commenced.

To encourage alternative means of transport to andfrom the site.

01.08.07- Planning Cttee Minutes andDecision Record
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The Committee consideredrepresentations in relation to this matter.

Num ber: H/2007/0492
Applicant: Mr C McHale, Ewood Lane, New dgate, Dorking
Agent: ASP Asscciates, 8 Grange Road, HARTLEPOOL

Date received: 22/06/2007

Develo pm ent: Conversion of existing dw elling into 3 self-contained flats
Location: 65 GRANGE ROAD, HARTL EPOOL
Decision: Planning Permission Approved

CONDITIONS AND REASONS

1.

The development to which this permission relates shall be begun not
later than three years fromthe date of this permission.

Toclarify the period for w hichthe permission is vald

Unless otherwise agreed inw riting by the Local Planning Authority, the
use hereby approved shall not commence until detailed proposals for
the storage of refuse within the site have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority and all such
approved details have been implemented.

In the interests of the visua amenity of the Conservation Area and the
amenities of the occupants of neighbouring properties and of the
occupants of theflats.

Prior to their installation, details of any proposed extraction outlets for
the ventilation of the property shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The extraction outlets shall
thereafter be installed in accordance w ith the approved detalils.

In the interests of the character and appearance of the area.

Prior to the occupation of any of the flats hereby approved, a vehicular
access gate and car parking space to the rear shall be formed in
accordance with details to be first submitted and approved in w riing
by the Local Planning Authority. The vehicular access gate and car
parking place shall thereafter be retained for the intended purpose at
all times for the lifetime of the development.

In the interests of highw ay safety.

The external materials used for this development shall match those of
the existing building(s)

In the interests of visual amenity .

The gate(s) hereby required by condtion 4 shall open into the
application site only and nat out over the highw ay.

In the interests of highw ay safety.

01.08.07- Planning Cttee Minutes andDecision Record
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The Committee consideredrepresentations in relation to this matter.

Num ber: H/2007/0490

Applicant: MRS CAROLE CARROLL
RIFT HOUSE SCHOOL, RIFT HOUSE PRIMARY
SCHOOL, MASEFIELD ROAD, HARTLEPOOL

Agent: Hartlepool BC Building Consultancy Group, Mr Darron
Pearson, Leadbitter Buildings, Stockton Street,
Hartlepool

Date received: 28/06/2007

Develo pm ent: Erection of a new 2.4 metre high perimeter fence

Location: RIFT HOUSE PRIMARY SCHOOL, MASEFIELD ROAD,
HARTLEPOOL
Decision: Deferred for additional information and to enable

discussions to take place to ensure problems w hich have
arisen at Brierton Schod, where fencing has been
provided, do not occur here.

21. Appeal By Mr T Bates Site At 5 Mayflower Close
(H/2006/0831) (Assistant Director (Planning & Economic Development))

An appea against the Council’s refusal to grant planning permission for the

erection of six self-contained flats at 5 Mayflow er Close, has been decided by
writen representations and dismissed by the Planning Inspectorate. A copy
of the decision letter w as submitted for the Committee’s information

Decision
That the report be noted.

22. Appeal Ref: APP/H0724/A/07/2039548: H/2006/0839
Change of use to Hot Food Takeaway (A5 Use), 132

Oxford Road, Hartlepool, TS25 5RH (Assistant Director
(Planning & Economic Dewel opm ent))

The purpose of this report is to update members of the outcome of arecent
planning appeal at 132 Oxford Road, Hartlepool for the change of use to a
hot food takeaway (A5 use). The Planning Inspectorate allow ed the appeal
subject to conditions. A copy of the Inspector’s report was submitted for the

01.08.07- Planning Cttee Minutes andDecision Record
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23.

24,

25.

Committee’s information.
Decision
That the report be noted.

Appeal Ref APP/H0724/X/07/2048720: H/2007/064
Application for a Certificate of Lawfulness of Existing
Use of Amerston Hill Cottage as a Residential
Dwelling House, Amerston Hill Cottage, Coa Lane,
Hartle pool. (Assistant Director (Planning & Economic Development))

Members w ere informed that a planning appeal has been lodged aganst the
refusal of an application for a certficate of law fulness for the use of Amerston
Hill Cottage as aresidential dw elling house. The appeal was to be decided
through the inquiry procedure and authority was therefore requested to
contest the appeal.

Decision
That officers be authorised to contest the appeal.

Appeal By Harcharan Singh Nijjar, Site at 152 Raby

Road, Hartlepool, TS24 8EL (Assistant Director (Planning &
Economic Development))

A plaming appeal has been lodged against the refusal of the Planning

Authority to grant planning permission for the change of use of the above
premises to a hot food takeaw ay. The appeal was to be decided by the
written procedure and authority was therefore requested to contest the
appeal.

Decision
That officers be authorised to contest the appeal.

Update on Current Complaints (Assistant Director (Planning &
Economic Development))

Members’ attention was drawn to sixteen on-going issues that were being
investigated by Officers.

Decision

That the report be noted.

01.08.07- Planning Cttee Minutes andDecision Record
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20.

217.

28.

Decision of Ombudsman - Complaint Against
Hartlepool Borough Council and the Decision to
Approve Planning Application H/2006/0016 — Erection
of 16 Flats and Associated Works at the Former Fina

Service Station, Powlett Road, Hartlepool (Assistant
Director (Planning & Economic Development))

The repot informed members of the outcome of the Ombudsman
investigation into the decision of Hartlepool Borough Council approve the
above-mentioned planning application. The Ombudsman has come to the
conclusion that there was no makldministration in the way the Council
reached it decision to approve planning application H/2006/0018. The
Investigator has now discontinued her investigation.

Decision
That the report be noted.

Any Other Items the Chairman Considers are Urgent

The Charman ruled that the following item should be considered by the
Committee as a matter of urgency in accordance with the provisions of
Section 100(B)(4)(b) of the Loca Government Act 1972 in order that the
matters could be dealt withw ithout delay.

Sedgefield BC Planning Application (Development Cortrol
Manager)

The Development Control Manager informed Members that Sedgefield
Borough Council were considering an application for the extension of a
quarry in ther area. Concerns had been raised into the potential affect of the
extension to the quarry on the local water table, which could potentially harm
the water extracted for use in Hartlepool. The Environment Agency had
writen to the authority indicating that they w ere satisfied that there w ould be
no affect on the water table form the proposed extension to the quarry.

Councillors expressed ther concern at the lack of formal consultation on the
application if there had been concerns raised within Sedgefield about the
possible affects on Hartlepool's water. Members requested that officers w rite
to Sedgefield BC expressing the concern that the applicaton should have
been referred to this Council for comment and askingthe Council that they be
satisfied that there would be no effect on thew ater table.

Decision

That the report be noted and that the Development Control Manager write to
Sedgefield BC in the terms stated above.
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29. Local Government (Access to Information) Act 1985

Under Section 100(A)(4) of the Loca Government Act 1972, the press and
public be excluded from the meeting for the follow ing items of business on
the grounds that it involves the likely disclosure of exempt information as
defined in the paragraphs referred to below of Part 1 of Schedule 12A of the
Local Government Act 1972 as amended by the Local Government (Access
to Information)(Variation) Order 2006

Minute 30 — Enforcement Action — Martindale Farm, Elwick (Para 6) — This
itemcontains exempt information under Schedule 12A Local Government Act
1972, namely, information w hich revealk that the authority proposes to give
under any enactment a notice under or by virtue of which requirements are
imposed on a person; or to make an order or drection under any enactmernt.

Minute 31 — Enforcement Action — Enforcement Action — Land Adjacent to
108 Graythorp Industrial Estate Hartlepool (Para 6) — This tem contains
exempt information under Schedule 12A Local Government Act 1972,
namely, information w hich reveals that the authority proposes to gve under

any enactment a notice under or by virtue of w hich requirements are imposed
on a person; or to make an order or drection under any enactment.

Minute 32 - Enforcement Action — Easy Skips c/o Myross Engineering
Casebourne Road Hartlepool (Para 6) — This item contains exempt
information under Schedule 12A Local Government Act 1972, namely,
information which reveals that the authority proposes to give under any
enactment a notice under or by virtue of w hich requirements are imposed on
a person; or to make an order or direction under any enactment.

30. Enforcement Action —Martindale Farm, Elwick (Assistant
Director (Planning & Economic Development))

The Assistant Director (Planning and Economic Development) reported on
proposed enforcement action, should this be required, in respect of the
unauthorised storage and distribution of ground plastics at Martindale Farm,
Elwick by w ay of issuing an enforcement notice.

Decision
1. That the Development Control Manager, in consultation with the Chief
Sdlicitor be authorised to issue an enforcement notice requiring the
ow ner of Martindale Farmto =
i) Cease the use of the agricultural buiding for the storage of non-
agriculture related materials.
i) Ceasethe importing of ground plastics to the site.

i) Remove all ground plastics from the ste within the time period
specified in the notice.

2. That a period of four weeks from the date the notice takes effect be given
for compliance with step (iii) w hile that in relation to () & (ii) be immediate

01.08.07- Planning Cttee Minutes andDecision Record
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on the natice becoming effective.

31. Enforcement Action -Land Adjacent to 108 Graythorp

Industrial Estate Hartlepool (Assistant Director (Planning &
Economic Development))

The Assistant Director (Planning and Economic Development) reported on
proposed enforcement action should this be required in respect of the
unauthorised use of land adjacent to 108 Graythorp Industrial Estate,
Hartlepool, for the depositing of construction w aste by way of issuing an
enforcement notce.
Decision
1. That the Development Control Manager, in consultation with the Chief
Sdlicitor be authorised to issue an enforcement notice requiring the
folowing:
i) The cessation of the unauthorised use of the land adjacent to 108
Graythorp Industrial Estate, Hartlepool, for the depositing of w aste.
i) The halting of the importing of any waste materials onto the site.
i) The removal from the site in its entirety of all w aste materils, w hich
have been imported onto the site, unless otherwise agreed in w riting
by the Local Planning Authoriy .

2. ltis recommended that a time period of w o months from the date the
notice takes effect be given for compliance with step (iii) while that with
regardto (i) & (i) be immediate on the notice becoming effective.

32. Enforcement Action - Easy Skips c/o Myross

Engineering Casebourne Road Hartlepool (Assistant
Director (Planning & Economic Development))

The Assistant Director (Planning and Economic Development) reported on
proposed enforcement action should this be required in respect of the

unauthorised change of use of Myross Engineerng, Hartlepod, to a w aste
transfer station by way of issuing an enforcement notice.

Decision

1. That the Development Control Manager, in consultation with the Chief
Sdicitor be authorised to issue an enforcement notice requiring the
folowing:

i) The cessation of the unauthorised use of Myross Engineering,
Casebourne Road, Hartlepool, TS25 1PJ, as aw aste transfer station

i) The halting of the importing of any waste materials onto the site.

i) The removal from the site in its entrety of all w aste materials, w hich
have been imported onto the site.

2. It s recommendedthat a time period of 2 months from the date the natice
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takes effect be given for compliancew ith step (iii) w hile that for (i) and (ii)
should be immediate once the natice takes effect.

33. Any Other Itemsthe Chairman Considers are Urgent

The Charman ruled that the following item should be considered by the
Committee as a matter of urgency in accordance with the provisions of
Section 100(B)(4)(b) of the Loca Government Act 1972 in order that the
matters could be dealt withw ithout delay.

34. Seaton Meadows Waste Disposa Site - Update

(Development Control Manager)

The Development Control Manager updated Members on issues at the
Seaton Meadow s Waste Disposal Site.

Decision
That the report be noted.

35 Enforcement Action — Future Cases Where Urgent
Action Was Required

In discussing the cases set out at Minutes 30, 31 and 32 above, Members
commented that in some cases, action should be taken as soon as possible
to enforce conditions in approved planning consents, or w here it w as clear
that unauthorised developments w ere beng carried out, without need for
referral to Committee. Members supported officers carrying out such action
follow ing consultation with the Chair, or in his absence, the Vice-Chair of the
Committee.

Decision

That should it be necessary to take urgent action in the enforcement of
conditons relating to planning consents o where it was clear that
unauthorised development w as being carried out, the Development Control
Manager be authorised to do so follav ing consultationw ith the Chief Solicitor
and the Chair of the Committee (or in his absencethe Vice-Char).

CHAIRMAN

01.08.07- Planning Cttee Minutes andDecision Record
15 Hartlepo ol Bor ough Council



Planning Committee — 29 August 2007 4.1

No: 1

Num ber: H/2007/0562

Applicant: Mr Mohammad Uddin 20 Meadow gate Drive Hartlepoadl
TS26 ORH

Agent: Business Interior Group 73 Church Street Hartlepool
TS24 7DN

Date valid: 23/07/2007

Development: Change of use to hot food takeaw ay (Class A5 use)

Location: 85 YORK ROAD HARTLEPOOL

The Application and Ste

1.1 The applcation site is a located in the middle of a largely commercial terrace at
the edge of the town centre. To the north is a vacantcommercial unit. To the south
is an Indian restaurant. Opposite isthe Carlton Bngo. Whilkt the properties in the
area arecommercial at ground floor some have residential uses at first floor. Tothe
rear is a cul-de-sac w hich is fenced off froman adacentresidential estate (Barbara
Mann Court). Inclose proximity andw ithwindow sfacing tow ards the site are
residential properties on Barbara Mann Court. There are ako other residental
properties nearby on Hliott Street.

1.2 Itis proposed to change the use of the property to a hotfood takeaw ay. The
proposed hours of operation willbe 16:00 to midnight Monday to Sunday inclusive.
No alterations to the building are proposed. The building and the one adjacent (83
York Road) are in the process of being refurbishedw ith new shop fronts recently
installed (H/2006/0852).

Planning History

1.3 The site has a history of refusals for hotfood takeaw ay uses.

1.4 In July 2003 planning permissionw as refused for the change of use of the
premises to provide a ground floor hot foodtakeaw ay and a self contained flat
(HFUL/0292/03) for the following reasons:

“Itis consideredthat a hotfood take-away in the location proposedw ould be
detrimental to the amenities of the occupiers of nearby residential properties by w ay
of traffic, noise, litter and general disturbance associatedw ith the comings and
goings to and from the premises andthe congregation of clients, particularly at times
of day w henresidents could reasonably expect the quiet enjoy ment of their homes;
as such the proposal is contrary to policies Genl and Ec19 of the adopted Hartlepool
Local Plan 1994".

1.5 In March 2004 planning permissionfor the change of use of the ground floorto a

hot food takeaw ay (A3) w as again refused for similar reasons as stated above.
(HFUL/009904)
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1.6 The applcant pursued an appeal against this refusal. The appeal was dismissed
the Inspector concluding “4...1 have noted the presence of residential property to the
w est, in close proximity totherear of the appeal site (Barbara Mann Court).
Although separated from the housing area by fencing there arew indows n the

dw ellings, w hich directly face the site. Whilst customers of the proposed takeaw ay
would use the front entrance, away fromthe housing, any car born customers w ould
be likely to be attracted totheshort dead end street at the rear. The use of this area
w ould require turning manoeuwres, w hich would in turn generate noise. When added
to therewing of engines and slamming of car doors thisw ould be likely to resultin
disturbance to residents inthe houses to the rear...5...It seems to me that an
addition to the stock of takeaw ays locally would encourage more people to
congregate late at night with the strong possibility of greater disturbance being
caused through high sprrits and raised voices”. (see appeal decision attached)

Other Relevant Appeals and Applications in the vicinity

1.7 A number of other appeals and applcations in the vicinity are alsoconsidered of
relevance to the current application. A particular concern of the Local Planning
Authority andthe Inspectorate in all these cases has been the potential impact the
developments would have on the amenity of the occupants of the nearby residential
properties particularly in relation to the noise and disturbance created by
congregation, and comings and goings, associated with customers. Consequently
w here permissions have been allow ed for leisure uses these have been for
restaurant uses only, where onew ould expect a lesser throughflow of customers
reducing thecomings and gongs, and so the potential for disturbance.

1.8 The orignal permission for Marco Polo, located to the south of the application
site, restricted its use to arestaurant use (H/FUL/0296/98). In November 1999 an
application, to vary conditions to allov abar onthe ground floor w ith restaurant at
first floor open 7 days aw eekw as refused for reasons relating to the amenity of
nearby residential properties. (H/FUL/0440/99). A subsequent appeal was dismissed
in 2000. Members may recall that asimilar application tovary conditions to permit
the use of Marco Polo’s as a restaurant and bar was refused for similar reasons at
the Juy Committee (H/2007/0335).

1.9 An application to change the use of 86/88 York Road onthe opposite side of the
road, to the south east of the application, to a public house on the ground floor with a
restaurant onthe first floor (H/FUL/0547/04) w as refused in 2004 for highw ay
reasons andreasons relatingto the amenity of the occ upiers of nearby residential
properties. The applicant appealed againstthis decision. The Inspector did not
support the highw ay reason for refusal. The Inspector did conclude how ever that the
development w ould have a harmful effect on the living conditions of the occupants of
near by residential properties andthe appeal was therefore dismissed in 2005.

1.10 On the opposite side of the road at 78 Y ork Road, and adjoining the site at
87/89Y ork Road applications to changethe use of the premises to restaurants were
allow ed on appeal subject to conditions restricting their use to arestaurant use. This
was at atime when a restaurant fellw ithin the same A3 useclass as a takeaw ay,

w hich meant that unless restricted by condition, the use coud change betw een the
two. (They now fallw ithin different use classes and so planning permission is
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required). The imposition of these condtions reflected the Inspector’s concerns in
relation toresidential amenity.

Publicity

1.11 The application has been advertised by site notice and neighbour natification
(28). The time period for representations expires on ZOIhAugust 2007. To date one
representation has been received. Thew riter objects to the proposal raising the
folow ing issues.

1) The takeaw ay will affect the success of thew riters new restaurant business.
2) Lack of parking/congestion.

Copy Letters A

Consultations

1.12 The follow ng consultation replies have beenreceived:

Traffic & Transportation — Refer to a traffic regulation order outside the property
w hichrestricts parking betv een 7.00 am and 7.00 pm and raises highw ay safety

concerns w ith the applicationw ithvehicles parking onY ork Road. How ever given
the previous appeal decisions believes it would be difficult to sustain an objection.

Head of Public Protection & Housing -The hot food takeaw ays situated onY ork
Road currently attract a large amount of custom late intothe evenings and into the
early hours of the mornings fromthe many public houses and nightclubs in the area.
Asthesecustomers dispersefrom the areathey cause aconsiderable amount of
disturbance to local residents. A further hat food takeaw ay n this locationsoclose
toresidential properties will only compound the problems already experienced by
local residents. There are currently planning conditions on boththe neighbouring
restaurants prohibiingthe sale of takeaw ay food in order to protectthe amenity of
residents. A previous applicationfor a hot food takeaw ay atthis premises w as
dismissed on appea due to the potential nuisance to local residents. Taking all of
this into account | would thereforewishto object tothis applicaton.

Planning Policy

1.13 The follow ng policies in the adopted Hartlepool Local Plan 2006 are relevant to
the determination of this application:

Coml2: States that proposals for food and drink developments w illonly be permitted
subject to consideration of the effect on amenity, highw ay safety and character,
appearance andfunction of the surrounding area and that hot food takeaw ays will
not be permitted adjoining residential properties. The policy also outlines measures
w hich may be requredto protect the amenity of the area.

Com4: Defines 10 edge of town centre areas and indicates generally w hich range of
uses are either acceptable or unacceptablew ithin each area particularly withregard
toAl, A2, A3 A4, A5,B1,B2 &B8and D1 uses. Proposals should also accord
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w ith related shopping, main tow ncentre uses and recreational policies contained in
the plan. Any proposed uses not specified in the polcy will be considered ontheir
merits taking account of GEP1.

GEP1: States that in determining planning applications the Borough Council will
have due regard tothe provisions of the Development Plan. Development should be
located on previously developed land within the limits to development and outside
the greenw edges. The policy also highlights the w ide range of matters w hich wiill
be taken into account including appearance and relatonshipw ith surroundings,
effects on amenity, highw ay safety, car parking, infrastructure, floodrisk, trees,
landscape features, w idlife and habitats, the historic environment, andthe needfor
high standards of design and landscaping and native species.

GEP9: States that the Borough Councilw illseek contributions from developers for
the provision of additionalw orks deemed to be required as aresult of the
development. The policy lists examples of w orks for w hich contributions will be
sought.

Rec13: States that late night uses will be permitted only within the Church Street
mixed use area, or the southw est area of the Marina subject to criteriarelating to
amenity ssues andthefunction and character of these areas. Developer
contributions w il be sought w here necessary to mitigate the effects of developments.

Planning Considerations

1.14 The main planning considerations in this case are policy, the impact of the
development on the amenity of nearby residential properties and highw ay safety.

POLICY

1.15 The application site lies on the edge of the Tow nCentre in an area w here Local
Plan policy advises that hot food takeaw ayswill nat be permitted. The proposal is
therefore contrary to pdlicy.

IMPACT ON THE AMENITY OF NEARBY RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES

1.16 The application site lies at the north-w estern edge of the tow ncentrew here
commercial uses give way to residertial areas of the town. It is in these areas w here
uses such as takeaw ays, w hich supportthe night time economy, can come into
conflict with the amenity of the occupiers of nearby residential areas. The area
already experiences a good deal of disruption and anti-social behaviour associated
w ith such uses.

1.17 In close proximity to therear of the premises are residentia properties w hich
have window s facing the site and the cul-de-sac (Barbara Mann Court). There are
also flats above commercial premises inthevicinity. The Head of Public Rrotection
has objected to the proposal on the grounds that the use of the premises would
compound the problems already experienced by local residents by encouraging
more peopleto congregate in the area late at night. Theculde-sac totherear also
provides a convenient parking/tuming areafor the occupants of vehicles visiting the
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takeaway. The inevitable use of this area for the manoeuvring/parking of vehicles
together withthereviving of engines and slamming of doors w ould be an additional
saurce of late night noise and disturbance for the nearby residents. These concerns
w ere also raised by the Inspector w hen he dismissed the recent appeal on the site in
2004.

1.18 tis considered that the use of the building as a hotfood takeaw ay would
generate unacceptable disturbance and have a detrimental impact on the living
conditions of nearby residents contrary to policies GEP1 and Com 12 of the
Hartlepool Local Plan.

HIGHWAY S

1.19 The site does not enjoy the benefit of any off street parking. York Road is part
of the Bus Priority Route inthe tow n. Highw ays have advised thatw hie there are
highw ay safety concerns in relation to vehicles parking on York Road, w hichis a
busy road and a bus corridor but acknow ledge it would be difficult to sustain an
objection on grounds given previous appeal decisions. In highways terms therefore
the propaosal is considered acceptable.

RECOMMENDATION - REFUSE

1. The premises lies within an area of Hartlepoolw here Local Plan pdicy
advises hot food takeaw ays will not be permitted. It is considered that the use
of the premises as a hot food takeaw ayw ould have a detrimental impact on
the amenity of the occupants of nearby residential properties by reason of
noise and general disturbance from customers visitingthe premises by foat
and invehicles. This disturbancew ould extend late into the evening w hen
occupiers of the neighbouring residential properties could reasonably expect
to experience the peaceful enjoyment of their homes. The proposal is
thereforecontrary to pdicies GEP1, Com4 and Com12 of the adopted
Hartlepool Local Plan.
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Appeal Decision - L
Site visit made on 15 December 2004 R g—

by Philip Major Ba(Hess) DigTP METPI -
an Inaprcior appoisied by the First Scorctary of State i

Appeal Rel: APP/HOTIUANL1151857

35 York Road, Hartleposl T526 SAQ.

#  The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Plansing Act 1990 agains 2 refusal to
-t =

# The appeal @ made by Mr ] Rasul agaisst the docasson of Hantlopool Boroagh Council.

. %MHW.M“WW.WMH%HHM

= Th:mpmpudhhw#u:ulhmﬂﬁmmuluﬂnﬂ.

Summary of Decision: The appeal is dismissed.

Main Issue

1. The main isswe in the appesl is the effect of the proposed development on the living
conditions of nearby residents, with particular refierence to noise and disturbance.

Manning Policy

2, The development plan inchudes the Harlepool Local Plan of 1994, The most relevant
policy 15 Genl which, amongst other things, indicates that in determining planning
applications the ¢ffect on the amenitics of cccupiers of mearky properties will be taken into
BOCOUNE.

Reasons

3. The appeal site is an unoccupied property which is suffering a degree of dereliction and
would clearly bemefit from re-use. It is located in o mixed use arca, adjacent to the busy
York Road, which conisins many premises in use as shops, business premises, restaaranis,
clhubs and the like.

4, 1 have noted the presence of residential property 1o the west, in close proximity 1o the rear
of the appeal site. Although separated from the housing area by fencing there are windows
in the dwellings which directly face the site. Whilst customers of the proposed takeaway
would use the front enirance, sway from the housing, any car borme cusiomers would be
likely to be atiracted to the shon dead-end street a1 the rear, The use of this area would
require turning manccuvres which would, in tum, gencrate noise. When added to the
revving of engines and slamming of car doors this would be likely to resuli in disturbance to
residents in the houses 1o the rear.

5. lalso note that there is an existing concern in relation to the use of hot food takeaways late
at might in the vicinity. It is clear that there is already a degree of disturbance, and 1
understand that recent planning permissions have restricted AT uses 10 restaurant use onlly.
It scems o me that an addition 1o the fock of takevways ocally would encourage more
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Appeal Diecision APP/HOTZH A4 151857

people 1o congregate late at night, with the strong possibility of greater disturbance being
caused through hagh spirits and raised voices.

6. Cwverall, therefore, and despite the fact thai finding a use for the building is to be
encouraged, it is my judgement that & hot food takeaway here would generate unacceptable
disturbance and would harm the living conditions of pearby residents. It would therefore be
in conflict with the objectives of Local Flan Policy Genl

Canditions

7. 1 have considered the conditions put forward but 1 am not satisfied that thess would
owercome the fundamental objections o the proposal.

Conclusions

. For the reasons given above and having regard to all other matters raised, | conclude that
the appeal should be dismissed.

Formal Decision
9, 1 dismiss the appeal.
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No: 2

Num ber: H/2007/0500

Applicant: Mr Mrs Hugill Vdtigeur DRive Hart Vilage Harlepool TS27
3BS

Agent: Mr Mrs Hugill 1A Vdtigeur Drive; Hart Village Hartlepool
TS27 3BS

Date valid: 25/06/2007

Development: Erection of a tw o-storey, kitchen and bedroom extension,
a single storey sun lounge extension and a detached
garage (AMENDED SCHEME)

Location: BRIARFIEL DS LODGE ELWICK ROAD HARTLEPOOL

The Application and Site

2.1 The applcation site is a lodge house located at the entranceto Briarfields in the
Park ConservationArea. It is an attractive traditional building constructed in brick,
render/ Tudor style boarding with a tiled roof. It has how ever been vacant for some
time andis in a deteriorating state. The litteredrear garden, graffitiand smashed
window s suggest that it is already atiracting a measure of anti-social behaviour. To
therear of the site the garden of the property isvery overgrow nw ith self seeded
youngtrees and bushes. At its western endis a large metal contaner. The site is
boundedto the north side by a high brick wall, an existing gatew ay in the wal forms
the vehicular access from Elwick Road. To thew est s a high hedge, w hich forms
part of the boundary with Holly House. Tothesouth achain link fence and bushes
form the boundary with the remainder of the Briarfields estate. A large mature
Sycamore tree s located close tothe northern boundary of the site. The main
access to Briarfields passes to the front (east) of the site. This access also serves
the Ambulance Station located to the east.

2.2 The site currently belongs to Hartlepool Borough Council and forms one of three
lots on the site, w hich have recently been offered for sale. The applicant i the
prospective purchaser. The other lats have attracted different potentia purchasers.
It s understood that applications for the other w olots w il be forthcoming shortly.

2.3 The property currently has three bedrooms and a dow nstairs bathroom. It is
proposed to refurbish and extend the property. The refurbishment will be undertaken
sympathetically theroof, walls, stonew ork heads andcills, timber doors and window s
wil be repaired, w ith matching materials used w here replacement is necessary. The
brickw orkw 1l be cleaned to remove graffiti. Aside from thes e refur bis hment w orks
the mainfront elevation of the property will not be affected. To the rear atw ostorey
and asingle storey extensionw ill be added. The extensions w ill accommodate a
bedroom at first floor (with an existing bedroom converted to a bathroom), and a sun
lounge and kitchen extension at ground floor. All external materials are to matchthe
existing. It is also proposed to erect a double garageto therear the garage will
incorporate astorage areain the roof space accessed by an internal stair. A
parking/turning areaw ll be formed infront of the garage.
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Planning History

2.4InApril 2007 a planning applicationw as received for the erection of a tw o-storey
lounge kitchen and bedrooms extension and a detached garage (H/2007/0209). The
proposalw as for a larger w o-storey extension to thatcurrently proposed. The
applicantw as advised that Officers could not supportthe proposal andw ihdrew the

application. Thecurrent proposal represents an amended scheme and has been
submitted follow ing negotiations with Officers.

Publicity

2.5 The applcation has been advertsed by site natice, neighbour notification (9) and
in the press. The time period for representations has expired.

2.6 Two ketters of no objection and three letters of objectionw ere received. The
objectors raise the follow ing issues.

1. Extensionshould be single storey

2. No tree survey has been submitted.

3. The application does not preserve or enhance the character and appearance
of the Conservation Area.

The extension is substantial and the lodge will no longer retain s nature as a
gatehouse. It should remain discrete and subordinate to Briarfields.

The separate garage might beconverted tosecond dw elinghouse.
Concerns trees might be affected and need to be considered.

Public Right Of Way (PROW) adjacent, w hich needs to be considered.
Treesto be removed should be identified on a plan and semi mature/mature
trees should if removed be replaced.

Ea

NG

Copy Letters B

The period for publicity has expired.

Consultations

2.7 The follow ing consultationreplies have been received:
Head of Property Services - No comments received.

Traffic & Transportation - The applicant has stated that the existing access onto
Elwick Road. There are no major highw ay implications w ith this application.

Planning Policy

2.8 The follow ing policies in the adopted Hartlepool Local Plan 2006 are relevantto
the determination of this application:

GEP1: States that in determining planning applications the Borough Council will
have due regard tothe provisions of the Development Plan. Development should be
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located on previously developed landwithin the limits to development and outside
the greenw edges. The policy also highlights the w ide range of matters w hich wiill
be taken into account including appearance and relationshipw ith surroundings,
effects on amenity, highw ay safety, car parking, infrastructure, floodrisk, trees,
landscape features, w idlife and habitats, the historic environment, andthe needfor
high standards of design and landscaping and native species.

Hsg10: Sets out the criteria for the approval of alterations and extensions to
residential properties and states that proposals not in accordance with guidelines w il

not be approved.

HEL: States that development w il only be approved w here it can be demonstrated
that the development will preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the
Conservation Area and does not adversely affect amenity. Matters taken into
account include the details of the developmentin relation tothe character of the
area, the retention of landscape and building features and the design of car parking
provision. Full details should be submitted and regard had to adopted guidelines
and village design statements as appropriate.

Planning Considerations
2.9 The main issues are considered to be the impact of the development on the

character and appearance of the buiding and the ConservatonArea, the impact on
the amenity of neighbouring properties, trees, highw ays and the public right of way.

The Impact of the Development on the Character and Appearance of the building
and the Conservation Area

2.10 The property is an attractive traditional lodge house located in the Park
Conservation Area. It has not been occupied for some time, is boarded up, ina
deteriorating state and has become the target of vandals. The proposal nvolves the
refurbis hment of the existing building, an extension totherear andthe provision of a
double garage.

2.11 Objections have beenreceived to the proposal on the grounds that the
proposed extensions are “substantial” and will erode the Lodge’'s subordinate
discrete relationship with the main dw ellinghouse at Briarfields.

2.12 tis accepted that part of the proposal involves the addition of a tw o-storey
extension and the proposals will increase the size of the modest lodge how ever
nonetheless it is considered that it will remain a discrete and subordinate building in
comparison to the very much larger Briarfields. The extensions proposed are to the
rear andthe principle elevation of the property w ill not be affected. The high
boundary w all w hich forms the northern boundary onto Bw ick Road and the mature
Sycamore tree provide a good degree of screening and t is notconsidered the
extensions will be unduly prominent. The design, detailing and materials of the
proposed extensions are considered to be sympathetic to the existing lodge house
and itis not considered that they w ill detract from the character and appearance of
the building or the Conservation Area.
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2.13 The detached double garage w hichwill have internal access to the roof space
isto be located in the rear garden of the property. Again the high boundary wall and
high hedge to the rear on the north andw est side of the property will provide a good
degree of screening. The design, detailing and materials of the proposed garage are
considered to be sympathetic and in keeping with the existing lodge house and it is
not considered that it will detract fromthe character and appearance of the building
orthe Conservation Area.

2.14 The Conservation Officer has raised no objections to the proposal. The
development w il bring back into use a significant building in the Conservation Area
which is n a deteriorating state, andw ill increasingly detractfrom the character and
appearance of the ConservationArea. It is concluded that the proposed extension
and refurbishment of the buildingw il enhance the character and appearance of this
part of the Conservation Area.

Impact onthe amenity of neighbouring properties

2.15 The extensions and garage are located to the rear of the property w el aw ay
from any neighbours. It is notconsidered that either will detract from the amenity of
the occupiers of any neighbouring properties in terms of loss of light, privacy, outiook
or in terms of any overbearing effect

Trees

2.16 The site contains a large mature Sycamore tree locatedto the north of the
existing house. This tree s shown to be retained in the proposals.

2.17 The site is very overgrow nw ith bushes and self seededyoungtrees partic ularly
totherear garden where the new garage/parkingiurning area is proposed. The
applicant states “the existing gardens are currently overgrown andrequire a
complete overhaul to return them to a pleasantfamily environment. Existing shrubs
wil be complemented with nev plantingto maintain the character of the surrounding
behaviour”. ltis clear the gardens are in need of vigorous management if the site is
to be brought back into domestic use and the erection of the garage and
hardstandings will alsorequire the removal of young trees and bushes.

2.17 Objectors have raised concerns that atree survey has not been included with
the application and in relation to the potential loss of trees. The Arboriculturaist did
not require atree survey inthis case. He has visitedthesite and confrmed thatw ith
the exception of the mature Sycamore tree hew ould not consider the trees within the
site to be a significant public amenity feature. He acknow ledges some pruning of the
sycamorew ll berequired and its encroading on the existing house but this would be
thecase even if an extensionw ere not proposed. He has no objection tothe
removal of the cther semi mature trees. Interms of the impact of the development
on trees therefore the proposal is considered to be acceptable.
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Highw ays

2.18 The property will utilise the existing access. Highw ays have advisedthat they
have no dbjections to the proposal. A PROW also passes tothe front of the site but
wil not be drectly affected by the development.

Other Matters

2.19 An objector has raised concerns that the proposed separate garage might be
extended and converted to a separate dw elinghouse at some time in the future. The
application describes the garage as a garage and this is the basis on w hich the
application must be considered. A condition proposed below will requre the garage
toremain ancillary to the existing dw ellinghouse. Any proposal to extend and
convert the garage to a separate dw ellinghouse would require a separate application
for planning permission.

CONCL USION

2.20 The proposal s consideredto be acceptable and isrecommended for approval

RECOMMENDATION - APPROVE

1. The development tow hich this permission relates shall be begun not later
than three years from the date of this permssion.
Toclarify the period for w hichthe permission is valid

2. The extermal materials used for this development shall match those of the
existing building(s).

In the interests of the character and apperance of the building and the
Conservation Area.

3. The garage(s) hereby approved shall only be used for purposes incidenta to
the use of the dw ellinghouse and no trade or business shall be carried out
therein.

In the interests of the amenities of the occupants of neighbouring properties.

4. Detaik of all external fnishing materials of the garage access and
turning/manoeuvring areashall be submitted to and approved by the Local
Planning A uthority beforethis part of the development commences, samples
of the desired materials being providedfor this purpose.

In the interests of the character and apperance of the building and the
Conservation Area.

5. Notw ithstanding the details submitted prior to their installation detailed
draw ings of the garage doors and all proposed new window s, doors, dormer
w ndow s, heads and cils shall be submitted to and approved inw riting by the
Local Planning Authority. These parts of the development shallbe carried out
in accordance withthe details so approved.

In the interests of the character and apperance of the building and the
Conservation Area.

6. Notw ithstanding the details submitted prior to any cleaning of any brickw ork

the proposed method of cleaningshall be submitted to and approved in
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w riting by the Local Planning A uthority, the cleaning shall thereafter be carried
out in accordance with the method so approved.

In the interests of the character and apperance of the building and the
Conservation Area.
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No: 3

Num ber: H/2007/0537

Applicant: Mrs Joanne Mc Gow an 17 Clifton Avenue Hartlepool
TS26 9QN

Agent: 2 Siskin Close Bishop Cuthbert Hartlepool TS26 0SR

Date valid: 13/07/2007

Development: Installation of replacement upvc window s to front
elevation

Location: 17 CLIFTONAVENUE HARTLEPOOL

The Application and Ste

3.1 The appication site is a traditional Victorian semi-detac hed dw ellinghouse
located on the southside of Clifton Avenuew ithin the Grange Conservation Area.
The adjoining semi-detac hed property tothe westhas had UPVC window s installed
inits front elevation. To the east, w est and across theroad to the north are other
semi-detached dw elinghouses some of w hich have UPVC window s and some of

w hich have traditional sliding sash painted timber w indow s.

3.2 Itis proposed to replace the existing traditional timber single glazed window s
w ith double glazed UPVCw indows. The existihg window s are mostly sliding sash

window s. The UPVC window swill include top hung openingw indow s withthe
exception of the large centralw indow of the ground floor bay, w hichwill remain fixed.

3.3 Planning permission isrequired in this instance as the front of the property is
covered by an Article 4 (2) Direction, w hichremoves permitted development rights

from the front elevation of the dw elling. This means that permission is required to
replace the window s ina different style.

Publicity

3.4 The appication has been advertsed by site natice, neighbour letters (6) and in
the press. The time period for representations expires on 16" August 2007. To date,
there have been no letters of objection.

Planning Policy

3.5 The follow ing policies in the adopted Hartlepool Local Plan 2006 are relevantto
the determination of this application:

GEP1: States that in determining planning applications the Borough Council will
have due regard tothe provisions of the Development Plan. Development should be
located on previously developed landwithin the limits to development and outside
the greenw edges. The policy also highlights the w ide range of matters w hich will
be taken into account including appearance and relationshipw ith surroundings,
effects on amenity, highw ay safety, car parking, infrastructure, floodrisk, trees,
landscape features, w idlife and habitats, the historic environment, andthe needfor
high standards of design and landscaping and native species.
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Hsg10: Sets out the criteria for the approval of alterations and extensions to
residential properties and states that proposals not in accordance with guidelines w il
not be approved.

HEL: States that development w il only be approved w here it can be demonstrated
that the development will preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the
Conservation Area and does not adversely affect amenity. Matters taken into
account include the details of the developmentin relation tothe character of the
area, the retention of landscape and building features and the design of car parking
provision. Full details should be submitted and regard had to adopted guidelines
and village design statements as appropriate.

RE. EVANT BACKGROUND

3.6 In March 2004 the Planning Committee resolved that in considering planning
applications in Conservation Areas relating to buildings subject to an Article 4 (2)
Direction they would adopt the fdlowing policy:

3.7“Any application for replacement or alteration of traditional joinery items on the
building on the front, side or rear elevations w hich is not of atype appropriateto the
age and character of the buildings (in term of design, detailing and materials) and the
character and appearance of the Conservation Area should be deniedconsent”.

3.8 Members will recall that at the meeting of the Planning Co mmittee on 7" June
2006 they approvedfour planning applications for UPV C w indow s in this
Conservation Area (17,34,98 Grange Road and 86 Clifton Avenue) contrary to
Officer recommendation. At the meeting members acknow ledged that these
decisions w ere made contrary to policy and therefore resolved to form a Planning
Working Party (PWP), to consider the implications of these decsions and
Conservation Area issues in general

3.9 At the first meeting of the PWP on 17" July 2006 members agreed that there
was aneed to review policy on alterations to properties inconservation areas
how ever they agreed inthe shortterm the existing approved policy ,stated above,

should be maintained.

3.10 Nonretheless, notwithstanding the decision of the PWP, members w il recall at
the meeting of the Planning Co mmittee on 20™ December 2006 they approved a
planning applicationfor UPVCwindow s at 72 Clifton Avenue, againcontrary to
Officer recommendation.

3.11 Further to this a planning application w as brought to committee on the 16th May
for UPVCw ndow s at 21 Clifton Avenue. This applicationw as also approved. Atthe
same meeting members were presentedw ith a report outlining a proposed policy
structure for conservation areas based on the work carried out by the PWP.
Members w ere asked for theircomments on proposed revised guidance w hich would
incor por ate three tiers of control within conservation areas. The Committee
expressed concern that allow ances had not been made for the use of UPVC w ithin
the proposed pdlicy. Itw as requested that the reportw as withdraw n and that the
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PWP further consider the potential of UPV Cfor use in conservation areas. COfficers
are currently carrying out research into UPVC window s w hich may be suitable for
use inconservation areas andwill report this information back to the PWP in due
course.

Planning Considerations

3.12 The main issue is the impact of the development on the character and
appearance of the Grange Conservation Area.

3.13 Policy HE1 requires that development in Conservation Areas preserves or
enhances the Conservation Area and that alterations w here proposed are
appropriate to the age and character of the building and the ConservationArea in
terms of ther design, materials and detailing.

3.14 Generally t is not considered that the modern UPV C double glazed window s
are appropriate to the age and character of the buildings in conservation areas
w herethey replace traditionalw indow for the fdlowing reasons:

a A UPVCw indow will differ significantly in appearance both at the outset and
critically as it ages from one constructed inw ood. UPVC as a material has a
smoother moreregular surface finish and colour and the ageing process
differs significantly betw een UPVC and painted timber. Theformerretains its
regularity of from, colour andreflectivity w ith little change over time. Newly
painted timber is likely to go through a wider range of change of appearance
over time.

b The appearance of the w indow s proposed & significantly different from the
slidng sash window s they will replace. The proposed window s, w here opening,
are top hung rather thanslidingsash and the detailing and shape of the frame
is flatter and wider than that of a timber sash. In particularthe lower sash of a
traditional imber window w ould be set back rather thanflush as withthe
proposed windows.

c Atimberw indow has tenoned corner joints and the panes of glass are held by
putty. The glazing beads and mitred corner joints found in UPV Cw indow s are
unlike the putty beads and tenonedcorner joints of a timber window . It s these
small but significant details that contribute to the special character of a timber
sashwindow and thus to the appearance of the Conservation Area.

3.15. Members have indicated that they consider there s arolefor UPVCin
conservation areas suggesting that design dimension and detaiing are
important (heritage style window s) and the PWP is looking at this. In this
case your officers consider the proposed window s are fundamentaly different
to the existing traditional window s and at odds w ithw hat the PWP is
considering. Accordingly refusalis recommended.

RECOMMENDATION that the application be REFUSED for the following reasons:
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1 It s consideredthat the proposedw indow s by reason of ther design, detailing
and materiak would detract from the character and appearance of the

building andthe Grange Conservation Areacontrary to policies GEP1 and
HEL of the adopted Hartlepod Local Plan 2006.
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No: 4

Num ber: H/2007/0521

Applicant: Mr D Row botham PARK ROAD HARTL EPOOL TS26
LW

Agent: 196 PARK ROAD HARTL EPOOL TS26 9LW

Date valid: 09/07/2007

Development: Erection of a front boundary wall withrailings and gates

Location: 196 PARK ROAD HARTL EPOOL HARTLEPOOL

The Application and Site

4.1 The appication site is a traditional Victorian semi-detac hed dw elling house
located on the northside of Park Road within the Grange Conservation Area.

4.2 This application seeks consent for the erection of a front boundary w all with
railings and gates and the formation of aconcrete hard standing. The walls and the
hard standing have already beenconstructed andthese parts of the proposal are
retrospective.

4.3 Planning permission is required in this instance as the property is subject to an

Article 4 (2) Direction, w hich removes permitted development rights for the provision
of a hard surface within the curtilage and the erection or demolition of a gate, fence,

w all or other means of enclosure.

Publicity

4.4 The appication has been advertsed by site natice, neighbour letters (4) and in
the press. The time period for representations expires on 16" August 2007. To date,

there has been one letter received.

4.5 The letter comments that:

1.“It & futile sending this w hen the new front boundary wall has already been
erected and thew hole of the front ‘garden’ area concreted”

Consultations

4.6 The follow ing consultationreplies have been received:

Highw ays Dwision: no objections

Planning Policy

4.7 The follow ing policies in the adopted Hartlepool Local Plan 2006 are relevantto
the determination of this application:
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GEP1: States that in determining planning applications the Borough Council will
have due regard tothe provisions of the Development Plan. Development should be
located on previously developed land within the limits to development and outside
the greenw edges. The policy also highlights the w ide range of matters w hich wiill
be taken into account including appearance and relationshipw ith surroundings,
effects on amenity, highw ay safety, car parking, infrastructure, floodrisk, trees,
landscape features, w idlife and habitats, the historic environment, andthe needfor
high standards of design and landscaping and native species.

Hsg10: Sets out the criteria for the approval of alterations and extensions to
residential properties and states that proposals not in accordance with guidelines w il
not be approved.

HEL: States that development w il only be approved w here it can be demonstrated
that the development will preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the
Conservation Area and does not adversely affect amenity. Matters taken into
account include the details of the development in relation tothe character of the
area, the retention of landscape and building features and the design of car parkng
provision. Full details should be submitted and regard had to adopted guidelines
and village design statements as appropriate.

Planning Considerations

4.8 The main planningconsiderations inthis case areconsidered to be the impact of
the proposal onthe character and appearance of the Grange Conservation Area.

4.9 Curent Local Plan guidance, in accordance with national guidance, requres that
development in conservation areas preserves or enhances the character and
appearance of the ConservationArea. In such areas it is important to retain
traditional features, to ensure that the replacements are of an appropriate traditional
design, detailing and materialk in keeping withthe age of the property. This is
particularly the case on public frontages as these features can make a significant
contribution to the character and appearance of the street scene. It is these changes
that the Article 4 (2) Direction seeks to control and manage.

4.10 The Conservation Officer has expressed concern for the following reasons:

i) The proposed wallis not in keeping withthose typicaly found inthe
Grange Conservation Area, w hich contribute to its special character. The
boundary w alls associatedw ith the area are very often low wallsw ith
coping stones, sometimes w ith the property name onthe gate post or the
boundary w al. Thew als lack the coping stone detail, w hich is typical of
this area.

if) The proposed railings and gates are considered inappropriate. The gates
are wider than those requiredfor car access and dominate the frontage.
The railings typical of such properties inthis area would be heavier
railings.

i) The whole of the front garden has been convertedto hard standingw hich
is considered inappropriate. Properties within the Grange Conservation
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Area are characterised by gardens w hich add to the attractiveness and
character of the area.

4.11 The applicant has been asked to consider amending the proposal but does not
wish to change it. The applicant has explained that the finished gates are being
manufactured to a Victorian feel, the proposed gates provide the minimum access

w idth that needs to be createdfor safety and access purposes for avehicle due to
the narrow width of the existing drivew ay and the small area to thefront of the
house. He also points outthat due to the heavy traffic on Park Road, and the
property being near a school crossing and a dangerous unction, itis unsafe to leave
parked vehicles outside his home.

4.12 t is clear that the applicant has onsite parking difficulties, the existing drive
being very narrov (see attac hed photograph)and that there are good reasons to
encourage parking off the highw ay. The detailing proposed is not ty pical of the
original detailing in the conservation area. How ever, the existing drivew ay is
concrete, there areflowertubs onthe unused area of the hardstanding and there is a
w de variety of walls and fencing on long sections of Park Road. In normal
circumstances officers w ould try to negotiate some changes to thescheme e g.
provision of copings, less ornate fencing and gate details. How ever the applicant

has arrangedfor the gate andfencing to be manufactured and wishes the scheme to
be considered as proposed.

4.13 Members will appreciate the ongoing review of policy in conservation areas
makes it difficult for officers to provide consistent and clear advice on applications on
residential properties inconservation areas. However inthe light of specific
circumstances inthis case approval is recommended.

RECOMMENDATION — APPROVE

1. The development tow hich this permission relates shall be begun not later than
three years from the date of this permission.
Toclarify the period for w hichthe permission is valid

2. Unless otherwise agreed inw riting by the Local Planning Authority the gates and
fencing hereby approved shall have a blackfinish.
In the interests of visual amenity .
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No: S

Num ber: H/2007/0484

Applicant: Hartlepool PCT And Care Ptnshp Harbour Walk The
Marina Hartlepool

Agent: West And Mac hell Architects No1 Northw est Business
Park Servia Hill Leeds LS6 2QH

Date valid: 15/06/2007

Development: Erection of a primary care centre including retail (A1)

Chemists/Pharmacy w ith ass ociated w orks including car
parking landscaping and the formation of a new access
onto Park Road

Location: Land bounded by Park Road Waldon Street and the rears
of Lister Street York Road and Gainford Street,
HARTLEPOOL

The Application and Ste

5.1 This application is submitted on behalf of the Hartepool PCT and seeks full
planning permissionfor the erection of a primary care centre including an Alretail

unit and all associatedw orks including car parking, landscaping and the formation of
a new access onto Park Road.

5.2 The applcation site is located along Park Road betw een the junctions w ith
Waldon Street and York Road. The site comprises of 5 parcels of land, w hichw ere
previously occupied by the former Barlov printers building, a hostel for homeless
people, an assisted housing scheme and an elderly persons sheltered housing
scheme. The site is also made up of an existing advertisng hoarding w hich is to be
demolis hed.

5.3 The main development will be set into the site bound by residential properties at
Waldon Street and Lister Street to the east and southrespectively. To thew est are
commercial properties at York Road andthe Stonhamresidential premises. Opposite

thesite to the north are the Middleton Grange (Park Road) car parks.

5.4 The site is identified as beingw ithinthe defined Tow n Centre limits in the
Hartlepool Local Plan.

Publicity
5.5 The application has been advertsed by the following methods:
- Neighbour letters (78);
- Site notices erected atthe comer of Park Road/Waldon Street, Waldon Street,

Lister Street and at the car park to the rear of the Arches;
- Press notice, w hich appeared in the Hartlepool Mail on 12" July 2007.
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5.6 Followingreceipt of amended plans the application has been re-advertised by
w ay of neighbour letter (78).

5.7 To date, there have been 3 letters of objectionreceived.
5.8 The concerns raised are:

Impact of increasedtraffic on the surrounding residential properties;

No provisionfor large vehicleturning at the north end of Waldon Street;
Not enough parking provided for members of the public;

Noise created by the proposed activities and comings and goings of
ambulances; and

5. Building will be out of keepingw th the general area

PO NE

5.9 The revised period for publicty expires on 27" August 2007.
Consultations
5.10 The follow ing cons ultation replies have beenreceived:

Engineering Consultancy Technical Services —Further informatonrequested and
received 8" August 07. Detaik tofollow.

Traffic and Transports Section - No objections how ever clarificationw as sought on
several aspects relating to the access and parking provision. Additional information
was received on 8" August 07. Further details w il follow .

Head of Public Protection and Housing — Details to follow

Landscape Planning and Conservation — No objections

Cleveland Police — No objections

Northumbrian Water — No objections

Head of Property Services — No objections

Environment Agency — Details to folow.

5.11 The follow ing planning policies arerelevant to the determination of this
application:

The Hartlepool Local Plan 2006

Coml: States that the town centre will be developed as the main shopping,
commercial and socialcentre of Hartlepool The tow ncentre presents opportunites
forarange of commercial and mixed use development subject to policies Com2,

Com8 and Com9. Proposals for revitalisation andredevelopment should improve
the overall appearance of the area, and also public transport, pedestrian and
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cyclew ay facilities and linkages. The Borough Council will encourage the
enhancement of existing or creation of new open spaces and will seek to secure the
reuse of vacantcommercial properties including their use for residential purposes.
Proposals for A3, A4 and A5 uses will be subject to policies Coml2 and Rec13 and
wil be controlled by the use of planning conditions.

Com2: States that in this arearetail development of an appropriate design and scale
in relation to the overall appearance and character of the area will be approved.
Other uses will only be allowv ed w here they do not impact on the primary retail
function of this area or adversely affect the character and amenity of the surrounding
area. Display window frontages may berequired through planning conditions.
Residential uses will be allowed on upper floors where they do not prejudice the
further develbopment of commercial activities.

GEP1: States that in determining planning applications the Borough Council will
have due regard tothe provisions of the Development Plan. Development should be
located on previously developed land within the limits to development and outside
the greenw edges. The policy also highlights the w ide range of matters w hich will
be taken into account including appearance and relatonshipw ith surroundings,
effects on amenity, highw ay safety, car parking, infrastructure, floodrisk, trees,
landscape features, w idlife and habitats, the historic environment, andthe needfor
high standards of design and landscaping and native species.

GEP2: States that provision will be required to enable access for all (in particular for
people with disabilities, the elderly and people w ith children) in new developments

w herethere is public access, places of employment, public ransport and car parking
schemes andw here practical in alterarations to existing developments.

GEPS3: States that in considering applications, regardw ill be given to the need for the
design and lay out to incorporate measuresto reduce crime and the fear of crime.

GEPG6: States that developers shouldseekto incorporate energy efficiency principles
through siting, form, orientation and lay out of buildings as well as through surface
drainage and the use of landsc aping.

Tra6: States that developments attracting large numbers of visitors or employees
should provide on site, secure and convenientcycle parking provision.

Tra20: Requires that travel plans are preparedfor major developments. Developer
contributions w il be sought to securethe improvement of public transport, cycling
and pedestrian accessibility within and to the development.

National Planning Policy

PPS1(Ddivering Sugainable Communities) - Indicates that sustainable
development is the core principle underpinning planning. At the heart of sustainable
development isthe simple idea of ensuring a better quality of life for everyone, now
and for future generations.

The Government set out four aims for sustainable development in its 1999 strategy.
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These are:

social progress w hich recognises the needs of everyone;

effective protection of the environment;

the prudent use of naturalresources; and,

the maintenance of high and stable levels of economic growth and

employment.

AOWNE

PPS1 suggests that these aims should be pursued in an integratedw ay through a
sustainable, innovative and productive economy that delvers high levels of
employment, and a just society that promotes social inclusion, sustainable

communities and personal w ell being, inw ays that protect and enhance the physica
environment and optimise resource and energy use.

Urban design is promoted as one of the key elements in achieving sustainable
development PPS1 states that: ‘Planning authorities should plan positivelyfor the
achievement of high quality and inclusive design for all development, including
individual b uildings, public and private spaces and wider area development
schemes. Good designshould contribute positively to making places better for
people. Design which is inappropriate inits context, or which fails to take the
opportunities available forimproving the character and quality of an area andthe
way itfunctions, should not be accepted.’

PPS6 (Planning for Town Centres) - Defines town centres in Annex A asthe
second level of centres after city centres. Annex A states that: ‘in many cases, town
centres will be the principa centre or centres in aloca authoritys area. In planning
the future of town centres, local planning authorities should consider the function of
different parts of the centre and how these contribute to its overall wvtality and
viability’.

PPS25 (Development and Flood Risk) - The aim of PPS 25 isto ensure that flood
risk is taken into account at all stages in the planning process to avoid inappropriate
development in areas at risk of flooding.

With regards to the Environment Agency’s flood maps the site is classified as being

w ithin Flood Zone 1w herethereis less than 1 in 1000 annual probability of river or
sea flooding in any year.

PPS25 suggeststhat for development proposals on sites comprising one hectare or
abovethevunerability to flooding from other sources asw ell as from river and sea
flooding, andthe potertial to ncrease floodrisk elsew here through the addition of
hard surfaces and the effect of the new development on surface w ater run- off,
should be incorporated in a FRA. This need only be brief unless the factors above or
other local considerations require partic ular attention.

Aflood risk assessment has been submitted and will be assessed in the update
report.

Planning Considerations

Plancttee - 07.08.29 - 4.1 Planning Apgications 29 HARTLEPOO LBOROUGH COUNCIL



Planning Committee — 29 August 2007 4.1

5.12 In accordancew ith section 38(6) of the 2004 Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act this application must frstly be assessed against the relevant planning
policies contained within the Hartlepool Local Plan. In general terms the thrust of
these poicies seekto protectthe surrounding environment as well as the amenity of
the surrounding residentia and commercial premises.

5.13 The site has beenvacant for a number of years since the closure of the Barlow
printer’'s works and has only recently been clearedto make way for the proposed
health care facility. As a w hole the site extends to just over 1ha (some 3 acres) and
is identified as a priority area in the Councifs Town Centre Strategy. The proposal is
considered to bew holly consistent with Local Plan pdicy

5.14 An assessment of the site withregards to impact on the surrounding
neighbours, pedestrian/vehicular circulation landscaping, ecological implications,,
and visual impact can be found below . Informationregarding flood risk, ground
contamination, highw ays impications, environmental health, neighbour concerns and
sustainability w il follow inan updatereport prior to the meeting of the Planning
Committee.

Landscaping

5.15 The plans show the majority of soft landscaping focused around the edge of the
site throughtheretention of some of the existing sem mature trees and lav ned
areas. Taw ards thefront of the site further planting and grassed areas along with the
provision of a public art zonew ill enhance the overall appearance of the scheme.

5.16 Afull survey of the trees at the site, produced in accordance withthe tree
categorisation method contained w ithin Briish Standard 5837:2005 has been
submitted in support of the proposal.

5.17 The proposals show a total of 46 trees to be removed, (comprising of 1
category A, 10 category B, 30category C and 5 category D). Trees categorised A-C
should be considered as a material planning during the determination of the
application.

5.18 7 existing trees (2 category B and 5 category C) are show nto beretained w hich
are located adjacent to the southeastern boundary of the site, and plans have been
submitted w hichshow that they are to be protected during constructionw orks.

5.19 The proposed landscaping scheme includes the provision of 42 replacement
trees, comprising 36 extra heavy standards, and 6 multi-stemmed trees. The new
trees are show nto be locatedw ithin landscaped areas at the proposed new main
entranceto the site from Park Road, along the Wadon Street boundary, aong the
site boundary at the rear of Lister Street and along the proposedcar parking area to
therear of York Road.

5.20 A landscape maintenance and managementscheme, which covers a period of
5 years fromcompletion of the development, has been submitted insupport of the
proposal. This scheme should ensure the successful establishment of the trees and
shrubs included in the landscape scheme.
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5.21 The Council's Landscaping department have been consulted withregards to the
proposed landscaping and have returned no objections to the proposals.

Ecological Implications

5.22 Withregards to the impact of the proposed development on the ecology of the
site the applicant has submitted a phase 1 Habitat Survey. The survey suggests that
thesite is of low ecological value and that the only protected species issues might be
breeding birds that nest in the shrubs and trees.

5.23 The Council's Ecologist has been consulted and comments as follows:

‘As the nests of birds are protected whilstin use or beingbuilt | would agree
with the recommendation of the survey that works affecting the trees and shrubs
should only be undertak en outside the bird breeding season, whichis usually given
as March to August inclusive. An exceptionto this should only be made if a suitably
gualified ecd ogist surveys the trees and shrubs immediately prior to any works
affecting them and confirms tothis Authority that no breeding birds or their nests are
present’

Impact onsurrounding neighbours

5.24 The proposed development as stated above is surrounded onthree sides by
existing residential and commercial properties. It is therefore importantto assessthe
impact of the proposals onthese neighbours bothw ith regards to the impact on
privacy and amenity.

5.25 The site is bound to the east by Wadon Street w here the front elevations of
nos. 547 (odd) are located approximately 14mfrom the site boundary. The nearest
part of the PCT centrew ill be located approximately 24mfrom nos. 19 29 (odd)
Waldon Street. The Council's Local Plansuggests a minimum separation of 20m
window towindow is sufficient to alleviate any concerns regarding loss of privacy
and/or overlooking. In this respect it must be accepted that the proposals are unlikely
to impact on the privacy of the existing residential properties alongWaldon Street.

5.26 Withregards to the effect on the outlook fromthese properties additional details
showing the boundary treatment w as requested follow ing concerns from the
surrounding residents. The amended plans shav 100mmx100mm rails supported on
a birds mouth fixing fronting nos. 3-17 (Odd) Waldon Street and 2.4m high open

w eld mesh design fence, w hich will be coated green, facing 19-47(odd) Waldon
Street

5.27 The surrounding residents have been re consulted withregards to these details
and the findings w il be addressed in the update report.

5.28 To the south the site is bound by residential properties in Lister Street. Therear
elevations of these properties are separated from the site boundary by a back lane
approximately 5m inwidth. The nearest part of the proposed PCT buildingw il be
located approximately 14mfromtherear of nos. 19 and 21 Lister Street.
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5.29 The layout plan show s that in this locationthe PCT building is orientatedsothat
the proposedwindaow s do not directly overlook theresidential properties in Lister
Street Retained and proposed plantingw ill also further alleviate any impact on the
privacy and amenity of these neighbours.

5.30 Withregards to the impact of the proposals on the commercial and residential
properties atY ork Road the proposed PCT buiding will be set approximately 40m
aw ay.

5.31 The main area of concem with regards to the impact on the surrounding
neighbours relates to the relationship betw een the proposed develogpment and the
Stonham housing scheme to thew est of the site. Follow ng concerns regarding
inadequate separation distances, the applicantw as asked torevise the proposalk to

address the perceived overlooking issues.

5.32 Further details w ere received on 8" August and theresidents have been re
notified. The amended details show the northern section of the building 7.5mfrom
the gable end of the Stonham Housing building and show window relationships. The
nearest principal windon to window separation distance is 11m. The scheme has
beenrevisedsothat the window s overlooking theresidential dwellings w il be non-
opening and glazedw ith obscure glazing. Window s at ground floor level will not be
obscured how ever a 2m high close-boarded timber fence w il prevent any
overlooking occurring.

5.33 In conclusion based on an assessment of the amended plans received it is
considered that the proposals comply with the aims of policies GEP1 and Coml w ith
regards to the impact on the surrounding neighbours.

lestr| hicular Circulat

5.34 The sitew il be accessed by vehicles and pedestrians directly from Park Road
at the existing traffic light junction at the entrance to the Middleton Grange car parks.

5.35 35 parking spaces (8 disabled) will be provided to the front of the site for public
use with a further 50 spaces (4 disabled) tow ards the rear intended for use by staff.
The rear parking area will be accessed via an electrically operated access gate

barrier. The overall parking provision is consideredto be acceptable gven the
proximity of the site tothetow n centre car parks.

5.36 Access for service vehicles w ill be via the same access point. The applicant has

provided a tracking diagram that show s how the larger service vehicles are able to
manoeuvr e within the site.

5.37 Filtration throughthe proposed public art zone and the landscaped areas from
Park Road will afford adequate access throughthesite for pedestrians.

5.38 The applicant has stated in ther design and access statementthat new
crossing points will be installed as part of the Section 278w orks. These crossing
points w il allow ease of access to and from the Middleton Grange shopping centre.

Plancttee - 07.08.29 - 4.1 Planning Apgications 32 HARTLEPOO LBOROUGH COUNCIL



Planning Committee — 29 August 2007 4.1

5.39 The applicant has submitted an updated ransport assessment w hichw il be
assessed in the update report

Visual Impact

5.40 The supporting design and access statementsuggests that proposed scheme
has evolved through meetings and consultationw ith various key strategic partners
and me mbers of the public. The scheme hereby submitted has been selected as the
preferred option.

5.41 tis considered that in visual terms the scheme would be aw el designed
addition, w hich w ould significantly enhancethis now redundant area of Park Road.
The building seeks to contain a number of functions andtherefore responds to
varying needs. Thefeature glazed atrium and the use of contempory materials gves
thescheme a more modern appearance.

5.42 Only three objections from the surrounding neighbours have beenreceived to
date, w hich suggests that on thew hole the majority of residents are happy with the
proposals.

Information to folow

5.43 Informationregardingflood risk, ground contamination, highw ays implications,
environmental health, neighbour concems and sustanabhility w il follow in an update
report prior to the meeting of the Planning Committee.

RECOMMENDATION — UPDATE TO FOLLOW
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No:

Num ber: H/2007/0484

Applicant: Hartlepool PCT And Care Ptnshp Harbour Walk The
Marina Hartlepool

Agent: West And Mac hell Architects No1 Northw est Business
Park Servia Hill Leeds LS6 2QH

Date valid: 15/06/2007

Development: Erection of a primary care centre including retail(A 1)
Chemists/Pharmacy w ith associated w orks including car
parking landscaping and the formation of a new access
onto Park Road

Location: Land bounded by Park Road Waldon Street and the rears

of Lister Street York Road and Gainford Street
HARTLEPOOL HARTLEPOOL

Update Report

1.

An assessment of the sitew ith regards to impact on the surrounding neighbours,
pedestrian/vehicular circulation landscaping, ecological implications, andvis ual
impact has already been provided. Informationregardingflood risk, ground
contamination, highw ays implications, envronmental health, neighbour concerns
and sustainability can be found below .

Flood Risk

The Agency has no objections, in principle, to the proposed development but
recommends that if planning permission is granted planning conditions are
imposed. These are incorporated below.

G ound Contamination

The agent has supplied a ground investigation reportw hich the Council’s
Engineering Consultancy Team has no objection to the scheme subject to a
conditionrequiring a further investigation, in line withthe standard condition
which is normally applied in cases of this type.

Highw ays Implications

Traffic and Transportation have no objection to the scheme subject to further
details w hich can be controlled via condition. Discussions are still on-going
regarding final access and construction access. L is anticipated that thisw ill be
resolved in time for the meeting, w hen specific conditions will be suggested.

Environmental Health

E-mail received no objectionto the scheme subject to conditions regarding the
access provision for constructionvehicles from Waldron Street is only permitted
for the duration of the construction of the main access pointfrom Park Road, and
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8.

9.

10.

that the construction hours are restricted to- Mon-Fri 08:00-18:00hrs, Sat 09; 00-
13:00w ith no workings on Sundays and Bank Holidays.

Discussions are still on-going regarding operatingtimes for the premises. The
proposed operational hours of the facility are betw een 8am and 10pm Monday to
Friday, but some clinics will be required torun evening clinics from the onset,
with others requiring evening, night-time and weekend access as services
develop. The pharmacy s proposed operate for 100 hours a weekw th some
24hour provision on arota basis.

Neighbour Concerns

In addition to the Council’s standard consultation process Hartlepool New Deal
for Communities have undertaken afurther public consultation exercise in
consultationw ith officers w here by residents wereable to drop in to the new deal
community centre to view and comment on thefinal draft plan. The drop n took
place on the 8" August 2007 and the concerns were as follow s:

1. Impact of the proposals on the view formthe existing properties at Waldon
Street,

2. The proposed construction times;

3. Use of Waldon Street for construction traffic;

4. Lack of parking provided for the public and patients w hich will leadto an
increase in parking along Waldon Street.

The deadline for publicity expires on the 27" August; to date 5 letters of no
objection and 1 letter of objection have been received citingthe folowing
reasons:

1. Concerned that the plans submitted are notw hat was show nat a residents
meeting 3years ago.

2. Does notw ant to look at consulting rooms from their house, these should be
relocated.

The objection received and the concerns raised by the NDC drop in session
have notchanged the view s expressed in the main report submitted to the
Committee that the proposal is considered acceptable in terms of is relationship
to neighbouring properties and streetscene in general.

Sustainability

The application site is located within the defined tow n centre boundary and as
suchis located close to existing public ransport nodes and a wide variety of
existing services.
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11. Withregards to the sustainability of the proposed building the applicant has

provided an energy statement alongw ith some additional sustainable energy
options, w hich could potentially be incorporated into the development. With
regards to the proposed scheme w hilstw ew ould encouragethe use of as much
renew able energy sources as possible providing the scheme complies w th part
L of the buildingregulations the LPA are satisfied that the buildingw ould be
energy efficient.

RECOMMENDATION - APPROVE

1.

The development tow hich this permission relates shall be begun not later
than three years from the date of this permission.

Toclarify the period for w hichthe permission is valid

Notw thstanding the submitted details final details of all externalfinishing
materials shall be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority
before development commences, samples of the desired materials being
providedfor this purpose.

In the interests of visual amenity .

Unless otherw ise agreed in writing the hours for construction are restricted to
08:00-18:00hrs Mon-Fri, 09:00-13:00 Saturdays and at no othertime on
Sundays and Bank Holidays.

In the interests of the amenities of the occupants of neighbouring properties.
The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance withthe
plans and details received by the Local Planning Authority on 15th June and
8th August 2007, unless otherw ise agreed in writing by the Local Planning
Authority.

For the avoidance of doubt

No development shall take place until afinal scheme forthe car parking layout
including a tracking diagram for service vehicles has been submitted for the
consideration and approval of the Local Planning Authority .

In the interests of highw ay safety.

Before the development is brought into usethe approved car parking scheme
shall be provided in accordance withthe approved details, unless otherw se
agreed inw riting by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter the scheme shall
be retained for its intended purpose at all times during the lifetime of the
development.

In the interests of highw ay safety.

Unless otherw ise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority a
Banksman will be usedto assist large vehicles such as the screening vehicle
toreverse into position during the operation of the centre.

In the interests of highw ay safety.

A scheme for pedestrian crossings within the hereby approved front car park
shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Panning Authority,
thereafter the scheme shall be implemented in accordance withthe approved
detail unless otherwise agreed inw riting by the Local Planning Authority.

In the interests of highw ay safety.

Final details of onew ay signage for the hereby approved car park shall be
submitted to and agreed inwriting by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter
the scheme shall be implemented in accordance withthe approved details
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prior 10 the operation of the centre, unless otherw se agreed in writing by the
Local Planning Authoriy .
In the interests of highw ay safety.

10. Ascheme detailing the design and final number of cycle parking shall be
submitted to and agreed inwriting by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter
the scheme shall be implemented in accordance withthe approved details,
unless otherwise agreed inwriting by the Local Planning Authority.

In the interest of sustanable ransport and visual amenity.

11.  Adetailed staff survey should be undertaken within 3 months of occupation of
the centre and a detailed Travel Plan, including an action plan with detailed
objectives, SMART targets and measures within 6 months of occupation of
the develbpment, shall be submitted to and approved in writng by the Local
Planning Authority. The scheme shall be implemented in accordance with the
approved details and shall continue in operation at all times as approved
unless otherwise agreed inwriting by the Local Planning Authority.

In the interests of sustainable trans port

12. Ascheme toincorporate sustainable energy systems shall be submitted to
and agreed nwriting by the Local Planning Authority ; thereafter the scheme
shall be implemented in accordance w ith the approved details unless
otherwise agreed inw riting by the Local Planning A uthority.

To encourage sustainable development

13. Nodevelopment shall take place until arevised scheme to include additional
planting along the boundary withWaldon Street has beensubmitted for the
consideration and approval of the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter the
scheme shall be implemented in accordance wtihthe approved details unless
otherwise agreed inw riting by the Local Planning A uthority.

In the interests of visual amenity .

14.  Notw thstanding the submitted details revised details for the means of
enclosure forming the boundary withWaldon Street shall be submitted to and
approved by the Local Planning Authority bef ore the development hereby
approved is commenced. Thereafter the scheme shall be implemented in
accordance withthe approved details unless athem ise agreed in writing by
the Local Planning A uthority .

In the interests of visual amenity .

15. Al planting, seeding or turfingcomprised in the approved details of
landscaping shall be carried out in the frst planting season follow ing the
occupation of the building(s) or completion of the development, w hichever is
thesooner. Any trees plants or shrubs w hich within a period of 5years from
the completion of the development die, areremoved or become seriously
damaged or diseased shall bereplaced in the next planting seasonw ith
others of the same size and species, unless the Local Planning A uthority
gives w riten consent to any variation.

In the interests of visual amenity .

16. The proposed window (s) facing Gainford House (Stonham Housing) coloured
red on draw ing 27 38-00-134 shall be glazed with obscure glss w hich shall be
installed before the centre is operational and shall thereafter beretained at all
times w hile the window (s) exist(s).

To prevent overlooking
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17.  Final details for the public art zone will be submitted to and agreed in writng
by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter the scheme shall be implemented
in accordance withthe approved defails, unless otherw ise agreed in writing by
the Local Planning A uthority .

In the interests of visual amenity .

18.  Notw ithstanding the submitted plans final details for the outside staff area
show n on draw ing 2738-00-113F including thefinal extent of the area andthe
means of any enclosure/screening shall be submitedto and agreed inw riting
by the Local Planning Authoriy, thereafter the scheme shall be implemented
in accordance withthe approved defails, unless otherw ise agreed in writing by
the Local Planning A uthority .

To ensure the site 5 developed in a satsfactory manner.

19.  Works affectingthetrees and shrubs and trees shall be undertaken outside of
the bird breeding season (Marchto August inclusive), unless agreed inw riting
by the Local Planning Authoriy .

In the interests of protecting the habitats of breeding birds

20. Thetree protection measures detailed on drawing tree protective fencing No.
4 shall be implemented during construction, unless otherw ise agreed in
writing by the Local Planning A uthority .

In the interests of the heakh and appearance of the retained tree(s).

21. The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until: @ The
application site has been subjected to afurther detailed scheme for the
investigation and recording of contamination in accordance withthe
prelimnary conceptual model Remediation objectives shall be determined
through risk assessment, and agreed inw riting w ith the Local Planning
Authority. b) Usingthe information obtainedfrom the site investigation reports
and the site risk assessment, detailed proposals for the removal, containment
or otherwise rendering harmless of any contamination (the ?Reclamation
Method Statement?) have been submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority. ¢) Uponcompletion of the remediation detailed in
the Reclamation Method Statement a report shall be submitted to the LPA
that provides verification thattherequired works regarding contamination
have been carried out in accordancew ith the approved method Statement(s).
Post remediation sampling and monitoring results shall be included in the
report to demonstrate that the required remediation has been fully met. Future
monitoring proposals andreporting shal also be detailed in thereport. d) i
during reclamation or redevelopment w orks any contamination s identified
that has not been considered in the Reclamation Method Statement, then
remediation proposals for this material should be agreedw ith the Local
Planning A uthority .

To ensure that any site contamination is addressed.

22.  Nodevelopment approved by this permission shall be commenced untl a
scheme for the provision of surface w ater drainage w orks has been submitted
to and approved inw riing by the Local Planning Authority. The drainage
works shall be completed in accordancew ih the details and timetable agreed.
To prevent the increased risk of flooding by ensuringthe provision of a
satisfactory means of surfacew ater disposal.

23.  Prior to being discharged into any w atercourse, surface w ater sew er or
soakaw ay system, all surfacew ater drainage from parking areas and
hardstandings shall be passed through an oil interceptor installed in
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accordance with a scheme previously submitted to and approved inwriting by
the LPA. Rodf water shall not pass through the interceptor.
To prevent pollution of the w ater environment.

24. Nodevelopment approved by this permission shall be commenced until:

a) acontraledwaters rsk assessment is undertaken;

b) aremedial method statement is developed with reference to the controlied
w aters risk assessment and is submitted to and agreed by the local planning
authority.

For the protection of controlled w aters.

25. Uponcompletion of the remediation detailed in the Method Statement (as per
condition 24) areport shal be submitted tothe LPA that provides verification
that the required w orks regarding contamination have been carried out in
accordance withthe approved method Statement.

To protect Controlled Waters by ensuring that theremediated site has been
reclaimed to an appropriate standard
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6

Num ber: H/2007/0490

Applicant: MRS CAROLE CARROLL RIFT HOUS E PRIMARY
SCHOOL MASEFIELD ROAD HARTLEPOOL TS25 43Y

Agent: Hartlepool BC Building Consultancy Group Leadbitter
Buildings Stockton Street Hartlepool TS25 7NU

Date valid: 28/06/2007

Development: Erection of anew 2.4 metre high perimeter fence

Location: RIFT HOUSE PRIMARY SCHOOL MASEFIELD ROAD
HARTLEPOOL

Current report

6.1 This applicationw as deferred at the last meeting to enable discussions to take
place w ith relevant parties draw ing from the experiences Brierton School a w here
similar fencing has been provided. A meeting has yetto be confirmed as head
teachers have been/are on holiday. It is hopedthis can happen before the meeting
when an updatew il be provided. The originalreport and update are reproduced
below .

PLANNING UPDATE

1. The periodfor publicity expires on the day of the meeting, since thew rting of the

Panning Committee 2 further letters of no objection and one letter of objection

has been received citing the following reasons:

The fencewould betooclose to the house andw il restrict objectors view.

2. The fence will make the area darker at night and concerns regarding feeling
frightened after recently being mugged.

3. Concerns that an ambulance may not be able to get access to objectors
house.

4. Concerns that the fencing would be vandalised and left in a dangerous and
filthy condition (like Brierton School).

=

2. With regard tothis objection the fencngis proposed to be approximately 16
metres aw ay from the objector’s front boundary. L is considered that the fencing
would nat restrict vehicular access, as there is a vehicular turning head adjacent the
objector’s home, w hich could accommodate an ambulance. It is therefore
considered that this objection does not changethe original report in that itis
considered that the design and scale of the proposed fencing is acceptable in terms
of visual amenity and would not have a detrimenta affect on the amenities of the
neighbouring properties or the surrounding area in general.

3. Cleveland Police has no objection to the scheme, therefore the proposed fencing
is considered acceptable in terms of security.
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4. Informally Sport England has stated thatthey are likely to object on the basis of
the loss/reduction of an area, w hich could be laid out as a playing pitch, how ever a
formal response is aw ated. Although itis likely that Sport Englandw il objectto the
scheme i is considered that on balancethe proposed scheme would allow a
currently underused school field to become actively used.

5. The Council’'s Recreation team have assessed the scheme and have confirmed
that a5 aside pitchcan be accommodatedw ithinthe proposed enclosure (if
required by the school). However alarge adult size pitch cannot be accommodated
withinthe part of the field, w hich is in the control of the school; even if the fencing
was not set in to provide the green margins for the benefit of the occupants of the
surrounding properties. At best a6 or a7 aside pitchfor children up to the age of 10
years could be provided if the fencing w as not set back, i should be noted that there
are no known requrements for aspecific type of playing pitch to be associated with a
primary school.

6. It is considered that despite Sport England’s informal objection the proposal would
provide a facility that would be suitable, creating better and more intensive use of
this areafor the school. The earlier report indicates that at present this area is
underused and for the most unusable.

7. How ever given the needto await Sport England’s formal response it is
recommended that Members indicate that they are minded to approve the
application but delegate the final decision to the Development Control Manager in
cons ultationw iththe Chair. On this basis, i Sport England confirm their objection,
the application would be required to be referred to the Government Office for the
North East for consideration.

RECOMMENDATION - Delegate final decision to the Development Control
Manager
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Original report
The Application and Ste

1. The application site is Rift House Primary School, w hich fronts onto Mas efield
Road. The school s located in a predominantly residential area. There are playing
fields to the rear of the school, which are currently open, and can be accessed by
members of the public.

2. The application proposes the erection of a 2.4metre high security fence to the
perimeter of the site, replacing the 1.8metre paisadefencing currently around the
school buildings and grounds. Itis also proposed to extendthefencing around the
playing pitches to the rear, how everleaving a green margin of approximately 10 — 15
metres betw een the residential properties and the fencing. Pedestrian and vehicular
access gates are proposed to be inthesame location as existing, how ever there a
double gateto enable access to a grass cutting machine is required to the rear of the
site.

Publicity

3. The application has been advertised by way of neighbour letters (43) and 2site
notices. To date, there have been 3 letters of no objection and 3 letters of objection

4. Theconcernsrased are

1. School aready has a fence which is an eyesore, dont want an even bigger
and closer fence

Devaluation of surrounding properties

Visual concernsregardingthefence

Unduly large and out of keeping

Concerns regarding access to objectors property

Concerns regarding affect of daylight

Concerns regarding the size of the fence

NOoO A~ WN

Copy letters C

The period for publicity expires on the day of the Planning Committee; any further
representations made will be presented to the Committee.

Consultations

5 Thefollowing consultation replies have beenreceived:

Head of Traffic and Transportation - There are no major highw ay implications w ith
this application.

Sport England - Aw aiting Response

Cleveland Police - Awaiting Response
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Planning Policy

6 Thefollowing policies inthe adopted Hartlepool Local Plan 2006 arerelevant to the
determination of this application:

GEP1: States that in determining planning applications the Borough Council will
have due regard tothe provisions of the Development Plan. Development should be
located on previously developed landwithin the limits to development and outside
the greenw edges. The policy also highlights the w ide range of matters w hich wiill
be taken into account including appearance and relationshipw ith surroundings,
effects on amenity, highw ay safety, car parking, infrastructure, floodrisk, trees,
landscape features, w idlife and habitats, the historic environment, andthe needfor
high standards of design and landscaping and native species.

GEP2: States that provision will be required to enable access for all (in particular for
people with disabilities, the elderly and people w ith children) in new developments

w herethere is public access, places of employment, public ransport and car parking
schemes andw here practical in alterarations to existing developments.

GEP3: States that in considering applications, regardw ill be given to the need for the
design and layout to incorporate measuresto reduce crime and the fear of crime.

Rec4: Seeks to protect existing areas of outdoor playingspace and states that loss
of such areas will only be acceptable subject to appropriate replacement or w here
there is an excess or to achieve a better dispersal of playing pitches or w here the
loss of school playing field land does not prejudice its overall integrity. Where
appropriate, developer contributions w ill be sought to secure replacement or
enhancing of such land remaining.

Planning Considerations

7 The main planning considerations in this instance are the appropriateness of the
proposal in terms of the policies and proposals contained w ihin the adopted
Hartlepool Local Plan 2006, the impact of the proposals upon the playing fields,
neighbouring properties and on the area in general and highw ay safety
considerations.

Local Plan Policies

8 In accordance w ith the adopted Hartlepool Local Plan; it is important that s ufficient
land is made available in appropriate locations to enable allage groups to participate
in games and activiies. Currently the school field is under used by the school due to
Health and Safety reasons. The school has provided a statement highlighting
existing issues. Inthe eventthat thechildren are scheduled to use the field,
members of staff do a ‘sweep of thefield and remove items such as dog faeces,
litter, cans, glass, and frequently used condoms, despite efforts items may be
missed or if the fieldwas not patrolled betw een this sweep and the use of thefield
other items may accumulate on the field.
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9 It is considered that the scheme w ould provide a facility that would be suitable,
creating better and more intensive use of this areafor the schodl.

Effects on neighbouring properties and the surrounding area

10 The existing fencing around the school buildngs and grounds is currently 1.8m
high palisade fencing. The existing fencing currently abuts the highway, Masefied
Road, it is considered that this type of fencing s more commonly associated w ith
industrial areas and should be discouraged in urban areas. The existing fencing is
painted red; it is proposed that the new fencing would be powder coated moss
green. The proposed mesh fencing is considered acceptable in visual appearance
terms, although acknow ledging it would be a higher boundary treatment I is now
w idely used on school sites throughout the tow n.

11 The fencing to the rear of the site is proposed to be constructed inside the
boundary of the field to create a green margin/buffer approximately 10 - 15 metre strip
from the properties on Huxley Walk. Itis proposed that this area can be used by the
public but would also act as a visual break from the proposed fencing. The
maintenance and management of green margin is proposed to be kept within the
existing management structure of the schoadl.

12 With regard to Supplementary Note 7 — Crime Prevention by Planning and Design
the basic guidelines stated insection 6 stress:

“The design of any development should strike a baance between what is safe,
structurally secure and aesthetically pleasing. Arigorous, systematic approach is
recommended by Police Architect Liaison Officersin assessing development

proposals.”

13 1t is considered that the design and scale of the proposed fencing is considered
acceptable from a visual amenity perspective and would not have a detrimental affect
on the amenities of the neighbouring properties or the surrounding area in general
How ever a formal response is aw aited from Cleveland Polic e regarding security
aspects.

Effects on the Playing Fields

14 Sport England have been consulted on the application as the area proposed to be
enclosed is currently used as playingfields forthe school, akthough it does not have
a boundary fence identifying it as such.

Conclsion

15 It is arnticpated that outstanding consultation responses will be submitted in
advance of the Committee. A final recommendation will follow .

RECOMMENDATION — UPDATE TO FOLLOW
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Rift House Primary School
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6

Num ber: H/2007/0490

Applicant: MRS CAROLE CARROLL RIFT HOUSE PRIMARY
SCHOOL MASEFIELD ROAD HARTLEPOOL TS25 4JY

Agent: Hartlepool BC Building Consultancy Group Leadbitter
Buildings Stockton Street Hartlepool TS25 7NU

Date valid: 28/06/2007

Development: Erection of anew 24 metre high perimeter fence

Location: RIFT HOUSE PRIMARY SCHOOL MASEFIELD ROAD
HARTLEPOOL

Update

Officer’s are still trying to find a convenient date for a meeting of therelevant
parties. Fthis is possible before the Committee an update will be provided
then.
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No:

Num ber:
Applicant:
Agent:

Date valid:
Development:

Location:

7

H/2007/0333

Mrs T Allen Barford Close Hartlepool TS25 2RQ

16 Barford Close Hartlepool TS25 2RQ

02/05/2007

Incorporation of public open space land into curtilages of
properties for use as domestic gardens

REAR OF 1 and 2 WISBECH CLOSEAND 16-22 EVENS
BARFORD CLOSE HARTLEPOOL

Current Report

7.1 This application has been deferred a number of times for further discussions
aboutcrime and anti-social behaviour.

7.2 In the light of an additional report from the police, a further response has been
received from an objector. This questions the accuracy of the latest police report.

7.3 The last main report and updates amended as necessary are reproduced below .

7.4 Dscussions are continuing with the police and crime prevention unit and is
anticipated that an update reportw illfollow .
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Update Report

1 Thefollowing information has now been provided by the pdlice officer assigned to
this area of the town. (copy attached)

2 26 reported incidents have been recorded by the police inthe last 2% year period
and as aresult of calls direct to the Jutland Road office, police officers have attended

the location at least 12-15 times (unrecorded incidents).

3 It istherefore the opinion of the local police officer thatthe pathway and open
space contributes to the ongoing crime and anti social behaviour in the immediate
area and should be closed in order to reduce the potential for future incidents of
crime and anti socia behaviour.

4 This information has only recently been received and as aresultit is likely that a
further update will be provided at the meeting together with a final recommendation.

Last Main Report

BACKGROUND
1 This application was considered at the Planning Committee of 4 July 2007 w hen it

w as deferred for a site visit and for further informationfrom Cleveland Police. This
information is still outstanding and itis hoped itw il be available for the next meeting.

The originalreport s reproduced below .

The Application and Ste

2 The application site is an area of public open space w ith footpath located on the
South Fens estate.

3 The land, w hich runs north to south, is sandwiched betw een houses and
bungalow s in Wisbech Close/Brandon Close and Barford Close

4 The proposal involves the stopping up of the footpath andthe incorporation of the
land into the curtilages of private gardens by means of fencing. Apartfrom the
footpath itself, the area of land is grassed withfour mature sycamore trees. The
foatpath joins other footpaths both tothe north and south.

5 Aformal ‘stopping up orderw ould have to be obtained from the Magistrates Court
and is a separate issue.

6 The application represents a departure from the poicies inthe Hartlepool Local
Plan.

Publicity
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7 The application has been advertised by way of neighbour letters (9) and also by
press notice and site notices (4).

8 18 letters/emails of objection have been received raising the follow ing concerns:-

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
9)
h)
)

)

K)

Questions the validity and accuracy of applicants reasons for purchase.
Will be unduly large and out of keeping in area.

Problems with construction traffic.

Will not stop the infrequent minor nuisanc e that happens.

Not an areaw here people congregate.

Only a few incidents over last 10years.

‘Short scattered leafy lanes’ are one of the main features of the Fens Estate.
Applicants warnt to increase gardens.

Proposd will damage the attractive appearance of the area

Have not witnessed anti social behaviour in many years of use.
Proposa will only benefit minority .

Situation is not as bad as made out by some residents/intolerance of y outh.
‘Problems’ will be moved elsew here.

Contrary to Council Policy.

Evidence show s that neighbourhood policing has improved in the area.
Services run through area.

The report provided from P C Myers w as retr os pective.

Not consulted.

Better lighting/CCTV

Those invovedshould be caught and prosec uted.

Precedent

Questions the accuracy of the police report.
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w) Refers to a petitionwith 1000 names against the closure of the footpath w hich
w as submitted to the portfolio holder in September 2006.

9 21 letters and emails (several from the same property) of supportraisingthe
folowing:

a) Clear evidence put forw ard.
b) Havesought help for years.
c) Penty of openspace onthe Fens.

d) Antisocial behaviour for year — bottles throw ninto garden, noisy row dy
behaviour until late w hich has gradually got worse.

e) Supportnow fromWard Councillors, Residents Association, Parish Council and
Police.

f) Improve quality of life.
g) Other nearby footpaths to use instead.

10 67 emails of support —these either gve a name only or names and addresses
identifying aroad rather than a s pecific property e.g. Spalding Road.

11 A letter of support has been submitted by the Fens Residents Association. Their
comments echothose outlined above. In addition they point out that closures
elsew here haveremoved problems of anti social behaviour and that the design of
the estate is such that it makes policing particularly dificult.

Copy letters |.

The period for publicity has expired.

Consultations

12 The fdlowing consultationreplies have beenreceved:

Head of Public Protection —No objections

Anti Social Behaviour Unit — No additional information

Property Services —No comments

Neighbourhood Services — No additional information is availableto what has
already been supplied by the police

Traffic & Transportation — Thefootpath at therear of properties is adopted
highw ay w hich w ould require stopping up a Magistrates Court. Any utilities under
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footpath would require either diverting or have a waylkave at the expense of the
applicant No work must commence until the above has been done.

Police — Have met 2 residents w ho referred to problems over 20 years. A checkon
records shows no records of ncidents for last fiveyears. How ever over the last year
there have been a small number of instances reported to the pdice by one of those

residents. Closurew ould have a great impact on reducing problems at this location

and would meetthecriteria of Section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act.

Greatham Parish Council — No objections subject tosmall amendment to south
end of the scheme.

Planning Policy

13 The fdlowing policies in the adopted Hartlepod Local Plan 2006 are relevant to
the determination of this application:

GEP1: States that in determining planning applications the Borough Council will
have due regard tothe provisions of the Development Plan. Development should be
located on previously developed landwithin the limits to development and outside
the greenw edges. The policy also highlights the w ide range of matters w hich wiill
be taken into account including appearance and relationshipw ith surroundings,
effects on amenity, highw ay safety, car parking, infrastructure, floodrisk, trees,
landscape features, w idlife and habitats, the historic environment, andthe needfor
high standards of design and landscaping and native species.

GEP2: States that provision will be required to enable access for all (in particular for
people with disabilities, the elderly and people w ith children) in new developments

w herethere is public access, places of employment, public ransport and car parking
schemes andw here practical in alterarations to existing developments.

GEP3: States that in considering applications, regardw ill be given to the needfor the
design and layout to incorporate measuresto reduce crime and the fear of crime.

GN6: Resists the loss of incidental openspace, other than inthe exceptional
circumstances set out in the policy. Compensatory provision or enhancement of
nearby space will be requredw here open space is to be developed.

Planning Considerations

14 The mainissues to be considered inthis case are as follow s:-
)  Therelevance of polcies withinthe Local Plan

i)  Impact onthevisual amenity of the estate

i) Impact on enjoyment of the foatpath/open space

iv)  Significance of anti-social behaviour
v) Precedentissues.

Policy Issues
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15 Policy GN6 of the Hartlepool Local Plan states that:

“The loss of areas of incidental open space will be resisted except: i) it can be
demonstrated that the area of open space is detrimental to the amenities of
adjoining or nearby properties, and it is too small or difficult to maintain to a
satisfactory standard, or

i) a proposed development has special locational requrements and there is no
other appropriate site in the vicinity.”

16 Inthis case, the applicant has provided a statement from PC David Myers and
Anti- Social Behaviour Data from Cleveland Police as supporting evidence to jusify
the loss of openspace and footpath.

17 Crime and the fear of crime are material planning considerations w hich must be
taken into account in deciding this application andw hether or not these outw eigh the
loss of the openspace/foatpath.

Visual A menity Iss ues

18 The area of land (and footpath) would be fenced at baoth ends and shared
betw een six properties (16, 18, 20 and 22 Barford Close and 1 and 2 Wisbech
Close). Whilst 4 households would gainsmallrectangular parcels of land, 16

Barford Close would have a large triangle to the rear and 1 Wisbech Close w ould
gain alarge amount of land (inc. 4 trees) totheside of 4 Brandon Close.

19 The amount of new fencing required at the south end of the sitew ould be only a
few metres and should not therefore have a significant impact on the visual
amenities of the area. How ever, at the north end, the new fence would cross the
remaining openspace diagonally. Thisfence could be up to 20m in length and
would form a blank barrier w herethe remainder of the footpath ends. This would be
visible from nearby houses and to pedestrians using theremainingfoaotpaths in the
area. The detailing of this boundary could how ever be subject to further
consideration and could be conditioned.

20 There are a number of green footpath routes in the Fens Estate w hich are
considered to add significant amenity value tothe area.

21 Whilst this particular ‘green link’ has no outstanding features, the area appears to
be a well maintained, grassy open space with four mature sycamore trees. At the

time of the site visits (2), therewere no obvious signs of misuse.
22 The four sycamoretrees would be enclosedw ihin the curtilage of 1 Wisbech
Close. Should the application be approved, it may be necessary to protect these
healthy trees by a Tree Preservation Order to prevent their loss.

23 The trees w ould still be visible from surrounding properties and fromthe north
and south paths.

Enjoyment of footpath
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24 The enjoyment of a footpath is influenced by the visua quality of its surroundings
and how physically accommodatingtheroute is. Crime or the fear of crime may also
influence the choice of a route w hether for a stroll or as a means of access.

25 If this path is to be closed, access betw een Barford Close, Wisbech Close and
Brandon Close would still be available by 2 alternative routes to the north and south.

Anti social behaviour issues

26 As previously mentioned, crime andthefear of crime is a material planning
consideration and in this particular case appears to be the main paoint of contention.

1.27 Evidence (police officers report and Cleveland Police data) has been provided
by the applicant in order to demonstrate that the anti-social behaviour in the area
should necessitate and justify the closure of the path.

28 Whilst the Police Officer states that he has dealt with numerous crimes and
reports at this path, no statistics or figures have been provided.

29 The other information is data collected between April 2004 and January 2007
w hen 9 incidents of anti-social behaviour and 7 crimes w erereported (3 related to
vehicles). A copy of this statement will be copiedw iththe background papers.

30 The formal consultationw ith the police referred to in para.1 above suggests only
limted problems in this area. The formal views of the Anti Socia Behaviour Unit are
aw aited.

31 The comments from objectors and supporters are contradictory.

Precedent

32 Precedernt is a proper and material consideration where i is likely that similar
future proposals, inclosely paralkel situations, could not be resisted and the
cumulative harm to planning principles or policies w ould res ult.

33 There are a number of similar pathw ays/routes throughout the Fens Estate w hich
offer both access and kisure to the residents of the area. This is considered to be
an importantfeature w hich should be maintained.

Conclusion

34 There are many small areas of amenity space within Hartlepool, often provided as
part of housing developments, w hich hav e significant amenity value and contribute to
the overall character of local areas.

35 Openspace is essential to the enjoyment of residential areas both in visual and
recreationalterms and its loss should nat be permitted without good reason. The
evidence here about anti social behaviour is far from clear and further discussions
are taking placew ith the Police and Anti Social Behaviour Unit. Thesew il hopefully
be provided in the form of an update.
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RECOMMENDATION — UPDATE TO FOLLOW

_ G 01-02
EMO POLICE
Putting People First
Reference: Date: 25/07/2007
From: PC 740 David MYERS 740 To: Linda WRIGHT

Subject: Alleyway at rear of Barford/ Brandon
Close

Dear Linda,

" There are two alleyways that run parallel with each other approximately 30 yards apart, the
first alleyway runs between Barford Close and Brandon close and the second runs
between Watton Close and Wisbech Close. Between these two alleyways is a third
walkway that connects the first two alleyways and forms what could loosely be described
as H shaped.

There are 7 properties that back onto the central alleyway in question. These are 16, 18,
20 & 22 Barford Close, 4 Brandon Close and 1 & 2 Wisbech Close. Checks on police
systems confirm that residents from all seven properties have made complaints of Anti
Social Behaviour to police in relation to the walkway between the two alleyways.

In total there have been 26 reported incidents recorded by police in the last 2 ¥z year
period, on top of this | and other officers have attended the location at least 12-15 times as
a result of calls direct to Jutland Road Office, from residents from all 7 properties or from
councillors acting on behalf of the occupants. These calls have resulted in officers dealing
with similar incidents of anti social behaviour as those recorded below. However, due to
the receiving officer dealing with the reports immediately the incidents were not recorded
on any police systems which until recently, were mainly used as a way of recording
information until an officer was assigned to deal with the incident.

Checks have also been carried out on properties that back onto the other two alleyways
these are 3 Brandon close no reports, 14 Barford Close no reports, 3 Watton Close no
reports and 2 Watton Close which has reported 3 incidents which have not been added to
the list below.

From the below information there is an obvious problem in this location revolving around
the small area encompassing the three alleyways and the central connecting alleyway in
particular. This problem is due to the central alleyway not being overlooked by any
properties as a result those present in the central alleyway are able to indulge in activities
without risk of being disturbed. The alleyway is an obvious design fault which leaves the
rear of the 7 address vulnerable this is evidenced by the reports of criminal damage to rear
fences and thefts from rear gardens.

It is the opinion of myself and my supervision that this central alleyway serves no
satisfactory purpose and its existence is contributing to the ongoing crime and anti social
behaviour in the immediate area. As a result police back the closure of the central
alleyway as a means of reducing the potential for future incidents of crime and anti social

Page 1of 2
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G 01-02
behaviour in the area and as'a means of improving the-quality of life of all of the occupants
of the seven properties, all of which have been aﬁec’ced by anti social behawour and crime
in the past.

Below is further information in relation to the 9 incidents of Anti Social Behaviour that were
brought to your attention, | have checked the computer and include further information in
relation to each incident.

in relation to the copy of the stats that were given to you

24/07/2005 Related to a fight involving two males who were fighting with sticks. -
20/10/2005 Youths throwing eggs at informants house.

18/09/2006 Group of youths banging on rear fence believed taking drugs.

13/012007 Resident reporting anti social behaviour (no further known)

13/01/2007 Large group of youths at rear of property drinking alcohol and belng rowdy
(separate informant from above)

18/01/2007 Youths congregating at rear of property Slttlt'lg on trees

19/01/2007 Mud on informants wall and flower beds damaged by youths

25/012007 Above youths congregating again informant concerned there would be a repeat
25/01/2007 Report of drug taking at rear of property (separate informant to above)

On top of this new reports, which you are as yet unaware of, have also been made to
police. .

19/10/2005 Eggs thrown at informant’s house

20/12/2005 Car tyres slashed (crime)

21/07/2008 Discarded BBQ has scorched rearfence. .. - .. ...
01/10/2006 Damage caused to rear fence, repaired by owner.
21/01/2007 Criminal damage to garage door

03/02/2007 Youths throwing stones at informants house
13/02/2007 Youths throwing stones at infarmants house |
24/02/2007 Drug paraphanalia found at rear of premises
04/04/2007 Theft of washing from rear garden

17/05/2007 Male urinating at rear of premises ongoing problem
02/06/2007 Youths camping at rear of premises drinking alcohol very noisy and fighting.
Twenty containers of alcohol subsequently recovered.

PC 740 David MYERS

Page 2 of 2
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Land at Wisbech Close
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No: 7

Num ber: H/2007/0333

Applicant: Mrs T Allen Barford Close Hartlepool TS25 2RQ

Agent: 16 Barford Close Hartlepool TS25 2RQ

Date valid: 02/05/2007

Development: Incorporation of public open space land into curtilages of
properties for use as domestic gardens

Location: REAR OF 1 and 2 WISBECH CLOSEAND 16-22 EVENS

BARFORD CLOSE HARTLEPOOL

Upd ate Report

1.  Further information has been receivedfrom Hartlepool Police w hich
explains hav calls from me mbers of the publc are dealt with and
recorded. The letter also expands the list of anti social incidents
previously reported, and is attac hed.

2. Advice has also beenreceivedfrom the crime prevention officer and
Crime and Disorder Co-ordinator regarding measures w hich could be
taken to make the area less attractive and accommodating for trouble
makers. This could involvethe planting of shrubs aong the space
betw een the path and the garden fences and possibly lighting. Their e
mails are also attached.

3. In previous police reports, there is a clear view that the central w alkw ay
and open space is contributingto ongoing crime and anti-social
behaviour and its closure is supported by the pdice.

4. There is a presumption againstthe loss of openspace in the Local Plan
(Policy GB6) except w here:

1 Itcan be demonstrated that the area of open space is detrimental
to the amenities of adjoining or nearby properties and it is too small
or difficult to maintain to asatisfactory standard.

2  The policy goes ontosay w here open space s lost to development
the Borough Council will impos e planning conditions ........... to
seek enhancement of adjoining open space.

5 Me mbers have seenthe area of open space in question. It isreasonably
attractive. How everit is not overlooked from principal ground floor
window s/rooms and as such has the potential to be abused. The police
have infact confirmed that this happens. In modern estate design terms
having regard to crime andthefear of crime it is an area officers would
seek to design out.
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6 The decision for Members therefore is, is there enough evidence to
ustify closure at this time or arethere other measures such as increased

ighting and extra polcing w hich should be tried in the first instance?
Precedent arguments are also important.

7 The issues here are very finely balanced supporter and objectors
present differing views. The pdice how ever arestrong in ther
recommendations and anti social incidents appear to be on the increase.
The Crime Prevention Officer and Crime Disorder Co-ordinator on the
other hand suggest design measures w hich could be considered in the
firstinstance.

8. Inview of the above, therecommendation is to refuse the proposed
closure of thefoatpath and enclosure of the open space and to look at
other means of making the area safer for both residents and users of the
footpath in the first instance.

RECOMMENDATION — REFUSE
1. Itis consdered thatthe proposed closure of the footpath and enclosure of
public open space would be detrimentalto the visual amenities of the

surrounding area contrary to policies GEP1 and GN6 of the Hartlepool Local
Plan.
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"DAVIES, Stephen To <linda.wright@hartlepool.gov.uk>
\(PO375\)" s

<Stephen.Davies@clevelan

d.pnn.police.uk> bec

22/08/2007 09:01 Subject Barford/Wisbech Close

Linda

Further to our conversation re above

Crime/Incident Analysis was carried out for the location of Barford/Wisbech/ Brandon Close for the
past 12 months which showed a total of 13 Crimes reported 5 of which were for criminal damage, and
43 incidents reported 270f which related to anti social behaviour which reveals the extent of the
problems in the area.

| understand that the problems in the area are directly linked to the existence of footpaths linking the
named roads which gangs of youths gather on a regular basis. ;
The closing of the footpaths would assist in solving the problem however | believe there are some
objections to this proposal. With this in mind instead of closing the footpaths you may wish to consider
the use of defensive planting next to the footpaths in order to reduce the grassed area between the
footpath and boundary fencing.

This would help create a buffer zone to separate the paths from the boundary fencing. Careful
selection and locatibn of plants is critical not to hinder natural surveillance and provide places of
concealment. | would suggest any planting should be at least 2 metres from the footpath with low
growing plants to the front and taller to the rear.

Cheers

Steve

This e-mail is confidential and may contain legally privileged information. If you are not the intended
recipient, you should not copy, distribute, disclose or use the information it contains, please e-mail the
sender immediately and delete this message from your system.

Mote: e-mails are susceptible to corruption, interception and unauthorised amendment; we do not
accept liability for any such changes, or for their consequences. You should be aware that we may
monitor your e-mails and their content.

Visit Cleveland Police Web site click here.
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G 01-02

MEMO POLICE
Putting People First

Reference: Date: 21/08/2007

From: PC 740 David MYERS To:  Linda WRIGHT

Subject: Alley way at rear of Barford /Brandon
Close

Dear Linda

1/ Calls made to Cleveland Police control room or police station requiring action of some
sort by an officer are recorded on a system known as Intergraph which is also known as
CAD, short for Computer Aided Dispatch. Each call requires certain personal information
such as the name & address of the caller as well as their date of birth & telephone number
the call is being made on, or on which the caller can be re-contacted, also needed is the
incident address if it is different from the callers address. An explanation is also required of
what is happening or what is required to be done by police, for example a member of the
public reporting a suspected offence/incident requiring immediate police action or a
request from officers from a different district or force requesting an officer to complete
some task.

When the above information is obtained the call is given a unique computer generated
number starting with a letter that assists in identifying the year. After this number has been
created the report is classed as a type of incident, ie is it a crime, a road traffic accident, a
missing person enquiry etc. At the same time the call is graded in that the type of response
it will receive is allocated to it. This grading assists the police control room to priorities the
calls which it is dealing with. It also affects how quickly officers are dispatched to deal with
the incident. For example depending on the number of incidents live at the time (needing
attention) officers will be tasked to attend the incidents deemed the most serious first. The
most suitable or available unit is then assigned to attend and deal with the incident
depending on its seriousness.

The above process could be time consuming and involve two or three department's
participation from the time the initial call was made to the time the incident was dealt with
and the incident closed off. In the past calls made to Jutland Road Community Office and
which were incidents/information of an historical nature were conveyed to the respective
Local Beat Officer covering that area verbally or in note form for there attention. If the
incident foffence was occurring there and then and it was of a nature that the receiving
officer could deal with himself without assistance from specialist officers they would go out
and deal with it imnmediately themselves.

In the past due to the reports of incidents being reported to Jutiand Road having been
dealt with immediately by officers working from Jutiand Road no incident number was
created as it was felt that there was no need for the incidents to be electronically recorded
and would just waste time & create extra work for those personnel in call taking
departments who would have to record the above information as well as wasting the time
of the officer who dealt with the call who would have to convey the information.
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4.1

G 07-02

Only recently have the benefits of recording every call electronically, been fully
appreciated and more and more the recording of incidents is used as a method of
evidencing how much, certain areas are suffering from certain problems. As a result | now
create an Intergraph Record for all relevant incidents | go to or deal with in my area.

21 In relation to whether incident oocurned at front of houses or rear

2410712005 Males fighting

20M10v2005 Eggs at inforrmants house
1870972006 Youths banging on rear fence
130172007 Report of Anli Social behaviour
13/01/2007 Large Rowdy group drinking
1812007 Youths congregating sat on trees
180172007 Mud on wall and fiowers damaged
250172007 Concern above would be repeated
25/017/2007 Report of drug taking

181072005 Eggs thrown at informants houss
201272005 Car tyres slashid

21122005 Discarded BBQ scorched fence
01102006 Damage fo rear fence

2110172007 Criminal damage to garage door
03N2007 youths throwing stones at housea
1302007 Youths throwing stones at house
240022007 drug paraphemalia found
0470472007 theft of washing from rear garden
1TNS2007 male urinating at rear of pramises
02/06/2007 Youths camping, drinking, fighting

{front of houses )

(insufficient detail unable to say)
{rear of houses)

(rear of house)
(rear of houses)

(rear of houses)

(side facing central alleyway)
(side facing central alleyway)
(raar of houseas)

(ingufficient detail unable to say)
(front of houses)
(rear of howses)
(rear of housas)
front of house/next to central alleyway)
(rear of house)
{rear of house}
(rear of houses)
(rear of houses)
(rear of houses)
(raar of houses)

¥ The above figures for this location cannot be compared to similar locations in the anea
as there are no similar locations in the vicinity and to the best of my knowledge no other

area in Hartlepoal has been designed like this.

o Timplan Rgvingd 0172000
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Joe Hogan/HB C Domino
2308/07 12:22

To Richard Teece/HBCDomino@HBCDOMINO
Subject Barford/Wisbech/Brandon Close

Richard

Rethe above location: | have spoken to PC Steve Davies this morning and he has conveyed
his view of the situation. Bearing inmindthat any closure could be problematic (although it
would in all prabability solve the problem of anti social behaviour) in view of the Courcil's
Open Space Policy, the planting of shrubbery dongthe space betweenthe pathandthe
gardenfences may be a sdution. However, in the first instance i would suggest that
Neighbourhood Police Team should beinvdved and asked if they identify the problem
times/day s and give it extra attention. PC Davies has informed me that 43 incidents (of which
27 were related to anti social behaviour have been reportedin the last 12 months - this is a
relatively high number of incidents for the type of location concerned. If traditiona pdicing
methods could be explored first that may bethe best course of action totake and monitor the
situation.

If phy sicalimprovemernts are to be adopted such as bushes being planted, then perhaps
lighting coud dso be considered (this prompts the question what time the reported incidents
are occurring? Is lighting or the lack of lighting a contributory factor?). Bob Golightly in
Highway s uns an initiative called Socid Lighting for thase areas outside NRF areas that
enables the improvement o lighting if raised by community safety issues. If the areais in
NRF, thenthere is funding avaiable through Bab for that too.

Joe Haogan

Crime and Dis order Co-ordinat or
Hartlepool Borough Counci

Tel: 01429405582

Fax: 01429 405588

8 Church Street, Hartlepool TS24 7DJ
www. saf erhartlep ool.co.uk
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No: 8

Num ber: H/2007/0508

Applicant: Rubicon Pastimes Ltd The Front Seaton Carew Hartlepod
TS25 1BS

Agent: Business Interiors Group 73 Church Street
HARTLEPOOL TS24 7DN

Date valid: 03/07/2007

Development: Erection of a singe storey rear sunroom extension

Location: 15 17 THE FRONT HARTL EPOOL HARTLEPOOL

The Application and Ste

8.1 The applcation site is a group of buildings, located within a terrace w hichface
onto The Front at Seaton Carew . The buildings are currently vacant and stand at the
centre of a complex of amusement arcades, w hich abut the site to the north, south
and west They arew ithin the Seaton Carew Conservation Area and have recently
beenrefurbished. These works have been funded in part through the Heritage
Economic Regeneration Scheme. The buildings range in height from t oto three
storeys. Totherear is an enclosed yard, w hich is accessed via a covered alleyw ay
from The Front andvia fire doors from the amusement arcades, w hich enclose the
yard.

8.2 The buildings on the site though vacant benefit from an extant planning
permission for a mixed use as public house and restaurant. This permissionw as
allow ed on appeal (see below). It is proposed to erect asingle storey sunroom to
therear of the premises inthe enclosedyard. The extension will be used as a
lounge/dning area by patrons. Itw il have solid renderedwalls and a slate roof to
matchthe existing building. A lantem feature willbe incorporated at the pinnacle of
theroof. The applicant has confrmed thatthe developmentw ill incor porate timber
doors andwindow s, cast iron guttering and dow npipes and a traditional lime render.

8.3 The submitted drawings also indicate amendments to parts of the approved
layout of the public housefrestaurant. This has been raised with the applicant He
has resolved to amend the plans so that the originally approved layout is retained.
The amended drawings are aw ated.

Planning History

8.4 In December 2004 a planning application for the change of use of the premises
to provide a ground and first floor licensed premises was refused by the Planning
Committee, against Officer recommendation, for reasons relating to the amenity of
the occupants of neighbouringresidential properties and highw ay safety
(HFUL/0681/04). The application appealed against this decision. The Inspector
allow ed the appealconcludingthat the development would not significantly affect the
living conditions of nearby residents in terms of noise and disturbance nor adversely
affecthighw ay safety. (see decision letter attached).
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Publicity

8.5 The application has been advertsed by site natice, in the press and by neighbour
notification (40). The time period for representations has expired.

Two letters of no objection and ten letters of objectionw ere received.
The abjectors raise thefollowing iss ues:

1. The previous application stipulated sound proofing and that the sound system
would cut out if fire doors were opened. This woud not be possible if a glass
structure w ere built and an open access to the sunroom would not controlthe
noise level coming from these premises.

2. Flats are directly behind the arcade.

3. Sunroomw il be used for smoking and window s will alw ays be left open.

4. Noise disturbance to elderly residents.

5. Consieration should be given tothe elderly.

Copy letters C

CONSULTATION REPLY

8.6 Head Of Public Pratection & Housing : 1w ould have no objections to this
application subjectto the follow ing conditions. The rear doors to the premises shall
be kept closed at all times and only be used as emergency exits. At no time should
therear doors be used as customer access to the premises. The premises do not
currently hold a licence under the Licensing Act 2003. When an application is
received the licensing authority will be able to attach conditions relating to the use of
the extension in order to prevent any nuisance to neighbours. | understand that
there is already a condition on the planning approval that prohibits the use of the rear
yard as adrinking area

Northumbrian Water : No objections.

Traffic & Transportation : There are no major highw ay implications w ith this
application.

Health & Safety Executive: Comments aw aited

PLANNING POLICY

Com6: States that the Borough Councilw ill encourage environmental and other
improvement and enhancement schemes in designated commercial improvement
areas.

Plancttee - 07.08.29 - 4.1 Planning Apgications 52 HARTLEPOO LBOROUGH COUNCIL



Planning Committee — 29 August 2007 4.1

GEP1: States that in determining planning applications the Borough Council will
have due regard tothe provisions of the Development Plan. Development should be
located on previously developed land within the limits to development and outside
the greenw edges. The policy also highlights the w ide range of matters w hich wiill
be taken into account including appearance and relationshipw ith surroundings,
effects on amenity, highw ay safety, car parking, infrastructure, floodrisk, trees,
landscape features, w idlife and habitats, the historic environment, andthe needfor
high standards of design and landscaping and native species.

GEP2: States that provision will be required to enable access for all (in particular for
people with disabilities, the elderly and people w ith children) in new developments
wherethere is public access, places of employment, public ransport and car parking
schemes andw here practical in alterarations to existing developments.

GEP3: States that in considering applications, regardw ill be given to the need for the
design and lay out to incorporate measuresto reduce crime and the fear of crime.

HEL: States that development w il only be approved w here it can be demonstrated
that the development will preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the
Conservation Area and does not adversely affect amenity. Matters taken into
account include the details of the developmentin relation tothe character of the
area, the retention of landscape and building features and the design of car parking
provision. Full details should be submitted and regard had to adopted guidelines
and village design statements as appropriate.

HE2: Encourages environmental improvements to enhance conservation areas.

HE4: Identifies the circumstances inw hich demolition of buildings and other features
and structures inaconservation area is acceptable - where it preserves or enhances
the character or appearance of the conservation area, or its structural condition s
such that it is beyond reasonable economic repair. Satisfactory after use of the site
should be approved and committed before demolition takes place.

To3: States thatcommercial and leisure developments within this areaw il be
permitted w here they are sympathetic to the character of the area and in keeping
wih its development as aseaside resort.

PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS

8.7 The main planning considerations are the impact of the development on the
character and appearance of the buiding/Conservation Area, the impact of the
development on the living conditions of the occupiers of neighbouring property’s and
Highw ays.

Impact of the development on the character and appearance of the
building/Conservation Area

8.8 The sunroomw ll be erectedto the rear of the premises andw il not be visible in
public view sfromw ithin the Conservation Area. The Conservation Officer has
confirmed that the extension is acceptable in principle subject tocondiions relating
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to the approval of the finer detailing of window s, doors and the lantern, and minor
amendments. The minor amendments suggested by the Conservation Officer relate
to modifications to the door/windaov arrangement on one side of the extension so
that single window s are arranged either side of French Doors, w hich is considered
more appropriate, and the extensionto ground level of the render on the walls as per
the existing property. The applicant has agreed tothese amendments and amended
draw ings are aw aited.

8.9 Itis consideredthat the proposalw il have an acceptable impact on the character
and appearance of the building and the Conservation Area

Impact of the development on the living conditions of the occupiers of neighbouring

property’s

8.10 The property is located in a commercial area and is enclosed to the rear and
sides by the adjacent amusement arcade. The closest residential accommodation is
theflats to the rearw hich lie on the other side of the intervening amusement arcade.
Anumber of objections to the proposal have beenreceived from the occupiers of
these flats. There areconcerns that the structurew ill not contain noise from the
licensed premises and the elderly residents w il be disturbed by noise. The premises
already benefit from an extant permission for a change of use to a mixed use of
public house and restaurant w hich was allov ed on appeal. Similar concerns w ere
rased at the time by residents and the Inspector concluded thatthe develbopment
would nat significantly affect the living conditions of neighbouring residents. The
structure proposedw hilst it incorporates w ndow s, a lantern and doors has a largely
sdlid roof and walls. The Head of Public Protection is satisfied that conditions can be
attac hed to the use of the sunroom at the licensingstageto prevent any nuisance to
neighbours. He has recommended acondition requiring that therear doors are kept
closed and are used only in the event of an emergency. Conditions on the original
approvalcontrol the use of the doors and requiredthe submission and approval of
measures for the attenuation or reduction of noisew ithin the premises. Itis
proposed to impose similar conditions on the development. It is considered thatw ith
these appropriate conditions the proposed development will not significantly affect
the living conditions of neighbouringresidents.

Highw ays

8.11 The Inspector in considering the recent appeal on the site concluded that the
use of the premises as a publc house/restaurant would not adversely affect highw ay
safety. The proposal isfor arelatvely small extensionto therear and it is not
considered that it raises any significant highw ay concerns. In highw ay terms the
proposalis considered acceptable.

Other Matters

8.12 A concern has been raised by objectors thatthe sunroom may be used as a
smokers room. As thesunroom would be fully enclosed it use by smokers would not
comply withtherelevant legislation andw ould be unlaw ful. The concern raised
therefore is unw arranted inthis case.
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CONCL USION

8.13 There is a discrepancy betw een the submitted layout for the main building and
that approved by the Planning Inspectorate. Amendments have also been requested
by the Conservation Officer. Amended plans are aw aited and therefore the
recommendation is left open. The applicant is agreeableto amend the plans. It s
anticipated that acceptable amended plans w il bereceived shortly andthat the
recommendationw ll be to approve the application. An update report will followv .

RECOM M ENDATION — Update report to folow.
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Appeal Decision e
Hearing held on 17 May 2006 T
Tormgpio (g
Biesial B51 5PN
AT AT R
by Mrs K.A. Ellison BAFoss), MPhil, METPI T
an Inspecier appoinicd by the Seoretary of Stsie for Dot
Commumitics gnd Local Govermpsent I AKE

Appeal Rel: APP/HOT2A/ANS 1175435
15-17 The Front, Seaton Carew, Hartlepool TS25 1BS

Summary of Decision: The appeal is
conditions set out below in the Fo

The appeal 15 made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 against a refusal 1o
The appeal is made by Mr Llenyd Michols agamsi the decision of Hartlepool Borough Council.

The application Hef HFULAOGEINY, duted 9 Augast 2004, was refased by notice dated
15 December 2004,

The development proposed is the formation of pew licemsesd premises.

‘!_l:d .pllni_whinn granted subject to

4.1

Procedural Maiters

5 JUN 2006 ;

An application for costs was made by Mr mnmulu“r.éiius Hartlepool Borough Council and
this is the subject of a separate Decision LZE®

It was confirmed at the Hearing that the proposal related 1o the ground and first floor of the
appeal premises. It was also confirmed that it was intended 10 operate & mixed pub and
restaurant (classes A3 and A4 of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987,
as amended 21* Apnil 2005) where neither element could be classed as ancillary. 1 have
therefore determined the appeal on that basis.

Main lssues

3

I consider that the main issues in this appeal are, firstly, the effect of the proposal on the
living conditions of nearby residents, especially in relation to noise and disturbance and
secondly, its effect on highway safety, with particular regard to delivery armangements.

Planning Policy

4,

The development plan includes the Hartlepool Local Plan Including Minerals and Waste
Policies 2005, Under policy Comi8, proposals for food and drink developments will only
be permitted where, among other things, there will be no significant detrimental effect on
occupiers of nearby properties by reason of noise and disturbance and that there would be
no adverse effect on highway safety. These criteria are also contaiped in policy GEPI.
With regard to protection of amenity, policy Coml% also refers to the use of planning
conditions and the negotiation of developer contributions. Policy GEP9 deals with such

contributions and states that they will be sought for additional to be required
as a result of the development and may include additional cleansing and |
crime prevention. Further detail is contained in Su Y wihich states that |

l 03 oy 2006
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financial contributions will be sought where it is d
singly or cumulatively affiect the amenities of an area

5. The appeal site lies within the Seaton Carew Conservati Area where poli
development to preserve or enhance its character of
area of Seaton Carew where policy To3 permits commercial and leisure developments
pmﬁdndlhymu}mpld!ﬂnmthtmufdummdminhﬁhgﬂhim
development as o seaside resort. Furthermore, policy Comll identifies the area as a
CmmﬂdhmmkuwmmmmmMMvﬁﬁ
be encouraged.

6. The appeal premises consist of two, recently refurbished shops situated around the mid-
peoint of & shor terrace of seafront properties in the centre of Seaton Carew. To either side,
lﬂh\ﬂ!mmﬂip,thWMﬁnﬂﬁiﬂglwnfﬂid&mhﬂlﬁm
activities as well as a café and children’s play area. The Appellant secks 1o operate the
pub/restaurant in association with the wider leisure business.

Tesue 1: Noise and Disturbance

7 The Seaton Carew commercial area is concentrated along the seafront. However, it quickly
gives way to residential uses Iuputinﬂ:r.h-hjmcmpuﬂun.-ﬂmmmﬁm
mpﬁmnﬂﬂﬂnﬂ.lmﬂllﬂﬂmhﬁﬂ;lmmlﬂlmmﬁﬁﬂ
h;ugﬂmliuimmdinﬂymihurmurﬂn-ppulsim Charles Street, a namow alley,
hds&mhmﬁnm,uhmghmﬂmﬂmpuﬂmmmmm“hﬂmumiﬂm
of Seaton Carew,

8. There are already a number of licensed premises nearby, particularly the Longscar Centre
across the road from the appeal site, the Marine Hotel to the north and the Seaton Hotel to
the south. In addition, as residents pointed out & the Hearing, the seafront servies as a focal
point for young people 1o gather. 1 can understand the very real concerns expressed by
fﬁiﬂﬂﬂwﬂhlﬂgﬂﬂﬂtﬁtdmmmmiﬁﬂ,pﬂﬂmhﬂyinﬂmmnm
unsocial behaviour in and around Charles Street. 1 also recognise that, even though it is
intended 1o operate the appeal prmimulwbudmmu,lhuhlmhﬁmme
nmdmmﬁﬁmﬂningﬂHﬂhmnvﬂﬂidurmmdumltdrmh!m
MMEMHm.hme]muﬁlmgpmmmmﬂ
ﬂmﬂmingpwmiuwhmuwumﬂulmiﬁmmmpmﬂu.

9 Hum*n‘,dﬂﬁmﬂi;ﬁfﬂpﬂlﬂmﬂmﬂmiluﬁuﬂﬁﬁ'ﬁmbﬂmhﬂyﬁﬂmth
wurmmwﬂmhuuummhyﬂtmuﬂndmﬁngﬁdwmrﬂidﬂu
Inuldh}'m,hwuﬂdhmm“ﬁhﬂurﬂdumdnnﬂde,wﬁnhmdwlygwd
towards & wide range of customers. Furthermore, since the internal layout would need o
rﬂhnﬂumhdminmnumthudummhﬂ'nrnmmmmmnpmﬁmﬂmr
uuﬁm:wmddpmhhlybewdlhduwlhﬂindmdmthclmplm.ln'-'iuwul'the
nature and scale of the business and ifs links 1o the adjacent arcades, the proposal would
nnt.'u'lrn_'.lw'ew.belikdymmlﬁgﬂh‘ﬂ]snflhdmlmpdm-ﬁthﬂwﬂdnlh
pmuﬁmmiurﬂuﬁmtumﬂwmmmmmmﬁmm. As a result, 1
consider that the appeal proposal would not materially add to instances of alcohol-related
disorder and unsocial behaviour in the locality,
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B -

10. Whilst Major Cooper Count is adjacent to the appeal site, the two properties are separated
by a brick wall some 4-5m in height. During my site inspection, 1 noted that although there
was considerable noise within the arcades, this was not generally audible when standing in
the grounds of Major Cooper Count. Consequently, provided suitable noise insulation
measures were taken, there is no reason 10 expect that nearby residents would experience
undue disterbance as a result of noise from within the appeal premises.

11. On my first issue therefore, | conclude that the proposal would not significantly affect the
living conditions of nearby residents in terms of noise or disturbance

Issue 2: Highway Safety

12. Tumning to my second issue, the layout of the surrounding area is such that deliveries would
normally be made 1o the front of the premises Whilst there are a number of parking bays 1o
the front, the survey submitied by the Council indicates that they may well be occupied at
certain times of the day.  If this was the case mt delivery times, it could well give rise to
double parking

13. During my site visit, | was able to observe an example of double parking which occurred a
short distance to the south of the appeal site. From my observations, it was clear that such
behaviour would represent a significant risk 1o the safety both of other road users and of
pedestrians seeking 10 cross between the seafront and the remainder of the town,

14. However, the Council's survey suggests that the bays are less well used in the early part of
the day, which would generally accord with the pattern of leisure activity associnted with a
seafront location. 1 therefore consider that safety concems related to delivery arrangements
could be overcome through restricting deliveries to the early ppul‘-%ﬂr_

15. Consequently, I conclude on my second issue that, provi Mﬁh were properdy
; mrﬂlnd.unpmpnnluwldmﬂvu:ﬂylﬂ’mﬁghwqr . | W e
i} i bl L ;-::r\.

16, lmrnundﬂﬂ.prmﬂndnhmuﬂmﬁinmwnhﬂm_npuh’m“mﬂm
ﬁmﬁum:hﬁufﬂuwdﬁ“whﬁwﬂmﬁﬂiﬁﬂmmmﬂm
and would not adversely affect highway safity. On that basis, I conclude that the proposal
would not conflict with policies Com 18 and GEP1 of the Local Plan. Maoreaver, the re-use
ﬂﬂﬁ:hﬁldhpwmidmutmhnﬂmdhhgﬁuﬂ:ymdﬁmmym
the Commercial Improvemend Arca and core area of Seaton Carew, so that it would be in
keeping with the aims of policies HE1, To3 and Com11,

Conditions

17. The Council suggested a number of conditions. Given the prominence of the buildings in
ﬂumhnnu,lmﬁdnthudmﬂ;ﬂnﬂdhemhnﬁmdnfwﬁnwrmiﬂudnw
imﬂ.%ﬁﬁﬂiﬂﬂﬁummmmlhwnfﬂn
coRservation area is preserved. However, this could be dealt with as a single condition.
Cumiinurﬂﬂhgmupuﬂnghmmﬂnumnﬁb:mmmmmmmum
of the second floor, storage of refuse, ventilation arrangements and noise would all be
necessary 1o protect the living conditions of nearby residents. Given the possible effect of a
drinking establishment use only, a condition requiring the maintenance of a mixed AJ/Ad4
use would also be appropriate for the same reason. As 1 have already noted, control over

E|
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delivery times is necessary in the interests of highway sa -on il of'
Council's parking survey, there seems 1o be no reason w MH‘mhmm‘t
10.00am cach day.

18 1 shall word the conditions to accord with the advice in
Cenditions in Planning Permissions,

Planning Obligation

19.Inmtlhu.lihlimmmﬁlmmMﬁmIMLWInhﬁh@m

agreement in principle on the question of a planning obligation relating 1o street cleansing
and crime prevemtion. Nonetheless, no planning obligation has been submitted with
this appeal.

20, HnwﬁtnahlmmhﬂﬂthfmmﬂhﬂtﬂﬁmﬂnﬂﬂmﬁﬂiﬂﬁdﬂﬂﬁW
town centre and no evidence was produced as to the particular circumstances in Seaton
Carew. 1 have found that the proposal would not materially add to alcohol-related disorder
or unsocial behaviour in the locality and there is nothing before me which identifies any
additional impact which might result from it, either singly or cumulatively. It follows
WMMWMianMMnmm;M
crime prevention could reasonably be deemed to be required. As such, 1 consider that an
nbﬁgnimﬂmgﬂnlhunfpuﬁwﬁﬁﬁmﬂupﬂmwﬂquﬂmﬂmhgmfmd
in this instance to make the development acceptable in planning terms, as required by
Circular 0572005 Planming Obligations.

Conclusions

21. For the reasons given above and having regard to all other matters raised, 1 conclude that
the appeal should be allowed.

Formal Decision

22, 1 allow the appeal, and grant planning permission for the formation of a pub/restaurant at
1517 The Front, Seaton Carew, Hanlepool in accordance Wﬁh?iﬂtﬂmnljtheappllcwm
Ref H/FUL/O681/04, dated 9 August 2004, and the plans submitted therewith, as amended,
subject to the following conditions:

1)  ‘The development hereby permitted shall begin before the expiration of five years
from the date of this decision

2) Hudn-dnpmm:hallukcplmumildﬁﬁl_mrtheﬁnlllw-iruglg.nwhmqhnindm
and approved in writing by the local planning authority: the side Fudumﬂnﬁm
doorways, window finishes, door ironmongery, exterior lighting, and t.-:ctmll
finishes and paint colours. Development shall be cammied out in accordance with the
approved details.

3) mmwlmhmhmm&mmdmm*mﬂniﬁm

4) ﬂmmmwdmﬂ-ﬂmtbenpmmﬂupubihurundummyymﬁ:huul
the grant of further specific permission from the local planning authority.

5)  The doors to the rear courtyard shall remain closed during the hours of 08.00 -
midmaght
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6)

7

&)

10)

1)

i
The second floor of the i .
b~y t wmﬂmﬂlmbﬂ“mhﬂwﬂtwwpmu

ﬂ.ﬂlhmbmﬂldmnﬂwhw Ih:wp wasle wi ml_l'll:m-:
Mm“'mﬂﬂlhh“lmmé‘w Local Planning Authority and

Buﬁmﬁmeunbuahywmmdhgiulmﬁnrﬂtmnlﬁ i

‘e f
mﬂfhgms_qmufﬁ:mudmﬂ from the premises Mth:“;ﬁhu&”t?ﬁ
WmurmnghytheL-q-mIFhmiug Amhmhyuﬂﬂnth;ulmwud
Mba:mplnnuu?d. _Allq?qqupluut' ed as part of the scheme shall thereafter
be operated and n accordance with the manufacturer's instructions,

m:;mlnwnﬁnlﬁlﬁgﬂﬂmmﬂﬂ
. ! orage and transfer of
mmmmﬁuwdﬂuﬂnﬂrmudmiuwlm
lwnﬂmﬂyuﬁummﬂleanm“ﬁpmd.
Thprmimsluﬂhumduamimdpuh]icmm

_ ] restaurant and for no other
w[mdudmgu:mqpumuﬂlnmﬂuumﬂrﬂn&hdmﬂmm
anurﬂ MIEE:IEIIEM“E (Use Classes) Order 1987, or in &Ny provision

valent in any stalulory instrument revoking re-enacti

Order with or without modification). = = ol
No deliveries shall be taken at the i i
bty premises outside the hours of 07.00 - 10.00

MM
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15-17 The Front
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No: 8

Num ber: H/2007/0508

Applicant: Rubicon Pastimes Ltd The Front Seaton Carew Hartlepod
TS25 1BS

Agent: Business Interiors Group 73 Church Street
HARTLEPOOL TS24 7DN

Date valid: 03/07/2007

Development: Erection of a single storey rear sunroom extension

Location: 15 17 THE FRONT HARTL EPOOL

Update Report

Background
1. This application appears at item 8 on the main agenda.

2. Therecommendationw as left open as amended plans w ere aw aited
fromthe applicant.

PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS

3. Amended plans have been submitted. These indicate that the layout of
the main buildingw ill be as per the previous approval HFUL/0681/04
(HFUL/2004/0681) savefor a minor alteration tothe double door
connecting the nev sunroom tothe main part of the building. The
amended plans also show the amendments requested by the
Conservation Officer, the external render extended to groundfloor level
andsinglew indow s arranged either sde of French Doors at the
emergency exit.

4. The proposal is considered acceptable and is recommended for
approval. Thecomments of the HSE are aw aited and the
recommendation is subject to the satisfactory outc ome of this

outstanding consultation.

RECOM M ENDATION — APPROVE subject to the satisfactory outcome of the
outstanding HS E consultation and s ubject to the following conditions:

1 The development tow hich this permission relates shall be begun not later
than three years from the date of this permission.
Toclarify the period for w hichthe permission is valid

2 The development hereby approved shall be carried out in accordance w ith
the amended plan (Reference BIG/LN/IC/299-100A) received by the Local
Planning A uthority on 21st August 2007, unless otherw ise agreed in writing by
the Local Planning A uthority .

For the avoidance of doubt.
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3 This permission does not authorise any changes to the layout of the
licensed premises approved under the provisions of planning permission
H/FUL/0681/04 save for the minor alterations to the double doors linking the
sun room to the main building show non the approved plan.

For the avoidance of doubt.

4 Therear court yardyard areashall not be opento the public or used as an
amenity areaw thout the grant of a further specific permission fromthe Local
Planning A uthority .

For the avoidance of doubt

5 Before the sunroom hereby permitted is brought into use, provisionshall
be madefor the attenuation or reduction of noise generated w ithin the
premises in accordance with a scheme to be agreed with the Local Planning
Authority. This scheme shallinclude: al internal works; details of the sound
system to be installed; measures to manage noise arising fromthe storage
and transfer of bottles; measures to ensurethat any electronically generated
noise shall cease immediately and automatically if fire escape doors are open.
In the interests of the amenity of neighbouring properties.

6 Alldoorsto the rear courtyard/yard shall remain closed during the hours
of 08:00 - midnight.
In the interests of the amenity of neighbouring properties.

7. Notw ithstanding the details submitted with the application prior to their
installation large scale details of thew indow s, doors and the lantern, including
sections, shall be submitted to and approved inwriting by the Loca Planning
Authority. The window s,doors and lantern installed shall be in accordance
with the details so approved.

In the interests of the character and appearance of the building and the
Conservation Area.

8 Unless othenw ise agreed in writing the external roofing materials s hall
consist of natural skate to match that of the existing property
In the interests of the character and appearance of the building and the

Conservation Area.

9 Unless otherw ise agreed in writing guttering and dow npipes shall be cast
iron painted black.

In the interests of the character and appearance of the building and the
Conservation Area.

10 Window s and door shall be constructed of timber and shall be painted

w hite or such other colour as may be agreed inw riting with the Local Planning
Authority.

In the interests of the character and appearance of the building and the
Conservation Area.
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11 Unless otherw ise agreed in writing the render shall be a traditional lime

mix render to a specification previously agreed in wriingw iththe Local
Planning A uthority . It shall be painted to match the existing building.

In the interests of the character and appearance of the building and the
Conservation Area.
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4.2

Report of: Assistant Director (Planning & Economic
Development))

Subject: APPEAL BY MRA COCK -SITE ATAMERSTON
HILL

1. PURP OSE OF REPORT

1.1 To update Members on the outcome of the above appeal.

1.2 The appeal for the Certificate of Law funess of existing use of Amerston Hill

Cottage as aresidential dw elling house has been withdraw n.
2 RECOMM ENDATION
2.1 That Members note the outcome of the appeal.

Plancttee - 07.08.29 - 4.2 Appeal by Mr A Cook - Site a& Amerston Hill
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Report of: Assistant Director (Planning & Economic
Development)
Subject: APPEAL BY MR A DHALIWAL - SITE AT 34A DUKE
STREET
1. PURP OSE OF REPORT
1.1 To update Members on the outcome of the above appeal.
1.2 The appeal w as allowed. The inspectorate concluded thatthe proposed
Sunday opening of the property should be allow ed, provided that is not open
to customers outside the hours of 9.00 to 21.30.
1.3 The Urban Policy section is reviewing this decision and that at 18 Low thian
Road asoreported on this agenda. A copy of the Inspector’s decision letter
s attached.
2 RECOMM ENDATION
2.1 Updateto follow .
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Appeal Decision

Eite vasit made on I Raly 2007
by Graham E Spowdon ma nrsa piphige MRTPI ¥

w [msgercior appoimind by B Secrary of Sisir far EC
Cemmanitics 16 Local everamees

i
i)

2

;.H—

Appeal Ref: APPHOTIA AT 2038902
344 Duke Strect, Hartheponl TS26 8P

L2

Thee appeeal is mads under section T8 of the Town and Cowntry Plaaning Act 1950 against o refinal i
grand plannieg permission under section T3 of the Tows and Coustry Plasaing Act 1990 for the

The appead is made by b Amar Disaliwal agaire the dechisen of Harflopon] Borough Coencil

The application pefl HOO0G0ELS dated 14 Movessher 2008, was sefied by the Comncill by notice
dated 16 Jamesey 2007,

The applcation eoughi e vamsbon of & condmen aflsched o plassing pormission il
HL2008 5500, dated I8 September 20003 for the chanpe of usr to boi (oo takeaway shop.

The condition in dGapote it s L which states: that the premises shall oaly be open to e public
berwess the howes of 9 am and 1050 pem oa Meadays 1o Saterdays nclusive and af mo other ime on
Sundayy,

The reason prven for the condition is in the imtevesss of e amenitics of e oocupants of
el phibaniinm g properiies.

[recision

L

The appeal is albowed and plisséesg persnsion # granted for the change of use 1o ol
Boced mbkeawany dhop ot 344 Duke Stroct, Hardlepool TS24 SPU in sccondance with the
application ref: FUDODGAOER, dated 14 Mevesnber DOOS withouf compliance with
womdition no. L previously imposed on plenning permission el 20055500, daied 28
mmrhmhhmwﬁuwhﬁx.nhuhm
are will sebsisting and capable of taking offect and subject 1o the following new
condites:

The use bereby pormétind shall not be open 1o customeors outside the hours of 05,00 1o
22. 30 0n Monday o Sahirdey Eclusive and (9000 to 31.30 on Susdsys

Heasons
1 The appelland, in his application, sought 1o be allowed o trede on Sesdays, betweon the

h-:ﬂﬁmudm.mwmdmummum
indicated his willingness 1o aocept & ourfew of 21,30 bows. | have determined the
I mose: the Council's comanents thal permission was grassed For (he use against officer
sdvicw and as an excoption bo the provisioss of Policy Comi2 in the Hartlepood Local
Flan (Local Plan). Howeves, the (521 b8 that &t & oporating leefully and ihe matn fsue
i be sddressed i tis appeal, is whether Sunday opening would bkesd 10 umaccoptable
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Appeal Decision APPHOT24 AT 2038002

levels of powe and distarbance o kol residents, pansculary those m Duke Sareed and
Topehile Sireet

Duke Sireet scoommadates & bevel of throagh tradfic as well as & member of commercial
oulbets, particalaly at its nortkern and southen oads.  Some of thes:, mcludmg the
large social cheb appasile, opcrsts om & Sunday. [ would, therefore, expoct there o be a
pigniilcans level of nctivity along the bength of the street om & Sunday, particularly as the
social club m likelw 1o enjoy one of its busiest periods of cestom oa this day. | do et
comsider, therefone, thal the scthvity — koth wehicle and pedestrian — cocasioned by
Sunduy cpening of the appeal premises, partscularly given the proposed early closing,
wioihd pive fise to sy significant noiss nuisaneg 10 reiskdents oa Duke Smreet

Topclulfe Stesl, however, i 58 much guicter ssde strecf and | can usdersiand the
coacerns of residents there. Meverthelois, the enirance to the appeal promises is on
[l Sereet ard is locaied some distance from dwellings o Topeliffic Sereet. | node that
the appellant kas an srangement for cusiomer parking in the social club car park
Abihough such an arasgement would probahly be neem caly fo regular cusiomers, the
location of the promiscs is #ech that | consbder “passing™ car-bome trade is likely te be
limemed. Whilst il is possible, thal soene custosners would park on Tope liffe Sireed, 1 do
ol conasder tha the level of such parkimg would B gnalices

I acoept what ressdenis expect & greaier kevel of peace and quust o& Susdays, eves inan
era of relaxed tradisg hours snd geseral acoeptance of greatsr kevels of peivity on tha
day, but | ami not convineed that allowisg the sppeal premives 1o operate on Sumdays
woild lead o u|u;|:.¢pf_1|:||c levele of noise and destorbance for resslenis and the
requiremsents of Local Plan Policies GEP] and Coml 2 would, teerefore, be satisfied. In
resching this conchissen, | kave had regard fo the recond of Sesday irading of e
business, withoul complaint. &1 il8 previcus locstion in Lancclof Sirect, alben that this
was in a more inherenily noisy location. | have aleo Bad regard to the suppont for the
propodal Froen the pmmediste peightotr and thase Iving in close proximity & the
PrEvioUS premmscs

Foe e ahove resmoms, ind having regasd 1o a1 other matters mised, | oonchade dal the
appeal hould be albowed.

tl",' E Suotwdon

INSPECTOR
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Report of: Assistant Director (Planning & Economic
Development)

Subject: APPEAL BY MRWEED - SITE AT 18 LOWTHIAN
ROAD

1. PURP OSE OF REPORT

1.1 To update Members on the outcome of the above appeal.

1.2 The appeal w as allowed. The inspectorate concluded thatthe proposed
aterations and use as offices is acceptable here. A copy of the Inspector’s
decision letter is attached.

1.3 The Urban Policy section is review ing this decision together with that at
Duke Street also reported on this agenda

2 RECOMM ENDATION

2.1 Updateto follow .
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31 8L o

Appeal Decisio

Site wisis made on 3 July 2007
by Graham E Snowden Ba BFsa DipSigm MRTPI

i i perad @pgesiannd b thse Secoeary of Stste for
U emmanities snd Lecad Lioaeramend 5 e g

Appral Bel: AFFEHTILUADT 2006065

18 Lowthiam Read, Hartleposl TS24 5101

*  The sppeal i moads snder secten TR of the Towm and Country Planning Act |00 againt & refusad i
i e e

*  The appeal is made by br T Weed sguinsi ihe decison of Hartlepeol Boreugh Counil.

»  The application ref’ H20040343 dated 28 Apel 2006, waa refissed by sotice dated § Augent 2006,

*  The drvelopment proposed is the change of we Eom dwellag 1o officen

Dechlon

I. The sppeal is allowed snd plinning perssission s grasted for e clange of use from
dwellimg vo offees st 18 Lowthisn Road, Harflopool TS24 SR in scoondance with the

planning application reft H006%583, dlh'.l 28 April 2006 and the plans sebenimed

therewith, subject 1o the following cosditions:

[{1] The development beneby permitted shall be begun befiore the expinos of three
years from the date of this decision.

(i) Within rwo monts of the dale of B docision, details of noite inmslafion
mekiaEel, 0 prodecl againg transmission of noise from the premses o 16
Lowthian Foad and IE York Read, shall be sshenitted so the local plinnsag
amthority and shall, thereafier, be muialled in accordasce with the approved
details, wwthin 3 months of the approval of such detaills.

(i)  The use bereby permitied shall not be open b the public ouiside the hours of
0900 io 17,00 Meadiy to Satundsy imclusive and xi no time on Sesday of Bank
o Public Holidays.

(i)  Faor the avoidance of doult, no pemsission is herchy granted for the extemal
alierations shown on the submited drawings dated Apeil Hos.

Reasons

F 2 Mﬂml'lmmnhhhm
o i = deveiopment as
1o the premises, I note that the applization form limsts the proposal 10 a change of wse
oaly and not fior budlding works. 1 have, therefore, determimed the appeal on tis basis
and, for the avoldance of doubt, have imposed s condition limiting the permission
sccondingly. The change of use soughs, which falls within Class A2, has been
implemenied, but the extermal alierations kave not boen carried out 3

Plancttee 07.08.29- 4.4 Appeal by Mr Weed - Site at 18 Lowthian Road
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Agpeal Diectsion APPHOTIA MO 2036060

3, The sppeal preméses are located af the comer of Lowthian Road and York Hoad, the
latier et ane of the priscipal Seaoughfires into the town centre from the north,
Although the immediniely sdjacent properties and thoee fo the north, on York Road, sre
all in rendential use, the other comer propemics o the junciion of Lowthisn Road and
York Kosd are in commencial uis and there arc acveral ofher commeTcial properiees 1o
the sowth on York Road and 1o e cast o Lowtbaan Read, |, thersiors, view tee appeal
progserly i hetsg in & mined use, rmther than predominantly residential arca. A sech, [
da nol consider Sar the proposal woeld be in comflict with Policy Heg 4 in the
Harilopsaod Local Plan (Lacal Plan)

4, The proposed use is not, in mmy view, an inherently nosey use and given the kocation, snd
{reim my ohscrvations on i, | do not consider that the sctivily associated with it &
likely 8 cause any undue mosse of disturhasce. | note that there have been no objections
o ithe proposal from the Coimncil™i eananeambenial heilth Section, st 10 Comdions i
coninol nfernal noise transmission and opoming hours, which | am minded 1 impese, |
am alse unconvinced thai other wses fallimg in the mame Lse Class weosld have
ifgmilicestly different moise implications. Hmving regand S0 govemment adhics in
Circular 1195 P L of Conditlons in Plossing Permimions, that restricting chamges
of wie in the ssme Use Cluis should only be used exceptosally, | consider that a
comdition, along the bines seggestod by the Council, is neither reasonable nor necessary.

% 1 mole the conceres of adjscent residents reganding traffic movements, which may be
gemerated by the use.  However, | comsider that these would b himited and, gives e
waiting restnctions on Yeork Rosd, the physical closare of the adjscent junction and the
existemce of o “residents only™ parking schems on Lowthiss Rosd, | sm of the view thai
aljestsed hasad on noisance from tradfic movensent cammod be sustained and [ nole that

there have becn ho cbgections from the kiphway asthonty.

6. The proposal would nol, therefiors, conflict with the peovishons of Locsl Pan Policics
GEP or Com 13,

The Coundil kas indicated that sllowing the appeal wouald create a precedent. [ do ol
spoe. Each casc Bas 1o be conshdered on s menits and [ consider that the spedific
locational charscieristics of the appeal presuscs are unlfiely 1o exist elsewhere in the
ViCHily.

£ e conclusies, having regard to the sbove, and all other matters raised, | consider that,
subject b the condilions dscuiicd, the appeal should be b

G E Snowdon
INSPECTOR

L
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Report of: Assistant Director (Planning & Economic
Development)
Subject: PLANNING FOR A SUSTAINABLE FUTURE: THE

PLANNING WHITE PAPER

1.0

1.1

2.0

2.1

2.2

3.0

3.1

BACKGROUND

The Planning White Paperw as publshed in May 2007. It is accompanied by
a number of daughter documents giving additional detail on implementation.
These documents can beview edon the Department of Communities and
Local Government web site at

http: /AWww .communities.gov .uk/index.asp?id=1510502. Responses to it were
required by 17 August 2007. Officers have been involved in discussions with
other Tees Valley authorities and w ith officials of the Association of North East
Councils onthe implications of the White Paper. This report outlines the main
elements of the proposed reforms and contains comments, drawing in part on
those discussions, w hich have been provided n response tothe consultation
folowing discussionw ith the Chair of the Planning Committee.

REASONS FOR THE WHITE PAPER

The Government claims that the White Paper s necessary to pushforw ard
further reforms follow ing those that have already taken placesince the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. It follow s publication of the
Barker and Eddington reports (into Land Use Planning and Transport

Infrastructure respectively).

The Government is of the view that the follow ing problems existw ith the
current system:

national policy is nat s ufficiently clear and responsive

the system is too bureaucratic, takestoo long and is too unpredictable
individuals and communities find it hard to be heard

the system is confusing

decisions are not alw ays taken at theright level

agrONE

KEY PROPOSALS

A new system is proposed to deal with key national infrastructure projects
such as port projects, major new pow er generating facilities and airport
projects. It is proposed to replace the existing multiple consent regimes with a
requirementfor a single consent. Applications w ould be decided by
independent ex pert decision makers w ith new inquiry procedures in place.
Thus, it is proposed decisions w il betaken in a timely, efficient and

Plancttee - 07.08.29 - 4.5 Planning for a Sustainable Future- The Planning White Paper
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3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

predictable wayw ith increas ed accountability and trans parency by
strengthening the roe of ministers in setting national policy and establis hing
an independent body to take decisions. The Government adds that there will
be full and fair opportunities for public consultation and that Local Authorities
in particular will have a strong part to play in representing their communities
and helpng shape nationd infrastructure in their area

National policy statements are proposedfor key infrastructure sectors such as
air transport and energy supply.

It 5 proposed to simplify the local planning systemfor householder
developments so that t is easier to build house and business extensions
where it s argued there is little or no impact on neighbours. In addition,
microgeneration equipment on houses will be less likely to require planning
permission. Details are attachedto thisreport at Appendix 1.

The Government aims to improve community engagement in planning. On
plan making it proposes a more joined up approach to community
engagement across the range of Local Authority functions. Independent
examination of Statements of Communiy Involvement will be dispensed w ith.
An ‘open floor’ stage is proposed for major inquiries, to allow the public to
participate more effectively. Grant funding for Planning Aid will be increased.

The Government considers that there is more scope for further devolution to
Local Authorities eg so that they can deal with more non-national
infrastructure proposals. The number of cases to be notified to, and called in
by, the Secretary of Statew ill reduce.

It 5 indicated that the planning system should continue to support town
centres. How ever, the Government is of the view that the ‘needs test’ (from
Planning Policy Statement 6) can have the effect of restricting competiion
and limiting consumer choice. The example quoted refers to a case w here a
retail development on an edge of town centre site is refused on needs
grounds because there is an existing or proposed out of tow n development
w hich meets the identified “need” notw ithstanding that the edge of centre
proposalw ould helpsupport the town centre. Therefore it is proposed to
abandonthe needstest, and replace it with a new “towncentrefirst’ test. It is
not clear w hat this nvolves in detail butfurther consultation is proposed

There arevarious proposals to speed up the planning policy process. The
Preferred Options Stage of LDF preparationwould go. Final consultation on
LDF documents w ould be before submission for examination and
exceptionally changes could then be made. Supplementary Planning
Documents will be able to be producedw ithout prior approval of the Secretary
of State andtherequirements for a sustainabilty appraisal of thesew il be
removed. The appeals process will be speeded up. For householder
applications, appeals would needto be made within 8w eeks (as opposed to 6
months currently). It is proposedto introduce Me mber review bodies to
determine minor appeals. Planning Performance Agreements, voluntary
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3.8

3.9

4.0

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

agreements betw een developers and the Local Planning A uthority (LPA), wiill
speed up the handling of major applications by setting clearer timetables.

It s proposed to incentivise joint working betw een LPAs.

Fees w illincrease andfees will be introduced for letters of confr mation that
conditions have been met.

MAINISSUES

The White Paper puts planning at the centre of the Governments agenda and
this isto be welcomed. It emphasises the importance of planning to local
communiies and its important role within local Councils. It is how ever
unfortunate that much of the focus comes out of a negatve perception of the
planning process as a hindrance to development, w hich officers both here and
elsew here locally consider unjustified.

On major infrastructure projects, the main testw ill be how local public
involvement is secured. Undoubtedly, there is a need tospeed up and
simplify arrangements for deciding applications onsuch proposals. How ever
assurance are needed from Central Government that arrangements for
involvement of loca people will be enhanced rather thanw eakened. This is
consistent with the approach adopted by the Councilin its response onthe
energy review consultation.

There has long been a need for national padicy statements on ports and
airports etc. and this is to be welcomed. The recent experience on the
proposed developments at Teesport highlight the need for this.

Whilst accepting that an impact approach represents a reasonable w ay of
dealing with householder applications, itis considered that the projection and
height of extensions being proposed close to shared boundaries will have a
significant adverse effect on the amenities of adjoining residents particularly in
densely developed areas. This is the one areaw here members of the public
actively engagew ith the planning process and for any system to have
credibility and generalsupport it needs to be seento be bothclear and far. It
is consideredthat the potential for legitimate neighbour concerns is
significant, therefore smaller projections and heights should be considered

w ith clear referenceto terraced situations. Further any proposal that
introduces the principle of planning by neighbour consent is seen as arecipe
forthesystem torapidly fall into disrepute, being prone to inconsistency and
decision making unrelated to material planning considerations. Furthermore,
it is not considered that the proposalk with all the associated qualifications w il
necessarily be easier for me mbers of the public to interpret. It is likely that the
authority willcontinue to receive a large volume of requests for confirmation
astowhether or nat a proposal is permitted development. The Planning
Officers’ Society is concerned that the burden on Local Planning Authorities
could increase rather thanreduce. Fthis is the case wecould have a
situation of worKoad increasing at the same time as fee income diminishing
(as aresult of few er developments requiring planning permission). Finally the
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4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

4.10

freedom to install wind turbines in domestic situations should haveclear
regardto ameniy issues

The speeding up of the LDF process described in para. 3.7 above s
welcomed. ltretains the right balance betw een progress of the documents
and public engagement. The current system is too cumbersome.

Local Authority handling of non-national infrastructure projects is w elcomed.

Officers havereal concern at the abandonment of theretail ‘needs test’. It
may make it more difficult to resist inappropriate development to the detriment
of our tow n and districtcentres.

This Councilis already involved in a number of joint working initiatives eg

1. throughthe Joint Strategy Unit/Tees Valley Unlimited representingthe sub
regional case

2. preparation of jointw aste and minerals LDFs across the Tees Valley

3. various working groups meeting on planning issues eg to identify a
common (Tees Valley approach) to Section 106 Agreements

The issue of fees is covered in aseparate consultation document. It indicates
that current fees do not cover a Local Planning Authority’s costs in dealing

w ith applications. Proposed fee increases (a preferred 25% for all excluding
householder applications and 7.5% for householder appications is discussed.
A 40% option is also identified) reflect inflaon and the need to drive service
improvement and this is to bew elcomed, as is the introduction of a new fee
w hen an Authority s requested to certify that a planning condition has been
discharged. How ever any new fee levels should clearly be demonstrated to
cover costs and have the potential to drive up standards. Any suggestion for
local fee setting is seen as potentially divisive, as is the suggestion of afast
track approach for major schemes. While it is acknow ledged that LPAs can
set charges for informal advice itis consideredthat this service should be
given national recognitionw ith an element within the planning applicationfee
being setfor this purpose.

Speeding up the appeals process is w elcomed, particularly a reductioninthe
time period when an appeal can be made. Members Review Bodies (3 or 5
Councillors not previously involved inthe case) w ould operate inrespect of
minor applications w here decisions have been made by Officers.
Professional ex pertsew ould be available from adjoining Local Authorities.
While this suggestion is interesting it is feltthat this could patentially place an
additional and significant burden on Members and professional officers w ho
would take on this role for adjoining Authorities (this workcurrently falls to the
Planning Inspectorate). It could also leave Councillors personally in a very
difficult position. The loss of the independence the Planning Inspectorate
brings is something, whichshould be considered very carefully.
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5.0 RECOMMENDATION
5.1 That Members note the contents of this report.
Appendix 1

REVIEW OF HOUSEHOLDER DEVEL OPMENT CONSENTS

5.2

Me mbers will be av are that current planning regulations allow householdersto
build small extensions totheir property without aw ays needing to obtain
planning permission. The current system is based on volume measurements
and once the set volume is exceeded (generally 50n? for aterraced property
and 70m’ for other dw elings) then any extension over that limit will require
conser.

The purpose of the review is threefold —toreduce the number of hous eholder
planning applications; to simplify the guidelines and to control adverse impacts
of householder developments. It is stated that the changes are not simply a
deregulatory measure, but rather seektorespond to modern day pressures and
will allow Local Planning Authorities tofocus on the major proposals.

The consultation document proposes a redrafting of Parts 1 and 2 of the Tav n
and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995, w hich
relate to househoder developments based on an impact approach.
Accordingly, proposals w hich either only impact on the host property (i.e. the
applicants themselves), or have a minimal effect on neighbouring properties,
will generally be permitted development (i.e. planning permissionw ill not be
required).

Examples of these instances include the follow ing: -
1. Single-storey rear extensions, w hich do not project more that 4 metres
from the original rear wall of a dwelling (for terraced and semi-detached

properties) and 5 metres for detached dwv elings.

2. Two-storey rear extensions up to 3 metres in depth (4 metres for detached
properties) providedthey are more than 2 metres from a party boundary.

3. Single-storey sheds and other outbuildings subject to height and ground
coverage restrictions.

4. Roof extensions includingrear dormers, although the legislationw ould
require a 1 metre check to beretained

5. Sdar panels on dw ellings or freestanding in gardens.

5.3 Theconsultation paper on householder micro generation schemes also

proposes allowing certan generation facilities to be installed w ithout obtaining
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6.0

6.1

7.0

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

planning permission subject to satsfactory specified nose levels and height
restrictions e.g: -

1. Sdar Panels
2. Wind Turbines
3. Heat Pumps

THE RESPONSE

Please find below extracts from areport, whichsets out my Council's
comments inrespect of the proposalks in the Planning White Paper Planning
fora Sustainable Future and related documents. These comments alsoreflect
discussions within the Association of North east Councils and the other Tees
Valley local authorities on the implications of the White Paper.

MAINISSUES

The White Paper puts planning at the centre of the Governments agenda and
this isto be welcomed. It emphasises the importance of planning to local
communties and its important role within local Councils. It is how ever
unfortunate that much of the focus comes out of a negatve perception of the
planning process as a hindranceto development, w hich officers both here and
elsew here locally consider unjustified.

On major infrastructure projects, the main testw ill be how local public
involvement is secured. Undoubtedly, there is a need tospeed up and
simplify arrangements for deciding applications onsuch proposals. How ever
assurance are needed from Central Government that arrangements for
involvement of loca people will be enhanced rather thanw eakened. This is
consistent with the approach adopted by the Councilin its response onthe
energy review consultation.

There has long been a need for national padicy statements on ports and
airports etc. and this is to be welcomed. The recent experience on the
proposed developments at Teesport highlight the need for this.

Whilst accepting that an impact approach represents a reasonable w ay of
dealing with householder applications, itis considered that the projection and
height of extensions being proposed close to shared boundaries will have a
significant adverse effect on the amenities of adjoining residents particularly n
densely developed areas. This is the one areaw here members of the public
actively engagew ith the planning process and for any system to have
credibility and generalsupport it needs to be seento be bothclear and far. It
is consideredthat the potential for legitimate neighbour concerns is
significant, therefore smaller projections and heights should be considered

w ith clear referenceto terraced situations (the Chair of our Planning
Committee specifically askedthat his concerns in this respect be
emphasized). Further any proposal that introduces the principle of planning by
neighbour consentis seen as arecipe for the systemto rapdly fall in to
disrepute, being prone to nconsistency and decision making unrelated to
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7.5

7.6

7.7

7.8

wn

7.9

7.10

material planning considerations. Furthermore, it is not consideredthat the
proposals with al the associated qualifications w ill necessarily be easier for
members of the public to interpret. L is likely thatthe authority will continue to
receive alarge volume of requests for confrmation as tow hether or not a
proposal is permitted development. The Planning Officers’ Society is
concerned that the burden on Local Planning Authorities could increase rather
than reduce. If thisis the case we could have a stuation of w orkload
increasing at thesame time as fee income diminishing (as aresult of few er
developments requiring planning permission). Finaly the freedom to install

w nd turbines in domestic situations should have clearregard to ameniy
issues

The speeding up of the LDF process is welkomed. Itretains theright balance
betw een progress of the documents and public engagement The current
system is too cumbersome.

Local Authority handling of non-national infrastructure projects is w elcomed.

Officers havereal concern at the abandonment of theretail ‘needs test’. It
may make it more difficult to resist inappropriate development to the detriment
of our tow n and district centres.

This Councilis already involved in a number of joint working initiatives eg

through the Joint Strategy Unit/ Tees Valley Unlimited representingthe sub
regional case
preparation of jointw aste and minerals LDFs across the Tees Valley

various w orking groups meeting on planning issues eg to identify acommon
(Tees Valley approach) to Section 106 Agreements

The issue of fees is covered in aseparate consultation document. It indicates
that current fees do not cover a Local Planning Authority’s costs in dealing

w ith applications. It is suggested that the preferred proposed fee increases
(25% for all excluding householder applicatons and 7.5% for househaolder
applications) reflect inflation and the need to drive service improvement. This
isto be welcomed, as s the introduction of a new feew hen an Authorty is
requested to certify that a planning condition has been discharged. How ever
any new fee levels should clearly be demonstratedtocover costs and have
the potential to drive up standards. Any suggestion for local fee setting is
seen as potentially divsive, as is the suggestion of a fast track approach for
major schemes. While it is acknow ledged that LPAs can setcharges for
informal advice it is considered that this service should be given national
recognition withan element within the planning application fee being set for
this purpose.

Speeding up the appeals process isw elcomed, particularly a reductioninthe
time period when an appeal can be made. Members Review bodies (3 or 5
Councillors not previously involved inthe case) w ould operate inrespect of
minor applications w here decisions had been made by Officers. Professional
expertisew ould be available from adoining Local Authorities. While this
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suggestion is interesting it is felt thatthis could potentially place an additional
and significant burden on Me mbers and professional officers w how ould take
on this role for adjoining Authorities (this w ork currently falls to the Planning
Inspectorate) It could also leave Councillors personally in a very difficult
position. The loss of the independence the Planning Ins pectorate brings is
something w hich should be consideredvery carefully

Richard Teece

Develbopment Control Manager
Regeneration and Planning
Tel 01429 523272
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ITEM OF ANY OTHER BUSINESS

Report of: Assistant Director (Planning & Economic
Dewvelopment)
Subject: APPEAL BY MR FEWSTER, SITE AT LOWTHIAN

FARM, DALTON PIERCY, HARTLEPOOL

1.1

2.1

2.2

3.1

PURP OSE OF REPORT

To update members of an enforcement notice appeal decision.

APPEAL

An appealw as made against an enforcement natice, of the alleged breach
of planning control including (1) the erection on a date or dates unknow n
after 7 August 2002 of an extension to a mobile building including a pool and
(2) the failure to comply with conditions 1 and 2 imposed on planning
permission H/FUL/0320/01 requiring the removal of the mobile building.

The appeal w as decided by w ritenrepresentations and by a hearing and
was allow ed by the Planning Inspectorate. The Inspector decidedthat the
enforcement notice should be quashed and grant personal planning

permissionfor a 3 year limited period. A copy of the letter is attached.
RECOMM ENDA TION

That thereport be noted.
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A Temple Quay House
Hearing held on 6 June & 13 July 2007  Jemus oo

Bristol BS1 6PN

Site visit made on 6 June 2007 ® 0117 372 6372
email: enquiries@pins.gsi
.gov.uk

by D A Hainsworth LL.B(Hons) FRSA Solicitor

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of Decislon date:
State for Communities and Local Government § pAgunI007

Appeal Ref: APP/H0724/C/06/2023970
Land and buildings at Lowfield Farm, Dalton Piercy, Hartlepool TS27 3HY

+ The appeal is made under section 174 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as
amended by the Planning and Compensation Act 1991.

s The appeal is made by Mr Ian Fewster against an enforcement notice issued by
Hartlepool Borough Council.

+« The Council’s reference is PlanAg.4894.LH.

+ The notice was issued on 4 August 2006.

« The breaches of planning control alleged in the notice are (1) the erection on a date or
dates unknown after 7th August 2002 of an extension to a mobile building including a
pool and (2) the failure to comply with conditions 1 and 2 imposed on planning
permission ref. H/FUL/0320/01 dated 7 August 2001.

« The requirements of the notice are as follows: -

"7.1 Remove the building from the land.

7.2. Remove the extension and pool from the land.

7.3. Remove all materials arising as a consequence of 7.1 and 7.2 above from the
land.

7.4. Fill the pool void and otherwise restore the surface of the land and return the
land to a grassed area.”

+« The period for compliance with the requirements is 6 calendar months.

» The appeal is proceeding on the grounds set out in section 174(2)(a), (c), (d), (f) and
(g) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as amended.

Summary of Decision: The appeal is allowed on ground (a), the
enforcement notice is quashed and planning permission is granted,
subject to conditions, in the terms set out in the formal decision below.
Grounds (f) and (g) no longer fall to be considered.

Procedural matters

1. The hearing opened on 6 June and was adjourned on that day. It resumed on
13 July and closed on that day.

2. Grounds (b) and (e) were withdrawn before the hearing opened. Ground (d)
was introduced at the hearing.

Ground (c)

3. In 1995, a contractor’s site office and canteen were brought to the farm in six
sections and re-assembled to form a dwelling and a farm office. The structure
rests on timber supports and a concrete base. The external walls have been
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clad with wooden sheets and painted green. Internal partitions have been
removed and new ones inserted to create living and office accommodation.
Internal plastering and decoration have been carried out and electricity and
water services installed. Over the years, a porch has been added at the
southern end, a gym has been added at the northern end and a pool extension
has been added next to the porch. The porch is a timber attachment. The gym
is timber framed and is bolted to a concrete base. The pool extension is timber
framed and rests on block work and concrete footings. The whole structure can
reasonably be described as a mobile building because of its size and the fact
that it could be dismantled, taken away and re-assembled elsewhere.

4. As to the first allegation in the notice, the appellant agrees that the pool
extension was operational development requiring planning permission, but
maintains under ground (d) that it was too late to take enforcement action in
respect of it at the time the notice was issued. Ground (d) is dealt with below.

5. As to the second allegation in the notice, Conditions 1 and 2 of the 2001
permission are as follows: -

“1. The mobile building for use as living accommodation and farm office shall
be occupied/used only by Mr and/or Mrs Fewster and their dependents and
shall be for a further limited period being the period of 1 year from the date of
this permission, or the period during which the premises are occupied by Mr
and/or Fewster [sic], whichever is the shorter.”

"2. When the mobile building ceases to be occupied by Mr and/or Mrs Fewster
or at the end of the 1 year, whichever shall first occur, the mobile building shall
be removed from the premises unless otherwise agreed in writing with the
Local Planning Authority.”

6. The appellant maintains that the 2001 permission does not relate to the units
as assembled and modified or to the porch or the gym, and that consequently
there has been no breach of these conditions. The Council maintain that the
conditions relate to the structure as it was when the permission was granted.

7. An application was made in 1997 for “new building(s) retrospective” on the
farm and this resulted in permission being granted in 1998 (ref:
H/FUL/0566/97) for “retention of mobile building” for 3 years. The appellant
states that the porch existed at the time of this permission. The 2001
permission followed an application made for “further retention of mobile
building”. During the processing of the application the Council received
photographs showing that both the porch and the gym existed by then. The
2001 permission authorises “further retention of mobile building”. I construe
both applications as being for permission to retain the structure as it that
existed at the time. Both permissions state that they were granted in
accordance with the applications. The 2001 permission therefore relates to the
structure as assembled and modified, including the porch and the gym, and
Conditions 1 and 2 apply to all these elements of the mobile building.

8. Condition 2 requires the mobile building to be removed at the end of the 1-year
period “unless otherwise agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority”.
Permission was granted in 2002 to erect a detached dwelling, detached double
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garage and a stable block on a nearby part of the farm (ref: H/FUL/0513/02).
The appellant was told at a Council meeting that the 1-year period would be
extended to allow time to carry out this development. However, no agreement
was recorded in writing.

9. Since Conditions 1 and 2 are applicable and have not been complied with, the
appeal on ground (c) fails.

Ground (d)

10. The appellant submitted statutory declarations, statements and letters to the
hearing indicating that the pool extension had been completed by 20 July 2002.
The Council submitted records indicating that on 24 April 2003 he enquired
about a proposal for a “temporary portable building to house a portable
swimming pool” on the farm and that the proposal was discussed with him on
site on 27 May 2003. The officer who visited him told the hearing that on that
date the pool was on the site and decking was constructed around part of it,
but it had no sides or roof. Having considered this information, the appellant
told the hearing that he had made a mistake and that the pool extension was
not finished until 2003.

11. The pool extension is a building operation and the time limit for taking
enforcement action is 4 years beginning with the date on which the operation
was substantially completed. As this date was in 2003, it was not too late to
take enforcement action in respect of the pool extension when the notice was
issued on 4 August 2006. The appeal on ground (d) therefore fails.

Ground (a)

12. Under ground (a), the appellant seeks permission to retain the mobile building
approved in 2001 without compliance with Conditions 1 and 2 and to retain the
pool extension. The main issues concern their effect on the character and
appearance of the countryside, the agricultural need and the appellant’s
personal circumstances.

13. The development plan for the area includes the Hartlepool Local Plan, which
was adopted in 2006. Policy Rur7 of the Plan sets out the factors that will be
taken into account when development is proposed in the open countryside.
Policy Rurl2 states that isolated dwellings will not be permitted in the open
countryside, except for certain purposes. One of these is a dwelling essential
for the efficient functioning of an economically-viable agricultural enterprise.
Government policy relating to agricultural dwellings is set out in Annex A of
Planning Policy Statement 7 (PPS7).

14, The mobile building and the pool extension are temporary, improvised
structures that are visually unappealing. They have an adverse impact on the
character and appearance of the countryside, contrary to Policy Rur?, and I do
not consider that a permanent permission should be given for them.

15. The officer’s response to the appellant’s enquiry about the pool extension was
that it was acceptable as a temporary building within the policies then applying.
The appellant was advised to submit an application for it in conjunction with an
application to renew the 2001 permission. That response was appropriate then
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16.

S

18.

19.

and I will consider whether it is still appropriate, having regard to current
policies and present agricultural needs and personal circumstances.

The 1998 permission authorised an agricultural building, fencing, pens and
associated works in connection with the appellant’s business of wild boar
breeding and the 2001 permission authorised their permanent retention. The
business was successful enough to justify the permanent dwelling approved in
2002. It was, however, badly affected by the foot-and-mouth disease controls,
which prohibited animal movements and led to serious animal welfare problems
on the farm and the eventual disposal of the stock. The appellant suffered a
back injury in 2000, which restricts his mobility, and the pool extension was
built to provide hydrotherapy for him. More recently, he suffered further health
problems. He is, however, determined to restart the business, in which he has
invested considerable time, effort and capital, and he is actively taking steps to
do so. The infrastructure for the business remains in place on the farm.

PPS7 sets out criteria that applicants for temporary agricultural dwellings
should satisfy. The first is clear evidence of a firm intention and ability to
develop the enterprise. This has already been demonstrated and there has
been significant investment in infrastructure. The second is a functional need
for someone to be readily available at most times. It is not disputed that such
a need will arise when restocking has taken place. The third is clear evidence
that the enterprise has been planned on a sound financial basis. The appellant
has already demonstrated that the business can be run successfully. The
fourth asks whether the functional need could be met elsewhere in the area.
Since wild boar are classed as dangerous wild animals, the appellant should
live on the farm. The fifth relates to details such as siting and access. There
are no issues of this nature.

The criteria are therefore all satisfied, but PPS7 also states that successive
extensions should not normally be granted to a temporary permission over a
period of more than three years. However, in view of the misfortunes that the
appellant has suffered in recent years, this is a case where an exception should
be made. A further three years would be reasonable, since this is the period
needed to restart the business effectively and establish its viability. The
permission should include the pool extension, since it will be needed for health
reasons during this period. Three years will also give the appellant the
opportunity to carry out the development approved in 2002 (the permission is
extant until 7 November 2007) or to pursue the possibility of building a smaller
dwelling instead.

For the above reasons and having regard to all other matters raised, I conclude
that a personal, temporary permission should be granted for the mobile
building and the pool extension. The appeal on ground (a) therefore succeeds
to this extent. I will impose conditions to give effect to this conclusion, similar
to those imposed before, in order to protect the character and appearance of
the countryside.

Grounds (f) and (g)

20.

The notice will be quashed in view of the success of the appeal on ground (a).
Grounds (f) and (g) no longer fall to be considered.

Plancttee - 07.08.29 - 5 Appeal byMr Frewster 5 HARTLEPOO L BOROUGH COUNCIL



Planning Co mmittee — 29 August 2007 5

Formal decision

21. 1 allow the appeal, direct that the enforcement notice be quashed and grant a
personal planning permission for a limited period on the application deemed to
have been made under section 177(5) of the Act as amended for the mobile
building, including the porch, the gym extension and the pool extension, at
Lowfield Farm, Dalton Piercy, Hartlepool TS27 3HY, subject to the following
conditions: -

1. The development permitted shall be occupied only by Mr Ian Fewster and/or
Mrs Julie Fewster and their dependents and only as living accommodation
and a farm office and for a limited period, being the period of 3 years from
the date of this decision or the period during which the development is
occupied by Mr Ian Fewster and/or Mrs Julie Fewster, whichever is the
shorter.

2. The development permitted shall be removed from the farm when it ceases
to be occupied by Mr Ian Fewster and/or Mrs Julie Fewster or at the end of
the period of 3 years from the date of this decision, whichever is the sooner.

D.A.Hainsworth
INSPECTOR
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APPEARANCES

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY:

Roy Merrett Principal Planning Officer, Hartlepool Borough
Council

Peter Riddell Enforcement Officer, Hartlepool Borough Council

Chris Pipe Senior Town Planner, Development Control,

Hartlepool Borough Council

Richard Teece Development Control Manager, Hartlepool

Borough Council

FOR THE APPELLANT:

David Stovell Partner, David Stovell & Millwater, 5 Brentnall

Centre, Brentnall Street, Middlesbrough TS1 5AP

Ian Fewster (appellant) Lowfield Farm, Dalton Piercy, Hartlepool
Julie Fewster Lowfield Farm, Dalton Piercy, Hartlepool
DOCUMENTS
1 Council’s letter of notification of hearing.
2  Records of attendance.
3 Letter to Mr and Mrs Fewster from Mr G O Robinson dated 5/6/07.
4  Appellant’s schedule of events.
5 Bundle of correspondence and documen.ts submitted by the Council on
19 June 2007.
6 Additional statements submitted by the appellant on 6 July 2007.
7  Council’s record of informal enquiry made by the appellant on 29 April 2003
and details of advice given.
8 Council’s statement of case in relation to ground (d).
9  Statutory declarations, statements and correspondence submitted by the
appellant.
10 Planning application H/FUL/0566/97 and approved plans.
11 Planning application H/FUL/0320/01 and approved plans.
12 Statement of Chris Pipe.
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PLANS

A-D Appellant’s sketches of features of the development.

PHOTOGRAPHS

A-C Views of the development taken before 24 July 2001.
D-H The pool extension during construction.
I Western elevation of pool extension on 6 June 2007.
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