Items Delegated to the Deputy Chief
Executive




Items Delegated to the Deputy Chief Executive
Development Control (South Sunderland) Sub Committee

1. : Creation of an open access adventure play area.

09/04508/LAP Land Adjacent to Sunderland Puma Tennis Centre Silksworth Lane

Sunderland
08/12/09 Community And Cultural Services
Decision: Approved

Date of Decision: 2nd February 2010




Appeals Received South Sunderland

Between 01/01/2010 and 31/01/2010
RefNo  Address Description Date Appeal Lodged
10/00004/REF 10 Havingham Erection of front porch 27101/2010
GardensDSunderland15SR3 1UBD and two storey extension

to side and replacement
of existing boundary
enclosure,

Hed [. & :.II id
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16 February 2010
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Appeals Determined Sunderland South

Between 01/01/2010

and 31/01/2010

TEAM Ref Mo ADDRESS Description Decision Date of Decision
0900031/ ADY 51A Mainsfarth Erection of 1no, 48-sheat DISMIS 04/01/2010
Terracel Sunderland SR hoarding sign.
2 8NGO
09/00034/ADY 24 Pallion Erection.of 2.internally DISMIS 04/01/2010
RoadSunderland 1SR4 illuminated free standing
6LSO single sided display units
08/00042/REF 76 Park Erection of new fence to DISMIZ 140172010
Lea |Sunderland 1SR3 rear and side
3820 {Retrospective)
rian A
16 February 2010 Page 1of 2



TEAM Ref No

ADDRESS

Description

Decision Date of Decision

08/00044/EMF

16 Fabruary 2010

76 Park

LeaTSunderland1SR3

3sZ0

ferland

.. do.npt Sons

The breach of planning
contrel ) OWithout planning
permission the erection of
a 1.8m high fence to rear
and side of the
property. [ Reasons for this
notice 01t appears to the
Council that the breach of
planning control has
occurred within the last
four years,COThe fence by
reason of size, scale,
massing and design
introduces an obirusive
element inta the
streetscene which is
detrimantal to the visual
amenities of the area and
character of the strest
scenea contrary to policy B2
of the Unitary Development
Plan, Supplementary
Planning Gudiance Section
3, and Topic 9 of the draft
Supplementary Planning
Document, ‘Household
Extensions and
Alterations!. 11 The Council

Ser that
retrospectiverplanning
permission . should be given
because:planning
conditions could not
overcome these objections
to the development.[

APPWIT 15/0172010
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Appeal Decision i

Temple Quay House
L. 2 The Square
Site visit made on 21 December 2009 Temple Quay

Bristol BS1 6PN
G &/ 0117 372 6372
¢ by Kevin Ward BA (Hons) MRTPI email:enquiries@pins.gsl.g
Yo oF o ov.uk
an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  Decision date;
'fon‘"l._‘.ﬁmmunitles and ngcnl Government 4 January 2010

ERY

£ 1A

Appeal Ref: APP/J4525/H/09/2109419
51A/B Mainsforth Terrace, Hendon, Sunderland, Tyne and Wear SR2 8NG

+ The appeal is made under Regulation 17 of the Town and Country Planning (Control of
Advertisements) {England) Regulations 2007 against a refusal to grant express consent.

» The appeal is made by Miss Anika Waterstreet and Miss Christine Waterstreet against
the decision of Sunderland City Council.

+ The application Ref DEIEE]EZ{ADV dated 5 June 2009, was refused by notice dated
21 July 2009,

+ The advertisement proposed is a 48 sheet poster advertising hoarding 20 foot by 10
foot.

i iy iy
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Decision

LB
i .
1. I dismiss the appeal. ' : i -4 0
'i
Main Issue |
|

hE CHPET L
2. The main issue is the eﬂ’act of the propnsed huardnﬁg‘bn'thﬁ charan:ter and
appearance of the areat | e

'1fJ: |

Reasons i aT.}L;.

3. Mainsforth Terrace and_.-the surrounding streets are residential in character. I
saw no evidence of other such hoardings in the immediate vicinity of the site.
Given its size and positioning, the proposed hoarding would be unduly
dominant in relation to the gable end of the residential property. Whilst it
would face Commercial Road and the industrial/commercial area beyond it, it
would be set back from the road by a large area of open space. The hoarding
would be seen against the backdrop of the residential area. Given this setting,
it would introduce an obtrusive and discordant commercial feature which would
harm the character and appearance of the area,

4, For the above reasons I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed.

Kevin Ward

INSPECTOR
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Appeal Decision e Panning o

———— Temple Quay House
F S E 2 The Square
Site visit made on 21 December 2009 Temple Quay
L Bristol BS1 6PN
i ® 0117 372 6372
by Kevin Ward Ba (Hons) MRTPI emall :enquiries@pins.gsl.g
- ov.uk
an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  Decision date:
for Communities and Local Government 4 January 2010

Appeal Ref: APP/J4525/H/09/2112722
Filling Station, Pallion Road, Sunderland SR4 6ND

* The appeal is made under Regulation 17 of the Town and Country Planning (Control of
Advertisements) (England) Regulations 2007 against a refusal to grant express consent.
The appeal is made by Primesight Ltd against the decision of Sunderland City Council.
The application Ref 09/01915/ADV, dated 20 May 2009, was refused by notice dated
20 July 2009,

+ The advertisements proposed are 2No. internally illuminated free standing single sided
display units.

il cnein,
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1. Idismiss the appeal. s :
SESto BER b s |
Main Issues oot L e

Decision

2. The main issues are -t‘ha_‘-effects of the.proposed display units on the character
and appearance of the area and on highway safety.

i { ] |

Reasons

3. The petrol filling station/shop are prominent features at this end of Pallion
Road, which form the end of a block of commercial uses extending from the
junction with Hylton Road. Beyond this point and on the opposite side, Pallion
Road is essentially residential in character with little commercial activity and
associated signage. : |

4. Whilst the display units would be seen in the context of the petrol filling
station/shop they would be at the edge of the site, clearly separated and
visually distinct from the canopy and the main areas of commercial activity.
They would be viewed against the side of the single storey residential property
at 19 Pallion Road when approaching from the junction with Hylton Road.

5. Due to their position, height and overall size, the display units would be
prominent and obtrusive features when seen against the backdrop of
residential development that stretches along Pallion Road. Although the site
does not have an undue proliferation of signage at present, the display units
would create a sense of visual clutter in the street scene. I find therefore that
they would harm the character and appearance of the area.

6. There are no windows iri the side elevation of 19 Pallion Road. From the
dwellings on the opposite side of the road the display units would be seen
either side on or at an angle and from distance. Whilst I find harm in terms of
the character and appearance of the area, I am satisfied that the display units




Appeal Decision APP/14525/H/09/2112722

would not be of a scale to have a significant effect on the living conditions of
local residents in terms of. the outlook from their homes.

7. I note the Council’s concerns in relation to the effect on visibility where the
access lane serving 17-19 Pallion Road and commercial premises to the rear
“emerges onto Pallion Road Itself. 'Visibility, at this junction is already restricted

by the side of No.19, thé wall forming the boundary of the petrol filling
station/shop site and the slope of the [ane. Whilst I note the Council’s
reference to the need for a visibility splay of 4.5m x 90m, it is not clear where
such requirements are set out, Taking into account the guidance provided by
“Manual for Streets” which suggests that an X distance of 2.4m is generally
adequate in most built up'areas, and the fact that the lane serves only a
limited number of properties, I find that, although there would be some
reduction in visibility, the display units are not likely to have a significant effect
on highway safety.

8. The lack of harm in terms of the living conditions of local residents and
highway safety does not however outweigh the adverse effect that the display
units would have on the character and appearance of the area. The size of the
display units may be typical of those found at petrol filling station sites
elsewhere and the site may be larger than average for such a use. However,
this does not justify the harm which I have identified in this case.

9. I note the reference to a previous appeal decision concerning the site
(APP/]4525/H/09/2098447). However, as this previous decision related to a
distinctly different proposal (a single 48 sheet hoarding), it Is of little direct
relevance to the appeal before me, I have determined the appeal proposal on
its own merits in the light of the main issues.

10, For the above reasr':ns'.'i_-;ffcd:r'nciude t'hat.fhe,appeat should be dismissed.
: i i ..!=". E

Kevin Ward

INSPECTOR
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Ap Qeal Decision e -

;1=_I_rr'_1l|':ale5 Quay House
Site visit made on 12 January 2010 - S oot
; Bristol BS1 6PN

® 0117 372 6372
by J Chance BSc DipTP MRTPI email: enquirles@pins.gsl.g
Lol ov.uk

an Inspéctor appointed by the Secretary of State  Decision date;
for Communities and Local Government 14 January 2010

Appeal Ref: APP/J4525/D/09/2116452
76 Park Lea, East Herrington, Sunderland, Tyne & Wear SR3 352

« The appeal is made under séction' 78 of the Town-and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant planhing permission. _
The appeal is made by Steven Watson egalnst the decision of Sunderland City Council.
The application Ref DQIEIIZE?U!FUL dated 20 Jul'f 2009, was refused by notice dated
25 September 2009,

« The development proposed Is'a new fence to'the rear and side garden.

DEVELOPMENT CO:TROY |
RECEIVED

1. Idismiss the appeal. i J 14 JAN 2010
: j

Procedural Matters '
SUNDERLAND CITY COUNGIL
2. As the fencing has .'allreeur:h,,r been erected, 'T Have dealt wi 1S

relating to an application under Section 73A of the 1990 Act as amended for
planning permission for development already ‘carried out.

Decision jof

1%

Main Issue

3. The main issue is the efféct of the fencing on the character and appearance of
the streetscene and surrouiiding area. '

Reasons R IS RO

4, The appeal property is a semi-detached house located at one side of the
entrance to a short cul-dessac, which shares the same name as the spine road
serving the estate. The appeal dwelling fronts onto the spine road, with its
side elevation onto the cul-de-sac,

5. The fencing which has been erected comprises close boarded timber fencing
roughly from the front corner of an existing single-storey projection on the side
of the dwelling across to'the side boundary. adjacent to the cul-de-sac; side
fencing above a wall at the back edge of the pavement around the cul-de-sac
as far as the topside of the rear drive; and fencing above a wall along part of
the rear garden boundary along the tepeide of the rear drive up to a timber
gate just in front of the dete,ehed garage

(o

6. I note the appellant’s: wews that the front seetien of the fencing benefits from
permitted development rights. That fencing is set well back such that the front
garden area and the front portion of the side garden still have a generally open
plan appearance, in line with the overall theme of this estate. It is not fully

LI
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Appeal Decision APP/)4525/D/09/2116452

10.

11.

clear to me whether this: fmnt fencing is- part of the application which has led to
this appeal, or whether the Council accepts this element as permitted
development. Nevertheless, I consider the front section of fencing, as
constructed, to be *..rlsuenI!*,.ur acceptable and I shall make no further reference to

it ATr b

Tumlng to the side em:l reer"l'enlr:lnt_:;pr I sew th‘at the side fencing is stepped
down the slope of the cul-dé‘sac following | the'stepped nature of the wall below
it and that the rear fencing Is set above the brick wall bordering one side of the
drive at the rear of the |:|+n::v1::er't';.»r The 5ulgstentlel height of the fencing above
the pre-existing walling {%glts in an overall high, solid and harsh boundary
treatment which appears as.an unacceptably dominant and intrusive feature
when viewed from different locations in the cul-de-sac, including from other
properties, and from points on the main spine road adjacent to the junction
and at least 2 properties on that road.

Furthermore, when seen from the front garden and other parts of the property
at No 75 Park Lea, the réar fencing, especlenv, will, In my opinion, appear
overpowering and intimidating, given its overall height particularly at the end
of the drive closest to the garage. - '

The unduly prominent, high, hard and selld appearance of the side and rear
fencing is at odds with the general character of the boundary treatments in this
part of the estate. While I note the appellant’s comments about a variety of
styles of boundary treatment and references to the north and south entrances
to Park Lea and particular property numbers; I saw that the predominant form
of boundary treatment around this part of the Ferk Lea spine road and adjacent
cul-de-sac is of fairly low brick walls, similar to that across the front of the
appeal property. Whilé the, wells berdering the ‘cul-de-sac might already be
slightly higher to accommeéiate the land sl'qpe, adding this height of fencing to
them has, in my view, reeul ad in a fnrm i:].if boundary enclosure that is
completely out of cherecter* Wlth that of the fm‘t‘ne«t:Ila\telr,nr surrounding area and
is significantly detrirnenta‘fitf the cheracte; ‘afd appearance of the streetscene.

Section 3 of the Council’s Supplementary Planning Guidance Development
Control Guidelines (SPG) deals with residential extensions and alterations,
indicating that an important consideration is the design of the extension or
alteration and its effect ‘on the host dwelling or general streetscene. The
Council regards the fencing as constructed to'fall within the scope of this part
of the SPG. As such, because of its adverse kffect on the character and
appearance of the streetécEne, I find the side and rear fencing to be contrary
to the general intentions of Section 3 of the SPG.

Moreover, as the side and'rear fencing are seen from the highway and other
properties and are therefore in what I consider to be a prominent location and
are out of character and scale with neighbouring boundary treatments in the
near vicinity, I find that they are in conflict with paragraph 9.2 of the draft
Supplementary Planning Document entitled "Household Alterations and
Extensions”. Even though*the property is not'in a Conservation Area,
paragraph 9.2 still require& ‘account to be t:aken of the character of the area
and makes special referen::e*te the sensitive nature of corner plots, indicating
that fences, walls or other forms of enclesure might not be allowed on such
sites if they detract from the: chere-::ter of. the erea or prejudice highway safety.

'J l'I ﬁ{&"
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Appeal Decision APP/14525/D/05/2116452

12.

13.

Since I have found that the side and rear fencing significantly harm the
character and appearance of the streetscene and surrounding area, I consider
that they conflict with that advice.

I have taken account of the appellant’s comments about the fencing providing
security for the family during his shift working and enabling the children to play
safely in the garden WIthnut constant close supewlslon However, these
benefits could still be achieved through a less. prar‘ninent and more sensitive
form of boundary treatmen!: and, alti'mugh therfactnrs indicated are material
considerations of substantlal weight, in thi particular case, they do not, in my
view, outweigh the vlsuaIJ}a rm caused by;the present fencing, or justify
allowing the development; “As such, nc:-twithst'anding considerations of privacy
and security, and having regard to the quality of the fencing, I nevertheless
find that the development is contrary to the intentions of Policy B2 of the City
of Sunderland Unitary Development Plan as it does not respect or enhance the
visual qualities of the locality or represent good design.

Having had regard to all matters raised, including the effect on light and setting
of a precedent for other similar development, I conclude that the rear and side
fencing as currently constructed are unacceptable, and the appeal fails.

9 Chance

INSPECTOR ‘-'_'i"

'L“']::III.I_'.. K o HE B
b EE ol K




T —

Rpnact Cores | Pppas) Toesiven
lanning Inspectorate
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b/26a . Direct Line: 0117-372-8034
Quay House - Switchboard: 0117-372-8000
he Square .Fax No: 0117-372-6153
ple Qiay ‘GTN: 1371-8034
Bristol BS E»RN - #-teamel ®pins.gsl.gov.uk
: i o ate.gov.uk
Dave Evans
Sunderland City Council DC:\ \OmL"L"\ ek
The Planning Department, Sunde : -
Development And Regeneration RRLE . ok
Civic Center, Burdon Road Our Ref: APP/J4525/C/09/2117610
Sunderland
SR2 7DN Date: 18 January 2010

Dear Mr Evans

Town and Country Planning Act 1990
Appeal by Mr Steven Watson''*
Site at 76 Park Lea, Sundﬁerla‘nd SR3 35z

1 enclose for your mfarmatmn a Cﬂp"_p‘ of a letter reoewed on 15 January, withdrawing
the above appeal. :& gkl L)

I confirm no further action will be taken.

Yours sincerely

Roger Thomas

E208B(BPR)

You can now use the Internet to submit documents, to see information and to check the progress of this
case mmugh the Pianmng Fortal. The address of our s.earm page is -

You can acces:s er case by putﬂng the abave referenrenumber mm the 'Case Ref field of the 'Search' page and
clicking on the search button ¥EN




