
Report to Planning Committee 

8 July 2021 

Application Reference DC/21/65449 

Application Received 23rd March 2021 

Application Description Proposed two storey side and single storey 

rear extensions. 

Application Address 24 Maypole Close 

Cradley Heath 

B64 5AS 

Applicant Mrs T Taylor 

Ward Cradley Heath & Old Hill 

Contact Officer Name David Paine 

Email david_paine@sandwell.gov.uk 

1 Recommendations 

1.1 That planning permission be granted subject to: 

(i) External materials to match existing property.

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 or to the safety and convenience 

of users of the highway. The proposal is therefore compliant with both 

national and local planning policies.  

Agenda Item 5



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 as three 

material planning objections have been received. 

4.2 To assist members with site context, a link to Google Maps is provided 

below: 

24 Maypole Close 

5 Key Considerations 

5.1 The site is unallocated in the adopted development plans.

5.2 The material planning considerations which are relevant to this 

application are:-  

Loss of light and/or outlook 

Public visual amenity 

Overbearing nature of proposal 

Design, appearance and materials 

6. The Application Site

6.1 This application relates to an end of terrace residential property, situated 

on the southern side of Maypole Close, Cradley Heath.  This is a 

residential cul-de-sac, forming part of a residential development of 32 

dwellings, approved in 1987.  

https://www.google.com/maps/place/24+Maypole+Cl,+Cradley+Heath+B64+5AS/@52.4687433,-2.0945771,172m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x48709127d8790e4f:0x5ba10a631bbf5769!8m2!3d52.4688316!4d-2.0943831


 

7. Planning History 
 

7.1 There is no planning history specific to this property.  The property is 

part of a residential development approved in 1987. 

 

7.2  Relevant planning applications are as follows: 

  

DC/21174 Erection of 32 two-storey 

2 and 3-bedroom 

dwellings with garages 

and parking spaces 

together with ancillary 

roads & services 

Grant with conditions 

20/01/1987 

 
 

8. Application Details 

 

8.1 The applicant proposes to construct a two storey side extension and a 

single storey rear extension, forming a combined wraparound extension. 

Amended plans have been received to reduce the width of the extension 

by 1 metre.  The amended proposal would therefore measure 3.3 metres 

wide by 12.2 metres deep and have an overall height of 6.7 metres  

  

9. Publicity 
 

9.1 The application has been publicised by neighbour notification letter with 

three objections being received. 

 

9.2 Objections 

 

Objections have been received on the following grounds: 

 

(i) The development would be out of character. 
(ii) The development would not be in proportion to its surroundings. 
(iii) The development would be overbearing and create a sense of 

enclosure. 
(iv) Loss of light. 



 

(v) Disturbance and noise during construction. 
(vi) The loss of a tree on the property boundary. 

 

9.3 Responses to objections 

 

I respond to the objector’s comments in turn: 

 

(i) The design features of the extension would reflect the design of 
the existing property and the wider estate.  A two storey side 
extension is not a typical feature of this estate, but that is not a 
reason in itself for refusal.  Overall the extension would blend well 
with its surroundings. 

(ii) The initial plans showed an extension of a similar width to the 
existing house and would therefore lack the necessary 
subservience needed.  The amended plans show a narrower 
extension which would comply with the requirements of the 
residential design guide and would read correctly as an extension.   

(iii) The primary impact here would be on the front elevation windows 
of 21 – 23 Maypole Close.  The separation distance here would be 
approximately 14 metres. Although our Residential Design Guide 
is not specific to a side-to-front separation distance, the side to 
rear requirement is 14 metres.  Using this as a guide and having 
discussed this issue with our Urban Design team, 14 metres is 
deemed to be acceptable in this case. 

(iv) This proposal would cause no significant loss of light to 
neighbours. All other properties nearby would be too far away to 
be significantly affected by any loss of light.  No part of the 
proposed extension would cross the 45-degree line. 

(v) There is no reason to suppose that noise and disturbance caused 
would be out of the ordinary for this type of development.   

(vi) The tree in question would not be significantly impacted by this 
proposal. However, the tree in question is not subject to a tree 
preservation order and can be removed at any time by the 
applicant.  
 

9.4 Further consultation 

 

Neighbours have been re-consulted following the submission of 

amended plans.  Any further comments received will be tabled to the 

Planning Committee.  



 

 

10. Consultee responses 

 

There are no statutory consultation responses to report for this 

application. 

 

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 These policies emphasise the need for good design and proposals 

should be of an acceptable scale.  The revised proposal accords with 

these policies. 

 

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 

 

The proposal would not be visible from within the neighbouring property 

at number 25.  All other properties nearby would be too far away to be 

significantly affected by any loss of light.  No part of the proposed 

extension would cross the 45-degree line. 

 



 

13.3 Loss of outlook 

 

 The proposal would bring the side elevation of number 24 closer to the 

front facing windows of number 21-23.  The separation distance between 

the side wall of the proposed extension and the front facing windows of 

number 21-23 would be 14 metres.  Although our Residential Design 

Guide is not specific to a side-to-front separation distance, the side to 

rear requirement is 14 metres.  Using this as a guide and having 

discussed this issue with our Urban Design team, 14 metres is deemed 

to be acceptable in this case. 

 

13.4 Public visual amenity 

 

 The initial proposal would have created the appearance of a second 

dwelling, attached to number 24.  In doing so it would have dominated 

this prominent corner position. The revised proposal by its reduction in 

width is now subservient to the host dwelling. 

 

13.5 Overbearing nature of the proposal 

 

 It is considered that the reduction in width would soften the impact of this 

proposal, keeping the extension subservient to the existing house. 

 

13.6 Design, appearance and materials. 

 

 The revised design is good, having similar proportions namely windows, 

roof height and design thus blending well with the neighbourhood and 

complies with the requirements of the residential design guide. 

14 Alternative Options 

 

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

reasons for doing so, however in my opinion the scheme is of 

appropriate scale and design and would not appreciably harm the 

amenities of neighbouring properties. 



 

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 

 

Site Plan  

Context Plan 

Plan No. 02A 

Plan No. 03A  
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