
APPLICATION NO: 19/00550/FUL OFFICER: Michelle Payne 

DATE REGISTERED: 19th March 2019 DATE OF EXPIRY: 14th May 2019 

DATE VALIDATED: 19th March 2019 DATE OF SITE VISIT: February 2019 

WARD: Prestbury PARISH: Prestbury 

APPLICANT: Mr Patrick Durkan 

AGENT: M and  L Designs 

LOCATION: 103 Linden Avenue, Prestbury, Cheltenham 

PROPOSAL: First floor front extension to provide additional bedroom and conversion of 
garage to storeroom and habitable space (revised scheme following 
withdrawal of planning application ref. 19/00196/FUL) 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Refuse 

 
 
 
This site map is for reference purposes only. OS Crown Copyright. All rights reserved Cheltenham Borough Council 100024384 2007 

 



1. DESCRIPTION OF SITE AND PROPOSAL 

1.1 The application relates to a detached two storey dwelling which sits within a good sized 
plot on the northern side of Linden Avenue, within Prestbury parish. The property is facing 
brick beneath a pitched tiled roof, with brown uPVC windows and doors; and a double 
garage with hipped roof projects forward of the front elevation.  The property has also 
been previously extended by way of a single storey, lean-to, front extension. 

1.2 The application proposes the erection of a first floor front extension over part of the 
existing garage to provide an additional bedroom with ensuite, and the conversion of the 
garage to provide a storeroom and additional habitable accommodation.  It is a similar 
albeit amended scheme following the recent withdrawal of application ref. 19/00196/FUL. 

1.3 Councillor Stennett has requested, on behalf of the applicant, that the application be 
determined by the Planning Committee if the officer recommendation is to refuse planning 
permission. 

 

2. CONSTRAINTS AND RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY  
 
Constraints: 
None 
 
Relevant Planning History: 
19/00196/FUL         WITHDRAWN    13th March 2019      
First floor front extension to provide additional bedroom and conversion of garage to 
storeroom and habitable space 
 
 

3. POLICIES AND GUIDANCE 

National Planning Policy Framework 
Section 2 Achieving sustainable development 
Section 4 Decision-making 
Section 12 Achieving well-designed places  
 
Saved Local Plan Policies 
CP 4 Safe and sustainable living  
CP 7 Design  
 
Adopted Joint Core Strategy Policies 
SD4 Design Requirements 
SD14 Health and Environmental Quality 
INF1 Transport Network 
 
Supplementary Planning Guidance/Documents 
Residential Alterations and Extensions (2008) 
 
 

4. CONSULTATION RESPONSES 
 
Parish Council 
27th March 2019  
 
No objection. 
 



Building Control 
26th March 2019  
 
The application will require Building Regulations approval. Please contact Cheltenham and 
Tewkesbury borough council on 01242 264321 for further information. 
 
 

5. PUBLICITY AND REPRESENTATIONS  
 
5.1 Letters of notification were sent out to four neighbouring properties.  No representations 

have been received in response to the publicity. 

 

6. OFFICER COMMENTS  

6.1 Determining Issues  

6.1.1 The main considerations when determining this application are the design of the 
proposed extension, and any potential impact on the amenity of neighbouring residents. 

6.2 Design  

6.2.1 Adopted JCS policy SD4 sets out the design requirements for new development 
proposals. The policy seeks to ensure that all new development is of a high standard of 
design, and responds positively to, and respects the character of, the site and its 
surroundings.  The policy is consistent with saved local plan policy CP7 and advice set out 
within Section 7 of the NPPF. 

6.2.2 Prior to submitting an application, the applicant attended an appointment with the 
duty planning officer to discuss the possibility of an extension to the front of the property. 
The applicant was advised that the principle of extending the property above the garage in 
the same way as the neighbour at no.101 Linden Avenue was likely to be supported by 
officers; however, it was also pointed out that it was likely to be difficult to increase the 
width at first floor to achieve access from the landing at the top of the stair, due to the 
existing roof pitch, but that there may be a solution and it may be worth exploring. 

6.2.3 Unfortunately, the extension as submitted is not one that can be supported by 
officers.  As proposed, the extension appears overly wide and at odds with the character 
and appearance of the existing property and the locality. 

6.2.4 The Council’s ‘Residential alterations and extensions’ Supplementary Planning 
Document (SPD) identifies that the pitch and shape of a roof, window design, and 
fenestration pattern are some of the key characteristic features of a dwelling which should 
influence the design of an extension.  It goes on to state that whilst a varied street scene 
may allow for “some diversity in the design of a house extension...total contrast in every 
design element such as roof profile, windows, materials and footprint produce discord, 
and if repeated in another house, lead to incoherence”. 

6.2.5 As proposed, the excessive width to the extension results in an unequal pitch to the 
hipped roof and would fail to reflect the relatively steep, 37 degree, roof pitch of the 
existing dwelling and its immediate neighbours; the sides of the hipped roof being at a 26 
degree pitch.  Additionally, the fenestration to the extension fails to adequately reflect the 
existing window design.  For example, the proportions of the arched windows at ground 
floor, in the front of the garage conversion, do not reflect the proportions of the window in 
the earlier sun room extension despite the existing garage door openings providing a clear 
opportunity to do so. The upper floor full height window also appears out-of-character; 



whilst the relocated roof light to the sun room is poorly located and should be positioned 
so as to line through with the upper floor window, not centrally within the roof slope. 

6.2.6 Overall, officers consider the proposed extension to be of a poor design and 
contrary to the requirements of the adopted SPD, saved local plan policy CP4 and 
adopted JCS policy SD4. 

6.3 Impact on neighbouring amenity  

6.3.1 Saved local plan policy CP4 and adopted JCS policy SD14 seek to ensure that new 
development does not result in unacceptable harm to the amenity of adjoining land users 
and the locality, with particular regard to loss of light, loss of outlook, and loss of privacy. 

6.3.2 The property that would be most affected by the proposed extension is no. 101 
Linden Avenue to the east.  There are no concerns in relation to privacy as the upper floor 
window in the side elevation facing this neighbouring property would serve an en-suite 
and could reasonably be expected to be obscurely glazed; and, in any case, this could be 
controlled by way of a condition.  Additionally, given the depth of the first floor addition, 
which is approximately 3.1m, the extension would be unlikely to result in any significant 
impact in terms of outlook. 

6.3.3 With regard to daylight, the proposed extension would undoubtedly have an impact 
on the ground floor windows in the front of the neighbouring property.  However, the 
downstairs room appears to be served by two large windows, one of which comfortably 
passes the 45° daylight test used to assess the effect of an extension, and to ensure 
adequate daylight and prevent excessive overshadowing.  As such, officers do not 
consider that the extension would have a significant harmful impact on the amenity of 
neighbouring residents. 

6.3.4 It is noteworthy that no objection has been raised by local residents or the parish 
council. 

6.3.5 The extension would therefore comply with the requirements of saved local plan 
policy CP4 and adopted JCS policy SD14. 

6.4 Other matters 

6.4.1 The proposed extension would result in the loss of two car parking spaces; however, 
adequate space for car parking would continue to be available on the driveway. 

6.5 Recommendation 

6.5.1 With all of the above in mind, the officer recommendation is to refuse planning 
permission for the following reason:  

 

7. REFUSAL REASON 
 
 1 The proposed extension, by virtue of its excessive width, roof pitch, and fenestration 

pattern, is poorly designed and would be at odds with the character and appearance of 
the existing property and the locality. 

 
 The proposed extension would therefore fail to achieve an adequate standard of 

architectural design and would be contrary to the requirements of the adopted 
‘Residential alterations and extensions’ Supplementary Planning Document, saved 
policy CP4 of the Cheltenham Borough Local Plan (2006) and adopted policy SD4 of 
the Joint Core Strategy (2017). 


