
 

 

 

 

 

Report to Planning Committee 

 
 

10 November 2021 

 

Application Reference DC/21/66109 

Application Received 10 September 2021 

Application Description Proposed single storey side extension, bay 

windows to front, increase to roof height to 

include dormer windows to rear and side and 

detached garage (previously refused 

application DC/20/65041). 

Application Address 23 Jill Avenue 

Great Barr 

B43 6DH.  

Applicant Miss Rebecca Cudby 

Ward Charlemont with Grove Vale 

Contact Officer Mr Anjan Dey 

anjan_dey@sandwell.gov.uk  

 

1 Recommendations 

 

1.1 That planning permission is granted subject to:- 
 
i)  the external materials matching the existing property; and  
ii) the retention of approved parking space. 
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2 Reasons for Recommendations  

 

2.1 The proposal would cause no significant harm to the amenity of the 

occupiers of adjacent properties and have no appreciable impact on the 

visual amenity of the surrounding area. 

 

3 How does this deliver objectives of the Corporate Plan?  

 

 

Quality homes in thriving neighbourhoods – The design of 

the proposal is acceptable in respect of national and local 

planning policy.  

4 Context  

 

4.1 This application is being reported to your Planning Committee because 

four material objections have been submitted.  

 

4.2 To assist members with site context, a link to Google Maps is provided 
below: 
 
23 Jill Avenue, Great Barr 

 

5 Key Considerations 

 

5.1 The site is unallocated in the development plan. 

 

5.2 The material planning considerations which are relevant to this 

application are:-  

 

Government policy (NPPF) 

Overlooking/loss of privacy 

Loss of light and outlook 

Public visual amenity 

Design, appearance and materials 

 

 

 

https://www.google.com/maps/place/23+Jill+Ave,+Birmingham+B43+6DH/@52.5440607,-1.9538995,110m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x4870a2ee97d7497d:0xfbef24034257cf15!8m2!3d52.5439686!4d-1.9533537


 

6. The Application Site 

 

   6.1     This application relates to detached bungalow located at the northern 

side of Jill Avenue, Great Barr.  

 

  6.2 The area is residential in character characterised by detached and 

semi-detached properties. The bungalow is located off a shared drive 

that serves 4 dwellings.  

 

7. Planning History 
 

7.1 The property has been subject to a number of recent planning 

applications that were refused, with the most recent refusal 

(DC/20/64523) subject to an appeal that was dismissed by the Planning 

Inspectorate.  

 

7.2    Relevant planning applications are as follows;  

 

DC/20/64174     Proposed detached 
garage, single storey 
side extension and 
increase to roof height 
to include dormer 
windows on all sides. 

Refuse Permission: 
29/5/2020 

DC/20/64523 Proposed detached 
garage, single storey 
side extension and 
increase to roof height 
to include dormer 
windows on front, rear 
and north side 
(previously refused 
application 
DC/20/64174). 

Refuse Permission:  
28/9/2020 

DC/20/65041 Proposed single 
storey side extension 
and increase to roof 
height to include 
dormer windows to 

Refuse Permission:  
03/2/2021 



 

front rear and side, 
and detached garage 
to rear (previously 
refused application 
DC/20/64523). 

  

8. Application Details 

 

8.1 Various alterations and extensions are proposed – an increase in roof 

height to create a dormer bungalow with dormer windows to the rear and 

southern side elevation of the property. This differs from previous 

applications in that the dormer to the northern side elevation of the 

property has been omitted from the proposal following the appeal 

decision.  

 

         The existing side garage is to be demolished and a side extension 

constructed to enlarge living space.  A new detached garage is proposed 

at the north-eastern corner of the curtilage.  

 

8.2 Proposed dimensions are;  

 

i. A maximum of 5.6m wide by 7.2m deep by 5.8m high to the height 
of the dual-pitched roof. (Side extension) 

ii. The proposed rear dormer would measure 6.4m wide by 2.1m 
high.  

iii. 3m wide by 5.7m deep by 4.2m high to the height of the dual-
pitched roof. (Detached garage)  

 

8.3 It is proposed to raise the height of the roof from 4.6m to 5.85m to create 

3 bedrooms (one including an ensuite) and additional bathroom.  

 

9. Publicity 
 

9.1 The application has been publicised by neighbour notification letter with 

no response. 

 



 

9.2    Three of the objectors reside at properties on Jill Avenue and another 

from a property at Highcroft, which is located to the immediate north. 

Concerns relate largely to the increase in roof height to facilitate 

additional dormer bedrooms.  

 

9.3 Points of objection are summarised as follows:  

 

(i) The extensions would result in loss of light, outlook and privacy 

and this revised proposal does not overcome previous reasons for 

refusal; 

(ii) The raising of the roof and increased massing would have an over-

bearing impact on their property;  

(iii) The extensions would affect their property structurally re: Highcroft 

which is a much lower level to the bungalow; 

(iv) The original consent for outline permission (DC/18833) restricts 

this particular plot to a bungalow-type dwelling in order to 

safeguard against loss of privacy and outlook.  

 

(v) The development would impact on highway safety.  

 

9.4   Response to objections 

 

        I respond to the objector’s comments in turn;  

 

(i) It is now my view that previous concerns, with particular regards 

to loss of privacy and outlook, have now been addressed in this 

revised submission. The prominent dormer to the northern side 

elevation no longer forms part of the proposal, and therefore the 

proposal would not result in any significant loss of outlook and 

privacy to nos 4 & 6 Highcroft. Submitted elevation plans now 

show velux windows in the proposed northern roof slope, and a 

smaller dormer in the main gable front feature that is set back 

considerably from the boundaries to Highcroft.  

 

It is also considered that the proposed roof at the northern side 

of the property would slope away from Highcroft and there is 



 

some natural screening along the boundaries to no 6 in the form 

of deciduous trees.  

 

(ii) The raising of the roof was previously considered to be 

unacceptable but the Planning Inspector’s observations have 

been noted. The Inspector’s view was that the raising of the roof 

height itself would not be unacceptable. Furthermore, although 

the proposal does not meet the 14 metres side to rear interface 

distance measured from the rear of 21 Jill Avenue, the Inspector’s 

view was that the increased roof height would not result in any 

appreciable loss of outlook from the rear of 6 Highcroft. It is noted 

that the interface distance is 12.3 metres based on the 

topographical survey and not the 11 metres stated previously.  

 

The proposed rear dormer would not compromise the minimum 

recommended rear to rear elevation interface distance of 21 

metres; measuring around 31 metres. In view of this the rear 

dormer would not result in any loss of privacy to properties at the 

rear.  

 

A fully copy of the Appeal Decision is included in the supported 

documents, however the relevant extract from the appeal decision 

is set out overleaf:  

 



 

     

 
 

Although the appeal was dismissed the Inspector’s observations 

hold considerable weight having considered the applicant’s further 

right of appeal if this application is refused.  

 

(iii) The third point of concern relating to structural damage/stability is 

not a material planning consideration that warrants refusal of the 

application. However, it is considered that the matters relating to 

construction would  

 

(iv) Notwithstanding the condition of the outline consent, the 

application has been considered on its individual merits and in 

accordance with adopted plan policies. It is my view that the 

property would still retain the character and appearance 

pertaining to a bungalow property. It is also considered that it 

would not appreciably harm surrounding neighbouring property by 

way of loss of light, outlook or privacy.  

 

It is also noted that number 25 Jill Avenue was granted planning 

consent to raise the roof to create additional bedroom under 



 

DC/04/42715, as it was considered that the raising of the roof 

would not affect the amenity of neighbouring dwellings.  

 

(v) With regards to parking and access it is considered that there is a 

large driveway at the front of the property and cars would be able 

to leave the curtilage in forward gear. This has also been 

confirmed by the agent.  

 

10. Consultee responses 

 

Urban Design has been consulted and has no objections to the 

proposals. They note the redesigned hipped roof and that the prominent 

dormer to the northern side elevation has now been removed. This 

reduces the main impact, particularly in terms of loss of privacy, of the 

previous scheme to nos 4 & 6 Highcroft.   

 

11. National Planning Policy 

 

11.1 National Planning Policy Framework promotes sustainable development 

but states that local circumstances should be taken into account to 

reflect the character, needs and opportunities for each area. 

 

12. Local Planning Policy 
 

12.1 The following polices of the council’s Development Plan are relevant: 

 

ENV3: Design Quality    

SAD EOS9: Urban Design Principles  

 

12.2 ENV3 and SAD EOS9 refer to well-designed schemes that are in scale 

and massing to the existing area.  This proposed extension would be of 

a reasonable size; the revised roof design and omission of the side 

dormer windows would minimise the overall impact.  It is also considered 

that that Jill Avenue is mainly characterised by 2 storey dwellings the 

proposals would therefore not conflict with either policies ENV3 or SAD 

EOS9. 



 

 

13. Material Considerations 

 

13.1 National and local planning policy considerations have been referred to 

above in sections 11 and 12. With regards to the other material 

considerations, these are highlighted below: 

 

13.2  Loss of light and outlook 

 

It is considered that omission of the dormer windows at the northern side 

of the house would ensure that no significant loss of light or particularly 

outlook would occur.   

 

13.3 Overlooking/loss of privacy 

 

To reiterate the removal of the northern side dormer addresses previous 

reasons for refusal relating to overlooking issue and loss of privacy. The 

Inspector’s judgement was that loss of privacy or outlook would be 

to/from the rear gardens of nos 4 & 6 Highcroft rather than habitable 

rooms. Furthermore, velux windows in the roof slope in lieu of the 

dormer means there would be no loss of privacy as a result of this 

development. Refer to the following extract from the appeal decision;  

 

 
 



 

13.4 Public visual amenity 

 

 Jill Avenue is a relatively quiet residential street and number 23 Jill is set 

back from the from the main highway at the end of a shared drive that 

serves 4 properties. This development would not be highly visible in the 

street-scene of Jill Avenue that mainly comprises 2 storey dwellings. The 

constraints of the site have been considered by the agent to ensure that 

any undue dominance would be avoided.  

          

13.5 Design, appearance and materials 

 

 Design and appearance have been addressed in 12.2 and 13.4 above.  I 

would recommend a planning condition to ensure materials used are to 

match with the existing property. 

14 Alternative Options 

 

14.1 Refusal of the application is an option if there are material planning 

reasons for doing so.  However, it is considered that this proposal would 

comply with relevant policies and there are no material considerations to 

warrant refusal. 

15 Implications 

 

Resources: When a planning application is refused the applicant 

has a right of appeal to the Planning Inspectorate, and 

they can make a claim for costs against the Council.  

Legal and 

Governance: 

This application is submitted under the Town and 

Country Planning Act 1990. 

Risk: None. 

Equality: There are no equality issues arising from this proposal 

and therefore an equality impact assessment has not 

been carried out. 

Health and 

Wellbeing: 

None  
 

Social Value None  



 

 

 

16. Appendices 

 

RM21/053.1 Existing/proposed floor plans and elevations.  

RM21/053.2 Proposed garage floor plans/elevations. 

RM21/053.31 Existing topographical plan.  

Copy of Planning Inspectorate Appeal Decision (ref: 3270909). 
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Appeal Decision  

Site Visit made on 8 June 2021 by John Gunn DipTP, DipDBE, MRTPI 
Decision by M Seaton BSc (Hons) DipTP MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 24 June 2021 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/G4620/D/21/3270909 
23 Jill Avenue, Birmingham, B43 6DH  
• 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 Miss Rebecca Cudby against the decision of Sandwell 

Metropolitan Borough Council. 
• The application Ref DC/20/65041, dated 4 December 2020, was refused by notice dated 

3 February 2021. 
• The development proposed is detached garage, single-storey side extension and 

increase to roof height to include dormer windows. Revised scheme following 
DC/20/64523. 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Appeal Procedure 

2. The site visit was undertaken by an Appeal Planning Officer whose 

recommendation is set out below and to which the Inspector has had regard 
before deciding the appeal. 

Main Issues 

3. The main issues are the effect of the proposed development upon 1) the 
character and appearance of the area and 2) the living conditions of the 

occupiers of surrounding residential properties, having particular regard to 

outlook and privacy. 

Reasons for the Recommendation 

Character and appearance 

4. The appeal site lies in a residential area and is accessed via a private drive at 

the end of a cul-de-sac.  The area comprises of a mix of detached and semi-

detached houses, and bungalows set back from the road with modest sized 
landscaped front gardens. There are very distinct changes in ground level 

between the more elevated position of the appeal property and other 

properties within its immediate locality.  

5. The proposed development would have a higher roof, with a marginally steeper 

pitch, and greater mass than the existing building. However, this would be 
broken up by the incorporation of two small dormers on the north and east 

elevations, such that the host dwelling would retain its own individuality. 

Moreover, when viewed from Jill Avenue, the extended dwelling would be seen 
in the context of other nearby properties and the varied roofscape. 

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                          2 

Consequently, the proposal would not appear incongruous or unduly prominent 

within the street scene. 

6. Notwithstanding the above, I find that when viewed from the rear gardens of 

Nos 4 and 6 High Croft, which have a ground floor level approximately 4.6 

metres lower than the host property, the resultant development would appear 
as a prominent and incongruous building. It would dominate the skyline and 

have a detrimental visual impact on the wider area. Whilst I accept that the 

situation is tempered to some extent by the existing trees, and fencing, the 
proposed development would be of a substantial and solid construction, and in 

any event the trees may be felled in the future negating any benefits they 

might provide. In any event, even with the trees I find the level of harm to be 

unacceptable.   

7. In the light of the above, I conclude that the proposal would result in harm to 
the character and appearance of the surrounding area, contrary to Policy ENV3 

of the Black Country Core Strategy (CS) and Policy EOS9 of the Site Allocations 

and Delivery Development Plan Document (SADDPD). These policies require, 

amongst other things, that development should incorporate high quality design 
that reflects the distinctive character of an area, having regard to the scale, 

nature, and height of any buildings. 

Living conditions 

8. The rear elevations of nos. 4 and 6 are orientated towards the rear garden of 

the host property. The current outlook from these properties is of a car port 

and conservatory, beyond which lies the main part of the host property. The 

shortest distance between the properties is approximately 9 metres. 

9. The orientation of Nos 4 and 6, combined with the separation distance to the 
host property, would mean that views from the proposed development into 

habitable rooms would be very limited. As a result, there would be no harm to 

occupiers in this regard. However, given the elevated vantage point from the 

proposed bedroom windows there would undoubtedly be an increase in the 
perceived loss of privacy experienced by occupiers using their rear gardens. 

Moreover, given the size and scale of the proposed development there would 

be some additional harm to the available outlook from the rear gardens of Nos 
4 and 6. As a result, the amenity for users of the rear garden of Nos 4 and 6 

would be reduced. 

10. The submitted evidence indicates no. 21 Jill Avenue to be located 

approximately 1.9 metres lower than the host property. It has windows serving 

habitable rooms at ground and first floor levels. Currently the outlook from 
these rear windows is of the side elevation of No 23. According to the Council 

there is a distance of approximately 11 metres between the rear wall of No 21 

and the existing side elevation of the host property. This is disputed by the 
appellant who suggests that the separation distance is 12.3 metres. Based on 

the topographical survey submitted with the application, and what I saw during 

my site visit, I am inclined to accept the greater distance. 

11. The roof of the proposed development would be higher and steeper although 

the eaves would remain the same as for the existing host property. Moreover, 
it would incorporate a half hip at the southern end of the north/south ridge, 

and the cheeks of the box dormer on the rear elevation would be set in from 

the eaves by over 1 metre. 

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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12. Both parties agree that the proposal would not result in a loss of light over and 

above the existing situation. From what I have seen and read I do not disagree 

with their views. Moreover, given the fence on the common boundary, and the 
absence of any windows in the southern elevation at first floor level the 

proposed development, the proposal would not give rise to harm resulting from 

loss of privacy. I also find that any impact on the outlook from the rear 

windows of No 21, or from within the garden, would be limited given the design 
of the proposed development and the separation distances involved. As a 

result, the proposed development would not result in significant harm to the 

living conditions of the occupiers of No 21. 

13. Whilst acknowledging the small difference in levels between the host property 

and Nos 25 to 29 (odd) I find that the separation distance is sufficient to 
ensure that privacy is maintained in habitable rooms. Moreover, given its 

design and separation distance, the proposed development would not cause 

significant harm to the outlook from these properties.  

14. In the light of the above I conclude that the proposal would not be harmful to 

the living conditions of the occupiers of Nos 21, 25, 27 or 29. However it would 
result in reduced privacy, and harm to the available outlook, from the rear 

gardens of Nos 4 and 6. Consequently, the proposal would be contrary to Policy 

EOS9 of the SADDPD which requires, amongst other things, that development 
should not impact on neighbouring properties.  

Other Matters 

15. No objections have been raised by the Council to the erection of the proposed 

detached garage. From what I have seen and read I do not disagree with their 
view. 

Conclusion and Recommendation 

16. Whilst I have not found there to be any harm to the living conditions of 

neighbouring occupiers, the proposed development would result in an adverse 

effect on the character and appearance of the area. There are no material 

considerations that indicate the application should be determined other than in 
accordance with the development plan. For the reasons given above, I 

therefore recommend that the appeal should be dismissed. 

John Gunn  

APPEAL PLANNING OFFICER 

 

Inspector’s Decision 

17. I have considered all the submitted evidence and the Appeal Planning Officer’s 

report and on that basis the appeal is dismissed. 

M Seaton 

INSPECTOR 
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