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This application relates to 

C/03/00072/FU L 

22nd January 2003 

Colin McHutchison 
5 Peebles Path 
Coatbridge 
ML5 4TJ 

Two Storey Side Extension & Single Storey Extension to Rear 
of Dwellinghouse 

5 Peebles Path Coatbridge Lanarkshire ML5 4TJ 

35: Sikeside And Carnbroe Councillor John Cassidy 

274954.663261. 

C/PL/CTP525/005/AP/EL 

None 

The property is covered by residential Policies in the Monklands 
District Local Plan 1991. 

No 

1 Representation Letter 

Not Required 

two-storey .side extension and single-storey rear extensio to a smi- 
detached dwellinghouse. This part of Peebles Path slopes down-from west to east, meaning that the 
application site, is in fact approximately 0.6m higher than the adjoining property at No.7 Peebles Path. 
In addition there is a varied building line on this part off the street, meaning that the application property 
is set back approximately 3.5m from the front wall of the neighbouring property to the west (No3 
Peebles Path). 

It is considered that the two-storey extension is acceptable in visual terms as the varied roofline and set- 
back of N0.5 from the neighbour to the west, means that a terracing affect would not be possible. The 
proposed extension to the rear (5m deep by 6m wide, 4.7m high) is considered acceptable, as it is set- 
back 1.75m from the shared boundary, which lessens the potential impact of the extension to a 
substantial degree. Therefore any potential loss of light to the rear of No.7 Peebles Path is not 
considered significant. Further details of the proposal and an objection from the adjoining property can 
be found within the attached report. 





1. 

2. 

3. 

Recommendation: Grant Subject to the Following Conditions:. 

That the development hereby permitted shall be started within five years of the date of this 
permission 

Reason: To accord with the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997. 

That the facing materials to be used for the external walls and roof shall match in colour and 
texture those of the existing adjoining building. 

Reason: To ensure a satisfactory appearance. 

That before the dwellinghouse hereby permitted is occupied 2 car parking spaces shall be 
provided within the curtilage of the plot and outwith the public road or footway, and thereafter be 
maintained as parking spaces. 

Reason: To ensure the provision of adequate parking facilities within the site. 

Background Papers: 

Application form and plans received 22nd January 2003 

Memo from Transportation Section received 21 st February 2003 

Letter from James Reid & Elizabeth Parkins,7 Peebles Path, Carnbroe, Coatbridge, ML5 4TJ received 
29th January 2003. 

Any person wishing to inspect these documents should contact Alan Pepler at 01236 812374. 



APPLICATION NO. C1031000721FUL 

REPORT 

1. 

1 .I 

2. 

2.1 

3. 

3.1 

3.2 

4. 

4.1 

Description of Site and Proposal 

This application relates to a two-storey side extension and single-storey rear extension to a 
semi-detached dwellinghouse (roughcast/brick, concrete tiles). This part of Peebles Path slopes 
down from west to east, meaning that the application site, although attached to No.7, is in fact 
approximately 0.6m higher than N0.7 Peebles Path, to the east. In addition there is a varied 
building line on this part off the street, meaning that the application property is set back 
approximately 3.5m from the front wall of the neighbouring property to the west (No.3 Peebles 
Path). The two-storey side extension would be built to the boundary but the extension to the rear 
would be positioned 1.75m from the boundary with N0.7 Peebles Path. The boundary wall 
between the application site and N0.7 Peebles Path is approximately 0.7m high. The rear 
extension would be 5m deep by 6m wide and 4.7m high. 

Development Plan 

This application is covered by Policy HG9 (Housing Policy for Existing Residential Areas) as 
well as the relevant Design Guidance (House Extensions) in the Monklands District Local Plan 
1991. 

Consultations and Representations 

The Transportation Section have no objections but commented that the proposed garage is only 
2.7m in width, as opposed to 3m to allow it to be considered as suitable to accommodate a 
vehicle. The applicant therefore should provide 2 parking spaces fronting the dwelling (5m wide 
by 6m long). The driveway to be paved for the first 2m behind the heel of the footway to ensure 
that any deleterious materials are not deposited onto the public road. The existing drop kerb 
footway arrangement will require to be widened at the applicant's expense as a result of the 
above. 

The occupiers of N0.7 Peebles Path have objected to the proposed rear extension. They are 
concerned that as No.5 and No.7 are semi-detached and have been built with different ground 
levels (No.7 the lower), the extension to the rear will reduce the amount of sunlight available to 
their garden and drying area. Hence will also overshadow the rear of the property, which in turn 
will darken the living and kitchen areas. Concern is also expressed that the outlook from No.7 
will be negatively affected by the addition of the wall and roof in close proximity. 

Plan n i n CI Assessment and Co n c I us i o n s 

The proposed extensions comply in principle with the relevant Development Plan Policies. It is 
considered that the two-storey extension is acceptable in visual terms as the varied roofline and 
set-back of the application property from the neighbour to the west, means that a terracing 
affect would not be possible. No windows are proposed on the western elevation of the 
extension and overall it is considered that the extension will not have a detrimental impact on 
the amenity currently enjoyed by the residents of N0.3 Peebles Path. An extra car parking 
space will be required at the front of the house to accommodate the requirements of the 
Transportation Section. 



4.2 In order to assess the impact of the proposed extension on the amount of light received to the 
rear of the neighbouring property (N0.7 Peebles Path) a desktop sunlighffdaylight test was 
carried out, which took into account the difference in levels. This test showed that the extension 
was within recommended limits when the impact of the height of the extension was considered 
but was below recommended limits when the impact of the depth of the extension was 
assessed. It is therefore acknowledged that the extension will potentially have some negative 
impact on the amount of daylight received by No.7 Peebles Path, but that this impact will not be 
significant. In terms of direct sunlight, because the rear gardens are north facing and therefore 
receive very little direct sunlight at present, the extension will have minimal impact, potentially 
impacting very late in the day only. 

4.3 It is acknowledged that there is a significant change in levels between No. 5 and No. 7 Peebles 
Path, however this in itself should not prevent an extension from being built to the rear of the 
application property. Permitted Development Rights can allow extensions to the rear of 
properties to be built to the boundary and at a maximum height of 4m without any planning 
controls. In this case, if the garage to the property was removed, an extension of up to 24 sq m 
built to the shared boundary and at a height of approximately 3.5m would have been permitted 
without the need for a planning application. As the proposed extension is 1.75m from the 
boundary it is considered that the impact on the amenity of the neighbouring residents is not 
significant either in terms of loss of light or domination. The depth at 5m is considered on 
balance to be an acceptable depth for the extension when the set back from the boundary is 
taken into account. The rear garden ground proposed to remain will be relatively small 5m but 
as the properties to the rear (north) have long rear gardens, it is considered that the extension 
will not adversely affect residential amenity. The amount of garden ground is also judged 
acceptable for the occupiers of the application property. The potential loss of a view caused by 
the extension is not considered to be a significant factor, as it is felt that the objector's overall 
amenity in this respect is not being prejudiced. 

4.4 In view of the above considerations, this application is recommended for approval, subject to 
conditions. 


