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PETERBOROUGH CITY COUNCIL 

 
PUBLIC SPEAKING SCHEME - PLANNING APPLICATIONS 

 
Procedural Notes 

 
 
1. Planning Officer to introduce application. 
 
2. Chairman to invite Ward Councillors to address the meeting and ask questions, if any, with 

Officers responding. 
 
3. Chairman to invite Parish Council, Town Council or Neighbourhood representatives to present 

their case. 
 
4. Members’ questions to Parish Council, Town Council or Neighbourhood representatives. 
 
5. Chairman to invite objector(s) to present their case. 
 
6. Members’ questions to objectors. 
 
7. Chairman to invite applicants, agent or any supporters to present their case. 
 
8. Members’ questions to applicants, agent or any supporters. 
 
9. Officers to comment, if necessary, on any matters raised during stages 2 to 8 above. 
 
10. Members to debate application and seek advice from Officers where appropriate. 
 
11. Members to reach decision. 
 
The total time for speeches in respect of each of the following groups of speakers shall not 
exceed five minutes or such period as the Chairman may allow with the consent of the 
Committee. 
 
1. Parish Council, Town Council or Neighbourhood representatives. 
 
2. Objectors 
 
3.  Applicant or agent or supporters.  
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BRIEFING UPDATE 
 

P & EP Committee 8 June 2010 
 
ITEM NO APPLICATION NO SITE/DESCRIPTION 

 

1 . 10/00501/NTEL 

Whittlesey Road Stanground Peterborough , Installation of a 
12m high Mk3 street furniture column supporting 3 x vodafone 
antennas, 3 x O2 antennas, 3 x equipment cabinets and 
ancillary equipment 

 
In response to a query from Cllr Walsh, regarding the safety implications of having a telecommunications 
mast close to a petrol filling station, the applicant has responded thus: 
 
The RF energy at the levels used in mobile communications in itself cannot cause ignition of petrol 
vapour.  Certainly levels that are compliant to ICNIRP cannot even theoretically cause ignition. 
 
There are two reasons for ban on the use of mobiles at the filling pumps. 
 

1. Operator distraction – Using a mobile phone is likely to cause distraction during the filling 
operation potentially resulting in petrol spills on the forecourt. 

2. Battery Sparking – It is theoretically possible for a mobile phone to be dropped and as a result the 
battery could become detached resulting in a spark that could theoretically ignite petrol vapour. 

 
Neither of the above things is applicable to Base Station installations. 
 

2 . 10/00559/NTEL 

Highway Verge Land Corner Of Thorpe Road Junction With 
Audley Gate Netherton Peterborough, Proposed siting of 12m 
high lamp post style mast with associated equipment cabinet 
CAM7165 

 
Additional comments and information received 
 
 
Stewart Jackson MP has also expressed concern regarding the application proximity to residential 
properties, siting next  to pedestrian route to Jack Hunt School, loss of highway visibility at the busy road 
junction. 
 
109 name petition objecting to the proposal.   
 
Several additional letters of objection objecting on the following grounds: 
impact on health of residents and children walking to school / proximity to school  
Impact on animal health 
unsightly appearance, especially as it is in a conservation area / near a Listed Building 
Will attract vandalism 
Contrary to Human Rights Act due to impact of maintenance lighting and noise from the arrest wire and  
impact on an already ill local resident 
Loss of peaceful green area 
Could be located on Sue Ryder Trust Land  
Devaluation of property 
Adequate phone coverage 
No evidence of mast sharing being investigated 
Risk to Council of litigation by a third party (may not be covered by insurance held by the Council 
poor consultation.   
Orange has nit followed its own 10 Commitments and Traffic Light scheme  
 
Jack Hunt School - Although the mast is some distance from the school buildings the radio frequency 
range will cover some of the school field and could pose some health risks to students at the school. The 
school field is used as a teaching space all year round but in the summer months is used with greater 
intensity as a social space for children at breaktimes and lunchtimes. I would ask the Planning 
Committee to look carefully at any potential health risks to students at the school during their decision 
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making. I am unsure how parents of children at the school are being consulted but I suspect many of 
them would want assurances regarding the possible impact of the mast on their children’s health. 
 
 
Submission from Councillor Arculus attached and a petition attached from local residents. 
 
 
The applicant has responded to the recommendation for refusal.  This can be summarised as follows: 
 
Need 
The applicant wishes to reiterate the context for the planning application and draws attention to the 
requirement to replace the existing equipment on the roof of Peterborough District Hospital.  ‘The need 
for the installation has been clearly demonstrated by the radio coverage plots that were attached to the 
Planning Application and the Planning application has been set within the context of three replacement 
microcells intending to replace the coverage lost by the Peterborough Hospital site.’ 
 
Siting 
The application site is constrained by several factors and the applicant has sought to detail these.  ‘The 
specific location of our installation is … dictated by the need to comply with regulations in respect of 
highway safety, the need to be able to provide health and safety compliant maintenance access, the 
need to provide physical and operational separation between street furniture and the need to avoid 
underground and overhead utility infrastructure.’  As a result, the applicant maintains that the most 
appropriate solution was the deployment of a street works installation with a dummy lamppost design to 
appear the most unobtrusive.   
 
Appearance 
The applicant considers that the chosen design mirrors the existing streetscene and the colour matches 
existing street furniture albeit this can be defined as required.  Therefore the only outstanding issue to be 
addressed relates to the height of the monopole.  ‘Our required height at 12 metres is dictated by the 
level of the tree canopy which by necessity is relevant because this is also the backdrop and screen to 
the installation.  The existing tree canopy has a height of 9 metres and consequently if we were to deploy 
a 10 metre lamppost the antennae at approximately 8.5/9.5 metres would be ineffective.  Whilst at 12 
metres, with the antennae being at 10.5/11.5 metres we are just clear of the tree clutter’.   
 

3 . 10/00198/R3FUL Land Adjacent To  1 Pudding Bag Lane Pilsgate Stamford, 
Construction of four-bed dwelling and detached garage 

 
A further letter of objection has been received and is attached for Member’s information. 
 
Amended plans have been received showing a garage measuring 10.350 m long.  The Engineers have 
asked for an 11m garage and further amendments have been requested.  Members will be updated on 
this matter at the meeting.   
 
Additional conditions & informative proposed: 
 
C4 No works or development shall take place until full details of all proposed tree and shrub 
planting, and the proposed times of planting, have been approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority, and all tree and shrub planting shall be carried out in accordance with those 
details and at those times.  The details shall include provision for a semi-mature tree to replace 
the walnut which is proposed to be removed. 
 
Reason: In order to protect and safeguard the amenity of the area, in accordance with Policy LNE10 of 
the Peterborough Local Plan (First Replacement). 
 
C5 The wall to the site frontage shall be retained and the details of any new boundary 
treatment shall be approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority and shall include and 
extension of the existing wall along the western boundary at the same height and design.  These 
shall be erected prior to the first occupation of the development, and thereafter such fencing 
shall be maintained to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority. 
 
Reason: In order to protect and safeguard the amenities of the adjoining occupiers, in accordance with 
Policy DA2 of the Peterborough Local Plan (First Replacement). 
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Highway Officers has also requested that the following conditions be added, but  Planning Officer’s do 
not consider them appropriate as C6 would be impractical to enforce and C7 is dealt by other legislation 
which planning should not duplicate. 
 

C6  The dwelling shall not be occupied until the garage shown on the approved plans has 
been constructed, in accordance with the details submitted to and approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority.  The garage shall thereafter be available at all times for the 
purpose of the parking of vehicles, in connection with the use of the dwelling. 
 
Reason: In order to protect and safeguard the amenity of the local residents or occupiers, in 
accordance with Policies T1, T9 and T10 of the Adopted Peterborough Local Plan (First 
Replacement). 
 
C7 Development shall not commence until details of a proposed street 
naming/numbering and nameplate/signing scheme in respect of the new 
dwelling(s)/building(s)/premises/properties have been approved in writing by the local 
planning authority; and the dwelling(s)/building(s)/premises/ properties  shall not be 
occupied until [that/those] street nameplate(s)/sign(s) have been installed in accordance 
with the approved plans." 
 
Reason: In order to protect and safeguard the amenities of the area, in accordance with Policy 
DA1 of the Adopted Peterborough Local Plan (First Replacement). 

 
Informative 
 
The Applicant is advised to use a solid bound material for driveways and parking spaces for highways 
safety reasons.  The introduction of loose material on to the highway, for example through vehicles 
leaving the driveway or through materials being washed onto the highway/footpath in wet weather can 
cause danger to users of the highway.  This may result in the owners of the dwelling being liable to 
prosecution under section 151 of the Highways Act 1980.  The use of a solid bound material would avoid 
these problems. 
 
 

4 . 10/00047/FUL 105 Oxney Road Peterborough PE1 5YL , Proposed 
development of 4 two-bed and 4 one-bed flats in two blocks 

 
The Highways Section have requested that the following additional conditions be included in the event 
that the planning application is approved.  
 
C24  - The dwellings shall not be occupied until space has been laid out for cycles to park in accordance 
with details to be submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA. Those areas shall not thereafter be 
used for any purpose other than the parking of cycles. (PCC Cycle Parking Standards attached). 
 
Reason: In the interest of encouraging the use of sustainable modes of transport to and from the site in 
accordance with Policy T9 of the Peterborough Local Plan (First Replacement). 
 
C25 - Prior to commencement of development details of a wheel wash system to clean the wheels and 
chassis of construction vehicles entering and exiting the site shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the LPA and implemented in accordance with those details. 
 
Reason: In the interests of Highway safety, in accordance with Policy T1 of the Adopted Peterborough 
Local Plan (First Replacement). 
 

5 . 09/01294/FUL 
Peterborough City Lawn Tennis Club Park Crescent 
Peterborough PE1 4DX, Construction of 2 x two storey 4 bed 
detached dwellings and 1 x two storey 3 bed detached dwelling 

 
The Local Highway Authority requests the following additional conditions:- 
 

• The dwellings shall not be occupied until the areas shown as parking on the approved plan have 
been laid out on-site, and those areas shall not thereafter be used for any purpose other than the 
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parking of vehicles, in connection with the use of the dwellings. Notwithstanding the details 
shown on the approved plan, the parking spaces must be a minimum of 2.4m x 5m with 6m clear 
manoeuvring.  

            Reason: In the interest of Highway safety, in accordance with Policies T9, T10 and T11 of the         
            Adopted Peterborough Local Plan (First Replacement). 
 

• No dwelling shall be occupied until space has been laid out within the site in accordance with the 
approved plan for vehicles to turn so that they may enter and leave the site in forward gear, and 
that area shall not thereafter be used for any purpose other than the turning of vehicles. 

            Reason: In the interest of Highway safety, in accordance with Policy T1 of the Adopted  
            Peterborough Local Plan (First Replacement). 
 

• Notwithstanding the submitted plan, an enclosed space for refuse bins shall be provided close to 
but not on the public highway (within 10m of the public highway) prior to first occupation of the 
dwellings in accordance with details to be agreed with the Local Planning Authority before 
development commences. 

            Reason: In order to protect the amenity of the area, in accordance with Policy DA2 of the  
            Adopted Peterborough Local Plan (First Replacement). 
 
 
The Broadway Residents Association has submitted an updated letter of objection, see copy attached.   
 
Stewart Jackson MP has submitted an email of objection, see copy attached.   
 

6 . 10/00204/FUL The Haven Second Drift Wothorpe Stamford, Construction of 
five-bed dwelling with detached garage 

 
Additional comments have been received from 6 local residents raising the following issues: 

a. Disregard for the VDS with regard to density and nature of the area. 
b. Devaluation 
c. Damage to wildlife 
d. This is phase 1 of a larger scheme 
e. Loss of amenity 
f. Inadequate road, electricity, water, sewers, telecommunication systems etc. 
g. Overlooking 
h. Overdevelopment 
i. Inappropriate design 
j. Damage and danger from construction traffic 
k. Inadequate landscape planting 
l. Contrary to policy DA1 
m. Increased risk of flooding 
n. This application should not be considered separately from the recent application for two houses 

at the front of the site. 
 
Parish Council reiterates its original comments. 
 

7 . 10/00554/FUL 
Land Rear Of 78-80 Welland Road Dogsthorpe 
Peterborough PE1 3SG, Retention of dwelling including 
alterations to rear boundary wall and window glazing 

 
No Further Comments 
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Ref :- 10/00501/NTEL Proposed Vodafone / 2 Base Station 
Installation at Whittlesey Road, Peterborough, PE2 8RR 
 
Prepared Statement by Local Residents:  
Stuart Banister and Brian Wolohan.  
 
Stuart. 
 
I have lived in my house in Allan Avenue for over 30 years and 
have always been proud of the view and general appearance of the 
surrounding area.  This opinion is shared by my neighbours, many 
of whom have been here even longer. 
 
The proposed mast will be an absolute eyesore.  Not only will it 
affect the view but also the use of an important local amenity – the 
safe play area, much used by children. 
 
Let me just show you a snap shot of how the mast will change 
everything, if the Committee decides to approve the application. 
 
This is the view that we will get every morning when we open our 
curtains.  The view will be even worse in winter when the leaves 
have disappeared.  The trees are bare for at least 6 months of the 
year.  
 

 
Picture 1: 50m away.    Picture 2: 75m away
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This is the equivalent of stacking 9 cars on top of one another and 
placing them less than 50 metres in front of my house.   
 
To put it another way, it will be over 1.5 times the size of my 
house.  This is vastly higher than any street furniture in the area. 
 

 
Picture 3: Stacked Cars   Picture 4: Height v House
 
In Mono Consultants letter dated 25th March 2010, it stated that 
“the proposed site is away from the outlook of residential 
properties”.   
 
The plan view shows just how close it is to the front of some of the 
houses.  ----- Approximately 38m in one case 
    

 

Picture 5:  
 
Land Registry Plan View 
of Allan Avenue and 
Whittlesey Road 
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One may ask just how close you have to be, before you are judged 
to be away from the outlook of residential properties.   
Between 38 and 75 metres seems pretty close to me 
 
 
Now lets turn to the Consultation Process   
 
344 local residents (over 99%) willingly signed a petition against 
the mast. 
25 letters of notification were sent out by the council and 18 local 
households returned letters of objection.  Again this is a very high 
percentage considering that a number of properties are unoccupied. 
 
I am also advised that the local ward councillors are strongly 
opposed to it. 
 
The mast is not wanted by the local residents. 
 
 
 
Mast Sightings 
 
In late 2006, the council rejected a plan to site a mast, half a mile 
from this proposed site. At the time, this was to be placed on 
farmland, only visible from the rear of houses, on an estate on the 
opposite side of the road.   
 
May I respectfully ask the Planning Committee to be consistent 
and reject a proposal for a mast in a much more populated 
residential area, near a children’s playing field, which will 
destroy the view and vista of 12 houses.  
 
 
 
=============================================== 
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Brian:- 
 
 
 
• It is unlikely that parents will allow their children to play on 

the field. This is evidenced by the usage of Playground  near  
Oakdale School which is similarly blighted by a mast  

 
• This is the only other playing field in the area which it could 

mean that children (being children) will end up playing in 
unsafe places risking serious injury and death. That has the 
potential for a knock on effect on Key Performance 
Indicators. Please do not allow the  potential for this to 
happen   

 
• Mast sharing. The majority masts in the area are single 

operator used. As far as we can see no work has been done to 
see if operators using this mast can be accommodated 
elsewhere making the need for this application irrelevant 

 
• The Mobile Age.  Mobile phone masts are a requirement of 

the mobile age as we all use mobiles .The Application appears 
to be saying that the requirement for the mast is for car users. 
In that case a better location is on the new bypass as the level 
of through traffic on the Whittlesey Rd is reducing.  
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10/00559/NTEL – Highway Verge Land, Corner of Thorpe Road, 
Netherton, Peterborough 
 
32 Audley Gate 
Peterborough 
PE3 9PG 
  
7 June 2010 
  
Your ref 10/00559/NTEL 
  
Dear Ms Gemma George 
  
I write on behalf of my wife and myself to register our objection to the 
proposed siting of the mast and its equipment at the proposed location.  We 
feel that it is in completely the wrong location because of the aesthetic effect 
on what is a green area  that also overlooks Thorpe Hall and its surrounding 
grounds. 
  
Yours sincerely  
  
R M and Mrs E L Boulter 
 

25

aag644
Text Box



 



John and Judith Broadhead 
53 Ledbury Road, Peterborough PE3 9RF 

 

 Council 
 

rough City
 Services 

Peterbo
Planning
PE1 5D 
 
 
10/00559/NTEL   Proposed siting of 12m high  lamp post style mast with 
ssociated equipment cabinet CAM7165 on the highway verge land corner a
of Thorpe Road junction with Audley Gate, Netherton, Peterborough 
 
I understand the date for comments on the above application is not as has been 
reviously mentioned  the 21p st May.   Please will  you  confirm whether  is  in  fact 
the 25th or 28th May?  
 
Our concerns and objections to the above proposal are:   
 
undreds of children would pass directly by the mast every day on their way to H

school.  There are three schools within a mile in this area.   

 
 
Jack Hunt Secondary School is 0.5 of a mile away with approx 1680 pupils
horpe Primary School is 0.7 of a mile away with approx 460 pupils T
Longthorpe Primary School is 0.9 of a mile away with approx 415 pupils. 
 
It is well known such masts should not be erected in areas close to schools and 
children.  In this day and age when parents are encouraged to walk their children 
to school rather than take their cars a mast at this location would subject them to 
frequency  of  pulses  in  transmitter  emissions.    Dr  Gerard  Hyland,  of  the 
Department of Physics at the University of Warwick, has argued that transmitter 
masts  should  not  be  sited  near  schools  because  evidence  shows  they  pose  a 
threat to children's health.  He says that although the intensity of radiation from 
transmitters  had  been  shown  in  tests  to  be  safe,  its  frequency has not.   The 
requency of pulses  in transmitter emissions, he says, could affect the brains of f
young children which are still developing until the age of about 12.  
 
Whilst  we  are  aware  mobile  phone  firms  offer  large  cash  incentives  as  the 
demand  for new sites  increases, we hope the Committee will consider  the  long 
erm  health  of  over  2550  Peterborough  children  is  of much  greater  value  and t
importance. 
 
ill this mast have only one operator?  If it was to become shared the emission W

levels would be even greater.  
 
The junction of Thorpe Road, Thorpe Park Road and Audley Gate is already one 
which constantly causes concern to local residents.  The three roads converge at 
the  junction  and  a  clear  view  is  essential  and  therefore  anything  that  which 
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would  obstruct  or  distract  from  the  view would  be  extremely  detrimental  and 
hazardous. 
 
From  a  conservation  point  of  view  we  would  not  have  thought  such  a  mast 
irectly  at  the  entrance  to  our  historic  Grade  1  listed  Thorpe  Hall  is  either 

able. 
d
desirable or suit

ours faithfully 
 
Y
 
John and Judith Broadhead 
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rd June 2010 

Rober
C/o 1 Pudding

t Nisbet 
bag Lane 
Pilsgate 
Stamford
PE9 3HH

 
 
 

For the attention of the Planning and Environmental Committee 
 
ef: 10/00198/R3FUL 

l Application (Full) land adjacent to 1 Puddingbag Lane 
R
Reg 3 City Counci
 
Dear Committee, 
 
I received a letter on the evening of Wednesday 2nd June, upon returning home 
from work, advising me of a meeting to be held on 8th June 2010 (next Tuesday) 
and  inviting me  to make  a  personal  representation.  The  letter was mailed  last 
Thursday and, perhaps due to the bank holiday weekend, was only received the 
ollowing Wednesday 2f nd June.  I have spoken to other residents, and their letters 
a .h ve also only just arrived too  Some are still awaiting theirs.  
 
I  would  indeed  like  to  make  personal  representation  but  given  the  extremely 
short notice given  to me  (three clear working days)  I  am unable  to  reschedule 
my diary. A number of other residents are also unable to attend due to the short 
otice,  but  would  have  liked  to,  and  they  have  asked  me  to  make  this n
representation also on their behalf also. 
 
As the planning application is being submitted by Peterborough City Council, the 
meeting is being arranged by Peterborough City council and is being held at the 
premises  of  Peterborough  City  Council,  it  seems  extremely  unfair,  potentially 
biased and prejudice to the many people who object to this application by giving 
such short notice. Clearly we are disadvantaged as we are unable to make a fair 
representation at this meeting. As far as I am aware no one is  able to attend to 
represent the views of the local community.  I have no doubt Peterborough City 
Council   (the applicant) will be in attendance as they would have been privy to 
he meeting date prior to ourselves, and obviously do not need  to seek time off t
work to attend.  
 
In our absence, we wish to make clear that the local community strongly believe 
the erection of a dwelling at the end of the terraces at Puddingbag Lane is against 
the  wishes  of  the  residents  of  Pilsgate.  Whilst  there  have  been  around  8‐10 
written complaints against the planning request, for each of those who were able 
and  resourceful  enough  to make written  representation,  there  are many more 
villagers who also find the idea of squeezing a dwelling on this plot preposterous 
and unacceptable.  Pilsgate is a small community and has already been subjected 
to the development of many new homes. The proposed dwelling is not in keeping 
with  the  row of houses  in  the Lane, and  is not  in keeping with  the village. The 
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lot is too small and the design will not fit in with the existing homes. It will also 
lock natural light and cause light pollution for existing residents.  
 
Further Background 
 
By way of background information, the proposed development land is currently 
used as garden land by the resident of 1 Puddingbag Lane, Mr Leonard Garratt. 
He has used this land informally for more than thirty years. The original garden 
of  1  Puddingbag  Lane was mistakenly  sold,  under  the  right  to  buy  scheme,  by 
eterborough City Council to the tenant at 2 Puddingbag Lane. This mistake has P
been acknowledged by the local authority. 
 
You will note from the plan of Puddingbag Lane that each of the terraced houses 
has a strip of garden to the rear of the property with the exception of number 1 
as  this  land  is  now allocated  to 2 Puddingbag Lane,  due  to being  sold  in  error 
eaving number 1 with no garden. Hence the informal use of the adjacent plot by l
Mr Garratt. 
 
When  the  family  of  Mr  Leonard  Garratt  (myself  included)  helped  him  buy  1 
Puddingbag  Lane,  so  we  could  carry  out  desperately  needed  works  such  as 
install a kitchen, central heating and double glazing, the strip of land (plot) was 
excluded  from  the  sale  as  the  council  deemed  it  to  be  development  land  and 
requested he buy it as development land at a extremely high premium. This was 
disputed  and  the  house  purchase  went  ahead  with  the  exclusion  of  the 
development land’ pending further enquiry with regards the wrongful selling of ‘
his original garden. This dispute is yet to be resolved. 
 
This  land has continued to be maintained and enjoyed by Mr Garratt, as he has 
done so for over 30 years. He is an elderly war veteran who considers the plot to 
be his garden. His family, the local community and the Royal British Legion have 
made  representations  pleading  with  the  council  to  allow  Mr  Garratt’s 
uninterrupted enjoyment of  this small garden, yet  they have continued  in  their 
pursuit  to  sell  it  to  a  developer.    This  entire  process  has,  in my  opinion,  been 
xtremely  unfair  and  not  in  any  way  in  the  interests  or  spirit  of  the  local 
ommunity. 
e
c
 
Summary 
 
None of  the  local  residents  agree  that  a property  should be  squeezed  into  this 
mall strip of garden. Most feel it is completely out of character and will spoil the s
lane. 
 
he land is being enjoyed and used by an elderly war veteran who has informally T
maintained it for more than 30 years.  
 
he property is not in keeping with the other houses in the village and will, in the 
iew of the local community, spoil the village. 
T
v
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Finally,  I  apologise  for  being  unable  to  attend  in  person,  and  would  kindly 
request minutes of the meeting be sent to me so that I can then distribute these 
otes to other interested parties who were also unable to attend due to the short 

eeting. 
n
notice of the m
 
Kind regards 
 
Mr Robert Nisbet 
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09/01394/FUL – Peterborough City Lawn Tennis Club 
 
Dear Ms George 
 
I am writing as a local resident to express my opposition to this planning application and ask 
that it be REFUSED by the Committee at their meeting on 8th June 2010. 
 
I am concerned that the applicants will seek to convert the houses proposed into multi-
occupied flat dwellings, similar to the plans previously rejected by the City Council and the 
Planning Inspector in 2007 and 2008 respectively, should the current application be granted 
and thereafter seek retrospective planning permission. 
 
In addition, given their failure to adhere to s.106 conditions agreed in respect of previous 
applications, in particular the replacement of alternative tennis court facilities in the immediate 
locality, I do not believe that they are in a position to adhere to similar conditions in respect of 
the present application. It also a moot point as to whether any replacement facilities located at 
Bretton Gate is not ultra vires in terms of the interpretation of s.106 of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990. 
 
Furthermore, the scheme still leads to the loss of residential amenity for neighbouring 
properties (Policy H16 and DA2), the loss of recreational and sporting facilities (LT3 and 
PPG17) and contravenes the policy on Conservation Areas (CBE3), in respect of the Park 
Conservation Area Appraisal 2005. 
 
I should be grateful if you would pass on my comments to the Members of the Committee. 
 
Thank you, in advance 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Stewart Jackson MA MCIPD MP 
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Broadway 
Residents 
Association 
Broadway • Broadway 
Gardens • Park Crescent 

Anne Brosnan 
Committee Member (Planning) 
Broadway Residents Association 
203 Broadway 
Peterborough 
PE1 4DS 
 
Telephone 01733 551870 

 
 
 
 
 
6th June 2010 
 
Director of Planning Services 
Peterborough City Council 
Stuart House East Wing 
St Johns Street  
Peterborough PE1 5DD 
 
Attention Ms Amanda McSherry 
 
 
Dear Sir, 
 

Re: Planning application No 09/01294/FUL 
Proposed Development at Peterborough City Lawn Tennis Club  

 
The Broadway Residents Association (BRA) submitted a detailed objection to this 
application on 2nd December 2009. We understand that the matter is to go before the 
Planning and Environmental Protection Committee for determination on 8th June 2010. 
We would like this late written submission to go the Committee as there has been a 6 
month gap since our original objection and we are so restricted in time when addressing 
the Committee with our objections to this proposal. We make it having had only a week’s 
notice of the hearing and only three days opportunity to consider the report to committee 
which we believe places us at a serious disadvantage in relation to the proceedings. 
 
We shall concentrate on the matter which we say makes the officers’ recommendation 
seriously flawed and possibly unlawful, namely that they are advising the Committee to 
approve a scheme, involving an agreement under s106 T & CP Act 1990, which has 
been previously rejected on two occasions by the Planning Inspectorate.  
 
This application is a resubmission of a previous application. No new fee has been paid 
to the best of our knowledge. The issue of whether or not the application should receive 
consent does not turn on the character of the proposed development itself but whether 
or not it flies in the face of National and Local planning policy considerations. The issue 
is that this is a proposed development of a virgin site which has hitherto been used as a 
sports facility by the Peterborough City Lawn Tennis Club. 
 
Development of sports facilities is covered by Government Planning Guidance in the 
form of PPG 17. The Council has adopted this guidance into its own local plan under 
Policy LT3.  
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Government guidance dictates that sporting facilities should not be developed unless 
there is provision for facilities elsewhere which are at least as accessible to existing and 
new users and at least equivalent in terms of size, usefulness attractiveness and quality.  
 
The application proposes that effectively the sum of £100, 000 be lodged with the 
Council as a form of bond, with the tennis club hoping to enter into an agreement with a 
tennis club elsewhere. This sum will be forfeit if the Club cannot enter into a suitable 
agreement with a club elsewhere and the monies may be used for the improvement of 
tennis facilities by Peterborough City Council elsewhere at its discretion. It is proposed 
that a POIS payment is lodged at the same time in the sum of £24.000. 
 
This is virtually identical to the proposal put before the Planning Inspectorate on the last 
occasion which was comprehensively rejected for uncertainty. The Planning Inspector 
said at Paras 7 to 10 of her report: 
 
“7. A signed unilateral undertaking has been submitted which makes a contribution of 
£100,000 for the provision elsewhere of two new hard surface tennis courts with lighting, 
which would allow play on a greater number of occasions. Nevertheless, a site has not 
been provided. Therefore although the money would be set aside, there is no certainty 
that a site could be provided. There is no definite time scale, location or details of tenure. 
No planning permission has been granted for alternative courts. As there is no specific 
alternative site identified at this stage, it is not possible to assess the suitability of any 
relocation site.    
 
8. Whilst the money to be allocated is a substantial sum, and I note how the figure was 
arrived at, since no site has been specified, I cannot be sure that this amount of money 
would be sufficient or excessive to provide an adequate alternative provision. No 
provision has been included for any changing facilities for the courts. The unilateral 
undertaking would allow the possibility of the Park Crescent site being developed before 
adequate replacement provision is secured and completed and indeed the club could 
cease to exist having disposed of the site. 
 
9. Given that the unilateral undertaking is not an agreement with the Council, I am also 
not satisfied that the Council has formally agreed to provide courts in the event of the 
failure of the Appellant to find a site on which to construct new courts. I understand that 
the Appellant has had difficulty in negotiating with the Council, but the unilateral 
undertaking fails to satisfy me that tennis courts would be provided within a reasonable 
period of time that would satisfy the tests of the policy.  
 
10. I note also the concern of the Council about the precise wording of the unilateral 
undertaking, and whilst I have details of trustees, these matters add to my concerns. I 
conclude that the proposal would lead to the loss of tennis courts which would conflict 
with LP policy LT3 and PPG 17.” 
 
Despite having started this process four years ago, having two years since the last 
application was rejected by Council and one year since the last appeal was rejected, the 
club still can provide no details of an alternative site and it is difficult to believe that they 
are serious about providing one. They just say that the Bretton Gate site is preferred.  
 
The inspectors report indicated that:  
 
1. There was only a unilateral proposal from the club regarding an s106 agreement. This 
is still the case as a s106 agreement still does not exist. There is not even an agreement 
with the Bretton club. 
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2. There should be a definite location and detail of tenure. Although possible alternative 
sites are mentioned (Bushfield or Werrington) there is no definite site or tenure. 
3. No planning permission has been granted for alternative courts (obviously still the 
case as no specific site has been identified). 
 4. There is no provision for changing facilities. These are not mentioned and finance for 
this should be included in the s106 agreement.  
5. There was no application before her for conservation area consent for demolition of 
the pavilion on site which was therefore not a matter which she could consider or 
determine. 
 
Accordingly an almost identical proposal has been rejected by the Planning Inspectorate 
and the Council should not be approving such a scheme without establishing what 
ultimate provision is being suggested. Where are the courts to be? How is the financing 
to be achieved? What changing facilities will be provided? If an agreement cannot be 
entered into with a club elsewhere what will £100,000 provide in terms of provision of 
“alternative facilities at least as accessible to existing and new users and at least 
equivalent in terms of size, usefulness, attractiveness and quality”. There are some 
serious issues here, the Tennis club have no agreement with a club elsewhere and the 
Council would propose to use the money in Werrington or at Bushfields in Orton. The 
test is simply not passed. 
 
The Planning and Environmental Protection Committee has rejected this application 
twice and on each occasion been upheld by the Planning Inspectorate. The Committee 
should reject this application as it does not accord with its Local Plan policies or National 
Planning Guidance and it flies in the face of two previous decisions of the Planning 
Inspectorate. This is particularly the case where the Council stands to gain financially 
itself under the terms of the s106 agreement. In such circumstances, transparency and 
probity are all important. The matter can go back on appeal to the Planning Inspectorate 
if the developer so chooses. 
 
The Residents Association is of the view that the Council is bound by the last decision of 
the Planning Inspectorate and that there is no substantive change in the planning 
position since that decision. Accordingly if the Council is to pass the application we will 
have little option but to refer it by way of complaint to the Local Government 
Ombudsman as an unlawful and irrational decision.   
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
Anne Brosnan 
Broadway Residents Association 
 
cc. Councillor John Peach 
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