B O R O U G H   O F   K E T T E R I N G

Committee Report                          Report Ref: 13       

Committee:Planning Sub B

Date of Meeting:27th July 2004

1. Application No.KE/04/0608

Location: 
138 Windmill Avenue, Kettering


Proposal: 
Two storey extension to rear


Applicant:
Mr M Kilsby & Miss R Chester
2.
RECOMMENDATION
THE DEVELOPMENT CONTROL MANAGER RECOMMENDS that planning permission be refused for the following reason:-

1
In the opinion of the Local Planning Authority the  proposed

extension,  by  reason of its height, length and proximity

to the mutual boundary,  would  be  unduly  dominating  of

the adjoining  dwelling No. 140 Windmill Avenue, and

detrimental to the  residential  amenity  of  No.  140.   As

such,  the proposal  is  contrary  to policies 46 and 47 of

the Local Plan for Kettering Borough, adopted January 1995.

3.
CONSULTATIONS
None.

Issues raised as a result of notification/publicity
The adjoining occupier at 140 Windmill Avenue has written to confirm she has no objections to the proposal and would not wish the neighbours to move away.

4.
PLANNING HISTORY

KE/04/0144 - Two storey rear extension.  Refused 5.04.2004.
5.
OFFICERS REPORT
Description
No. 138 Windmill Avenue is the northern one of a pair of semi-detached houses (with No. 140) fronting a highway actually known as Beech Crescent.  The dwellings are on a north-east/south-west alignment.  Similar housing is either side and to the rear, whilst to the fore is the roundabout/junction to Deeble Road.  The dwellings are of brick and render with tiled roofs.

Description of proposal
The proposal is to erect a two-storey rear extension to accommodate a dining/family room on the ground floor with two bedrooms over.  The extension will be 0.15 metres from the common boundary with No. 140.  The design, fenestration and massing all generally harmonise with the existing dwelling.

Planning Policy

Kettering Borough Local Plan:
Policies 46 and 47 - Proposed alterations and extensions are to be designed to be in harmony and character with the existing dwelling and the local area, and there is to be no significant adverse effect on the amenities of neighbouring properties or the existing dwelling.


Observations

This application is presented to Committee for determination because of the earlier Refusal issued under delegated powers within the last 12 months.

The proposal is for a modest extension in terms of both length and height in close proximity to the mutual boundary with the adjoining semi-detached dwelling but which infringes the  '45° rule" operated by the Council.  The applicants have in the past been given two options to revise the proposal in order to make it acceptable:


-
to move the extension 1 metre further away from the boundary, or


-
to reduce the length of extension requested by 1 metre

However, they have been unwilling to accede to these requests as in their opinion it would make the rooms of an unusable size.  They also feel that their proposal will not block out sunlight to the adjoining property or impact on it significantly visually.

It is this latter point which is disagreed with.  It is believed there will be a significant detrimental impact and hence the issue of the previous refusal of planning permission.  I continue to believe that is the correct decision.

The comments of the neighbour are noted, but it is the continuing impact on the dwelling and its private areas which need to be considered and not the observations of an occupier at a particular point in time (an opinion which may change with the erection of the extension).

* * *

For further information on this report, please contact Trevor Feary, Planning Officer on 01536 532433.

