
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Proposal: Front elevation alterations, single storey rear extension, two 
storey side and rear extension, and loft conversion. 
 
 

Web link to Plans: Full details of the proposal and statutory consultee 
responses can be found by using the above planning 
application reference number at:  
 
https://publicaccess.solihull.gov.uk/online-applications/ 
 

 
 

Reason for 
Referral to 
Planning 
Committee: 

 

 

 

7 Objections received from neighbours. 

 

Recommendation: APPROVAL SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS 

 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This application seeks consent for alterations to the front elevation, single storey rear 
extension, two storey side and rear extension as well as a loft conversion including 
the addition of dormer windows. 
 
This report will demonstrate that the proposal is visually acceptable and will not be 
unduly harmful to neighbouring amenity. Accordingly, the proposal is compliant with 
policies P14 and P15 of the Local Plan 2013. The report will also address the issues 
regarding protected species and demonstrate that the proposal will not have a 
detrimental impact to bats and is compliant with Policy P10 of the Local Plan 2013. 
The proposal is recommended for approval subject to conditions. 
 
MAIN ISSUES 
 
The main issues in this application are: 
 

 Firstly, the effect of the proposal on the character and appearance of the area, 
and; 
 

 Secondly, the impact on the living conditions of the occupiers of neighbouring 
dwellings. 

 

APPLICATION REFERENCE: PL/2021/00421/MINFHO 
 
Site Address: 48 Birchy Close Dickens Heath Solihull B90 1QL   

https://publicaccess.solihull.gov.uk/online-applications/


Other Material Issues: 
 

 Bats, 

 Drainage. 
 
 
CONSULTATION RESPONSES 
 
Statutory Consultees  
 
Dickens Heath Parish Council: Objection. for reason of size and design 
 
Non Statutory Consultees   
 
SMBC Ecology: No objections, standard bat informative recommended. 
 
SMBC Drainage: No comment. 
 
PUBLICITY 
 
The application was advertised in accordance with the provisions set down in the 
Town and Country Planning (General Development Procedure) Order 2015. 
 
7 objections have been received in response to the advertisement of this application. 
All correspondence has been reviewed and the main issues raised are summarised 
below (Planning Committee Members have access to all third party correspondence 
received): 
 
Neighbour Amenity 

 Loss of privacy. 

 Loss of amenity. 
 
Character and Appearance 

 Excessive size, amounting to cramming. 

 Overly dominant. 

 Front gable is incongruous in the street scene. 

 Design out of character with street scene. 

 Increased size, out of scale with nearby dwellings. 
 
Other Issues 

 Flooding. 

 Removal of trees and hedges, loss of natural habitat. 

 Increases traffic and parking on private road due to building works. 

 Increased noise. 

 Insufficient parking for number of bedrooms. 

 Potential to be used as a HMO or be subdivided into multiple units. 

 Works taking place prior to development, construction of outbuilding to the 
rear. 

 



PLANNING ASSESSMENT 
 

The National Planning Policy Framework at paragraph 2 re-confirms that planning 
law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined in 
accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise. 
 
Paragraph 15 of the NPPF confirms that the planning system is plan led. 
 
On the 13th May 2021 the Local Plan Review was submitted (via the Planning 
Inspectorate) to the Secretary of State for independent examination. 
 
This marks the next stage in the preparation and adoption of the plan.  The advice in 
the NPPF at paragraph 48 states “Local planning authorities may give weight to 
relevant policies in emerging plans according to:  
a) the stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced its preparation, 
the greater the weight that may be given);  
b) the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies (the less 
significant the unresolved objections, the greater the weight that may be given); and  
c) the degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging plan to this 
Framework (the closer the policies in the emerging plan to the policies in the 
Framework, the greater the weight that may be given)”.  
 
Greater weight, but not full weight, can therefore be given to the submitted plan, but 
this may still be dependent on the circumstances of each case and the potential 
relevance of individual policies.  In many cases there are policies in the new plan 
which are similar to policies in the adopted plan which seek the same objectives, 
although they may be expressed slightly differently. 
 
It is considered that relevant policies pertinent to this application have limited weight 
in the planning balance, and as a result do not alter the recommendation of approval 
reached in this report.  
 
This report also considers the proposal against the Development Plan (Solihull Local 
Plan 2013), the relevant polices of the National Planning Policy Framework (“NPPF”) 
and the National Planning Practice Guidance. 
 
The effect of the proposal on the character and appearance of the area 
 
The Local Plan’s (2013) Policy P15 and the House Extension Guidelines (HEG) 
(2010) seeks to ensure that development proposals achieve good quality, inclusive 
and sustainable design that conserves and enhances the local character, 
distinctiveness and streetscape quality. The level of enhancement required is 
dependent on and proportionate to the scale and nature of the development. The 
development in this case, is a domestic householder extension which is minor in 
nature and therefore the level of enhancement required would be minor and limited 
to its acceptability by way of a sympathetic design and compliance with the design 
principles as set out in the HEG SPD 
 



Birchy Close is a private road off the main highway of Dickens Heath Road. The 
application site is located well into the Close and is not in a visible position from 
Dickens Heath Road. The street scene comprises of a mixture of bungalows and two 
storey dwellings, each of a unique design, size and footprint. The dwellings are 
generally set back generously from the road but are closely related, with relatively 
small gaps between dwellings and variation in the building line. The dwellings 
include a mixture of hipped, half hipped and gable ended designs with a variety of 
materials and dormer windows present within the street scene. 
 
The HEG states in regards to first floor extensions; “ First floor extensions are 
therefore of particular concern, and the Council is anxious that such gaps are 
protected so that detached and semi-detached homes do not appear to be terraced, 
cramped, or unreasonably ‘squeezed’ into the plot”. There are relatively small gaps 
between neighbouring dwellings within the street scene, having regard to this, the 
proposed gap to boundary at first floor would not appear out of character within this 
context.  
 
The HEG also states in regards to terracing; “Any terracing effect between dwellings 
is to be avoided. A reasonable gap to the boundary must be retained of at least 1-
metre in most cases. A larger gap will be necessary for properties in spacious 
settings.”  As mentioned above, There are relatively small gaps between 
neighbouring dwellings within the street scene therefore it is not considered to be a 
spacious setting. The proposed first floor extension maintains a reasonable gap of 
1m along the boundary with the neighbour so as to prevent terracing. 
 
The HEG states in regards to subservience; “However, in certain circumstances 
such as gable-end detached dwellings, particularly of narrow width, depth, shallow 
pitches or properties with a prominent forward gable projection, non-subservient 
extension will be considered”. The proposed first floor extensions is of smaller width 
than the existing first floor and is therefore considered proportionate. The extension 
has also been set down in the roof and set back from the main front elevation. The 
set down and set back adds a level of subservience which contributes positively to 
the overall design.  
 
The proposal would result in an increased ridge height of approximately 0.5m higher 
than existing as per the submitted drawings. There is a wide variation in ridge 
heights found within the street scene of Birchy Close. Ridge heights in the immediate 
street scene range between approximately 5m (51 Birchy Close 
PL/2009/00437/FULL) and 8.2m (52 Birchy Close PL/2004/00215/FULL). The 
proposed ridge height would be approximately 0.3m higher than the neighbour at 52 
Birchy close. Although there would be a difference in ridge height between the 
proposed and other surrounding dwellings, due to the extent of variation already 
present throughout Birchy Close, the minor increase in height is not considered to be 
harmful to the overall character and appearance of the street scene. 
 
The proposal introduces a 2 storey glazed gable feature onto the front elevation. 
Gable ends form part of the mixture of designs present within the existing street 
scene. The front gable contributes positively to the design, both by breaking up the 
form of the roof while harmonising with the design and appearance of the existing 
gable ended dwelling as well as the street scene. The glazing aspect of the front 



gable is a modern architectural design feature of its time, which is not considered to 
detract from the visual appearance of the detached dwelling. Having regard to the 
mixture of unique designs found throughout the street scene, the proposal adds to 
this existing diversity and in this particular context, it is not considered to be harmful 
to the character and appearance of the street scene. 
 
Dormer windows are present throughout the street scene of Birchy close, with 
examples such as 52 and 40 Birchy Close. The proposed dormer windows are 
positioned to the rear roof slope and set in from the gable ends, limiting views as well 
as their impact on the character and appearance of the street scene. Three of the 4 
dormers are modest in size and sit well within the roof plane in accordance with the 
design guidance set out within the House Extension Guidelines. The 4th dormer 
positioned centre-right of the rear elevation is set down from the ridge and mirrors 
the proportions of the other dormers, however it differs in that it extends down 
through to the first floor to form a 2 storey window. Although this 2 storey window is a 
novel feature, it is located in a position where it would not be significantly visible 
within the street scene and therefore its impact would be limited. Notwithstanding 
this, the two storey window feature mirrors the glazed gable proposed on the front 
elevation and is coherent with the overall design. 
 
Render is present on the existing dwelling and is also present on other dwellings 
within the street scene. The extension of this render over all elevations is therefore 
considered to be in keeping with the existing character and appearance of the 
dwelling as well as the street scene. 
 
In conclusion, the proposal would harmonise with the design of the existing dwelling 
and it is of good design quality which respects the local character, distinctiveness 
and streetscape quality. The proposal is therefore compliant the Local Plan’s (2013) 
Policy P15 and the House Extension Guidelines (2010). Neutral weight should be 
given to this matter in the planning balance. 
 
The impact on the living conditions of the occupiers of neighbouring dwellings 
 
The Local Plan’s (2013) Policy P14 and the House Extension Guidelines (2010) seek 
to protect and enhance the amenity of existing occupiers neighbouring an application 
site. 
 
The proposal would not result in a significant breach of the 45 degree lines to either 
adjoining neighbour. The proposal would not extend significantly past the rear of 
number 52. However it would project around 5m past the rear of number 40 and 
would be set off the boundary by around 1m to this neighbour. Having regard to 
permitted development rights where in most cases, it is possible to build a 4m rear 
extension without needing consent, a projection of around 5m is therefore not 
considered to be unreasonable relationship or overbearing in the case. Furthermore 
the neighbour at number 40 is located to the South of the site and therefore impact in 
terms of loss of light to this neighbour would be limited. 
 
Two new first floor side facing windows are proposed, one to each side elevation and 
both serving en-suites. Because first floor side facing windows provide an 
opportunity for overlooking, this would have a detrimental impact on neighbour 



amenity by way of loss of privacy. However, this harm can be prevented by use of a 
condition applied to the decision notice for the windows to be obscure glazed and 
non-opening up to 1.7m above floor level, therefore preventing any direct views or 
overlooking towards the neighbour at number 52 and 40. The other windows and 
doors installed to the rear and front would provide the same view as the existing first 
floor windows and would not afford direct views of neighbour.  
 
The glazed doors to be installed in the rear elevation of the development at first floor 
level that serve the rear master bedroom can be controlled via the proposed 
conditions 4 and 5 stated in the recommendation section of this report. These 
conditions are to ensure that the doors open internally and that flush fitting barriers 
are installed and retained for the lifetime of the development to prevent access to the 
flat roof of the ground floor rear extension which shall be prohibited from use as an 
amenity area to protect neighbour privacy. With use of the proposed conditions for 
both the side facing windows and first floor doors, this would prevent any detrimental 
harm to neighbour privacy and on that basis considered to have an acceptable 
impact on neighbour amenity. 
 
In conclusion, the siting and relationship of the proposal in relation to neighbouring 
properties, with use of the proposed conditions would not result in an unacceptable 
impact on neighbour amenity and therefore the development is in accordance Policy 
P14 of the Solihull Local Plan (2013) and the HEG SPD (2010). This carries neutral 
weight in the assessment and determination of this application 
 
Other issues 
 
Policy P10 Natural Environment 
 
Bats 
 
Due to the nature of the proposed works which would impact the existing roof of the 
dwelling, the applicant submitted a Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment report with 
their application. SMBC Ecology were consulted on the proposal and provided a 
response of no objection and request that the standard bat informative note be 
added to any decision made. 
 
In conclusion, based on the submitted information and consultation response from 
SMBC Ecology, the proposal is not considered to have a reasonable likelihood of 
having a detrimental impact to bats, which are a protected species. The proposal is 
therefore compliant with The Local Plan’s (2013) Policy P10. Neutral weight should 
be given to this matter in the planning balance. 
 
Drainage 
 
Flooding has been raised as a concern by objection. The proposal would not be 
located within a flood zone. The Drainage team at Solihull Council as Lead Local 
Flood Authority were consulted and no flooding or drainage related concerns have 
been and raised. The proposal is therefore considered to comply with the Local 
Plan’s (2013) Policy P11. Neutral weight should be given to this matter in the 
planning balance. 



 
Objections 
 
The application received objections from a neighbour and from Dickens Heath Parish 
Council. The issues which have not been addressed in the preceding sections will be 
addressed below. 
 
Any trees removed prior to or in the initial stages of the application process is 
unfortunate, however no trees on site were or are currently subject to a Tree 
Protection Order and are not located in a designated Conservation Area and 
therefore they can be pruned or removed without prior notice to, or consent from the 
Local authority.  
 
It is acknowledged that a separate application was submitted reference 
PL/2021/01415/MINFHO for a “new outbuilding for gym and sauna”. This has been 
submitted as separate application and would need to be determined on its own 
individual merits, independent of this application. Similarly, any suspected 
unauthorised works relating to the site would need to be investigated and addressed 
separately as an enforcement matter. 
 
Birchy Close forms a private road and is not under the Council’s control. Matters 
regarding the potential use of the road for the parking of contractor’s vehicles or 
delivery of building materials during the construction phase would be a private civil 
matter and would therefore not form a material planning consideration. 
 
The proposed extensions would increase the number of bedrooms from 4 to 5. 
Concerns have been raised regarding the increased number of bedrooms and 
parking provision, however the proposal would not decrease the existing parking 
provision which is sufficient to accommodate two vehicles as required by the Vehicle 
Parking Standards SPD. 
 
The application is for householder extensions and does not include any proposal for 
change of to a HMO requiring planning permission or to be subdivided into multiple 
units. The Council can only assess and determine that which is proposed as part of 
the application. Any other potential future proposals cannot be considered in the 
determination of this application. 
 
The proposed extension is not expected to cause unreasonable amounts noise from 
its normal use as a domestic building in a residential setting. Any noise nuisance 
resulting from the construction of the proposal or use of the dwelling by its occupiers 
would be subject to separate legislation and would not be a planning matter. 
 
Public Sector Equality Duty 
 
In determining this application, Members must have regard to the public sector 
equality duty (PSED) under s.149 of the Equalities Act. This means that the Council 
must have due regard to the need (in discharging its functions). 
 
The PSED must be considered as a relevant factor in making this decision but does 
not impose a duty to achieve the outcomes in s.149 is only one factor that needs to 



be considered, and may be balanced against other relevant factors. 
 
It is not considered that the recommendation to grant permission in this case will 
have a disproportionately adverse impact on a protected characteristic. 
 
Human Rights 
 
In determining this application, Members should be aware of and take into account 
any implications that may arise from the Human Rights Act 1998. Under the Act, it is 
unlawful for a public authority to act in a manner that is incompatible with the 
European Convention on Human Rights. 
 
Members are referred specifically to Article 8 (right to respect for private and family 
life), Article 1 of the First Protocol (protection of property). It is not considered that 
the recommendation to grant permission in this case interferes with local residents' 
right to respect for their private and family life, home and correspondence, except 
insofar as it is necessary to protect the rights and freedoms of others (in this case, 
the rights of the applicant). The Council is also permitted to control the use of 
property in accordance with the general interest and the recommendation to grant 
permission is considered a proportionate response to the submitted application 
based on the considerations set out in this report. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Based on the submitted information and consultation response from SMBC Ecology, 
the proposal is not considered to have a reasonable likelihood of having a 
detrimental impact to bats, which are a protected species. The proposal is therefore 
compliant with The Local Plan’s (2013) Policy P10. Neutral weight should be given to 
this matter in the planning balance. 
 
No flooding or drainage related concerns have been raised the Lead Local Flood 
Authority. The proposal is therefore considered to comply with The Local Plan’s 
(2013) Policy P11. Neutral weight should be given to this matter in the planning 
balance. 
 
The siting and relationship of the proposal in relation to neighbouring properties, with 
use of the proposed conditions would not result in an unacceptable impact on 
neighbour amenity and therefore the development is in accordance Policy P14 of the 
Solihull Local Plan (2013) and the HEG SPD (2010). This carries neutral weight in 
the assessment and determination of this application. 
 
The proposal would harmonise with the design of the existing dwelling and it is of 
good design quality which respects the local character, distinctiveness and 
streetscape quality. The proposal is therefore compliant the Local Plan’s (2013) 
Policy P15 and the House Extension Guidelines (2010). Neutral weight should be 
given to this matter in the planning balance. 
 
The proposal is recommended for approval subject to the conditions as listed below. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 



 
Approval is recommended subject to the following précis of conditions a full list of 
standard conditions is available using the following link: 
http://www.solihull.gov.uk/Resident/Planning/searchplanningapplications: 
 
1. Compliance with approved plans (CS00) 
2. Statutory time limit (CS05) 
3. Matching materials (CS07) 

 
4. New window openings in the side elevations and situated on the first floor serving 

the en-suites, should be constructed so that no part of the framework less than 
1.7m above finished floor level shall be openable and any part below that level 
should be fitted with obscure glazing. To safeguard the amenities of neighbours 
in accordance with Policy P14 of the Solihull Local Plan 2013. 

 
5. The flat roof area of the ground floor rear extension hereby permitted shall not  

be used as a balcony, roof garden or similar amenity area. To safeguard the 
amenity of the occupiers of nearby dwellings in accordance with Policy P14 of the 
Solihull Local Plan 2013 

   
6. Notwithstanding any indications contained within the approved drawings, prior to 

first occupation of the development hereby approved the glazed doors to be 
installed in the rear elevation of the development at first floor level that serve the 
‘master bedroom 30.15m2’ and ‘bedroom 11.88m2’ shall be enclosed by flush-
fitting barriers to prohibit access onto the flat roof of the ground floor rear 
extension beyond, in accordance with details to be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. Such details shall include any necessary 
amendments to the opening and operational mechanisms of the doors to ensure 
that they open internally and therefore are able operate behind the flush fitting 
barriers. Once installed the barriers shall thereafter be permanently retained for 
the lifetime of the development. To safeguard the amenity of the occupiers of 
nearby dwellings in accordance with Policy P14 of the Solihull Local Plan 2013 
 

 
Informative 
 
1. Standard bat informative. 
 
 
   
 
 
 

http://www.solihull.gov.uk/Resident/Planning/searchplanningapplications

