Report Item No: 1

APPLICATION No:

EPF/2152/07

SITE ADDRESS: 33 St Alban's Road
Coopersale
Epping
Essex
CM16 7RD
PARISH: Epping
WARD: Epping Hemnall
APPLICANT: Mrs Sarah Jolly

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL: | TPO 6/83: Fell 1 Hornbeam; re-pollard 2 Hornbeams.

RECOMMENDED DECISION: Grant Permission (With Conditions)
CONDITIONS
1 The work authorised by this consent shall be carried out under the direct supervision

of the Local Planning Authority, who shall receive in writing, 5 working days' notice
of such works.

2 The crown reduction authorised by this consent shall be to immediately above
previous pollard points.

3 All work authorised by this consent shall be undertaken in a manner consistent with
British Standard 3998 (1989) (or with any similar replacement Standard).

4 The works hereby authorised shall not be undertaken after a period of three years
from the date of this consent has expired.

This application is before committee since all applications to fell preserved trees are outside
delegated powers.

Description of Proposal:

T1. Hornbeam. Fell and replace.
T2. Hornbeam Re-pollard
T3. Hornbeam Re-pollard

Description of Site:

An enclosed rear garden. The trees are visible from a local footpath, to the rear.

Relevant History:

TPO/EPF/06/83 was served to protect the trees on the site in advance of development.

TRE/EPF/941/00: consent to thin, reduce and shape approved with conditions.




Note: The current application has been amended by agreement, T2 was originally to be felled.

Relevant Policies:

LL8: Pruning of preserved trees.

LL9: The Council will not give consent to fell a tree protected by a Tree Preservation Order unless
it is satisfied that this is necessary and justified any such consent will be conditional upon
appropriate replacement of the tree.

Issues and Considerations:

The three trees concerned are small pollards, in a very modest garden. They have some amenity
value, though limited because of their situation and size. The application is on the basis that the
trees “are poor examples” and that the small garden is overcrowded.

The key issues that have been addressed in relation to the felling are whether the condition of the
one tree is such that felling is the only reasonable option, the reasonableness of the need for
continued severe pollarding, and whether replacement would be preferable in visual amenity
terms. In relation to the pruning it is whether there is any reason not to continue the established
pollarding regime.

1. 11

It is agreed that of the 3 trees this is the least attractive, with wounds on the stem from early
pruning. However there is no technical reason that it should not be retained.

Continued pollarding does however impose a burden on the owner, and since this is the least
important of the 3, set further into the site away from the path, and so with more limited public
amenity there is a good argument for felling, The owner has offered to replant with a birch to be
situated on the rear boundary where it would have greater amenity value.

2. T2and T3

Hornbeams are relatively tolerant of continued pollarding, sufficient time has been left since the
last pruning, and there is some, albeit limited, public benefit; there is therefore no technical reason
to with-hold permission for this application.

Conclusions

In relation to the pruning that consent should be granted, subject to conditions, including on timing
of operations, in accordance with policy LL8.

In relation to the felling, that consent should be granted on the grounds that a replacement tree
would make a greater contribution to public amenity, in accordance with policy LL9, subject to a
condition to secure the intended replacement with a suitable Birch, as suggested.

SUMMARY OF REPRESENTATIONS:

EPPING TOWN COUNCIL — No objection.
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Report Item No: 2

APPLICATION No: EPF/2154/07
SITE ADDRESS: 1 Forest Drive
Fyfield
Ongar
Essex
CM5 0TP
PARISH: Fyfield
WARD: Moreton and Fyfield
APPLICANT: Mr Paul Bartholomew
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL: | TPO 5/98; Fell: London Plane and Cedar.
RECOMMENDED DECISION: Grant Permission (With Conditions)
CONDITIONS
1 Two replacement tree or trees, of a species, size and in a position as agreed in

writing by the Local Planning Authority, shall be planted within one month of the
implementation of the felling hereby agreed, unless varied with the written
agreement of the Local Planning Authority. If within a period of five years from the
date of planting any replacement tree is removed, uprooted or destroyed, dies or
becomes seriously damaged or defective another tree of the same species and size
as that originally planted shall be planted at the same place, unless the Local
Planning Authority gives its written consent to any variation.

This application is before committee since all applications to fell preserved trees are outside
delegated powers.

Description of Proposal:

T1. London Plane. Fell and replace.
T2. Blue Atlas Cedar Fell and replace.

Description of Site:

The rear garden of a house, in a prominent location by the main access into the ElImbridge School
development. The trees are part of a group in the garden which are prominent from the Ongar
road, at the southern entrance to the village.

Relevant History:

TPO/EPF/05/98 was a comprehensive order, made to protect the significant trees in advance of
development.

In 2004 a London Plane was struck by lightning; it has been replaced with a red leafed Plum.




Relevant Policies:

LL9: The Council will not give consent to fell a tree protected by a Tree Preservation Order unless
it is satisfied that this is necessary and justified. Any such consent will be conditional upon
appropriate replacement of the tree.

Issues and Considerations:

The application is based on advice from a (reputable) local tree surgeon. The reasons given are
the poor health of the Plane, and the incompatibility of the Cedar with its situation, for 2 reasons:
that it is too close to the house itself and that its natural development is impossible, and because
the garden is too crowded with other mature trees. At the officer’s visit issues of damage to the
lawn and subsidence were also raised.

The key issues that have been addressed in relation to the felling are whether the condition of the
Plane is such that felling is the most reasonable option and whether the current and potential
visual amenity of the Cedar is such that felling should be resisted.

1. T1 London Plane.

The cause of the ill-health of the Plane was found on inspection to be as a result of severe and
long-standing basal decay. The tree has grown poorly as a result of the problem, so its
importance is less than the larger adjacent boundary trees, although it's loss will somewhat lessen
the visual screening of the property from the road. The owners are happy to replant like for like,
but a different species, such as the Tulip Tree, might offer additional visual benefit.

2. T2 Cedar

The Atlas cedar is situated 8m from the rear of the house, and is some 18m tall. It is far from fully
grown, and its spread has been severely restricted by side pruning, such that it's shape is very
untypical. It is by nature a tall and broadly spreading conifer. Even so, it dominates and severely
restricts use of the open, central area of the garden, which is also pretty much surrounded by tall
Planes to the east, Limes to the west, and a Robinia to the north. It darkens the rear of the house
by cutting out indirect light.

It has local visual importance, being visible from a short section of the main road and from the
nearby footpath. It gives an important contrast in textures visually, and has importance in winter
as the sole large evergreen in the garden. However its importance is lessened by the many
maturing trees, including evergreens, planted on the verge, to south and north.

The ground below is dry, and the grass dead. This in itself is not critical, but it is agreed that its
presence severely restricts use and enjoyment of the space. It is not considered that there is any
evidence of threat to foundations.

The situation is such that if the tree grew to its potential it would then leave no useable garden to
enjoy, as well as very severely restricting light to all the rear rooms. The alternative to felling
would be an extensive crown lifting, with a further reduction of the upper crown.

Because of the limited space if felling were agreed a smaller decorative tree would be appropriate,
shifted closer to the north boundary.



Conclusion

In relation to T1, Plane, it is not considered that there is a remedy to the basal decay, or any
alternative to replacement, and that felling is in accordance with LL9, subject to replacement with a
large-growing tree.

In relation to T2, Cedar, it is concluded that its importance is limited at present, and that it is
unlikely to increase, because it would be unreasonable not to continue to allow crown reductions.
It will therefore never make a good specimen, and cannot in any case be pruned in a way to
resolve the issues satisfactorily. It is therefore also concluded that felling is in accordance with
LL9, subject to replacement with a decorative tree.

SUMMARY OF REPRESENTATIONS:

None to date; any observations will be reported verbally.
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Report Item No: 3

APPLICATION No:

EPF/0610/07

SITE ADDRESS: Coopersale Hall School
Flux's Lane
Epping
Essex
PARISH: Epping
WARD: Epping Hemnall
APPLICANT: Coopersale Hall School

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL: | Extension of existing classrooms wing.

RECOMMENDED DECISION: Grant Permission (Subject to S106)

CONDITIONS

1

The development hereby permitted must be begun not later than the expiration of
three years beginning with the date of this notice.

The development, including site clearance, must not commence until a tree
protection plan, to include all the relevant details of tree protection has been
submitted to the Local Planning Authority and approved in writing.

The statement must include a plan showing the area to be protected and fencing in
accordance with the relevant British Standard (Trees in Relation to Construction-
Recommendations; BS.5837:2005). It must also specify any other means needed to
ensure that all of the trees to be retained will not be harmed during the development,
including by damage to their root system, directly or indirectly.

The statement must explain how the protection will be implemented, including
responsibility for site supervision, control and liaison with the Local Planning
Authority.

The trees must be protected in accordance with the agreed statement throughout
the period of development, unless the Local Planning Authority has given its prior
written consent to any variation.

The development, including site clearance, must not commence until a scheme of
landscaping and a statement of the methods of its implementation have been
submitted to the Local Planning Authority and approved in writing. The approved
scheme shall be implemented within the first planting season following the
completion of the development hereby approved.

The scheme must include details of the proposed planting including a plan, details of
species, stock sizes and numbers/densities where appropriate, and include a
timetable for its implementation. If any plant dies, becomes diseased or fails to
thrive within a period of 5 years from the date of planting, or is removed, uprooted or
destroyed, it must be replaced by another plant of the same kind and size and at the




same place, unless the Local Planning Authority agrees to a variation beforehand,
and in writing.

The statement must include details of all the means by which successful
establishment of the scheme will be ensured, including preparation of the planting
area, planting methods, watering, weeding, mulching, use of stakes and ties, plant
protection and aftercare. It must also include details of the supervision of the
planting and liaison with the Local Planning Authority.

The landscaping must be carried out in accordance with the agreed scheme and
statement, unless the Local Planning Authority has given its prior written consent to
any variation.

4 Details of the types and colours of the external finishes shall be submitted for
approval by the Local Planning Authority in writing prior to the commencement of the
development, and the development shall be implemented in accordance with such
approved details.

5 Details of all new windows at a scale of no less than 1:20 shall be submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to the commencement of
the works hereby approved. The works shall be implemented in accordance with
such approved details.

6 The extensions hereby approved shall not be occupied until new and improved
pedestrian facilities along the access road from Flux's Lane to the school grounds
have been provided in accordance with a scheme previously submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

7 The extensions hereby approved shall not be occupied until space has been
provided within the proposal site to accommodate the parking, loading, unloading
and turning of all vehicles visiting the site, clear of the highway and properly laid out
and such space shall be maintained thereafter free of any impediment to its
designated use.

Also subject to the prior completion of a satisfactory planning obligation under s106 of the Town
and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) to secure the following:

1. A school travel plan.

2. New and improved pedestrian facilities in Flux’s Lane and at the Flux’s Lane/Stewards Green
Road and the Stewards Green Road/Brook Road/Bower Hill junctions (details to be agreed with
the Highways Authority).

3. The bringing up to current Essex County Council standards of the bus stops located in the
vicinity of the proposal site (details to be agreed with the Highways Authority).

This application is before this Committee since it is an application for commercial development and
the recommendation differs from more than one expression of objection (Pursuant to Section P4,
Schedule A (f) of the Council’s Delegated Functions).

Committee will recall that at the Area Committee meeting on 25 July 2007 they requested
additional information for the application in respect of the following points:

1. Who has ownership of access to the school?



2. The number of additional pupils that would attend the school as a result of the proposed
extension.

3. How the Country Council highway officers have reached their conclusion not to object to
the application.

4. An outline of the elements that the travel plan would include.
These points can respectively be addressed as follows:

1. The applicants have confirmed that they own Flux’s Lane, which is the access road to the
school, in its entirety.

2. The applicants state that an additional 3 classes, each containing an average of 15 pupils,
would result from the proposal.

3. The County Council Highway Group have confirmed that their assessment of the
application involves them visiting the site and making an appraisal of matters relating to
capacity, safety and sustainability. A positive recommendation will only be made where the
proposal can operate safely, without causing disruption to the existing network, is
sustainable and does not conflict with highways policies. They are content that these
issues are satisfied by this application. They also point out that the approach suggested by
the County Council highway officers, of addressing highway issues through condition, was
supported by the Inspector who considered the development at appeal under a previous
application (reference EPF/1525/05).

4. The applicants have submitted a copy of an outline travel plan, which suggests a number
of ways that highways issues might be addressed. These include:

— To improve lighting in the car park.

— Road safety training for pupils.

— Toinstall a designated footpath and waiting shelter for pedestrians in the car park.

— Increase traffic signage in car park.

— Increase warning letters to parents speeding in the car park and introduce naming
and shaming.

— Encourage car sharing.

— Investigate the possibility of a school bus.

— Promote the health benefits of walking and cycling to school.

— Provide a walking and cycling area on Flux’s Lane.

— Erect a cycle shelter on the school grounds.

— Introduce cycle training for year six pupils.

— Cover road safety issues in assemblies.

The initial report to the Committee from the 25 July 2007 meeting now follows, however there is
no longer any reference to Structure Plan Policies as they were deleted in September 2007 as a
consequence of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, 2004.

Description of Proposal:

The application seeks planning permission for the erection of a two-storey side extension and a
single storey extension which would infill a recessed area of the existing school building.

The proposed two-storey extension would provide four additional classrooms together with toilet
facilities to the eastern end of an existing single storey addition. The enlargement would be of the



same width as the existing building and project 7m beyond the eastern flank at a two-storey level.
It would have a pitched roof up to 2.2m higher than the original addition with the base of the
extension below that of the original addition.

The two-storey extension would be largely finished in facing brick but the first 1.5m adjoining the
existing extension would be glazed. The two slopes of the pitched roof would be off-set at different
heights, the lower being that over the glazed section. The infill extension would be the same height
as the existing extension to the building which it would be surrounded by and provides an
additional classroom.

Members may recall that both aspects of the proposal were previously considered by the Plans
Sub-Committee “B”, alongside other additional development, under application number
EPF/1525/05. This was refused by the Committee and subsequently dismissed at appeal.
However, Members should note that the inspector did not object to the parts of the proposal which
form the present scheme.

Description of Site:

The site is within the Metropolitan Green Belt and the Coopersale Hall School main building is a
statutory grade Il listed building. The site is bounded by residential properties to the north. To the
south and east the land falls away from the existing school buildings. To the south the land is
initially open, including a soft surfaced play area. Approximately 50m beyond the south elevation
of the building there is a formal garden dominated by mature trees. There is a sloping grassed
area immediately to the east of the existing single storey addition to the school beyond which is a
hard surfaced play area/tennis court enclosed by 3m high wire mesh fencing with densely planted
tree and bushes to the east. The land east of the hard play area/tennis court is used as a small
industrial estate with businesses accommodated in a converted single storey building and the
estate screened from the south by robust tree planting. To the west and southwest is a tree belt,
beyond which is a field in the schools ownership. To the east is a 30m wide gravel surfaced
drive/turning area beyond which are Bakers Cottage and Orchard Cottage.

Relevant History:

LB/EPF/0031/85 — Demolition of first floor link between Coopersale Hall and Orchard Cottages.
Granted (1985).

LB/EPF/0071/88 — Alterations in connection with change of use to educational establishment.
Granted (1989).

EPF/1220/88 — Change of use to educational establishment. Granted (1989).

LB/EPF/0100/89 — Alterations and extension to provide classrooms, toilets and kitchen. Granted
(1990).

EPF/1766/89 — Alterations and extension to provide classrooms, toilets and kitchen. Granted
(1990).

EPF/0653/04 — Erection of first floor rear and two storey rear extensions to provide additional
classrooms. Refused (2004).

LB/EPF/0654/04 — Corresponding application for listed building consent in respect of application
EPF/653/04. Refused (2004).

EPF/1516/04 — Erection of first floor rear and two storey rear extensions to provide additional
classrooms. Refused (2004).

LB/EPF/1515/04 — Corresponding application for listed building consent in respect of application
EPF/653/04. Refused (2004).

EPF/1525/05 - Side and rear extensions to provide additional classrooms and erection of new
classroom block to replace existing block and enlargement of existing car park. Refused (2006).
Appeal dismissed (2006).



LB/EPF/1526/05 - Grade Il Listed building application for extensions to provide additional
classrooms and erection of new classrooms block to replace existing car park improvement.
Granted (2006).

EPF/1021/06 - Extension of existing car park to form overflow car parking. Granted (2006).
EPF/0611/07 - Removal of existing detached classroom block and replacement with new single
storey block. Refused (2007).

Policies Applied:

Local Plan:

CP2 — Rural and built environment
CP3 — New development

CP4 — Energy conservation

CP5 — Sustainable building

CP9 — Sustainable transport

GB2A — Development in the Green Belt
HC10 — Works to listed buildings

HC12 — Works that affect the setting of a listed building
DBE1 — New buildings

DBEZ2 - Amenity

DBE4 — Design of new buildings in the Green Belt
RP5A — Environmental impact

LL1 — Landscape character

LL2 — Development in the countryside
LL10 — Existing features

LL11 — New planting

ST1 — Development location

ST2 — Accessibility

ST3 — Transport assessments

ST4 — Road safety

ST5 — Travel plans

ST6 — Parking

I1A — Planning obligations

Issues and Considerations:

The main issues to be considered in this case are the appropriateness of the development in the
Green Belt, the impact of the development on the Green Belt and listed building and the
acceptability of the proposal in terms of sustainability matters, character, the amenity of
surrounding occupiers, parking and highways matters, landscaping and access.

3. Green Belt Matters:

The proposed extensions are considered by officers to be inappropriate development in the Green
Belt that should also only be permitted if very special circumstances exist, sufficient to overcome
the harm caused by inappropriateness.

The proposed two-storey extension would exceed the height of existing buildings but it is
considered that this alone would not be sufficient to exacerbate the impact of the school buildings
as a whole on the open character of the Green Belt. When seen from the east the extension
would add interest and variety to the existing extension to the school, which presently terminates
in a blank brick wall of no interest. When seen from the north or south the extension would appear
as a clear stop to the existing extension and due to its sympathetic design would result in an
improved appearance to the school building.



The main vantage point from beyond the immediate vicinity of the building would be from the first
floors of Nos. 1 and 2 Coopersale Hall Farm Cottages and Orchard Cottage located to the north
and northwest. From these points, views of the addition would be mainly of the roof of the
extension which is considered to be of much greater interest than that of the existing addition but
little higher overall. The cumulative impact of the extension would be to increase the bulk of
additions to the school but that increase in bulk would be overcome by the improvement in the
appearance of the school buildings as a whole. The two-storey extension is therefore
inappropriate development in the Green Belt but its positive impact on the character and
appearance of the listed building is significant and considered to amount to very special
circumstances sufficient to overcome the harm caused by inappropriateness.

The single storey infill extension is also deemed to have very special circumstances that overcome
the harm caused by inappropriateness. These relate to the fact that it would be surrounded on
three sides by built development with a height that it would not exceed. This creates a very
particular set of circumstances which result in the impact of the extension being nullified. Both
extensions are therefore deemed to be acceptable in this instance.

4. Listed Building and Character Matters:

Council policies require that developments respect their setting, relate suitably to the surrounding
spaces, are of a size and position that they adopt a significance appropriate to their function,
safeguard character and employ materials which are sympathetic to their context. Policies in
respect of listed buildings require that works do not detract from the setting, historic interest or
architectural character and appearance of listed buildings. The single storey infill extension is
considered to be acceptable in all these regards. As was indicated above the design of the two-
storey element of the proposal is deemed to make a positive contribution to the overall
composition of the building. The proposal is therefore deemed by officers to accord with policies in
respect of design, character and listed buildings. It should also be noted that the Council did not
object to the proposal on design or listed building grounds when considering the development as
part of a wider scheme previously.

5. Amenity Issues:

Having had regard to the size, siting and design of the proposed extensions it is considered that
the scheme, as could be controlled with suitable conditions, would be acceptable in all these
regards. It is of note that when considering the previous application the Inspector who dealt with
the appeal did not refuse the proposal on amenity grounds.

Parking, Highways and Access Matters:

The County Council Highways Group have not raised any objections to the proposal and consider
that concerns regarding the scheme can be adequately addressed with suitable conditions and a
planning obligation. Officers support this approach. Furthermore, this was the position adopted by
the Inspector who dealt with the appeal for the previous, larger scheme, for the site.

The obligation proposed would relate to provision of:

1. A school travel plan.

2. New and improved pedestrian facilities in Flux’s Lane and at the Flux’s Lane/Stewards Green
Road and the Stewards Green Road/Brook Road/Bower Hill junctions (details to be agreed with
the Highways Authority).

3. The bringing up to current Essex County Council standards of the bus stops located in the
vicinity of the proposal site (details to be agreed with the Highways Authority).



6. Sustainability and Landscaping Matters:

Council policies require that proposals make adequate provision for the protection of existing trees
and provide suitable landscaping for new developments. Having had regard to the details
submitted with the application and the existing landscaping of the site it is considered that these
matters can be adequately addressed with suitable conditions in respect to tree protection and
new landscaping proposals. It is noted that concerns have been raised that the proposal would fail
to accord with planning policies and guidance in respect of sustainability matters. However, having
had regard to the requirements of other legislation and the relevant national, regional and local
policies and guidance it is considered that the proposal is acceptable in this regard with the
conditions and planning obligation recommended.

7. Other Matters:

Concerns have been expressed that the present application is not accompanied by an application
for listed building consent. Two points are of note in this regard. Firstly, listed building consent for
the same works was granted at the time of the previous application being refused planning
permission. Secondly, the absence of a listed building application is not a material consideration in
the determination of this proposal.

Concerns have also been raised that part two of the application form (which, amongst other
matters, asks for details of the nature of business, number of persons employed and vehicle
movements) has not been filled in. However, this is only required where proposals relate to
industrial, office, warehousing, storage, shops or commercial glasshouses. The present application
falls outside any of these categories.

A final objection that has been raised suggests that the application cannot be considered
separately from the proposal to erect a new building in the school grounds (refused earlier this
year), as they collectively seek the provision of education facilities up to the age of 13 at the site. It
is noted that the Inspector who dealt with the previous appeal did not feel that he could give a split
decision with both schemes on a single application, as the proposals were so clearly connected.
However, as these have now been submitted as separate planning applications it is officer’s
opinion that they must be considered on their individual planning merits, irrespective of the overall
objective.

Conclusion:

The proposed development is considered by officers to have overcome the reasons for refusing
the previous application and on the basis of its individual planning merits is deemed to be
acceptable in this instance, subject to conditions and the signing of a suitable planning obligation.
The application is therefore recommended for approval subject to conditions and a planning
obligation.

SUMMARY OF REPRESENTATIONS:

EPPING TOWN COUNCIL — Committee object to the application because the proposal represents
inappropriate development in the green belt and because highway access is inadequate to cope
with significantly increased use.

COOPERSALE HALL FARM - Objection on grounds of impact on green belt, trees and listed
building and concern that scheme represents over development and raises traffic concerns.

1 COTTAGE, COOPERSALE HALL FARM — Objection on grounds of noise, traffic, congestion,
additional activity, pollution, over development and green belt concerns.

FARM BUNGALOW, FLUX LANE — Objection on grounds that the proposal goes beyond an
acceptable level for the expansion of the school and result in traffic problems in the area.



BAKERS COTTAGE, COOPERSALE HALL - Objection on grounds of noise, traffic, amenity,
pollution and green belt concerns.

JAMES KIER & ASSOCIATES (on behalf of various local residents) — Objection on grounds of
green belt, sustainability, highways and policy conflict concerns. It is also suggested that additional
information should be provided and that an application for listed building consent should be
submitted concurrently with the present application. Furthermore, it is indicated that the two
applications are part of a larger scheme and therefore it should not be accepted that only one of
the two most recent applications could be approved individually.

106 letters of support have been received from parents of pupils in respect of the application.
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Report Item No: 4

APPLICATION No: EPF/1716/07
SITE ADDRESS: 1-7a Station Road
Epping
Essex
CM16 4HA
PARISH: Epping
WARD: Epping Hemnall

APPLICANT:

A J Poulton (Epping) Ltd

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL: | Alterations to planning approval EPF/1227/05, to include

providing additional two apartments by splitting flats 5 and 6,
moving refuse and cycle stores, relocating fire escape stairs
and adding additional dormer window to top floor.

RECOMMENDED DECISION: Grant Permission (With Conditions)

CONDITIONS

1

The development hereby permitted must be begun not later than the expiration of
three years beginning with the date of this notice.

Details of the types and colours of the external finishes shall be submitted for
approval by the Local Planning Authority in writing prior to the commencement of the
development, and the development shall be implemented in accordance with such
approved details.

Wheel washing or other cleaning facilities for vehicles leaving the site during
construction works shall be installed in accordance with details which shall be
submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority and these
facilities installed prior to the commencement of any building works on site, and shall
be used to clean vehicles leaving the site.

Notwithstanding the details submitted which are otherwise hereby approved all
windows proposed on the development hereby approved, including dormers but
excluding rooflights shall be of white painted timber, double hung vertically sliding
sashes with 100mm reveals.

The rooflights hereby approved shall be fitted so that they do not project above the
level of the proposed tiling.

Notwithstanding the details submitted which are otherwise hereby approved the
proposed roof tiling shall be of natural slate and of blue/black colour.

The proposed A1 and A2 units hereby approved shall at no time result in more than
50% of these units being in non-retail use without the prior written approval of the
Local Planning Authority.




8 The powered two wheeler/bicycle parking facilities as shown on the approved plan
are to be provided prior to the first occupation of the development and retained at all
times.

9 One of the car parking spaces hereby approved shall be designated as a disabled
bay and shall be retained permanently for that purpose.

10 No development shall take place until there has been submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority a scheme for the storage and disposal of
refuse to serve both the commercial and residential units. The use of the properties
shall not be commenced until such time as the approved measures have been
implemented and such measures shall be retained thereafter.

11 Construction work (which includes deliveries and other commercial vehicles to and
from the site) shall only take place on site between the hours of 07.30am and
18.30pm Monday to Friday and 08.00am to 13.00pm on Saturdays and at no time
on Sundays and Bank Holidays unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local
Planning Authority.

12 The parking area shown on the approved plan shall be provided prior to the first

occupation of the development and shall be retained free of obstruction for the
parking of residents (staff) and visitors vehicles.

This application is before this Committee since the recommendation differs from the views of the
local council (Pursuant to Section P4, Schedule A (g) of the Council’s Delegated Functions).

Description of Proposal:

The application seeks planning permission for the demolition of the existing buildings, the
provision of vehicular access from the adjoining site and the erection of a building containing 9
residential units and 4 commercial (A1 and A2) units. Parking for 8 cars is provided.

The proposal essentially is an amendment to planning approval EPF/1227/05 involving changes
which include the provision of two additional apartments by splitting flats 5 and 6, moving the
refuse and cycle stores, relocating the fire escape stairs and adding an additional dormer window
to the top floor.

Description of Site:

The application site is situated on the north side of Station Road, between its junctions with High
Street to the west and Hemnall Street to the east. The site previously contained a mixture of single
and two-storey buildings comprising retail uses on the ground floor and offices at a first floor level.
These have now been demolished. The site falls within Epping Town Centre, as defined in the
Adopted Local Plan, and is within a conservation area.

Relevant History:

EPF/1808/03 ‘Demolition of existing building and provision of vehicular access from adjoining site
for 4 no. commercial (A1,A2,B1,D1) and 9 no. residential units’ Appeal against non-determination
(2004). Appeal dismissed (2005).

CAC/EPF/0875/04 ‘Conservation Area Consent for demolition of buildings at 1-7a Station Road,
Epping’ Appeal against non-determination (2004). Appeal dismissed (2005).



EPF/1227/05 ‘Demolition of buildings and provision of vehicular access from adjoining site,
erection of 7 no. residential units and 4 no. commercial (A1,A2) units and parking for seven cars.
(Revised application)’ Granted (2005).

CAC/EPF/1228/05 ‘Conservation area consent for the demolition of buildings at 1-7a Station
Road, Epping’ Granted (2005).

EPF/0640/06 ‘New shop fronts in connection with planning permission EPF/1227/05 for the
demolition of buildings, and erection of 7 no. residential units and 4 no. commercial (A1and A2)
units and parking’ Granted (2006).

Policies Applied:

Local Plan:

CP1 -9 (Core policies);

HC6 (Conservation Areas);

HC7 (Conservation Areas);

RP4 (Contaminated Land);

RP5A (Environmental Impacts);
H2A (Previously Developed Land);
H3A (Density);

H4A (Dwelling Mix);

ST1 (Development Location);

ST2 (Accessibility of Development);
ST4 (Road Safety);

ST6 (Vehicle Parking);

E4A (Protection of Employment Sites);
E4B (Alternative Uses For Employment Sites);
TC1 (Town Centre);

TC2 (Sequential Approach);

TC3 (Town Centre Function);

TC5 (Window Displays);

DBE1 (Design);

DBEZ2 (Amenity);

DBE3 (Buildings and Spaces);
DBE®6 (Parking);

DBES8 (Amenity Space);

DBE9 (Amenity);

DBE12 (Shopfronts)

Issues and Considerations:

The main issues in this case relate to the acceptability of the proposal in terms of design,
conservation area, amenity, environmental sustainability, town centre, employment, parking and
highways matters.

1. Design and conservation area matters:

Council policies require that new buildings respect their setting, relate suitably to the surrounding
spaces, are of a size and position that they adopt a significance appropriate to their function,
respect local character and townscape and employ materials which are sympathetic to their
context. As the site falls within a conservation area any development would be expected to
preserve the character, appearance and setting of the area.



Having had regard to the design of the building previously approved it is considered that the
proposed building would be acceptable in design and conservation area terms. Officers take the
view that the revised appearance of the proposed building would respect its setting, have
appropriate significance in the street scene, respect local character and townscape and preserve
the character and appearance of the conservation area. The additional dormer window is of an
acceptable design and is of a similar style to those already on the previously approved building.

The previous permission sought a requirement for the details of the shopfronts to be submitted as
a further planning application. This was undertaken and approved in 2006. The submitted plans for
this application also indicate shopfronts of an appropriate design and consequently this
requirement is no longer considered necessary.

2. Amenity, environmental and sustainability matters:

Council policies require that development does not result in excessive adverse environmental
impact or a loss of amenity for neighbouring properties. Residential developments are also
required to provide an adequate level of amenity for future occupiers.

Officers consider that the proposal would not be detrimental to the amenities of neighbouring and
surrounding properties or result in excessive adverse environmental impacts. It is considered that
design and construction related sustainability matters are adequately controlled by the
requirements of other legislation in this instance.

With respect to matters relating to the amenity of future occupiers it is noted that there is no
amenity space provision and that concerns have been expressed regarding the size of the units
sought. In terms of amenity space matters the siting of the development in a town centre is
considered to be an important material consideration. In such locations residential accommodation
frequently lacks amenity space and it is considered that it would be unreasonable to insist on
provision in this instance. It is also of note that this view was accepted when the previous
application at the site (EPF/1227/05) and other applications in the surrounding area have been
approved.

With regard to the size of the units proposed these are deemed to be adequate. While this Council
does not have a minimum standard for the size of new units set out in adopted policy or guidance,
regard must still be had as to whether or not a proposal provides adequate living space for
occupiers. Officers consider that the size of the units proposed is such that they would provide an
adequate level of amenity for future occupiers. The case for taking this view is supported by the
location of the development in a town centre. Residential accommodation in such locations is
frequently provided in smaller units at higher densities.

3. Town centre and employment matters:

As was found with the previous approval at this site the principle of commercial uses at a ground
floor with residential accommodation above is deemed to be acceptable in this location. It is noted
that the Council presently has more restrictive policies for the retention of offices than were in
place at the time of the previous approval at this site. However, officers consider that the consent
previously granted and its present partial implementation mean that it would be unreasonable to
seek to retain offices which were legitimately demolished under previous consents. Furthermore,
the provision of commercial uses at a ground floor level will ensure some employment generation.
With the conditions recommended the commercial units are deemed to be acceptable and in
accordance with policies.



4. Parking and highways matters:

Council policies require that development provide a suitable number of parking spaces, acceptable
access, are well related to the road hierarchy, unlikely to lead to excessive congestion, would not
be detrimental to highway safety and are not likely to result in excessive adverse effects from
traffic generation.

The County Council Highways Group have not raised any objections to the proposal. Officers
support this approach and find the application acceptable in terms of parking, highways and
access matters. The location of the site is such that it is readily accessible by public transport and
on this basis the parking provision is deemed acceptable. The application is deemed to be
adequate in terms of transport related sustainability matters.

Conclusion

The revisions to the scheme are considered to be acceptable. The representations received have
been carefully considered, but in light of the previous approval the overall bulk of the building
remains largely unchanged. The town centre location is highly sustainable and the revisions are
acceptable in light of adopted policies. The application is recommended for approval.

SUMMARY OF REPRESENTATIONS:

EPPING TOWN COUNCIL: Committee object to this alteration. The extra units created by this
arrangement are very small and in terms of occupancy of the site, the arrangements represent an
overdevelopment with a loss of amenity space for all applicants and a likely deterioration from lack
of parking. It is also felt that four floors are too dominant in this location and potentially damaging
to the street scene.

EPPING SOCIETY: Objection due to the concerns regarding the amount of parking provided and
the view that the flats are now unacceptably small.
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Report Item No: 5

APPLICATION No: EPF/2123/07
SITE ADDRESS: 17 Lynceley Grange
Epping
Essex
CM16 6RA
PARISH: Epping
WARD: Epping Lindsey and Lindsey and Thornwood Common
APPLICANT: Mr & Mrs | Gillan
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL: | Two storey extensions to side and rear and elevational
changes.
RECOMMENDED DECISION: Grant Permission (With Conditions)

CONDITIONS

1

The development hereby permitted must be begun not later than the expiration of
three years beginning with the date of this notice.

Details of the types and colours of the external finishes shall be submitted for
approval by the Local Planning Authority in writing prior to the commencement of the
development, and the development shall be implemented in accordance with such
approved details.

Notwithstanding the provision of the Town and Country Planning General Permitted
Development Order 1995 (or of any equivalent provisions of any Statutory
Instrument revoking or re-enacting the Order) no windows other than any shown on
the approved plan shall be formed at any time in the flank walls or roof slopes of the
building hereby permitted without the prior written approval of the Local Planning
Authority.

No development shall take place, including site clearance or other preparatory work,
until full details of both hard and soft landscape works (including tree planting) have
been submitted to an approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority, and these
works shall be carried out as approved. These details shall include, as appropriate,
and in addition to details of existing features to be retained: proposed finished levels
or contours; means of enclosure; car parking layouts; other vehicle artefacts and
structures, including signs and lighting and functional services above and below
ground. Details of soft landscape works shall include plans for planting or
establishment by any means and full written specifications and schedules of plants,
including species, plant sizes and proposed numbers / densities where appropriate.
If within a period of five years from the date of the planting or establishment of any
tree, or shrub or plant, that tree, shrub, or plant or any replacement is removed,
uprooted or destroyed or dies or becomes seriously damaged or defective another
tree or shrub, or plant of the same species and size as that originally planted shall
be planted at the same place, unless the Local Planning Authority gives its written
consent to any variation.




This application is before this Committee since the recommendation differs from the views of the
local council (Pursuant to Section P4, Schedule A (g) of the Council’s Delegated Functions).

Description of Proposal:

The applicant is seeking planning permission for the construction of a two storey side and rear
extension of the existing building along with a smaller single storey rear extension.

The proposed double storey side extension will be located on the north western elevation of the
dwelling. It will have a width of 4.1 metres by a depth of 11.7 metres and forms part of the double
storey rear extension.

The proposed double storey rear extension is to project 5 metres from the original rear fagade and
will have a width of 7.3 metres. The small single storey rear extension is to be constructed behind
the existing living dining area. It is to project 2.4 metres from the rear fagade and have a width of
8.3 metres.

Both the double storey side and rear extension will have a gable roof form to match the existing
dwelling. Dormer windows are proposed within the roof slope of the front, side and rear elevations
to provide additional living space within the roof.

It should be noted that the detached garage has been deleted from the application since it does
not require planning permission as it could be constructed under permitted development.

Description of Site:

The site is located at the end of a cul-de-sac on the south western side of Lyncely Grange. The
site itself is mainly regular in shape and comprises of approximately 800 square metres. A medium
size fence and mature vegetation are located on the side and rear boundaries.

Located to the front of the site is a small chalet bungalow with a single car space garage attached
to the south western elevation.

Other buildings within the surrounding area are of a similar appearance, style and design to that of
the subject site. Building form mainly comprises of chalet style bungalows. Materials include brick,
and render with gable roof forms. The dwellings in the area are generally set off both side
boundaries with spaces between buildings being a dominant feature in the street scene.

Relevant History:

EPF/0342/06 — Two storey extensions to side and rear, detached garage and elevational changes
(refused)

EPF/1467/06 - Two storey extensions to side and rear, detached garage and elevational changes
— revised application (refused and dismissed on appeal 13/8/07). A copy of the appeal decision is
appended after the report.

Policies Applied:

Local Plan Polices:




DBE1, DBE2, DBE3, DBE9 and DBE10 relating to design, impact on neighbours and locality.

Issues and Considerations:

It should be noted that the Council refused the previous application (EPF/1467/06) for two reasons
which are as follows:

1. The proposals represent overdevelopment of the site resulting in a building out of scale
and character with the surrounding properties and thereby harmful to the amenities of the
area, contrary to policies BE1 of the Replacement Structure Plan and DBE10 of the
Adopted Local Plan.

2. The proposals will result in undue overlooking of the adjacent properties contrary to policy
DBE9 of the Adopted Local Plan.

The applicant subsequently appealed the decision to refuse the application. This appeal was then
dismissed. (Planning Inspectors report attached).

The key difference between this proposal and that previously dismissed on appeal is the change of
the proposed dormer window that faces towards No. 15, which is to be “blind” and tile hung in its
entirety. All other aspects of the scheme remain unchanged.

The Inspector dismissed the appeal not because of the first reason, as it was found that the
proposed development would not cause harm to the character or to the appearance of the site, but
agreed with the issue of overlooking. The Inspector stated (paragraph 4 of the appeal decision)
that the proposed dormer window serving the upstairs bedroom that faces towards number 15
Lynceley Grange would cause a serious loss of privacy to the adjoining property, as it would
overlook into the habitable room windows and private open space.

As stated above, the only change to the current scheme to that of the application that was
previously refused, is that the dormer window in question above has been changed so that it has a
solid tile hung face and not a window in order to meet the Inspector’s concerns. There are to be no
other changes in relation to the size and design of the extensions.

Given that the Inspector raised no objections to design and style of the proposed extensions in
relation to their bulk and appearance, it would now be very difficult for the Council to raise a further
objection to them since this would be very difficult to sustain on appeal. The central issue is
whether the concern about the loss of privacy to adjoining properties is overcome.

Although it is an unusual design response to have a solid tile hung face on a dormer window, it
does resolve the concerns as it would not cause any loss of privacy to the adjoining property of
number 15 Lynceley Grange.

Therefore it is now considered that the proposed development is now acceptable as it would both
reflect the character of the surrounding area in terms of appearance, siting and design and it would
not cause an impact to the amenities enjoyed by surrounding property owners.

Conclusion:

In conclusion it is considered that the proposal can now be supported as the size and design of the
extensions have not been found unacceptable by the appeal Inspector and the overlooking issue
has been resolved. Therefore it is recommended that the application be granted permission
subject to conditions.



SUMMARY OF REPRESENTATIONS:

TOWN COUNCIL - The committee objects to the application as it is considered that the
development is an overdevelopment, out of character with the surrounding area and that it would
cause a loss of privacy to adjoining properties.

8 LYNCELEY GRANGE - Overdevelopment of the site. Intrusion into the quiet and beautiful nature
of Lynceley Grange.

28 LYNCELEY GRANGE - The size of the development would dwarf the surrounding building and
is out of character. The proposed extension would cause a loss of daylight to habitable rooms.
Traffic and parking issues

20 LYNCELEY GRANGE - Traffic and parking issues. The proposed development would not be in
keeping with the surrounding area. There is a shortage of this style of home in Epping.

14 BEULAH ROAD - The proposed development would be out of keeping with the dwellings in
Lynceley Grange in terms of size and design

13 LYNCELEY GRANGE - The appearance or the proposal would be out of character with the
surrounding area. The building would appear out of scale and overbearing. Loss of privacy to rear
garden

7 LYNCELEY GRANGE - The proposed development is out of character with the surrounding area
and would cause a precedent for other developments within the street. Not enough width between
the front boundary and the dwelling for an access to the proposed garage.

15 LYNCELEY GRANGE - The potential to add a window in the future to the solid tiled hung face
dormer window. The propose garage would be in breach of the covenant. The proposed
extensions would overlook adjoining properties causing a loss of privacy. The proposed
construction would result in damage to my property. Traffic and parking issues. The development
would be out of keeping with the surrounding area. Noise during construction

26 LYNCELEY GRANGE - Overdevelopment and out of character to the surrounding area. Traffic
and parking issues

11 LYNCELEY GRANGE - Loss of privacy to adjoining properties. The proposed extension is out
of scale in relation to the surrounding area. Traffic and parking issues. The development would
cause a precedent for other developments in the street.

5 LYNCELEY GRANGE - The proposed development would be out of keeping with the character
of the area.

6 LYNCELEY GRANGE - Overdevelopment of the area and not in keeping with existing
properties. Intrusion of sight and sound to neighbouring properties. Will cause more vehicle
movement in an already congested space. Would set a precedent for further overdevelopment in
the estate

4 LYNCELEY GRANGE - The proposed development would be out of character with the
surrounding area.

18 BEULAH ROAD - Overdevelopment of the existing property in relation to the surrounding area.
The development if allowed would set a precedent within the area. There is no need for a diversity
of housing styles and forms within Lynceley Grange. Traffic and parking issues. The proposed
garage would be in breach of a covenant



3 LYNCELEY GRANGE - The proposed extension represents an overdevelopment of the site. The
proposed extension represents a loss of privacy to adjoining properties
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17 Lynceley Grange, Epping, Essex CM16 6RA

« The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant planning permission.

« The appeal is made by Mr % Mrs [ Gillan against the decision of Epping Forest District
Council.

=  The application Ref EPF/1467/06, dated 25 July 2006, was refused by notice dated 20 -
September 2006,

* The development proposed is "2 storey extensions to side and rear, detached garage
and elevational changes”.

Decision
1. I dismiss the appeal.
Main issues

2. The main issues in_this appeal are the effén:ts of'th-e. proposed 'development on
the living conditions of adjoining occupiers and on the character and
appearance of the surrounding area.

Reasons for decision
Living conditions of adjoining occupiers

3. The appeal building is a modest chalet bungalow, set within a cul-de-sac.
Other properties in the road are mostly of a similar style and size, though some
have been extended. The appeal proposal would extend the building to the
side and rear, mainly in the same chalet style, together with a smaller single
storey extension to the rear only, and a detached double garage to the side.

4. That part of the main extension containing the proposed new living room, with
the main bedroom above, would project from the rear of the dwelling, parallel
with the boundary of No 15 Lynceley Grange. This bedroom would have a
large dormer window, measuring about 2.5m by 1m, in its side roof slope
facing towards No 15. From this window there would be clear views over the
proposed single storey extension, into No 15°'s rear garden at a distance of
about 9.5m. Notwithstanding the distance from the boundary, I consider that
this juxtapaosition would give rise to a serious loss of privacy to a large part of
the garden area. Beyond this there would also be views from the same dormer
towards No 15's kitchen/diner, lounge and first floor windows. - Whilst the
distance in this case would be in excess of 20m, nevertheless 1 consider that

some overlooking (actual or perceived) would be likely to nccg____gre Km ;
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Given the number of rooms that would be affected, I consider that this would
constitute a further threat to privacy, and that combined with the overlooking
of the garden, the result would be a significant reduction in the osccupiers’
enjoyment of their property.

I accept that due to the existing screening (which is not proposed for removal)
and the distances from most boundaries, no other adjoining properties would
be significantly affected, either by overlooking or in any other way.
Mevertheless, for the reasons stated, [ consider that the proposed development
would have a serious adverse effect on the living conditions of the occupiers of
No 15 Lynceley Grange, and this would be contrary to Policy DBE9 of the
Epping Forest Local Plan (adopted 1998).

Characlter and appearance

El

I accept that the footprint and overall mass of the building would be
significantly increased by the proposed extensions, and I appreciate the
concerns of the Council and local residents to preserve the present low rise,
low density character of the estate. However, the proposed development
would not exceed the height of the existing dwelling, and would match the
prevailing style of other dwellings in the area in terms of its width and general
design. Furthermore the appeal site appears to me to be of ample size to
accommaodate the extended dwelling. In this context I can see no reason to
discount the additional land which has been incorporated into the site,
particularly since any covenants are a private rather than a planning matter.

Consequently I do not consider that the proposed development would cause
harm to the character or appearance of the area. Nor do I find any conflict
with Local Plan Policy DBE10, nor with Policy BE1 of the Essex and Southend-
on-Sea Replacement Structure Plan (adopted 2001), in so far as these relate to
the protection of local character. However, this finding does not overcome the
harm that I have identified to living conditions at an adjoining property.

Other matters and conclusion

8.

10.

I appreciate that the appeal scheme has been amended following an earlier
refusal, and that approval was recommended by the Planning Officer,
However, 1 have considered the current proposals on their own merits in the
light of the relevant policies.

I note that the Council have raised no objection to the proposed garage, but in
the absence of full details of the garage design, I am not in a position to
consider this element of the scheme further.

I have considered all of the other matters raised, but I find nothing further to
affect my decision. Although the proposed development would cause no harm
to the character or appearance of the area, it would nevertheless cause
significant harm to the living conditions of occupiers of No 15 Lynceley Grange,
by reason of overlooking of that property’s garden and rear windows.
Accordingly, I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed.

John Felgate
INSPECTOR
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Report Item No: 6

APPLICATION No: EPF/1967/07
SITE ADDRESS: 40 Landview Gardens
Ongar
Essex
CM5 9EQ
PARISH: Ongar
WARD: Chipping Ongar, Greensted and Marden Ash
APPLICANT: Mr S Silver
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL: | Two storey side and rear extensions and single storey rear
extension.
RECOMMENDED DECISION: Grant Permission (With Conditions)
CONDITIONS
1 The development hereby permitted must be begun not later than the expiration of

three years beginning with the date of this notice.

2 Materials to be used for the external finishes of the proposed extension, shall match
those of the existing building.

3 Notwithstanding the provision of the Town and Country Planning General Permitted
Development Order 1995 (or of any equivalent provisions of any Statutory
Instrument revoking or re-enacting the Order) no windows other than any shown on
the approved plan shall be formed at any time in the flank walls of the building
hereby permitted without the prior written approval of the Local Planning Authority.

This application is before this Committee since the recommendation differs from the views of the
local council (Pursuant to Section P4, Schedule A (g) of the Council’s Delegated Functions).

Description of Proposal:

The applicant seeks planning permission to construct a two storey side and rear extension and a
single storey rear extension.

It should be noted that the existing single storey front and side extension is to remain and will form
the basis of the side extension. The double storey side extension will be constructed over the
existing single storey side extension. The side extension will have a width of 5 metres by a depth
of 12.4 metres and it wraps itself around the rear fagade. The extension will be setback 1 metre
from the eastern side boundary.

The proposed single storey rear extension will project 3.6 metres from the original rear fagade of
the dwelling and will have a width of 5.6 metres. The double storey rear extension also projects 3.6
metres from the rear facade however it has a width of 7.3 metres.




The roof form of the side extension will comprise of a gable roof form whilst the rear extension will
comprise of a hipped roof form. Materials for the extensions are to match those of the existing
dwelling.

Description of Site:

The subject site is located on the northern side of Landview Gardens approximately 28 metres
east of Kettlebury Way. The site is regular in shape comprising of approximately 585 square
metres. A medium size timber paling fence and mature vegetation are located on the side and rear
boundaries. Located towards the front of the site is a detached double storey dwelling constructed
from brick with a plain tiled roof. There is room for off street parking either within the existing
garage or on the hard surface towards the front of the dwelling. A large private open space area is
located behind the dwelling.

Located in the surrounding area there is a mixture of semi detached and detached dwellings with
all of them having different styles and bulk. Front setbacks from the highway are mainly consistent
and spaces/gaps between buildings form a dominant part of the character of the area.

Relevant History:

There is no relevant recorded planning history for the subject site however, as stated above, a
single storey front/side extension has been constructed, most likely under permitted development
rights.

Policies Applied:

Local Plan Policies:
DBE1, DBE2, DBE3, DBE9 and DBE10 relating to design, impact on neighbours and locality.

Issues and Considerations:

The main issues to be addressed would relate to the design of the development, character of the
surrounding area and if there is any impact to adjoining property owners.

1. Design and the Built Environment:

Policies DBE1, DBE2 and DBE10 of the Epping Forest District Local Plan seeks to ensure that a
new development is satisfactorily located and is of a high standard of design and layout.
Furthermore, the appearance of new developments should be compatible with the character of the
surrounding area, and would not prejudice the environment of occupiers of adjoining properties.

The surrounding area is generally characterised by dwellings where gaps/spaces form an integral
component of the streetscape. It is Council Policy that two storey side extensions would not
normally be allowed to extend to the plot boundary, as they would remove the visual break
between buildings. Although part of the ground floor of the side extension is to be constructed on
the boundary, the first floor is setback 1 metre. This is sufficient to ensure that there are
spaces/gaps between the subject dwelling and the adjoining dwelling creating a visual break
between buildings.

It is also policy that first floor rear extensions would only be allowed for detached properties where
it is considered that they would not have an excessive adverse effect upon adjacent properties.
The proposed extension projects 3.6 metres. This would not cause a significant impact to adjoining
properties as it is far enough away from these properties.



Dwellings in the area range from single to double fronted facades, with many dwellings
incorporating a porch, decorative details and a mixture of materials to provide articulation. The
proposed side extension includes articulation at both ground and first floor levels. Each fagade is
appropriately articulated to reflect the general patterns found within the street scene and creates
visual interest.

New extensions should be consistent with the overall shape and form of those dwellings which are
predominant in the street and general neighbourhood. It is considered that the double storey
nature of the side/rear extension would not appear dominant in relation to the form of the street
scene and to adjoining property owners.

Building bulk and scale should be consistent with the nature of the surrounding and adjacent
properties. It is considered that the bulk and scale of the proposed extensions would reflect the
character of the area without causing material detriment to adjoining property owners. It is not
considered that proposed development would be an overdevelopment of the site or out of scale
with the surrounding environment.

In terms of proportions, scale and external appearance, the proposed extensions would be
designed in sympathy with the main dwelling and it does not upset the balance of the existing
building.

The proposal is considered acceptable in terms of sitting, design and appearance and it is not
considered that the proposal would be detrimental to the existing street scene.

2. Impact on Neighbours:

Consideration has been given to the impact of the proposal to the adjoining and adjacent
properties, primarily in respect to privacy and overshadowing.

Given the orientation of the site and the siting of dwellings, overshadowing to the adjoining
properties private open space is minor, with the shadow generally cast over the subject site itself.
It is noted that the development will cast a shadow into adjoining properties, however it is believed
that adequate sunlight will still be received to secluded open spaces areas and habitable room
windows of the properties throughout the day.

It is considered that there would not be a significant difference between existing conditions and
what is proposed as there are already first floor windows that have the potential to overlook into
private open space of adjoining properties. The only flank window proposed is to service a
bathroom which is on the ground floor. There would be no direct overlooking into adjoining
habitable room windows and it is considered that there wouldn’t be a significant impact to adjoining
properties in relation to a loss of privacy.

Conclusion:

In conclusion it is considered that the proposed extensions are acceptable in terms of scale, form,
bulk and that it would be subservient to the original dwelling whilst reflecting the character of the
surrounding area. Also it is believed that the proposed extensions would not have a detrimental
impact to the adjoining properties. It is therefore recommended that planning permission be
granted subject to conditions.

SUMMARY OF REPRESENTATIONS:

PARISH COUNCIL: Object - The Council considers the two storey extension to be out of scale
with its location and detrimental to the street-scene. The proposal is in very close proximity to the



neighbours boundary and would result in a loss of privacy. However, no objection was made to the
proposed single storey extension.

39 LANDVIEW GARDENS - The proposed development would be out of character in relation to
the surrounding area and would have an impact to adjoining properties foundations.

7 KETTLEBURY WAY - The proposed development would cause structural damage to existing
garage and house. The development is out of keeping with the surrounding area resulting in a
cramped form of development due to its height, bulk and scale. Loss of privacy. The development
will have an impact to existing drainage and sewers

5 KETTLEBURY WAY - The proposed development is out of keeping with the surrounding area.
Loss of privacy. Would have an impact to adjoining properties foundations due to construction. It
would have an impact to the exiting drainage and sewer system.

38 KETTLEBURY WAY - Loss of daylight and sunlight due to the construction of the development.
The proposed development is out of keeping with the surrounding area. The proposed
development would have an impact to foundations of adjoining properties. Noise and disturbance
whilst constructing the development.

3 KETTLEBURY WAY - Would have an impact to adjoining properties foundations due to
construction. Impact to the existing drainage and sewage system. The proposed development is
out of keeping with the surrounding area. Noise and disturbance due to building works.

35 LANDVIEW GARDENS - Loss of light to adjoining properties. The proposed development is
out of keeping with the surrounding area. The removal of vegetation spoils the aspect of adjoining
gardens. Noise and disturbance due to building works.



Epping Forest District Council

Area Planning Sub-Committee East

[ L] \
IR

1
qqqqq

[ |

LANDVIEW gap

—~ .
DENZ o tiiEeol =t
T

The material contained in this plot has been
reproduced from an Ordnance Survey map
with the permission of the Controller of Her
Majesty's Stationery. (c) Crown Copyright.
Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown
Copyright and may lead to prosecution or ci
proceedings.

EFDC licence No.100018534

vil

Agenda Item 6
Number:
Application Number: | EPF/1967/07

Site Name: 40 Landview Gardens, Ongar, CM5
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