
DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 	 Item 4 
- 23 October 2008

REFERRED ITEM R5 


TITLE: 08/00705/FUL 
CONSTRUCT SINGLE STOREY FLAT ROOFED REAR 
EXTENSION, CONSTRUCT PITCHED ROOFED DORMER TO 
SIDE WITH ROOFLIGHTS TO FRONT AND REAR AND 
CONVERT BUILDING INTO 2 NO. SELF CONTAINED FLATS. 
28 STAMBRIDGE ROAD ROCHFORD 

APPLICANT: WILSON AND WELLS PROPERTY LTD 

ZONING: RESIDENTIAL 

PARISH: ROCHFORD PARISH COUNCIL 

WARD: ROCHFORD 

In accordance with the agreed procedure this item is reported to this meeting for 
consideration. 

This application was included in Weekly List no. 953 requiring notification of referrals 
to the Head of Planning and Transportation by 1.00 pm on Tuesday, 21 October 
2008, with any applications being referred to this meeting of the Committee.  The 
item was referred by Cllr Mrs G A Lucas-Gill. 

The item that was referred is appended as it appeared in the Weekly List, together 
with a plan. 

5.1 	 Rochford Parish Council: Major concerns regarding this development which 
was considered in conjunction with application 08/00700/FUL to the adjoining 
site of No. 24-26 Stambridge Road. 

5.2 	 It would appear that there is proposed to be a shared driveway with the 
adjacent site which may result in legal issues over rights of way. 

5.3 	 Highway concerns due to the location of the development opposite the 
junction of Stambridge Road with Malting Villas. 

NOTES 

5.4 	 This application is the site of a semi-detached house located opposite the 
junction made with Malting Villas. The dwelling is vacant and the garden area 
overgrown. 
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5.5 	 The proposal is to construct a single storey flat roofed rear extension to the 
house across the full width of the elevation and to a depth off the original rear 
wall of 3m.  A hipped roofed side dormer would be constructed in the side roof 
end and roof lights to the front and rear roof slopes. The resultant building is 
proposed to be converted into 2 No. two bedroomed flats. The layout of the 
site shows the provision of four car parking spaces to the rear of the building 
accessed from the existing driveway and crossing.  A turning area would be 
provided to the front garden area. 

5.6 	 The site has an area of 0.0441ha. The proposal would equate to a density of 
45 units per hectare in accordance with Policy HP3. 

5.7 	 The proposal is reasonably close to the Rochford town centre which enjoys 
good transport links. The proposed two car parking spaces per flat would 
meet the Council’s parking standard. 

5.8 	 The amenity area to the side and rear of the proposed car parking area would 
measure 192 square metres and nearly double the 100 square metres 
required to provide for the two flats proposed. 

5.9 	 The rear extension is modest and would be permitted development not 
requiring planning permission if built as an extension to the house.  At this 
depth it is not considered that the extension would unreasonably over 
dominate the adjoining attached neighbouring house at No. 30. 

5.10 	 The side dormer is of pitched roofed design as required by Council guidance. 
The roof lights are modest and would not detract visually; other roof lights and 
dormers exist to other houses in the locality. The rear garden would be to a 
depth unchanged at some 33.5m so the windows to dwellings backing onto 
the site would be more than the 35m distance recommended in the Essex 
Design Guide to safeguard overlooking. 

5.11 	 The side dormer would directly overlook the adjoining dwellings to No. 26 and 
any future re-development of that site. It would be necessary to require the 
obscure glazing of this side dormer which would serve a bedroom but natural 
light to the room would be possible from the roof lights which, due to their 
distance from dwellings backing onto the site, would not need to be obscure 
glazed.  

5.12 	 The proposal, notwithstanding the possible requirements to improve 
manoeuvrability to the proposed parking area, would have more than an 
adequate garden area, it is of an acceptable design and appearance to 
comply with parts (i) and (ii) to Policy HP16. 
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5.13 	 The overlooking issues can be addressed by suitable conditions. The car 
parking area would serve only two households and, given the relatively 
spacious setting of the rear garden areas in which the parking is proposed, 
would not give rise to such noise and disturbance that traffic movements over 
and above those possible to the existing dwelling in use for a single 
household would be detrimental to amenity such as to justify a decision to 
refuse permission on this basis. 

5.14 	 The issue of noise between the flats proposed would be addressed by the 
requirements of the Building Regulations.  The matter of the internal layout 
providing lounges opposed to bedrooms to the party neighbour could only be 
the subject of recommendation by Building Control and this would be 
dependant on the condition of the party wall. The matter will, however, be 
addressed by the consideration of the provision of sound insulation to the 
party wall to the loft space under the Building Regulations. 

5.15 	 In these circumstances the proposal would meet the requirements of Policy 
HP16. 

5.16 	 Over-development as No. 28 is a semi detached building, with a lack of 
amenity space. Although there is provision for 4 parking spaces in the rear it 
is noted that a hammer head is proposed to the front. Members have 
concerns that this will be used for visitor parking, delivery vans and such like. 

5.17 	 The plans do not include dimensions. 

5.18 	 Essex County Council highways and Transportation: No objection, 
subject to the following heads of conditions:-

1. Provision within the site of an area for the parking of site operatives’ 
vehicles and the reception and storage of materials clear of the highway. 

2. Driveway to be constructed in bound materials. 
3. Space for the parking and turning facilities to the east of the plot so laid 

out as to permit a vehicle to enter and leave in forward gear after no more 
than three gear changes. 

4. Pedestrian visibility splay 1.5m x 1.5m. 

5.19 	 17 letters have been received in response to the public notification and which 
in the main make the following comments and objections. 

o Over-development, Poor design. 
o Out of character and not in keeping. 
o Flats not appropriate to the area and overbearing. 
o Inadequate parking within the scheme leading to on-street parking. 
o Loss of privacy/overlooking. 
o Concern for properties in Mornington Avenue backing onto the site. 
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o	 Devaluation of property. 
o	 The parking area to the rear of the property will require an additional area 

around the four bays in order that vehicles can manoeuvre and such 
movements will be a danger to persons using the amenity area. Nothing to 
prevent vehicles being parked on the garden area. 

o Wooden fence will not be strong enough to prevent a vehicle breaching 
boundary.  

o 8 foot high fence will be oppressive and will not sound proof or secure the 
property. 

o	 Front turning head will be too close to entrance and a danger to residents. 
o	 Areas of nature. 
o	 Will put enormous pressure on already overcrowded street parking. 
o Highway problem as opposite a junction. Increased traffic movement 

across pavement increasing danger and hazard. 
o	 Will make footpath worse. 
o Will erode our safe, family friendly community that should be protected 

from development and the sub-division of family homes.  
o	 Will only benefit developers and increase Council revenue. 
o	 Stambridge Road consists of different types of family units and no flats. 
o	 Precedent leading to loss of family housing and increased densities. 
o Noise and disturbance through party wall with bedrooms opposed to 

lounge. 
o Noise, fumes and disturbance to rear garden areas from parking at rear, 

made worse by development proposed to No. 26. 
o	 Car parking at rear will be visually unpleasant. 
o Applicant is the same for the adjoining site which amounts to a large 

development site and massive over-development with totally imbalanced 
number of flats to houses. 

o The combined use of the access with the adjoining site of No. 26 will 
increase vehicle movements and hazard to motorists and pedestrians. 

o	 Light pollution from rear parking area. 
o No need for flats in this area. Plenty available in Rochford. Not enough 

houses to attract families to the area. 
o	 Council has already met its house/flat quota for 2011. 
o	 Loss of garden. 
o	 Badgers constant visitors to gardens since builder disturbed them. 
o	 Believe Government no longer wanting front gardens to be concreted over. 
o If flats rented out would not fit in with the area at all. We have enough 

undesirables living in Rochford which causes all sorts of problems. 
o Wish to ensure re-development will be of a size  and design that will sit 

unobtrusively within the street and numbers of dwellings proportionate to 
the site surroundings. 
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o Unhappy site has been bought by same developer for 24-26 because 
aware of two other interested parties, one who made a good offer in cash. 

o Dismayed to see officer’s name in documentation as having been shown 
the plans and having no objection and consider procedure not being 
followed such as site notice and consultations. 

5.20 	 One letter has been received from the applicants which makes the following 
comments in response to the comments and objections raised:-

o Eight of the letters submitted are actually from only six addresses, so only 
six persons have objected. 

o Some objections relate to the application for the adjoining site of No. 24 – 
26 Stambridge Road. The alterations in this application are minimal and do 
not constitute a replacement building. 

o The proposal accords with Government Guidance (PPG 3) which 
encourages the efficient re-use of previously developed sites in urban 
areas. 

o Must comply with part E of the Building Regulations for airborne and 
impact sound insulation. 

o The traffic traversing the access would be no greater than four cars to a 
family of four. 

o All recommendations of the Highway Authority would be followed. The 
turning area would prevent vehicles reversing out onto the highway. The 
developers are committed to providing the best visibility. 

o Feather edge fencing is commonly used on major roads in the area and 
nationally to reduce the impact of noise such as at Warner’s Bridge and 
the new road to Fossetts Farm. 

o Parking on the kerb is illegal and to be dealt with by the appropriate 
authorities. 

o The applicants were the successful purchaser in an open market. 
o Consulted with the Planning Officer who could see no reason why the 

application could not be submitted. 
o Question why flats are not appropriate? Several blocks exist in the local 

area at much higher density. With the increase in people living alone the 
demand for smaller homes is increasing year on year, hence Government 
guidance on mixed housing types. 

o Own No. 26 and have no objection to the side dormer. 
o The meeting of quotas to 2011 should have no effect on this application. 

An appeal would reverse this decision. 
o To say proposal will devalue local properties is nonsense. The more 

smaller properties will keep the young people of an area within that area  
and as they climb the housing ladder they will continue to buy local larger 
homes. 

o The proposal exceeds the minimum garden area and parking required. 
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o No traces found of Badgers living in the gardens. Badgers are increasing 
in numbers and sitings are more common. 

o Will follow legislation on the provision of hard surfaces. 
o Have no say over who would live in the building and have no idea of what 

the writer would class as ‘undesirables’. 
o Over-development is an over-used and misquoted term. It must be 

substantiated with fact and there is none. 
o The lease will prohibit usage of the turning head for parking. 
o The plans are not dimensioned because they are drawn to scale. 
o Own adjacent site and all legal issues regarding right of way will be 

addressed. 
o Highways concerns not shared by the Highway Authority. 

5.21 RECOMMENDATION 

It is proposed that the Committee RESOLVES to APPROVE the application, 
subject to the following conditions:- 

1 	SC4B Time Limits Full - Standard 
2 	 SC15 Materials to Match (Externally) 
3 	 Prior to the commencement of the development the applicant shall submit  

details for the sound insulation of the party wall to the first floor flat proposed 
to the Local Planning Authority. The development shall be implemented in  
accordance with such details as may be agreed by the Local Planning 
Authority. 

4 	 SC23 PD Restricted - OBS Glazing 
5 	 Prior to the commencement of the development the applicant shall submit  

details to the Local Planning Authority for an area to be provided within the  
site for the parking of operatives’ vehicles and the reception and storage of 
building materials clear of the highway and for the duration of the construction 
period. The development shall be implemented in accordance with those 
details as may be agreed by the Local Planning Authority. 

6 	 Prior to the beneficial use of the development commencing the driveway and 
parking areas shall be constructed in a bound surface material, details of  
which shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. The development shall be implemented in accordance with such 
details as may be agreed by the Local Planning Authority. 

7 	 Notwithstanding the submitted plans, details shall be submitted to the Local  
Planning Authority prior to the commencement of the development for the  
provision of a turning facility to the rear of the building and revised car  
parking layout to enable the parked vehicles to enter and exit the site in  
forward gear without needing to reverse along the access way as shown to 
the side of the building.  The development shall be implemented in 
accordance with such details as may be agreed by the Local Planning 
Authority. 
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8 	 Prior to the beneficial use of the development commencing there shall be 
provided 1.5m x 1.5m pedestrian visibility splays to both sides of the vehicular 
access at the rear of the highway boundary.  

9 	 Notwithstanding the submitted plans, the proposed side dormer shall 

retain the hip ridges to the main roof end. 


REASON FOR DECISION 

The proposal is considered not to cause significant demonstrable harm to any 
development plan interests, other material considerations, to the character and 
appearance of the area, to the street scene or residential amenity such as to justify 
refusing the application; nor to surrounding occupiers in neighbouring streets. 

Relevant Development Plan Policies and Proposals 

HP3, HP6, HP16, of the Rochford District Council Adopted Replacement Local Plan 

Shaun Scrutton 
Head of Planning and Transportation 

The local Ward Member(s) for the above application are Cllrs Cllr J P Cottis, K J 
Gordon and Mrs G A Lucas-Gill.  

For further information please contact Mike Stranks on (01702) 318092. 
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NTS 
Reproduced from the Ordnance Survey mapping with the permission of

 the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationery Office Crown Copyright. 
Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown copyright and may lead to 
prosecution or civil proceedings. This copy is believed to be correct. 

Nevertheless Rochford District Council can accept no responsibility for 
any errors or omissions, changes in the details given or for any expense

 or loss thereby caused. 

Rochford District Council, licence No.LA079138 
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