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10/2324/FUL – Two-storey side extension and single-storey front extension at 9 PLAITFORD CLOSE, RICKMANSWORTH, HERTFORDSHIRE WD3 1NJ for Mr E HALPIN


 (
(DCES)

	Parish:  Non-Parished  

  
	Ward:  Rickmansworth  

  

	Expiry Statutory Period:  31 January 2011  

  
	Officer:  Robert Schofield  

  


This application is brought before the Development Control Committee at the request of three Development Control Councillors.
1.
Relevant Planning History

1.1
10/1956/FUL – Replace existing polycarbonate roof on existing rear conservatory with an insulated pitched roof of timber and tile construction – Approved – Not Implemented.
1.2
10/0555/FUL – Two-storey side and single-storey front extension – Refused.

R1 – The proposed two-storey side extension, by reason of its design, width, height, bulk and massing, would be a disproportionately large addition to the original dwelling house and would erode the gap at the side of the dwelling.  The proposed extension would be a prominent, overbearing and visually obtrusive development that would be detrimental to the character and appearance of the dwelling, street scene and general locality, contrary to Policy GEN3 and Appendix 2 of the Three Rivers Local Plan 1996-2011.


The applicant appealed the decision – Appeal dismissed.

1.3
8/327/76 – Single-storey side extension, rear extension and porch – Approved – Not Implemented.
1.4
8/656/75 – Extension to dwelling – Approved – Not Implemented.
2
Detailed Description of the Site and Proposed Development
2.1
The application site comprises a semi-detached dwelling with a red brick and tile exterior finish and UPVC windows and doors on the north west side of Plaitford Close.   
2.2
The land along this part of Plaitford Close runs fairly level from the south west to the north east in the direction of the highway.  The application site and the adjacent neighbours to the north east and the south west are set at a lower level than that of the highway.  The neighbours opposite the application site on the south east side of the highway are set higher than the level of the highway.
2.3
To the immediate north east of the application site, adjacent to the north east side boundary, is a public footpath which runs between Plaitford Close and Sherfield Avenue and is approximately 70m in length and 2m in width.

2.4
The application dwelling has a bay window at ground floor level on the south west side of the front elevation and the front door to the north east side of the front elevation is set back slightly from the front building line creating a canopy above the door.  To the north east side of the main dwelling is a detached garage building with a pitched roof.  It is set slightly forward of the main dwelling and approx. 0.3m from the north east side boundary at the narrowest point.
2.5
To the front of the dwelling is a hard standing driveway which slopes steeply down from the highway to the existing garage, with space for 2 cars.  Adjacent to the driveway is a hard landscaped garden area which also slopes up steeply between the dwelling and the front boundary.  The front boundary treatments consist of a low level brick wall to the front and south west side and a close boarded fence to the north east side.
2.6
To the rear of the application site is an existing single-storey conservatory extension adjacent to the boundary with the attached neighbour to the south west, number 7 Plaitford Close.  The conservatory is approx. 3.5m in depth and 4m in width with a pitched roof.
2.7
There is also a small existing single-storey side extension set forward of the rear building line and set rear of the front building line with a mono-pitched roof.  Access can be gained from the front of the site to the rear between the detached garage and the side extension.
2.8
Abutting the rear of the dwelling is a patio area which steps down to the garden which itself slopes down in levels towards the rear boundary.  The rear boundary treatments consist of close boarded fences approx. 2m high.  The neighbour to the rear, number 9 Sherfield Avenue, has a high hedge along the rear boundary which exceeds the height of the close boarded fence of the application site by approx. 2m.
2.9
The attached neighbour, number 7 Plaitford Close, has an existing single-storey side and rear extension with a flat roof.  The detached neighbour to the north east, number 11, is separated from the application site by the adjacent public footpath.  This neighbour has an existing two-storey side extension with a flat roof and parapet wall to the front and rear.  The neighbour also has an existing single-storey side and rear extension with a flat roof and a single-storey rear conservatory extension.
2.10
Full planning permission is sought for a two-storey side extension and single-storey front extension.  The proposed two-storey side extension would replace the existing detached garage building and single-storey side extension and would have a width from the north east facing flank wall of the original dwelling of 4.4m and a depth of 7.3m at first floor level and 7.7m at ground floor level.  It would have a pitched roof, hipped from the north east side with an eaves height of 5m and a ridge height of 8.5m.  Due to the splayed nature of the boundary to the north east side the proposed extension would be set in from the boundary by 1m at the northern rear corner widening to 1.3m at the eastern front corner.
2.11
The first floor level of the front facing wall of the two-storey extension would have a smooth white painted render exterior finish.  The existing first floor level front facing wall would also be rendered and painted to match.  The side and rear facing elevation would have a face brickwork exterior finish to match that of the existing finish.
2.12
The proposed single-storey front extension would project to the front of the existing house and the proposed side extension with a maximum depth from the existing front building line of the dwelling of 1m with a bay window extending a further 0.5m forward than the existing ground floor bay window to the south west side of the front elevation.  The front extension would have a mono-pitched roof also extending above the existing bay window with an eaves height of 2.4m and a maximum height of 3.4m.  The roof canopy would be set in from the boundary with the attached neighbour, number 7 by 0.7m.  The front extension would have a face brickwork exterior finish with plain concrete tiles on the mono-pitched roof and white UPVC framed windows to match the existing exterior finish.
2.13
The proposed extension would create a new living room, utility room and lobby area at ground floor level and one additional bedroom at first floor level as well as two new bathrooms.
2.14
The previous refused application, 10/0555/FUL, was also for a two-storey side and single-storey front extension of similar design to this application.  The height and depth of the proposal in this application are identical to the height and depth of the previous application.  The difference between the two applications in terms of size and scale is in the width of the two-storey side extension.  The previous application, 10/0555/FUL, had a proposed width from the existing north east facing flank wall of the dwelling of approx. 5m; the current application has a proposed width from the flank wall of 4.4m.  The distance of the proposed extension from the boundary with the adjacent footpath was approx. 0.4m at the closest point (the northern rear corner) in the previous application compared with 1m in this application; the distance of the proposed extension at the furthest point (the eastern front corner) was approx. 0.7m in the previous application compared with 1.3m in this application.  The differences between the two applications are detailed in the table below:
2.15


	
	10/0555/FUL
	10/2324/FUL

	Ridge height
	8.5m
	8.5m

	Eaves height
	5m
	5m

	Depth (Ground Floor)
	7.7m
	7.7m

	Depth (First Floor)
	7.3m
	7.3m

	Width
	5m
	4.4m

	Distance to boundary (Max)
	0.7m
	1.3m

	Distance to boundary (Min)
	0.4m
	1m


3.
Consultation

3.1.1
Herts Biological Record Centre:  No comments received.
3.1.2
Herts & Middlesex Wildlife Trust:  No comments received.
3.1.3
National Grid:  No comments received.
3.1.4
Colne Valley Partnership:  No comments received.
3.1.5
Hertfordshire Constabulary: Comments: We have no comments to make in relation to this application
3.1.6
Herts County Council Footpath Section:  Comments: The footpath is not technically recorded as a public right of way so I cannot make a comment.  I would advise though, knowing the locality, that they not be allowed to block it etc.
3.2
Site/Press Notice
3.2.1
Site Notice: Expiry 19.01.2011.
3.3
Neighbourhood
3.3.1
Number consulted:
10

Number of responses received:
4
4.
Summary of Representations
4.1
It would disfigure the properties; it would be disproportionally large in relation to the original dwelling; the footpath would have to be closed during construction; the extension would be overbearing on the footpath; there will be less parking as a result of the extension and Plaitford Close is a narrow road with too many cars already; there are no garage facilities proposed and the frontage area is very limited; concerns relating to public health and safety on the footpath during construction; concerns over parking provision during construction; it would set a precedent for other similar proposals; it conflicts with council policies; it would have an adverse effect on other residents due to the design and visual impact; the reduction in width and volume from the previously refused application is not adequate to satisfy concerns of the planning inspector; it would dominate the southern end of the footpath; it would not be subordinate to the main building; it would have the appearance of a terrace; windows at the rear would look down the alley and may give oversight into other properties.
5.
Reason for Delay
5.1
Not applicable.  
6.
Relevant District Plan Provision
6.1
Policies GEN3, T8 and Appendices 2 and 3 of the Three Rivers Local Plan 1996-2011.
7.
Analysis
7.1.
Design and Access Statement

7.1.1
Not required. 

7.2
Design

7.2.1
Policy GEN3 and Appendix 2 of the Three Rivers Local Plan 1996-2011 detail design guidelines for extensions.  The Design Guidelines in Appendix 2 state that in order to prevent a terracing effect and maintain an appropriate spacing between dwellings in character with the locality, two storey side extensions may be positioned on the flank boundary provided that the first floor element is set in by a minimum of 1.2m.
7.2.2
The ground floor and first floor of the proposed two-storey side extension would be set in from the north east side boundary by 1m at the rear northern corner widening to 1.3m at the front eastern corner due to the splayed angle of the boundary in relation to the dwelling.  The presence of the footpath between the north east side boundary of the application site and the south west side boundary of the neighbour, number 11, means there is a space between the two boundaries of approx. 2m.  The minimum gap of approx. 3m between the proposed extension and the boundary of the neighbour would be considered acceptable to achieve the objectives of the Design Guidelines regarding the potential terracing effect of two storey side extensions.
7.2.3
No flank windows are proposed and the windows proposed for the first floor windows at the rear would service a bedroom and an en-suite bathroom.  They would not be any further to the rear than the existing rear facing bedroom windows and it is considered that they would not result in any significant additional overlooking in comparison to the existing situation.

7.2.4
The proposed two-storey side extension would not extend any further rear or forward than the existing dwelling.  It is not considered therefore that it would result in any significant loss of light to the attached neighbour, number 7.  The distance between the proposed extension and the neighbour to the north east along with the pitched and hipped roof design is such that it is also not considered that there would be any significant loss of light to the detached neighbour, number 11.

7.2.5
The Design Guidelines in Appendix 2 of the Three Rivers Local Plan 1996-2011 state that front extensions should not result in any loss of light to windows of a neighbouring dwelling nor be excessively prominent in the street scene.  The main building line of the proposed single-storey front extension would not extend further than the existing bay window of the south west side of the front elevation.  The proposed new bay window to the north east side of the front elevation would extend 0.5m further forward than the existing bay window and would be of similar scale and design.  The proposed mono pitched roof across the front elevation would be considered to be in character with the original dwelling.  The proposed single-storey front extension would therefore not be considered to be excessively prominent within the street scene or in relation to the existing dwelling.
7.2.6
The proposed front extension would be set in from the boundary to the north east by 1.3m and would extend forward approximately level with the front building line of the existing detached garage.  This in addition to the distance between the boundary of the application site and the boundary of the neighbour to the north east is such that the single-storey front extension would not be considered to result in any significant loss of light to the windows of the neighbour, number 11.  The mono-pitched roof would be set in from the boundary with number 7 by 0.5m and would essentially extend above the existing bay window.  It would therefore not be considered to result in any significant loss of light to the attached neighbour.  
7.2.7
The exterior finish of the extensions would match the materials of the existing dwelling with the exception of white painted render at first floor level in place of the existing hung tiles.  While this would change the appearance and character of the dwelling it would not be out of keeping with other dwellings in the street and would therefore be considered acceptable.

7.2.8
This application is essentially an amended version of the previously refused application (ref: 10/0555/FUL).  The previous application was refused on the grounds that it would be a disproportionately large addition to the original dwelling and would be detrimental to the character and appearance of the dwelling, street scene and general locality.  The applicant appealed the decision which was dismissed.  However, the planning inspector stated that he was ‘satisfied that the extension would be compatible with the size, scale and appearance of the original dwelling’ but ‘by reason of its height, depth and proximity to the boundary, the extension would dominate the southern end of the footpath connecting Plaitford Close with Sherfield Avenue.’
7.2.9
The difference between this application and the previously refused one is the width of the two-storey side extension.  The proposal of the previous application was set in from the boundary with the adjacent footpath by 0.35m at the closest point compared with by 1m in the present application.  With the exception of the reduced width and a change to a rear facing first floor window, whereby the window in the current scheme is smaller; the size, scale and appearance of the two proposals are the same.  Therefore, taking the Inspector’s comments on the previous application into consideration, it is considered that, on balance, the proposed extension of the current application would be compatible with the size, scale and appearance of the original dwelling and as such the reason for refusal as given previously would no longer be applicable.
7.2.10
With regard to its impact on the footpath, the depth and height of the extension match that of the previous application.  The distance from the boundary with the footpath however, has been increased by 0.65m resulting in a minimum distance of 1m between the north east facing flank wall of the proposed extension and the footpath.  The proposed distance in comparison to that of the previous application would be considered to reduce any impact; the extension therefore would not be considered to be significantly dominant to the footpath and would be considered acceptable.
7.3
Parking:

7.3.1
The proposed extension would result in an additional bedroom bringing the total for the dwelling to 4.  The proposal would also result in the loss of the existing garage.  The Parking Standards in Appendix 3 of the Three Rivers Local Plan 1996-2011 state that a 4 bedroom house should have a minimum of 3 spaces within the curtilage.  The proposed extension would retain 2 spaces on the existing driveway within the curtilage.  While this is below the recommended standards in Appendix 3 and it is noted that a number of local objections concern limited parking within Plaitford Close; there is no restriction to parking in the street such as yellow lines and it is not a through road.  In addition to this, local bus routes are available from stops along nearby Harefield Road and the site is approx. 1km walking distance from Rickmansworth Town Centre.  The provision of 2 parking spaces is therefore, on balance, considered to be acceptable.
7.4
Rear garden amenity space:
7.4.1
The proposed extension would not extend any further to the rear than the rear building line of the existing dwelling.  It would essentially extend into an area currently occupied by the existing detached garage building.  It is therefore considered that the proposal would not have any significant adverse impact to the amenity space of the application site and the retained space is considered to be appropriated for a dwelling of this size.
7.5
Trees:
7.5.1
None of the trees or hedges within the application site are subject to a Tree Preservation Order and the application does not include any felling or pruning of existing trees or hedges.

7.6
Conclusion:
7.6.1
The comments regarding the previous application 10/0555/FUL by the planning Inspector in the appeal decision are a material consideration in the assessment of this application.  The Inspector concluded that the reason for dismissing the appeal was due to the overbearing nature of the proposed extension on the adjacent footpath and had no concerns regarding the size, scale and appearance of the extension in relation to the original dwelling.
7.6.2
The revised scheme of this application is considered to address the reasons of dismissal by the Planning Inspector by increasing the distance between the north east facing flank wall and the boundary with the footpath.  The proposed extension would therefore be considered acceptable.
8.
Recommendation
8.1
That PLANNING PERMISSION BE GRANTED subject to the following conditions:-

C1
The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of three years from the date of this permission.

REASON: In pursuance of Section 91(1) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and as amended by the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.


C2
The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following approved plans: TRDC 001, TRDC 002, TRDC 003, HALPIN/01 Revision, HALPIN/02 Revision, HALPIN/03 Revision C, HAPLIN/04 Revision C


REASON: For the avoidance of doubt, in the proper interests of planning, the visual characteristics of the streetscene and residential amenity; in accordance with Policies GEN3, T8 and Appendices 2 and 3 of the Three Rivers Local Plan 1996-2011.

C3
Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995 as amended by the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (Amendment No 2) Order 2008, no windows/dormer windows or similar openings [other than those expressly authorised by this permission] shall be constructed in the elevations or roof slopes of the extension/development hereby approved.



REASON: To safeguard the residential amenities of neighbouring properties in accordance with Policy GEN3 and Appendix 2 of the Three Rivers Local Plan 1996 – 2011.


C4
Unless specified on the approved plans, all new works or making good to the retained fabric shall be finished to match in size, colour, texture and profile those of the existing building unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.



REASON: To ensure that the external appearance of the building is satisfactory in accordance with Policy GEN3 and Appendix 2 of the Three Rivers Local Plan 1996 - 2011.

INFORMATIVES:


I1
Given the site circumstances and subject to the conditions attached to this permission, the proposed side and front extensions would be in compliance with Policies GEN3, T8 and Appendices 2 and 3 of the Three Rivers Local Plan 1996-2011 and would not have a significant adverse effect on the character and appearance of the streetscene or the residential amenities of any neighbouring properties to such an extent to justify the refusal of planning permission, or otherwise result in demonstrable harm.

I2
The applicant is advised that the Government has introduced new fees for the written discharge of conditions. Requests can be made by letter or by application form. Forms are available on our website together with further details for the new charges. The fees are payable per request and not per condition. Requests made without the appropriate fee will be returned unanswered. The fees are £85 per request (or £25 where the related permission was for extending or altering a dwellinghouse or other development in the curtilage of a dwellinghouse).

I3
The applicant is encouraged to incorporate energy saving and water harvesting measures when implementing this permission. Information is available from the Council’s Building Control Section, who may be contacted on 01923 727138, and on the website www.threeriversbuildingcontrol.co.uk. Any external changes to the building which may be subsequently required should be discussed with the Council’s Development Management Section prior to the commencement of work.

I4
The adjacent public Right of Way must be protected to a minimum width of 2m and its current surface condition maintained. The Right of Way must remain unobstructed by vehicles, machinery, materials, tools and any other aspects of construction during works. The safety of the public using the route should be paramount. The condition of the route must not deteriorate as a result of the works. All materials are to be removed at the end of construction. 
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