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THE PLANNING AND BUILDING COMMITTEE
Thursday 4 February 2010
8.30am
Liberation Room, Secretariat
AGENDA
PART I

Apologies for absence

Members are to note that apologies have been received from Mr
Nick Stephens (BA).

Declarations of interest

Confirmation of the minutes of the meeting held on 7
January 2010

Matters arising from the minutes of the meeting held on 7
January 2010

There are no matters arising.

Planning applications

Recommendations of the Environmental Planning Officer

Ref Site Proposal Key Policies
142/09 13 Biggs Road, Stanley Erection of 1.8m fence on D2

roadside boundaries for Mr
A Arkhipkin

Recommend that: Planning Permission be granted, subject to the standard
condition.
01/10  South/south-west of DOA  Erection of oiled wildlife D2

Green Shed, Eliza Cove rehabilitation facility for
Road, Stanley Miss S Crofts

Recommend that: Planning Permission be granted, subject to the standard
condition, and the following condition:

1. Aninterceptor is installed within the drainage system to trap oil wastes.
Reason for condition:

1. Inthe interests of environmental health.
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6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

6.8

Ref Site

02/10

19 Brandon Road, Stanley

Proposal

Detailed plans for erection

of a dwelling for Mr & Mrs
K Grimmer

Recommend that Planning Permission be refused.

Key Policies
D2 & H4

See Pages 5
to 13

Reason for refusal — The proposed development is contrary to Policy D2 of the
adopted Stanley Town Plan, as it will give rise to a significant loss of amenity and
does not safeguard built heritage by virtue of its location and design relative to a
designated building (15 Pioneer Row, Stanley).

Building Permit Applications Reviewed by the Building

Adviser
Ref

29/08/1

27/09/1

83/09/1

112/09/1

122/09

124/09

129/09

127/09

Site
Stanley Services Ltd,
Airport Road, Stanley

Plot 11, Lookout
Industrial Estate, Stanley

Rear of 7 Fitzroy Road,
Stanley

33 Coastel Road, Stanley

15 Sulivan Street, Stanley
Lookout Industrial Estate,
Stanley

1 Felton Court, Stanley
Land east part of garden

at 1 Fieldhouse Close,
Stanley

Proposal

Erection of two-storey
office extension for
Stanley Services Ltd

Erection of three retail
units for lan Stewart
Construction Ltd

Detailed plans for erection
of dwelling for Mr & Mrs M
Clarke

Construction of
modularised office
accommodation, creation
of container lay-down
area, erection of fence,
car parking and bund for
Byron Holdings Ltd

Erection of dwelling for Mr
A Steen & Ms K McRae

Erection of storage
building for Mr | Bury

Erection of garage for Mr
V Stychov

Erection of dwelling for Mr
J East
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Status

Approved
conditionally

Approved
conditionally

Approved
conditionally

Resubmitted
and
Conditionally
approved

Conditionally
approved

Conditionally
approved

Awaiting
information

Awaiting
information



ltem Ref Site Proposal Status

6.9 135/09/1 20 Drury Street, Stanley =~ Demolition of peat shed Rejected

and erection of new resubmitted
building for library and approved
archives for Ms J Brock conditionally.
6.10 136/09 la to 3b Hansen Hill, Erection of 2 x pair of Awaiting
Stanley semi-detached dwellings  information
for FIG
6.11 141/09 72 Davis Street, Stanley  Siting of static caravan for Exempt

residential use by family
member for Ms A Crowie

6.12 02/10 19 Brandon Road, Detailed plans for erection Awaiting
Stanley of dwelling for Mr & Mrs K information
Grimmer.
7. Off-street Parking Grant application(s) See Pages 14
& 15

Mr G McGill — 15 Brandon Road, Stanley

8. Date of next meeting

The next meeting will be held on Thursday 4 March 2010 at 8.30am
in the Liberation Room, Secretariat (to be confirmed)

9. Exclusion of Press and Public

The Chairman to move as follows:

“I move that the press and public be now excluded on the ground
that the next items to be considered are exempt within the terms of
Part | of Schedule 2 of the Committees (Access to Information)

Ordinance 2000”
PART II
10. Confirmation of the Exempt Minutes of the meeting held on 7
January 2010
11. Matters arising from the Exempt Minutes of the meeting held

on 7 January 2010

11.1 21 Fitzroy Road — Demolition of chimney — Item 10.1 refers

Not for publication by virtue of Paragraph 13 of Part 1 of Schedule
2 of the Committees (Access to Information) Ordinance 2000 for
reason that enforcement action might be taken
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[tem: 5.3
PLANNING AND BUILDING COMMITTEE

Title of Report:  Planning Application 02/10/PB

Date: 4 February 2010

Report of: Environmental Planning Officer

1.0 Purpose

1.1 To outline the issues associated with an application for the erection of a
dwelling at 19 Brandon Road, Stanley for Mr and Mrs K Grimmer.

2.0 Site

2.1 The site lies to the north of Brandon Road. It is a narrow plot (11.5m wide),
some 30m in length. The southern part of the plot fronting the road is relatively
flat, whilst the remainder slopes northwards down towards Pioneer Row.

3.0 Proposal

3.1 The developers are seeking detailed planning permission to erect a one and a
half storey dwelling. Three of its four bedrooms will be in the roof space, with
the fourth on the ground floor. The proposed finishing materials are Eternit
cladding in cream colour, with a blue plastic coated tin roof.

3.2  Two off-street parking spaces are proposed. Along the west boundary a 2m
high wood panel privacy fence is also proposed.

4.0 Background

4.1  In July 2008 outline planning permission was granted (46/08/P) for a dwelling
on this plot, subject to a condition that the proposed house should be no more
than one-storey in height and the gross floor area of the building should not
exceed 88 square metres. The condition was necessary in the interests of
visual amenity and the appearance of the area.

4.2  The Minutes of the Committee meeting relative to that application state that:

Members noted that a letter of concern had been received. EPO explained
that, due to the narrowness of the plot, the orientation of the dwelling would be
such that a majority of the windows could be on the east and west walls. This
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4.3

4.4

5.0

5.1

5.2

6.0

6.1

could have a detrimental impact on neighbouring gardens due to ‘overlooking
and could restrict future development to the east’. It was agreed that this was a
valid concern but DPW noted that depending on the layout of the rooms, the
dwelling could be arranged so that the only windows on those elevations would
be those requiring obscure glass i.e. bathrooms, en-suites.

CFO expressed his concern that this was another case of squeezing a dwelling
into a small, crowded space.

It was agreed to grant permission and that the applicants be advised of the
concerns held regarding windows and the suggested methods of addressing
these concerns.

Following the meeting the then EPO wrote to the applicants advising them that
the grant of outline permission did not give any automatic rights to certain sizes
or layouts of buildings on the site. He also advised that when drawing up
detailed plans the applicants would need to ensure that the amenity and future
development prospects of adjacent property owners is not compromised by
overlooking windows.

The proposed dwelling is to be built in the same location as indicated in the
outline application. The plot is 345 sq m, of which about 27% would be
developed. The plans show a dwelling with a footprint of 88 sq m., but it has
one and a half storeys, rather than the one-storey specified in the outline
consent.

Planning Policy

The site is covered by policy H4 which supports the principle of residential
development, subject to proposals meeting the criteria listed under policy D2.
The criteria under policy D2 include:

The scale of the site and surrounding area is respected.

Built and natural heritage are safeguarded.

The established building form is respected.

The potential to develop adjacent land is not unnecessarily prejudiced.
There is no significant loss of amenity.

The site lies within the proposed Stanley Conservation Area (policy E4) and
immediately north of the site lies 15 Pioneer Row, which has been designated
for its special architectural or historic interest. Number 14 Pioneer Row, which
is physically attached, is also a designated building.

Representations

A representation has been received from Mike & Jacki Summers, 11 Pioneer
Row (copy attached). They draw attention to their submission to the outline
planning application in 2008 (copy attached) and reiterate that in principle they
have no objection to a building on this site but are concerned about loss of
privacy.
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6.2

6.3

7.0

7.1

7.2

7.3

They also make the following new points:

The outline consents two conditions have been exceeded (height of
building and total floor area).

The site is a smaller than stated in the application.

The proposed building has a ground floor area of 112 sq m, making a
proposed development of almost 35% of the site — representing
overdevelopment (EPO comment - | have checked the plans and the
objector accepts that the ground floor area is only 88 sq and the plot
coverage therefore about 27%).

The plans should show the newly built house to the east (EPO comment
- this is now shown on the site plan).

This 2 storey building would inevitably overlook the rear of 14 Pioneer
Row, restricting our use of that site. They note that a privacy fence is
proposed for the west boundary and suggest that a similar fence would
be appropriate for the north boundary also.

The objectors would not object to a single storey building that follows the
building lines of the house to the east, and does not overlook 14 Pioneer Row
and overdevelop the area.

Assessment

Outline permission has been granted for an 88 sq m ground floor building and
the detailed plans accord with this condition.

Plot and floorspace

The narrowness of the plot and need for off-street parking spaces means that it
is not possible to maintain the building line of the dwelling to the east as
requested by the objectors and provide a dwelling of 88 sq m. The proposed
siting is the same as indicated in the outline application and this is the best
location for a dwelling of the agreed floorspace.

Height of the building

The condition of outline approval stipulated that the building should be no more
than one storey in height. The detailed proposal is at variance to this, being
one and a half storeys. The height of the building will be around 6.8m, whereas
a typical single storey building might have a height of between 5.0 and 5.5
metres. It is also likely that underbuilding will be required at the northern end of
the building where the land starts to slope down towards Pioneer Row, thereby
increasing the height of the building when viewed from the north.

Planning and Building Committee
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7.4

7.5

7.6

7.7

7.8

7.9

7.10

7.11

8.1

The additional height will enlarge the appearance of the building beyond what
could have been expected from a single storey dwelling.

It should be noted that the recently constructed dwelling east of the plot (18
Brandon Road) is also one and a half storey with a height of 6.45m. Its
northern elevation is situated some 7m closer to Brandon Road and, as a
consequence, has not required any under building.

Windows and loss of privacy

When the outline application was considered by Committee there was concern
that windows in the east and west elevations could have a detrimental impact
on neighbouring gardens due to overlooking and could restrict future
development to the east. It was thought that this could be overcome by using
obscure glass on those elevations.

Following Committee the EPO wrote to the applicants informing them that
“when drawing up your detailed plans you need to ensure that the amenity and
future development prospects of adjacent property owners is not compromised
by overlooking windows”.

Of the six windows shown on these elevations only one is readily suitable for
obscure glass (bathroom). The windows on the east elevation are 2m from the
boundary and the ones on the west 1.5m.

The neighbouring property (18 Brandon Road) has no openings on its western
elevation and the owners not raised any concern regarding the design of the
proposed building. The 2m high fence proposed along the west boundary
should address some of the privacy concerns raised by Mr and Mrs Summers.

The additional height provides an upper floor of development with one window
to the north and two to the south, plus two roof lights. The difference in ground
levels between 15 Pioneer Row and the proposed development will inevitably
accentuate the element of overlooking and potential loss of privacy to the lower
property which has rear facing windows at ground floor level. It is 10m from the
proposed dwelling to its northern boundary, and a further 15m to the rear of 15
Pioneer Row.

Although the objectors support an additional 2m high fence along the boundary
between the two properties, this is unlikely to reduce the degree of overlooking
from the north facing upper (bedroom) window.

Outstanding issues

Following my assessment two issues remaining outstanding:

1. Will the size and height of the proposed building have an overbearing

impact on the immediate area, particularly 15 Pioneer Row, a building
designated for its special architectural and historic interest?

Planning and Building Committee
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8.2

8.3

8.4

8.5

8.6

9.1

9.2

9.3

9.4

2. Will the proposed development adversely affect the amenity enjoyed by
adjacent property owners by virtue of overlooking?

15 Pioneer Row has been listed for its special architectural or historic interest
(as is number 14, to which it is physically attached). External (public) views of
the property directly from the north (Pioneer Row) or to the west (e.g. top of
Hackets Hill) are unlikely to be affected by the proposed development as it not
readily visible. The new building will, however, be visible from the eastern part
of Pioneer Row and is likely to be a dominant feature of the landscape when
viewed from here, overshadowing the designated buildings.

The new building will also be readily visible from Brisbane Road and (to a
lesser extent) Dairy Paddock Road, primarily because it is placed further north
than the established building line along Brandon Road. As recognised in 7.2
above, this is inevitable as it is not possible to build it further south due to the
narrowness of the plot and the need to provide off-street parking.

However, a single storey dwelling with a height of between 5.0m and 5.5m
would have less visual impact that the proposed dwelling with a height of 6.8m.

With regards the overlooking of neighbouring properties, this would have been
a minor issue if the design had been kept to a single storey (as required by the
outline planning consent), subject to the erection of 2m high privacy fences on
the west and northern boundaries.

The additional upper floor window in the northern elevation is for a bedroom
and new fencing will not stop the prospect of overlooking into neighbouring
properties. That said, bedrooms are generally occupied for only part of the day
and the loss of privacy is probably less that if the room had been a kitchen or
lounge.

Conclusion

The outline planning approval granted in 2008 included a condition that the
proposed house should be no more than one-storey in height. The condition
was necessary in the interests of visual amenity and the appearance of the
area.

The detailed application does not accord with this condition. The building is
taller that would generally be expected in relation to a single storey
development and three windows have been introduced in the upper level. One
of these windows faces north and will overlook the rear garden and windows of
neighbouring properties, giving rise to a loss of privacy.

Due to the sloping nature of the immediate area the additional height of the
building will make it a dominant feature in the landscape and adversely affect
the setting of a building designated for its special architectural or historic
interest (15 Pioneer Row).

This conclusion endorses the concerns expressed by Committee at the outline
planning stage and reluctantly leads to me to conclude that the application
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should be refused. The proposed development is contrary to Policy D2 of the
adopted Stanley Town Plan, as it will give rise to a significant loss of amenity
and does not safeguard built heritage by virtue of its location and design
relative to a designated building (15 Pioneer Row, Stanley).
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ITEM 5.3

Planning Office A
PO Box 611 | 1L
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Dear Sirs,
Re: Planning Application, 19 Brandon Rd, Stanley. 02/10/PR

Thank you for your letter dated 5% Januray 2010 advising of an appiication to build on
the above site, and the opportunity to comment further.

In the first instance I would draw your attention to our letter dated [8% May 2008 in
respect of outline planning permission, in which we advise that we have no objection
in principle to a building on this site, but there should be clear restrictions. The points
which follow in that letter deal with breach of privacy at 15 Pioneer Row from
excessive development, and [ will not repeat the arguments here, but ask you to bring
them forward to this meeting,

We do have some additional matters to draw to your attention:

a) the outline planning permission granted contained two conditions, both of which
have been exceeded here (height of the building and total floor area).

b} the site is approximately 30m long, but it is not universally 11.5m wide. It is
approximately 11.5m wide at the north end, but narrows to around 11m at the south
end where the building would be situated.

¢) taking into account the piece at the south end that does not belong to this site
{approx. 10.5m2), ihe total area is around 327m2, The proposed building has a ground
floor area of 112.5m2, making a proposed development of 34,4% of the site. We
believe this is t0o big and represents overdevelopment of the site.

d} there is anather house newly built to the east of the proposed development which is
not shown on the plan submitted. This is an important omission, and [ believe
contrary to planning requirements.
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ITEM 5.3

e} as we have previously indicated we would not object to a single story building that
follows approximately the building lines of the house to the east, and does not
overlook 15 Pioneer Row and overdevelop the area.

f) the proposed two storey building will also nevitably overlook the rear of 14
Pioneer Row, restricting our potential future uses of that site. We note that a privacy
fence is propesed for this boundary, and would suggest that a similar fence would be
appropriate for the north boundary also.

g) we have our own plans for the development of the areas to the rear of 14 Pioneer
Row and the plot between 11 and 14 Pioneer Row, which would involve the removal
of most of the sheds in that area, including the one protruding into Mr and Mrs
Grimmers site. This would greatly improve this area, but if our plans are restricted by
the development at 19 Brandon Road we might reconsider. We would be happy to
discuss with the Planning Office together with Mr and Mrs Grimmer what would be
in our joint mutual interest for the development of this area.

Yours sincerely,

Mike & Jacki Summers
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ITEM 7

Cost of digging out approx £120 (hire of truck and digger)
Cost of stone approx £400

Cost of concrete approx £650

TOTAL £1170
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