LONDON BOROUGH OF ENFIELD

PLANNING COMMITTEE

Date : 20th October 2015

Report of
Assistant Director, Planning,
Highways & Transportation

Contact Officer:
Andy Higham
Sharon Davidson
Ms Eloise Kiernan

Ward:
Cockfosters

Ref: 15/02727/HOU

Category: Householder

LOCATION: 73 Avenue Road, London, N14 4DD,

PROPOSAL: Minor Material Amendment to 15/00588/HOU to allow the removal of step in first floor fo the
two storey side extension and part single, part single, part 2 storey rear extension involving rear

conservatory.

Applicant Name & Address:
Mr Daniel Pearce

73 Avenue Road
Southgate

Enfield

N14 4DD

United Kingdom

London
London

Agent Name & Address:
Mr lan Eggleton
40 Blake Road

N11 2AE

RECOMMENDATION:

That planning permission be REFUSED for reasons.

Note for Members:

Although an application of this nature would normally be determined under delegated authority, the
application is reported to Planning Committee as the applicant is Councillor Daniel Pearce.
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5.3

Site and Surroundings

The application site is situated on the north western side of Avenue Road on
a rectangular shaped plot. The site contains an end of terrace dwelling with
hipped roof design.

The surrounding area is residential in character and contains a number of
flatted developments and dwellings of a varying design, age and character.

Proposal

The proposal is for a minor material amendment to the planning permission
granted under reference 15/00588/HOU which was approved at Planning
Committee on 28" April 2015. Planning permission was granted for a two
storey side extension and part single, part two storey rear extension. The two
storey rear extension projected approximately 1.5m beyond rear wall of the
neighbouring property before stepping in. The amendment now proposed
removes this step in so that the extension projects approximately 3.5m in
depth along the boundary with No.71.

Relevant Planning Decisions

14/03616/HOU — Two storey side extension and rear conservatory — refused
on design and appearance

15/00588/HOU - two storey side extension, part single, part two storey rear
extension involving rear conservatory — granted at Planning Committee on
28" April 2015

Consultations

Statutory and non-statutory consultees

Environment Agency

No comments to make
Public response

Letters were sent to 14 adjoining and nearby residents. No responses were
received.

Relevant Policy
London Plan

7.4 Local character
7.6 Architecture

Core Strategy
CP30 Maintaining and improving the quality of the built and open environment

Development Management Document
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DMD6 Residential character
DMD11 Rear extensions
DMD 37 Achieving High Quality and Design Led Development

Other relevant policy/quidance

NPPF
NPPG

6. Analysis

6.1

6.1.1

6.2

6.2.1

6.2.2

6.2.3

6.2.4

6.3

6.3.1

Impact on Character of Surrounding Area

The overall design of the first floor rea extension would not differ from that
approved under 15/00588/HOU. Members did not raise any objections to the
design of the extension and on the basis that this element is sited to the rear,
it is not considered that the amendments proposed would have any greater
impact on the character and appearance of the building, having regard to
DMD37 of the DMD and CP30 of the Core Strategy..

Impact on Neighbouring Properties

The neighbouring properties most impacted would be the adjoining terrace,
no.71 and the adjacent flatted development at Oakwood Lodge.

Oakwood Lodge projects substantially further to the rear and the proposed
rear infill element would be flush with the previously approved side projection
and thus would not have any further impacts on the occupiers of this property.

Policy DMD11 of the Development Management Documents states that first
floor rear extensions must not exceed a 30 degree line taken from the mid-
point of the nearest original first floor window to any of the adjacent properties
and/or where appropriate seek a common alignment of rear extensions. The
rear projection would be constructed at a depth of 3.5m on the common
boundary with no. 71 Avenue Road, which features a bathroom window at
first floor level. This would clearly breach both a 30 degree line from this
window and would fail to secure a common alignment as it projects an
additional 3.5m beyond the existing building line of no’s 71 and 73.

The previous approval did not respect the 30’ line but the limited breach was
accepted as the nearest window was a bathroom window. The extension as
approved extended approximately 1.5m beyond the rear wall before stepping
out to 3.5m at a distance of 1.3m from the common boundary. This proposal
would result in an extension of 3.5m in depth on the common boundary. The
overall impact of the increased scale of the extension would therefore have
further impacts on the residential amenities of occupiers at no. 71 and would
be contrary to policy DMD11.

CIL

The CIL Regulations 2010 (as amended) allow ‘charging authorities’ in
England and Wales to apportion a levy on net additional floorspace for certain
types of qualifying development to enable the funding of a wide range of
infrastructure that is needed as a result of development. Since April 2012 the



Mayor of London has been charging CIL in Enfield at the rate of £20 per sgm.
The Council is progressing its own CIL but this is not expected to be
introduced 2016

6.3.2 The development is not liable for CIL.
7. Conclusion

7.1 The amendments to the first floor rear extension to allow the removal of the
stepped element, by virtue of the increased size and depth on the common
boundary would have a more overbearing impact, detrimental to residential
amenities of the attached terraced property at no. 71 Avenue Road, contrary
to Policy DMD11 of the Development Management Document.

8. Recommendation
8.1 That planning permission be refused for the following reason:

1 The amendments to the first floor rear extension to allow the removal
of the stepped element, by virtue of the increased size and depth on
the common boundary would have a more overbearing impact,
detrimental to residential amenities of the attached terraced property
at no. 71 Avenue Road, contrary to Policy DMD11 of the Development
Management Document.
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