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1. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in acc

approved plans listed in the Plans Schedule. 
2. A close boarded fence of a height no less than 1.8m shall b

boundary with No. 63 High Ash Avenue for the length of the ap
and shall be maintained thereafter as such. 

3. The existing two storey front gable shall be altered so that its h
proportions comply with the approved elevation drawing 234-06 
22nd September 2011 within the timescale outlined in condition 7 

4. The existing front dormers shall be altered so that their width a
with the approved elevation drawing 234-06 (E) date stamped
2011 within the timescale outlined in condition 7 below. 

5. The existing rear dormer shall be altered so that its width and h
the approved elevation drawing 234-06 (E) date stamped 22nd

within the timescale outlined in condition 7 below. 
6. The existing rear dormer shall be altered to be clad in hung t

materials of the existing roof within the timescale outlined in cond
7. All alterations granted consent under this application shall be co

months of the date of this permission. 
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Reasons for approval:  The proposed development is considered to be acceptable having 
had regard to Policies GP5 and BD6 of the Leeds Unitary Development Plan Review and all 
other material considerations in that it will not appear out of character with the area or cause 
undue harm to residential amenity. 
 
1.0   INTRODUCTION: 
1.1  This application is brought to Panel at the request of Councillor R Feldman who 

notes the site’s long history and the level of neighbour interest.  
 
1.2 The application was presented to Members at the 14th July 2011 Panel.  Members 

raised concerns regarding the appearance of the front of the property, noting that 
the combination of the front gable and the dormers was not indicative of good 
design.  The application was referred back to officers to negotiate further design 
improvements.  These changes are outlined below in paragraphs 2.2 - 2.5. 

 
1.3 The application is therefore brought back to panel for Member’s consideration.   

 
2.0 PROPOSAL: 
2.1 The applicant seeks planning permission to alter and thus authorise the currently 

unauthorised erection of a two storey front gable, two front dormers and a rear 
dormer.  Permission is also sought to extend the dwelling to the side.  The plans 
have been revised from those first submitted with the application. 

 
2.2 The alterations to the front gable, lower both its ridge and eaves, with the ridge 

being lowered by 0.4m and the eaves by 1.3m.  This then means that the eaves and 
ridge align with the bottom and top of the altered front dormers.  Its forward 
projection is also being reduced from 1.3m to 0.15m. 
 

2.3 The first floor side extension builds up over the existing monopitched element to the 
west of the dwelling and extends the existing gabled roof by 0.75m. 
 

2.4 The front dormers are being significantly reduced in scale, and the western most 
dormer split into two smaller, slimmer structures.  The solid material to the front face 
of the dormers is also being removed and replaced with glazing.  The current 
monopitched roof which links into the main ridge is to be removed and a flat roof 
added.  This then means that the dormers sit 0.6m below the ridge. 
 

2.5 The rear dormer is to be reduced in width, being stepped in approximately 1.1m 
from each verge of the extended roof.  Like the front dormers its roof is to be 
lowered and stepped down from the ridge.  The current uPVC cladding is also to be 
removed and replaced with hung tiles to match the existing roof.  The eastern most 
window (that close to 63 High Ash Avenue) is being moved 0.7m away from the 
boundary. 
  

3.0 SITE AND SURROUNDINGS: 
3.1 The application relates to what was a modest stone bungalow with a tiled roof.  The 

dwelling is set within a residential area characterised by similarly designed 
dwellings.  Although there has been development of some properties over the years 
most retain their original basic shape and form, and there is a consistent and regular 
streetscene in which bungalows and dormer bungalows are separated from their 
neighbours by approximately 4.0m, the majority of this space being a domestic 
drive.  The bungalows have a simple form with the majority having a rectangular 
footprint and a gabled roof.  They are set back from the highway behind small, open 
front gardens.  Some dwellings within the area have a one and a half storey section, 



one such property, 63 High Ash Avenue, is set to the immediate east of the 
application site. 

 
3.2 Although the dwellings do retain their original basic shape, extensions and additions 

over the years have changed the character of some dwellings.  Gabled two storey 
front extensions are present within the immediate vicinity, at numbers 66, 70, 51, 53, 
55 and 79 High Ash Avenue.  A large, two storey front extension to number 64, 
almost opposite the application site, was approved earlier this year.  Dormers are a 
common feature within the streetscene, with properties such as 17 High Ash Avenue 
having four peaked dormers to its front roof plane. 

 
3.3 The main amenity space of the dwelling is set to the rear where a private garden is 

enclosed by fencing and vegetation.  Between the application site and 63 High Ash 
Avenue there is a hedge, which at the time of the site visit was approximately, 3.0m 
in height, although this drops to 1.5-2.0m for the part of the boundary which lies 
between the two gables and is augmented by a 1.5m fence.  Between the dwelling 
and 59 High Ash Avenue there is more substantial vegetation.  Between these two 
gables there is low wall, however tall evergreen shrubs within the neighbours’ site 
offer some screening. 
 

4.0 RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY: 
4.1  In 2002 the applicant sought permission for a substantively similar scheme to that 

which has been constructed.  A large two storey front gable, two large wall dormers 
and a large rear dormer were refused planning permission.  The subsequent appeal 
was dismissed. 

 
4.2 In 2003 consent was granted for two small dormer windows to the front, a large front 

porch and a large rear dormer.  Permission was granted with the case officer noting 
that similar structures to the porch and dormer were present within the streetscene, 
whilst to the rear the dormer was largely PD. 

 
4.3 At some point after 2003 the current structures were built without the benefit of 

planning permission. 
 
4.4 In 2005 an enforcement notice was issued.  This was appealed and upheld with 

some minor amendments to its text. To date the enforcement notice has not been 
complied with.   

 
4.5 In 2007 two applications were submitted to the LPA.  One was returned as no fee 

was paid.  The second was refused.  This second application sought to marginally 
reduce the existing structures.  During the progress of the application extensive 
negotiations were entered into.  These negotiations established that, in order to 
consider approval:  

- the front dormers must be significantly smaller and retain more of the roof; 
- the front gable must be reduced in scale so that it resembles a porch; 
- the rear dormer must be inset from the verges of the roof so that there is an 

obvious distinction between the side elevation and the side of the dormer; 
- the materials of the rear dormer must be altered. 

 
4.6 In 2010 the Council successfully prosecuted the applicant for non compliance with 

the 2005 enforcement notice.  A substantial fine was levied and costs were 
awarded. 

 



4.7 Another application was submitted in late 2010.  This was refused.  This sought to 
lower the height of the front gable, extend the front roof plane and reduce the scale 
of the front dormers.  This was refused for the following three reasons: 

 
1) The Local Planning Authority consider that the proposed alterations to the 

unauthorised front gable, front dormers and rear dormer as well as the 
proposed single storey front extension are incongruous and alien additions 
to the dwelling which fail to adequately respect the scale and form of the 
original property and which harm its character.  The property also remains 
an obvious, incongruous and alien feature within the immediate streetscene 
and is considered harmful to the character and appearance of the locality.  
The application is therefore contrary to policies GP5 and BD6 of the Unitary 
Development Plan Review and PPS1 Delivering Sustainable Development. 
 

2) The Local Planning Authority considers that the rear dormer remains an 
unacceptable addition to the property by virtue of its overall size, scale, 
massing and materials in close proximity to the common boundary with 
neighbouring dwellings.  As such it remains a feature which unreasonably 
asserts its presence and is thus detrimental to the residential amenity of the 
occupants of said dwelling.  As such it is contrary to policy GP5 of the 
Unitary Development Plan. 
 

3) The submitted details contain various inaccuracies and inconsistencies and 
are insufficient to allow an appropriate and accurate assessment of what is 
proposed, and also to allow accurate conditions to be drafted.  As such the 
applicant has failed to demonstrate that the proposed extension can be 
accommodated on the site without causing harm to the character and 
amenity of the property and the wider area.  The proposal is therefore 
considered to be contrary to policies GP5 and BD6 of the Leeds Unitary 
Development Plan (Review) 2006 and the guidance in Supplementary 
Planning Document: Street Design Guide. 

 
4.8 The current application was then submitted in April of this year following discussions 

with officers and further revisions have been requested during the application 
process.  
 

5.0 HISTORY OF NEGOTIATIONS: 
5.1 See above. 
 
6.0 PUBLIC/LOCAL RESPONSE: 
6.1 The comments of the Parish Council and local residents were previously reported.  

Harewood Parish Council expressed qualified support, whilst neighbours raised 
concerns regarding character, dominance and overlooking. 

 
6.5 A second set of revised plans were received following further negotiations after the 

July Panel.  Two letters of objection have been received which are supplements to 
previous submissions.   

 
6.6 The occupants of 59 High Ash Avenue object to the scheme.   
 
6.7 The occupants of 63 High Ash Avenue note the long history of the site, raise 

concerns regarding overshadowing and perceived inaccuracies on the plans. 
 
 
 



7.0 CONSULTATIONS RESPONSES: 
7.1 None 
 
8.0 PLANNING POLICIES: 
  National Policy: 
  PPS 1:  Delivering Sustainable Development 
   
  Unitary Development Plan (Review 2006) Policies: 
  Policy GP5: General planning considerations 
  Policy BD6: General planning considerations 
 
  Supplementary Planning Documents: 
  Draft Householder Design Guide 
   
9.0 MAIN ISSUES 

1. Design and Character 
2. Residential Amenity 
3. Representations  
 

10.0 APPRAISAL 
Design and Character 

 
 Front dormers 
 
10.1. As outlined above the applicant seeks consent to alter and thus authorise the 

currently unauthorised erection of a two storey front gable, front dormers and a rear 
dormer. 

 
10.2 At the July Panel Members raised concerns regarding the appearance of the front of 

the property and requested that officers work with the agent to produce a better 
design. 

 
10.3 The concerns centred around the solid massing of the dormers and the combined 

visual clutter of the dormers and the front extension, all of which eroded the 
character of the property and had a negative impact upon the streetscene. 

 
10.4 The changes which have been made have significantly reduced the scale and mass 

of the front dormers.  The eastern most dormer has been reduced from 4.2m in 
length to just 2.4m, with the bulk of this reduction to its eastern side, thus pulling the 
dormer away from the side gable of the dwelling, giving a 1.8m distance to the edge 
of the roof, a nearly four fold improvement on the existing 0.5m, and allowing the 
dormer to sit appropriately within the roof plane.  The dormer has also been moved a 
little further away from the front gable, giving just under a metre of space between 
the two structures, and thus aligns with the existing ground floor window.  This 
ensures that the dormer has a much better relationship with the existing dwelling, 
and reflects the scale and position of existing features, meaning that the ground and 
first floor elements have a sense of coherence. 

 
10.5 To the western side of the dwelling the dormer has been changed from one long, 

single structure into two smaller, two pane dormers.  As with the eastern dormer 
these have also been moved away from the gable and there is now more space 
between the two elements.  The distance from the front gable is the same to both 
sides, helping the property to appear more balanced and the right hand side of the 
first dormer aligns with the right hand side of the ground floor window, which again 
means that the dormers have an appropriate relationship with the existing features of 



the dwelling, a thing which was not previously proposed.  The change from one 
single structure into two smaller dormers has also significantly reduced the massing 
and allows much more of the roofscape of the dwelling to be visible, and thus the 
basic shape and form of the property to be more legible. 
 

10.6 The dormers have also been reduced a little more in height, and are now set down 
0.6m from the ridge of the property and thus comply with the usual request to set 
such structures at least 0.5m from the ridge line.  The dormers have also been 
altered so that their front face is almost wholly glazed.  The removal of the solid 
material to the fronts of the dormers significantly lessens their visual massing and 
also helps to reduce the degree of visual clutter.  The glazed frontages mean that the 
dormers will be significantly less obtrusive and will blend in better with the roofscape 
of the dwelling.  As these are now less imposing structures and have a much smaller 
scale, the basic shape and form of the property is now the more dominant form, 
rather than the bulky, boxy dormers which currently exist. 

 
10.7 The property is also considered to sit appropriately within the wider streetscene.  

Glazed, box dormers are a reasonably common feature along High Ash Avenue and 
are prevalent enough that this is now part of the character of the street.  As noted in 
the Site and Surroundings other dwellings do have a number of dormers to their front 
roof plane, with number 17 having four, peaked roof structures.  This then means 
that the dwelling will not stand out within the locality, and will appear as a dormer 
bungalow set alongside other extended and altered dormer bungalows. 

 
10.8 The front dormers are therefore now considered to be appropriate additions.  They 

have been significantly reduced in scale, are significantly less visually obtrusive and 
resemble the type of structure which the council regularly approves.   

 
Front gable 

10.9 Concern has also been expressed regarding the size and scale of the front gable 
and the combined effect of the gable and the dormers.  Officers were asked to 
explore whether the gable could be further reduced in scale. 

 
10.10 At present the front gable is a large, dominant feature which projects out to the front 

of the dwelling, sits close to the ridge of the property and tight to the verges of the 
dormers.  The plans presented to the last panel showed the gable reduced in height 
at both the eaves and ridge and also showed a significant reduction in its front 
projection, changing it from a 1.4m projection to one of just 15cm.  This is currently 
the proposal under consideration. 

 
10.11 Discussions have been held with the agent to ascertain whether the gable can be 

further reduced in height.  The gable serves a staircase area which gives access to 
the upper floor of the property, and the current ridge height proposed is the lowest 
which is practicable to allow the staircase to work, with the pinch point being to its 
upper levels.  This matter is disputed by residents who note that both 63 High Ash 
Avenue and 17 High Ash Avenue have achieved a staircase without the need for a 
front gable.  Both these dwellings have a one and a half storey element and the 
staircase is within this section of the building, allowing the requisite head height to be 
achieved in the larger scaled section of the property.  The gable which is proposed at 
the application site forms a one and a half storey structure, and thus has the same 
function as the elements of the buildings mentioned.  As such it is not possible to 
reduce the height of the structure further. 

 
10.12 The question which must be asked is then whether or not the scale and form of the 

gable is harmful to the appearance of the property and the character of the wider 



streetscene.  Front gables, whilst not a common feature along High Ash Avenue, are 
most certainly present within the immediate streetscene.  A large two storey front 
extension has been recently approved at 64 High Ash Avenue which has a projection 
of 2.0, and which lies nearly opposite the application site.  Other similar forward 
projecting gables are visible at numbers 66, 45, 51 and 55 (to note but a few), with 
all these properties having a gable which is both taller than that currently proposed, 
and which has a greater projection.  These properties often have dormer windows to 
their front elevations.  Given that there are other similar structures within the 
streetscene which are of a similar, if not larger scale, the gable is considered to be 
an in keeping addition.  It is therefore not considered to be harmful to the character 
and appearance of the property nor the wider locality. 

 
10.13 As such it is considered that the front dormers and the gable are now appropriate 

structures within the streetscene.  They are similar to other extensions which have 
been built and will not look out of place.  It is also noted that officers are of the 
opinion that no compromises have been proposed because the structures are 
already built.  Were the application to be proposed in its current form as a fresh 
matter, with the property as it once was, approval would be recommended. 

  
Residential Amenity 

10.14  Policy GP5 of the Leeds UDPR states that development proposals should avoid a 
loss of amenity, which includes harm caused through overshadowing and 
overdominance.   

 
10.15 Members did not previously consider these issues to be significant on the site.  The 

main additional bulk which has added to the property is the marginal increase in its 
roof height and the rear dormer.  Bulk is also being added to the eastern edge of the 
dwelling, building up above an existing single storey element to produce a coherent 
dwelling. 

 
10.16 The marginal increase in roof height and the first floor extension to the eastern edge 

of the dwelling are not considered to have a significant impact upon neighbours as 
these elements lie alongside and gables of neighbouring properties and so have 
little impact upon main garden areas of main windows. 

 
10.17 Concern has been raised by objectors in relation to overshadowing from the rear 

dormer, and photographs have been supplied which show the rear garden of the 
adjacent dwelling being cast into shade.  There are two points to note in relation to 
this matter.  The first is that the rear garden of this dwelling is set to the north of the 
neighbours’ house and to the north-east of the application site.  As such it will be 
overshadowed for much of the day by their own dwelling, as well as the application 
dwelling.  The rear dormer, set to the northern roofplane is not considered to lead to 
a significantly greater impact, over and above that caused by the two dwellings.  It is 
also noted that the dormer is being reduced in width and is being pulled away from 
the common boundary to the east and its materials are being changed to ones 
which match the roof, so that it no longer appears as a stark addition, a matter 
caused by its use of white uPVC.  

 
10.18 The second point to note is that a larger dormer could be built under permitted 

development, without reference to the Council.  This could be both wider and taller 
and have a greater impact upon the neighbouring dwellings.  Residents have noted 
that a previous Inspector’s decision stated that the height of the dormer should be 
reduced to 1.3m.  The dormer as proposed is greater than this height.  The 
Inspector’s decision in question related to the enforcement notice which was issued 
against the unauthorised works.  This appeal decision upheld the enforcement 



notice and gave the appellant two options, one of which was to revert the dwelling 
back to its original form, and the second was to comply with the approved plans, on 
which the dormer was 1.3m in height. 

 
10.19 Although this would further reduce the impact of the rear dormer, given the 

permitted development fall back (in which a significantly larger structure could be 
built), it is difficult to suggest that this height can be enforced.  The occupants of the 
adjacent dwelling to the east have also previously raised concerns regarding 
overlooking.  Although both officers and Members have been previously considered 
the level of overlooking to be reasonable, as part of the new revisions the window 
which is closest to this property has been moved further away from the boundary, 
thus lessening again the impact upon these neighbours. 

 
10.20 As such the proposal is considered to be acceptable in respect of its impact upon 

the amenity of neighbours. 
 

Representations 
10.21 All material planning considerations raised through representations have been 

discussed above.  It is noted that the occupants of 63 High Ash Avenue have raised 
concerns regarding inaccuracies on the plans, noting that the height of the front 
gable appears to change from elevation to elevation, and also noting that there are 
no dimensions on the plans. 

 
10.22 The plans which have been provided with the application are scaled plans and are 

considered to be accurate.  The front gable is shown on the front and both side 
elevations; it’s height across these elevations is consistent. 

    
11.0 CONCLUSION 
11.1 The proposed development is thus recommended for approval.  The alterations to 

the front dormers and front gable as well as the front extension are considered 
sufficient to reinstate the original form of the dwelling, and thus result in a property 
which adequately respects its streetscene context.  The reduction in scale and the 
changes in the materials of the rear dormer are considered to reduce the impact of 
the rear dormer upon the character of the dwelling and also upon neighbours.  As 
such the alterations are considered to be acceptable, having had regard to Policies 
GP5 and BD6 of the UDPR. 

 
Background Papers: 
Application file: 11/01051/FU 
Certificate of Ownership: Certificate A signed by the agent 
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