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BPA Ref: 18.043

Members of the Planning Committee
Cheltenham Borough Council
Municipal Offices

Promenade

Cheltenham

GL50 9SA

16t December 2019

Planning Committee, Thursday 19t December 2019 - Agenda Item No 6a (ref: 19/02143/FUL)
for a wrap around extension comprising two storey to the side and single storey to the rear at
15 Hartley Close, Cheltenham

Dear Members,

| write in support of the above application and to specifically address the reason this application
has been referred to Committee for determination given the Officer’s recommendation for
approval.

As detailed in the Officer’s Committee Report, this application has been referred by Councillor
Baker due to neighbouring concerns. The application received a total of four objections, largely
relating to the scale of the proposed extensions, the potential loss of openness, the design
approach, and the potential loss of car parking. | shall deal with each point in turn below.

The Scale

To set the context, 15 Hartley Close currently stands as originally built and is one of the smallest
properties on the street, when compared against other original dwellings and those that have
already been extended (no.’s 1, 9, 10, 12, 17, 18, 19 & 21 among others). The property as
extended would not appear unduly large in comparison with nearby houses.

The objections regarding scale namely relate to the two-storey side extension element of the
proposals. The comments are unsubstantiated, given the houses in the Close are predominantly
wide fronted, with many of them occupying most of the width of their plots. There are also
comparable examples of recently permitted two-storey side extensions within Hartley Close which
clearly set a precedent and are material considerations (refs: 17/00218/FUL & 17/00386/FUL).

The height and width of the proposed side extension is considered to be subservient to the existing
dwelling. Although the proposed extension would bring the side elevation and porch slightly
forwards of the existing frontage, this allows for a front apex and porch which is empathetic to the
existing street scene; replicating existing local architectural features and is considered to
harmonise with the existing dwelling. Again, there are other examples within the Close (no.’s 19 &
21) and surrounding streets (Sandy Lane, Highland Road, Southfield Manor Park) where the Council
have considered this to be acceptable. Furthermore, Hartley Close has no defined build line; with
existing properties set back from the roadside at a variety of distances.
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Taking the above factors together with the scale and comparable precedents of surrounding
development, the proposed works would not have a significant effect on the character and
appearance of the locality.

Loss of Openness

The proposed side extension will reduce the space between the neighbouring property to the west
at the first floor level, however a visual gap of five metres will be retained. It is not considered the
proposed design would reduce the perception of openness within the street scene, as the remaining
gap between the properties would be equal to or greater, and certainly not be dissimilar, to other
separation distances in the Close (no.’s 9 -11, 10-12, 17 - 19, 19-21 among others).

It is worth noting that the loss of a private individual’s view is not relevant to the consideration of
a planning application, unless the proposal would appear oppressive from the principal windows
within neighbouring buildings and the private amenity areas. This does not apply in this application
as the positioning, design and scale of the proposed extensions are not considered dominant, and
given separation distances in excess of 25 metres, would not have any adverse impact on the
windows of adjacent properties.

Design Approach

The applicant seeks to remodel the exterior of the dwelling and has drawn inspiration from nearby
properties within Hartley Close and nearby streets. Most notably the design reflects the many gable
end buildings in Hartley Close and by way of example will closely reflect no.4 Highland Road
directly north of the application site (ref: 16.02297/FUL) and no.’s 68 and 70 Sandy Lane which lie
at the junction to Hartley Close, and were granted permission by Members in 2016 and 2017. These
properties were originally of a similar design and style as the application site before being
modernised. Images of the above mentioned properties and other nearby examples are contained
within Appendix 1 of this letter. As a number of properties within the locality have undertaken
similar works it is considered that the visual amenity and character of the area will not be unduly
affected by the proposal.

In any case, the proposed use of materials are not considered to be visually at odds with the
prevailing nature of the Close. The neighbouring properties to the east (no.’s 19 and 21) are fully
rendered, while many other properties (including the application property) include an element of
render to the front elevations.

Loss of Car Parking

The site benefits from a generous driveway which following the proposed works, would still be
ample, able to accommodate at least two large parked cars. A replacement garage will also be
constructed which will provide further off street parking, as such there should be no concerns over
highway safety as a result of the proposal.
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Summary

| trust the above has adequately addressed for Members the concerns raised by the Ward Councillor
in referring this application to this Committee. Furthermore, | would like to endorse the findings
detailed in the Officer’s Report and the recommendation made to this Committee to approve the
proposal:

The principle of a two storey side and single storey rear extension is considered to be
acceptable.

The extensions are not of a scale which would result in an overdevelopment of the site
and although the front elevation would have an elongated appearance, it is not
considered that this would unduly disrupt the street scene.

It is not felt a property with a wholly render finish will harm the visual amenity of the
area and adjacent AONB.

It is considered that the proposed scheme represents a high quality design which is in
accordance with the general design advice set out within the NPPF and on this basis is
deemed acceptable.

The proposal will not cause a loss of light or privacy, neither will it have any overbearing
effect on neighbouring properties.

The application is considered to be in accordance with the policy requirements of the
Joint Core Strategy, Cheltenham Local Plan and advice contained within the NPPF.

We therefore respectfully request members to uphold the Officer’s recommendation of approval.

Yours sincerely,

g

Lorelie Davies | MRTPI
Senior Planning Consultant
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Appendix 1 - Nearby properties of similar scale, design & use of materials

1) No.4 Highland Road - original to modernised, side & forward extended

3) No. 53 Sandy Lane - side & forward extended and 4) No.’s 74 & 76 Sandy Lane - side and forward
use of modern materials extended, use of rendering
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5) 15 Hartley Close looking to No.’s 14, 16 with No. 10 6) 16 Hartley Close looking at No.’s 11 & 15 with front
to the far right; each with front apex/gable forward of porch to the right

side aspect

7) Street view of No.’s 15 & 17 (front apex/gable) and
then No.’s 19 & 21 having forward extensions with
render.

Page | 5

Company No: 08601004 | Telephone: 01242 898 368 | Email: mail@brodieplanning.co.uk | Web: www.brodieplanning.co.uk




