
DELEGATED REPORT

PLANNING APP No: 18/01276/FLJL

Date Application Valid: 21st August 2018
KPI Deadline: KPI Target Met?

Proposal Proposed Two Storey Side and Rear Extension including Raising of Roof Ridge Height

Address 39 Crathie Drive Case Officer:
Glenmavis Mr Edward McLennaghan
Airdrie
ML6 ONR

Local Plan Policies NORTH LANARKSHIRE LOCAL PLAN (NLLP)

• HCF1A (Residential Amenity)
• DSP 4 (Quality of Development)

Planning History None.
Site Visit Date(s) 31st August 2018
Weekly List Date 30th August 2018 Weekly List Expiry Date 13 1h September 2018
Neighbour 24th August 2018 Neighbour Notification 14th September 2018Notification Sent Expiry Date
Advert Date N/A Advert Expiry Date N/A

Detailed Considerations COMMENTS

Siting The application site comprises a two storey detached dwelling located within an
established residential area of Glenmavis, Airdrie. The site is bound by similar residential
dwellings on three sides and an area of open space directly to the rear of the property.

Design and Materials The existing dwelling comprises buff brick, cream dry dash render, timber panel inserts,
dark tile roof and white upvc doors and windows. The proposed two storey side and rear
extension would increase the footprint of the dwelling to the front by removing the current
roofed porch area to the front of the garage and extending the dwelling to include this
area. In addition the extension would include and additional 2m projection to the rear of
the dwelling enlarging the overall footprint of the property further. The proposed floor area
of the dwelling as extended would move the integral garage to the front with a storage
area and extended kitchen/dining living area to the rear.

The extension would create additional accommodation to the side above the area of the
new integral garage and extended kitchen/living area. The proposals seek to increase the
current roof ridge height from 8.2m in height to that of 10.7m in height (2.5m increase as
well as a significant increase in width to accommodate further attic accommodation).

Daylight/Sunlight A daylight/sunlight test was carried out which showed that the proposed development
could be accommodated without significant detriment to neighbouring properties.

Boundary Treatment The proposed boundary treatment is a combination of walls, fencing and hedging.

Privacy The windows of the proposed extension are sufficient distance from the nearest facing
windows to not impact on existing privacy levels.

Adjacent Levels The topography of the application site is generally flat.

Landscaping (including garden No landscaping is proposed or required and there will be sufficient garden space
ground) remaining.

Access, Parking & Turning The existing access, parking and turning arrangements will not be affected by this
development with two off street parking spaces available to be maintained.

Site Constraints Coal Authority Zone 1 area.

Consultation Responses No consultation were sought in respect to the proposed development.

Representations Four letters of representation (two from one party) were received in relation to the
proposed development outlining the followingconcerns:−Concerns

in relation to the increase in ridge height of the building and the subsequent
impact on the aesthetic and original uniformity of the properties at 29−43 Crathie Drive.



Response: As noted in the assessment below there are concerns in relation to the overall
scale and massing of the proposed extension and the significant increase in the proposed
roof ridge height which is considered to be out of keeping with the surrounding area and
would have a detrimental impact on the visual amenity of the area.

Concern that the proposed development would be visually overbearing, incorporates an
inappropriate design and would be totally out of keeping with the immediate and adjacent
neighbouring properties.

Response: As noted in the assessment below the applicant was advised to amend the
design of the proposed extension to reduce the ridge height of the building in order to
reduce the impact of the proposals. Given the failure to amend the design it is considered
that the overall scale and massing would be overbearing visually and would be out of
keeping with the neighbouring properties in the area given the proposed height.

The other extensions carried out in the wider estate have been restricted to additional
rooms above garages or have been single storey and no properties have increased in
overall height through extension to their properties.

Response: All applications are considered on their own merit and as such other
extensions carried out to properties in the wider estate do not form a substantive part of
the assessment of the proposed development. However it is accepted that the proposed
design is considered to be out of character with the neighbouring properties and their
extensions and as such contrary to policy in this regard.

The proposed supporting information submitted by the applicant relating to photographs
of other constructions in the area are not of relevance to the proposed application.

Response: The information submitted by the applicant in support of the application is a
material consideration in the assessment of the proposed development. As noted in the
assessment below under other material considerations the supporting information
provided was not considered sufficient to override the existing concerns in relation to the
proposed design of extension.

The measurements on the proposed plans showing the clearance at the side of the
extended property are incorrect and confusing. The measurements indicated on the
approved plans do not seem to be consistent.

Response: For clarity I can advise that the proposed plans show the distance from the
extension to the neighbouring boundary with 41 Crathie Drive to the east as approximately
700mm at its narrowest at the rear and 900mm at the front. The distance between the
applicants property as extended with the neighbouring property of 41 to the east is
approximately 2000mm. The proposed plans show the distance from the extension to the
neighbouring boundary with 37 Crathie Drive to the west as approximately 1 0 0 0 m to the
boundary, 1200mm to the attached garage at its narrowest, 4700mm to the main dwelling
of 37 Crathie Drive.

The potential impact on the common boundaries between the neighbouring properties
during construction work for the extension if approved.

Response: The impact of construction work on the common boundary walls is not a
material planning consideration in the assessment of the proposed development. Any
damage and repair/reinstatement of common boundary walls would be a separate legal
matter between both parties.

Concerns that the design of the proposed extension is inappropriate (citing evidence of
appropriate and sympathetically designed extensions) and outlines concerns that the
proposed extension would encroach on the symmetry of the properties and would not
enhance the view if approved.

Response: As noted in the assessment below there are concerns with respect to the
appropriateness of the proposed design of the extension which is considered to have a
detrimental impact on the visual amenity of the area by virtue of its height, scale and
massing which is out of keeping with the surrounding residential properties.

Concerns with regard to the proposed access to the property during construction including
delivery of materials and placement of skips etc on the public road to the detriment of road
safety. In addition the possibility that the applicant may access the site via the council
open space to the rear − constituting tresspassing' of council land.

Response: The placing of skips on the public road, delivery of construction materials and
parking of vehicles on the public road are not material planning considerations in the
assessment of the proposed development. Any issues with regard to blocking of access
or illegal parking would be a matter for the police. In terms of the applicant potentially
accessing their property for construction via the council open space to the rear this would



be a matter for NLC Property should the applicant seek to utilise council land for
construction access.

The potential for noise nuisance, pollution and dust from construction works associated
with construction of the extension.

Response: It is accepted that there will always be a degree of noise, nuisance and
disturbance associated with any proposed construction works however it is not considered
that the construction of the proposed extension would cause any disturbance that would
necessitate the refusal of the application on those grounds.

Concerns that the proposed design and overhang of the roof would allow snow or
rainwater to cascade into the neighbouring property.

Response: The proposed design of the roof is not considered acceptable given concerns
in relation to its height, scale and massing. Any issues in relation to run off from the roof
by snow or rainwater would be a separate legal matter and not a material planning
consideration in the assessment of the application.

Concern in relation to daylight and overshadowing of the neighbouring property due to the
proposed extension.

Response: Having carried out a sunlight/daylight test the proposed extension was found
to not have a significant detrimental impact on neighbouring properties sufficient to
warrant refusal of the application.

The loss of privacy to neighbouring properties given the proposed Juliette balcony
proposed for the attic accommodation.

Response: The proposed extension does not raise any significant concerns in relation to
overlooking as none of the proposed windows or Juliette balcony would result in direct
overlooking of any neighbouring windows within 18m. The casual overlooking of the rear
garden areas is not considered to be significantly increased given the existing second
storey windows that already afford overlooking of the neighbouring rear garden areas.

The access to the site for demolition and construction, impact on the common boundary
and the necessity for the applicant to access neighbouring properties during the
construction phase which the applicant would not have legal right to do so for construction
purposes.

Response: The impact of construction work on the common boundary walls is not a
material planning consideration in the assessment of the proposed development. Any
damage and repair/reinstatement of common boundary walls would be a separate legal
matter between both parties. Any access requirements for the applicant to access
neighbouring properties is also a separate legal matter.

Concerns regarding the increase of the building line to the rear which shows the property
extending 2m beyond the existing line which is not the line of the original main building
given the brick built garage and single storey rear extension that extend beyond the line
of the main building. In effect the extension from the existing line will be an increase of
5.3m from the line of the original building.

Response: Whilst it is noted that the proposed extension extends beyond the current rear
building line it is not accepted that the increase would be effectively 5.3m. The original
rear building line has been extended by both the attached garage and single storey
extension that abuts the garage and whilst the extension will increase the footprint of the
current dwelling by a further 2m the characterisation of the proposed extension being
5.3m is not accepted.

Any Other Material The applicant was requested to reduce the roof ridge height of the proposed development
Considerations given concerns in relation to the scale and massing of the proposed extension. In

response to this request the applicant advised thefollowing:−The

applicant considered that regardless of what angle roof they put on the
building the ridge height would be significantly higher than the properties either
side.

2. The 45 degree ridge was designed for various reasons whichinclude:−•
the ridge pitch matching the properties across the road;

• the ridge pitch was to prevent too much snow from lying on the roof making
it more structurally sound (applicant advises that a 35 degree pitch allows
for nearly all snow to lie on the roof especially as better insulation will be
included in the roofspace)

• the costs of a lower pitch rood to accommodate the extra weight would be



• The reduction in usable floor area in the attic space as the applicant would
seek to get maximum floorspace for the expense of the works

• Given the proposals would seek to replace the existing roof to build into it
would look awful.

• The applicant has provided photographic evidence to support the view that
the Dr000sals would not be out of keeoina with the wider area.

Report

Site Description

The application site comprises a two storey detached dwelling located within an established residential area of
Glenmavis, Airdrie. The site is bound by similar residential dwellings on three sides and an area of open space directly
to the rear of the property.

Proposed Development

The existing dwelling comprises buff brick, cream dry dash render, timber panel inserts, dark tile roof and white upvc
doors and windows. The proposed two storey side and rear extension would increase the footprint of the dwelling to
the front by removing the current roofed porch area to the front of the garage and extending the dwelling to include
this area. In addition the extension would include and additional 2m projection to the rear of the dwelling enlarging the
overall footprint of the property further. The proposed floor area of the dwelling as extended would move the integral
garage to the front with a storage area and extended kitchen/dining living area to the rear.

The extension would create additional accommodation to the side above the area of the new integral garage and
extended kitchen/living area. The proposals seek to increase the current roof ridge height from 8.2m in height to that
of 10.7m in height (2.5m increase as well as a significant increase in width to accommodate further attic
accommodation).

Planning Assessment

Under Section 25 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997, planning decisions must be made in
accordance with the relevant development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The application
raises no strategic issues in terms of the Glasgow and the Clyde Valley Strategic Development Plan and therefore it
can be assessed in terms of local plan policy.

The site is identified as policy HCF1A (Residential Areas) which outlines that there is a presumption against
developments detrimental to residential amenity in primarily residential areas. The proposed development by virtue of
its scale and massing is considered to have a detrimental impact on the visual amenity of the area and as such is
considered contrary to policy HCF1A.

Policy DSP 4 sets out that development will only be permitted where high standards of site planning and sustainable
design are achieved. This policy sets out that development must integrate successfully into the local area and avoid
harm to neighbouring amenity by relating well to the existing context and avoiding adverse impacts on existing or
proposed properties through overlooking, loss of privacy or amenity, overshadowing, or disturbance. In this case it is
considered that the development will not have a detrimental impact through overlooking, loss of privacy or
overshadowing as noted in the comments above however there remain concerns in relation to the overall scale and
massing of the proposed extension and the significant increase in the proposed roof ridge height. The applicant was
advised of these concerns and was invited to reduce the roof pitch to reduce the massing of the proposals to address
the concerns. The applicant has advised that they do not wish to reduce the proposals for various reasons (noted
above) which include the view that the proposals will relate well to the existing context, concerns regarding a lower
pitch costing more to build and reducing the available attic floor space and concerns that building into the roof would
not be aesthetically pleasing in terms of design. Notwithstanding the points raised by the applicant concerns are still
maintained that the proposed development fails to accord with policy DSP 4 given that the scale and massing of the
extension and increase in roof ridge height is considered to be overlarge and out of a character with the neighbouring
dwellings. Whilst it is noted that the neighbouring dwellings across the road incorporate an increased roof pitch the
spacing between these properties is larger than that of the application dwelling with its neighbouring properties and
thus the impact is not considered to be as significant. The proposed development is therefore considered contrary to
policy DSP4 given the concerns highlighted above.

Other Material Considerations

Applicants Supporting Information

In terms of the additional justification for the proposed design of the extension as noted above I would advise that it is
not considered that the proposed development would match the style of the dwellings across the road. Whilst the pitch
of the proposed roof may be similar to the roof pitch of the neighbouring properties opposite the width of the applicants
extended building would be over a metre wider than the two storey parts of the dwellings across the road and as such
the proposed roof ridge would be higher. In terms of the engineering requirements of a lower pitch roof, its ability to
cope with snowfall or the cost of such works are not material planning considerations in the assessment of the
proposed development. In terms of the reduction of attic floorspace this is noted however it is considered that a two
storey extension with a lower roof ridge height would still afford a significant increase in overall accommodation for
the dwelling. Finally in reference to the applicants concern that a lower pitch roof building into the existing roof would



not 'look good it is considered that an appropriate design for the roof could be proposed that would both reduce the
overall scale and massing of the proposals whilst incorporating an acceptable design.

Objections

In terms of the letters of objection the matters raised are addressed in the report above and it is accepted that some
of the concerns raised in relation to the proposed design, height and impact of the proposed extension and the
detrimental impact of the proposals on the wider visually amenity of the area are accepted and reflect the assessment
of the proposals in relation to policies HCF1A and DSP4 above.

Conclusions

The proposed dwelling fails to accord with policies HCF1A and DSP4 of the North Lanarkshire Local Plan as the
proposed scale and massing of the extension coupled with the proposed increase in roof ridge height is considered to
be out of character with the existing neighbouring dwellings and does not integrate successfully into the local area or
relate well to the existing context. The application is therefore recommended for refusal given the reason outlined
above.

Date 9th October 2018

Reasoned Justification

The proposed development fails to meet the criteria set out in the policies HCF1A and DSP4 contained within the North
Lanarkshire Local Plan 2012. The proposed development is not considered acceptable in terms of its impact upon the
property and the surrounding residential area.

Recommendation: Refuse for the FollowingReasons:−That

the proposed development is contrary to Policies HCF 1A and DSP4 of the North Lanarkshire Local Plan as the
proposed increase in scale and massing of the dwelling with the addition of the proposed extension is considered
unacceptable and out of keeping with the neighbouring dwellings either side to the detriment of the overall visual
amenity of the area.




