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DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE AND PROPOSALS

The Site

1.

The application site is a two-storey detached residential property located on the north
side of the street approximately 140m west of the busy road junction at Quarryheads
Lane, Church Street Head, Stockton Road and South Road. The property is located
within the Durham City Centre Conservation Area and is sited within an area where
the character changes from dense urban to semi-rural with a mixture of larger
properties.

The Proposal

2. This application seeks the erection of a first floor bedroom and ensuite extension at

the front of the house above the existing dining room, an extension to the eastern
side of the dwelling to provide a garage and study at ground floor with an en-suite
and dressing area above within the roof space with dormers to the front and rear,
and extensions to the rear of the site at both two-storey and single-storey levels.
The application originally proposed a full two-storey extension to the side and a
detached garage in the front garden area, however, the proposals have been
amended at the request of planning officers.

This application is being referred to the planning committee at the request of Clir
Ormerod due to the proposal having an adverse effect on the conservation area,
views through to the peninsula and on neighbouring properties.

PLANNING HISTORY

4. There is no relevant planning history on this site.


mailto:lisa.morina@durham.gov.uk

PLANNING POLICY

NATIONAL PoLicy:

5.

The Government has consolidated all planning policy statements, guidance notes
and many circulars into a single policy statement, the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF), although the majority of supporting Annexes to the planning
policy statements are retained. The overriding message is that new development that
is sustainable should go ahead without delay. It defines the role of planning in
achieving sustainable development under three topic headings — economic, social
and environmental, each mutually dependant.

The presumption in favour of sustainable development set out in the NPPF requires
local planning authorities to approach development management decisions
positively, utilising twelve ‘core planning principles’.

The following elements are considered relevant to this proposal;

NPPF Part 4 — Promoting Sustainable Transport. Encouragement should be given to
solutions which support reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and reduce
congestion. Developments that generate significant movement should be located
where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable transport
modes maximised.

NPPF Part 7 — Requiring Good Design. The Government attaches great importance
to the design of the built environment, with good design a key aspect of sustainable
development, indivisible from good planning.

10.NPPF Part 12 - Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment. Working from

Local Plans that set out a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the
historic environment, LPA's should require applicants to describe the significance of
the heritage asset affected to allow an understanding of the impact of a proposal on
its significance. When considering the impact of a proposed development on the
significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the
asset's conservation. Development which will lead to substantial harm or loss of
significance of a designated heritage asset, permission should be refused, unless
the harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits.

The above represents a summary of the NPPF considered most relevant the full text may be accessed at:
httpz/Avww.communities.gov.uk/publications/planningandbuilding/nppf

LocAL PLAN PoLicy:

City of Durham Local Plan

11. Policy E3 (World Heritage Site — Protection) sets out that development should be

restricted to safeguard local and long distance views to and from the cathedral and
castle and peninsula

12. Policy E6 (Durham City Conservation Area) sets out the Council’'s aim to preserve

the character, appearance and setting of the Durham City Conservation Area by
ensuring high quality design.

13. Policy E22 (conservation Areas) sets out that the authority seeks to preserve and

enhance the character and appearance of the conservation area by ensuring that
development proposal should be sensitive in terms of siting, scale, design and
materials where appropriate reflecting existing architectural features
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14. Policy Q1 (Design) sets out that the layout and design of all new development should
take into account the requirements of users including personal safety and crime
prevention and the access needs of everybody including people with needs of
disabilities.

15. Policy T1 (General transport Policy) requires all development to protect highway
safety and/or have no significant effect on the amenity of occupiers of neighbouring
properties.

16. Policy T10 (Parking — General Provision) states that vehicles parking should be
limited in amount, so as to promote sustainable transport choices and reduce the
land-take of development.

17.Policy Q9 (Alterations and Extensions to Residential Properties) state that
extensions will only be approved when they met a set of specific criteria for example,
including impact on residential amenity of neighbours and impact on streetscene.

RELEVANT EMERGING POLICY
The County Durham Plan

18.Paragraph 216 of the NPPF says that decision-takers may give weight to relevant
policies in emerging plans according to: the stage of the emerging plan; the extent to
which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies; and, the degree of
consistency of the policies in the emerging plan to the policies in the NPPF. The
County Durham Plan was submitted for Examination in Public and a stage 1
Examination concluded. An Interim Report was issued by an Inspector dated 15
February 2015, however that report was Quashed by the High Court following a
successful Judicial Review challenge by the Council. As part of the High Court
Order, the Council has withdrawn the CDP from examination. In the light of this,
policies of the CDP can no longer carry any weight at the present time.

CONSULTATION AND PUBLICITY RESPONSES

STATUTORY RESPONSES:

19.County Highways Authority has not offered any objection to this proposal subject to
the amendments received.

INTERNAL CONSULTEE RESPONSES:

20.Design and Conservation raises no objection to the proposal given the amendments
received.

21.Ecology - The Bat Risk Assessment indicated low risk of works impacting on bats or
a bat roost, no further survey work is therefore required. If planning permission is
granted then condition compliance with the working methodology in the bat
consultant’s report is required.

PuBLIC RESPONSES:

22.The application has been advertised with a press notice and on site by way of a site
notice and neighbouring residents were also notified individually of the proposed
development. At the time of report preparation, 5 letters of representation have been
received from neighbouring properties and 1 letter from a consultant on behalf of a
neighbour.



23.An objection has also been raised from the City of Durham Trust and the Elvet
Residents Association.

24.The issues raised are as follows:

No pre-application has been sought from the Council

The gaps between the buildings allow significant views towards the World
Heritage Site and the Cathedral and the wooded river gorge provides a green
backcloth to Quarryheads Lane which greatly enhances the individual and
collective setting of the dwellings in this area. This will be lost by the extension
which will close off these views adversely affecting the character and appearance
of the area and the conservation area in which the property is sited.

The addition of the double garage in the front garden area will destroy the
building line and the green frontage to the buildings which is a characteristic of
the area and the extensions to the front would also not be in keeping with the
character and appearance of the area.

The development massively overwhelms the existing dwelling so that there would
be none of the original character remaining and is much larger than anything else
in Quarryheads Lane.

The proposal would be overdevelopment of the site by virtue of its scale and
design and significantly alter the scale and appearance of the property by around
50%.

The proposal by virtue of its position, height, size and proximity to no. 18 would
be visually dominant and overbearing. Light will be significantly reduced to the
windows in the side elevation of the neighbour at no. 18 given the close proximity
to the dwelling and what are considered habitable room windows having an
adverse impact on the quality of life for the residents. The windows at ground
floor are obscurely glazed but do provide a lot of light into the property. The
window at first floor is a bedroom/study and the room would become
uninhabitable.

The extension to the rear would extend beyond the rear building lines of either
neighbour.

The proposed cinema room could lead to potential noise issues.

A wind tunnel could be created between the extension and no. 18.

The design and materials of the proposal are unacceptable for various reasons
There is a difference in land levels which makes the proposals worse.

The use of some of the materials in particular the front fenestration does not
respect its intrinsic character.

The proposal would set a precedent for others.

An application was refused at no. 19 for reasons of the views of the world
heritage site and the Peninsula and the appearance and character of the
conservation area.

The validity of the Ecology report is questioned

Issues relating to the use of the property as student accommodation have been
raised.

The property is already too big for the site and the proposed extension will make
the house look ridiculous compared to its neighbours

The extension will block views for pedestrians and that of neighbouring properties
look out across their front gardens

Further consultation should have been carried out due to the changes in the
scheme as the Council has a Legal Duty to consult in accordance with the
Development Management Procedure Order and that is should be carried out on
a case by case basis and not just a reduction rule.

The Council’s approach amounts to pre-determination of an application.



Following re-consultation of the amended scheme a further three letters have been
received with the following comments as well as a further letter from the City of
Durham Trust:

e The removal of the front garage is welcomed however the driveway and turning
area is at odds with the character of the area.

e The design of the integral garage will necessitate the driver reversing in and
stopping exactly opposite the door into the house in order to exit the vehicle.

e The proposal with respect to scale will be out of keeping with the neighbours and
the design and conservation advice is incorrect when mentioning the property is
flanked by larger properties.

e The eastern most extension is still going to have an effect on the amenity of the
neighbour and there is a clear case of right to light.

e The amendments are not good enough and the detrimental effect the extension
will have on the amenity of the immediate neighbours and the quality of the
environment has not been considered.

e Extensive issues raised regarding the proposal in relation to the Conservation
Area Appraisal and the comments of the Design and Conservation Officer
including the impact on the world heritage site, the conservation area and the
streetscene.

e The windows in the neighbour’s elevation are key sources of light and the
proximity of the proposal remains over dominant and is considered to change the
standards of amenity to this neighbour to an unacceptable level.

e Further emphasis on the refusal reasons of no. 19 in respect of scale, size,
height, position and the impact this will have on no. 18.

e Loss of view between the properties

e The windows in the side elevation of no.18 are habitable and necessary light
sources. The first floor room will be left unusable with no natural light.

e The agent has made no mention of the appraisal and doubt raised on the
sensitivity of the architect involved.

APPLICANTS/AGENTS STATEMENT:

25.My client being born and raised in Durham is very passionate about the city and
holds it in extremely high regard.

26.My client is aware of the responsibility that comes with redevelopment and believes
the proposed will make a positive impact on the surrounding area. We have
specified high quality, authentic materials to greatly enhance the existing building.
For instance, to replace existing UPVC windows with timber and introducing quarried
stone cills and lintels.

27.The proposed plans will help bring the house into the 215t century and make it more
suitable for modern living. Providing spacious living accommodation whilst also
improving the environmental efficiency of the building. Furthermore, it is surely more
sustainable to adapt existing housing stock in this way, compared to constructing
new build housing on Greenfield sites.

28.The precedent for re-development on Quarryheads Lane has already been set. The
proposed plans would simply continue the improvement of the street as seen at
numbers 23 and 25.

29.This application has been submitted in the greatest faith. We have listened to the
advice given by the planning, conversation and highway officers made changes to



the proposal in line with their comments to achieve a design that they are happy to
support and hope the committee will agree that planning permission should be
granted.

30.A letter was also received from Roger Lee Planning Limited on behalf of the
applicant in response to the objections received from R&K Wood Planning and the
occupiers of no. 18 with the following comments:

The windows are subsidiary to the main windows of other rooms and are in
place to obtain additional light into the property. As such, the impact of the
extension on the level of amenity into these rooms would not be significant
and the fact that there are no windows proposed in the side elevation of the
proposed extension will ensure that there are no privacy issues. In reality the
extension would actually improve privacy having regard to the existing open
arrangement to much of the eastern side of the application property. In this
respect we are of the view that the proposals wholly comply with Policy Q9 in
terms of protecting privacy.

There are rendered properties within the street therefore, the suggestion that
white render cannot be found is incorrect.

The double garage has been removed.

The house with the extensions added to it, would be proportionally in scale
and would appropriately reflect the mix and variation of design and materials
along the Lane. The reference to a 50% increase in the volume of the property
does not carry any specific implications — there is no limit on the size of
extension in urban situations like this.

The concerns expressed about the impact on the world heritage site are
misplaced and it is noted that the Council’s conservation officer finds no fault
with the amended plans.

The concerns expressed about the ecological impact are also misplaced as
the Council’s ecologist accepts the findings and recommendations of the bat
survey.

The draft Conservation Area Appraisal, but this is a consultation document
only at this stage and no weight can be given to it in the decision making
process. We note that this view is shared by Mr Hall in his revised comments.
The points raised in Mr Orr’s letter, the context of the quotations from the
consultation comments of the conservation officer, Lee Hall, dated 5 October
are not accurately set out however, notwithstanding this all these points have
subsequently been addressed in the amended plans and we note that Mr Hall
has now responded positively on the application.

PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS AND ASSESSMENT

31.Having regard to the requirements of Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004 the relevant Development Plan policies, relevant guidance and
all other material planning considerations, including representations received, it is
considered that the main planning issues in this instance relate to the principle of the
development, the impact on the residential amenity of the neighbouring properties,
highway safety issues, impact on the amenity of the area, ecology issues and any
other issues.

Principle of the Development

32.The application is proposed as an extension to a residential property as such the
principle of the development is considered acceptable as extensions are considered



33.

acceptable to dwellings in accordance with policy Q9 of the Local Plan subject to
relevant criteria being met.

Concern has been raised that the property could be considered as a student let,
however, there is no indication of this and the property has not been previously
occupied for this use, therefore, the Council has no reason to believe that there will
be a change of use. However, any future change of use would have to be
investigated if and when it occurred, having regard to permitted development rights
for changes from C3(dwellinghouse) to C4 (small HMO).

Impact on residential amenity

34.

35.

Objections have been raised that the proposed extensions, due to their positions,
would have a significant negative impact on the residential amenity of the
neighbouring properties in particular no.18 which would result in a significant loss of
quality of life to these residents, and that there is a change in land levels which
further impacts on the outlook of the development.

The extension to the front and the rear extensions are considered to be located in
positions which are not considered to cause a significant loss of amenity to the
neighbouring properties through overshadowing or loss of light issues. Concern was
raised over the fact that the extensions would extend beyond the rear building line of
both neighbours, however, such extensions are typical on rear elevations and they
are considered to be located in a position where they would not have a detrimental
impact on the neighbours. The proposals are located some 6m from the gable
elevation of the neighbour to the west with the neighbours to the east being located
in excess of 10m from the front extension, with the rear extensions not extending
beyond the existing single-storey building line of this neighbour and the two-storey
elements being located around 4m from the neighbour.

36.The extension to the side was originally proposed as a two-storey extension along

the common boundary. Given the position of habitable room windows in the side
elevation of the neighbour at no. 18, this element was considered unacceptable and
amendments were sought.

37.The proposed side extension has been amended to reduce the overall roof height

38.

39.

and set the extension back behind the existing window at first floor level which is
considered to be a habitable room window. Although it is acknowledged that some
loss of amenity may still occur, this is not considered sufficient enough to warrant a
refusal of this application. This is due to the fact that the proposal is not now directly
in front of the window in question and is set back from this window. In addition to this,
the roof line has been set down significantly. Based on this amendment, there will
no longer be an unacceptable level of visual intrusion or overshadowing.

Overlooking issues are not considered to occur given there are no widows located on
the side elevations other than an en-suite window in the side elevation facing no. 16,
however, this will be conditioned to be obscurely glazed. The dressing room window
which will be in close proximity to the bedroom/study window at no. 18 will also be
conditioned to be obscurely glazed and with part of the glazing fixed in order to
prevent overlooking issues from occurring to the neighbour at no. 18.

The windows at ground floor level in the side elevation of no. 18 are obscurely
glazed and secondary or non habitable room windows, therefore, the proposals are
not considered to cause a significant loss of light into these rooms given there are
other windows which serve both the dining room/second living area and a kitchen.



40.Concern was also raised that the cinema room proposed would give rise to noise
issues; however amendments have been received which remove this element in
favour of a garage being provided along the side elevation, therefore, this issue is no
longer considered relevant. A further concern was that a wind tunnel would be
created. While the proposal would reduce the current gap between the properties,
this would not affect amenity to such a degree as to justify refusal. In addition, the
amendments to the proposal have reduced the scale of the new gable wall facing
No. 18.

41.Given the amendments received, it is considered that the proposal represents a
development which is not considered to have a significant detrimental impact on the
residential amenity of the neighbouring properties as a significant loss of
light/amenity is not considered to occur to either neighbour.

42.The application is therefore considered an appropriate addition in relation to policy
Q9 of the Local Plan with regards to impact upon amenity of adjoining neighbours.

Highway Safety Issues

43.The Highways Officer has offered no objection to the scheme however commented
that they felt that an improved turning area could be provided on the site.

44. Amendments have been provided to which the highways officer raises no objection,
therefore, the proposal is considered acceptable in terms of highway safety.

Impact on the visual amenity of the area.

45.As the property is located within the Durham (City Centre) Conservation Area and
falls within the setting of Durham Cathedral and Castle World Heritage Site, the
application should be assessed against Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings
and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 which requires the proposal to either preserve or
enhance the character and appearance of the Conservation Area.

46.Concerns were raised by objectors that the proposal results in a development which
is out of keeping with the host property by overdeveloping the site, the impacts on
the conservation area in which it is sited and would spoil views of the world heritage
site given the extension to the side and the detached garage proposed in the front
garden area. This was considered by objectors to create a development not in
keeping with the area and significantly affecting the character and appearance of the
conservation area.

47.The detached garage has been removed from the application as officers also
considered it would have a detrimental impact upon the streetscene and the
conservation area in which the property is located. The extension remains set back
from the front boundary line, in line with the current front building line at ground floor
level.

48.The proposal as it currently stands does substantially increase the size of the
property, however, this is not considered by officers to be excessive and would result
in creating a building which is comparative in scale and size to the surrounding built
form particularly given the two properties either side of the proposal are larger than
the host property. The overall massing is considered to be broken up given the
differing roof heights. In addition to this, lateral spread is not considered to occur
given the property currently extends boundary to boundary albeit the garage is at



single-storey level. The increase in height of the extensions proposed still sits below
the height of the main roof.

49. Although the extensions are considered appropriate, concern was raised by officers

over the materials, and amendments have been sought which change the materials.
They are now considered more appropriate with timber windows being installed and
roof and walling materials matching. Render is also being introduced and whilst
concern has been raised by objectors regarding the use of render and that there is
no precedent within this area, this is not considered to be the case. Other properties
within the street do contain render and this would also help to mask the various
phases of brickwork. The proposal is not considered overdevelopment of the site
given the plot size and the size of the dwelling sitting comfortably within this.

50.The proposal is, therefore, considered acceptable in terms of its relationship with the

51.

host property.

Turning to the impact on the streetscene/conservation area, as stated above, the
proposal is considered to result in a development which brings the property in line in
terms of size with neighbouring properties and the existing property is considered to
have a neutral impact on the conservation area, therefore is more adaptable to
changes. The use of render is considered to mask unsightly brickwork matches and
is in keeping with others within Quarryheads Lane which have been rendered in the
past. The materials changes are considered acceptable and the proposal would
result in the merging of contemporary/traditional design features which is considered
to make a positive contribution to the streetscene and the conservation area in which
the property is sited thereby enhancing the conservation area.

52.Concern has also been raised by objectors that the proposal given the two-storey

height extension would infill the gap between the host and no.18 and that this would
reduce the views of the World Heritage Site and the Cathedral and remove views of
the wooded river gorge.

53.Para 132 of the NPPF states that when considering the impact of a proposed

development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should
be given to the asset’s conservation. The more important the asset, the greater the
weight should be. Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or
destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting. As heritage assets
are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification.
Substantial harm to or loss of a grade Il listed building, park or garden should be
exceptional. Substantial harm to or loss of designated heritage assets of the highest
significance, notably scheduled monument, protected wreck sites, battlefields, grade
I and II* listed buildings, grade | and II* registered parks and gardens, and World
Heritage Sites, should be wholly exceptional.

54.The gaps between the existing buildings along the north side of the street are an

important characteristic of the area as they allow views through towards Durham
Cathedral. The side extension would naturally intrude upon the present gap and
view through due to its sheer presence, but increasing the height and extent of the
building will not interrupt views significantly, with the historic woodland still visible as
the backdrop above the ridge line of the new addition.

55.There are no direct views to the Cathedral from this gap whilst the trees are in leaf,

however, now that the leaves have fallen there is actually a view between the
application site and the neighbouring dwelling, no.18, of Durham Cathedral’s Central
Tower



56.An impressive view of the Cathedral can be gained across the playing fields at the
east end of Quarryhead’s Lane, but when travelling along the street the level of
visibility and significance of the views diminish. Between the application site and the
neighbouring property the Cathedral Tower is still greatly shielded by the tree cover
on the edge of the River Wear Gorge, and the view here cannot be described as
being principle, significant or complete, as it represents only a fleeting snap-shot
gained in one direction walking west-east along the footpath in front of the property.
Users of the footpath on the opposite side of the road would similarly only benefit
from brief glimpsed views when passing the site.

57.The side extension would intrude but only to a minor degree on what is a low key
partial view, as such the resultant level of impact on the setting of Durham World
Heritage Site and Durham City Centre Conservation Area as designated heritage
assets would be insubstantial, accommodating negligible effects which would
actually only occur during certain times of the year.

58.Given this, it is considered that the impact of the proposed side extension would be
insubstantial on the view and the setting of the World Heritage Site and is not
considered to contravene the NPPF or saved local plan policy seeking to safeguard
the World Heritage Site and its setting

59.1t is acknowledged that a property two doors away in the same row, No. 19, has had
an application refused for loss of views of the Cathedral. However, it is not
considered that the current situation affords the same views from a public viewpoint.
The gap between no. 18 and no. 19 is considered to provide a significant view of the
Cathedral which should be protected. This is not considered to be the case for this
current gap based on the reasons above.

60.Concern has been raised by objectors that the proposal has not been formally
assessed correctly by the conservation officer and planning officer in respect of the
impact of the area taking into account the Conservation Area Appraisal. The
appraisal is currently in draft format only and currently going through public
consultation and therefore, weight cannot be given to this as part of the planning
proposal. In addition to this, it is considered that the above paragraphs set out the
views of the relevant officers and that this has been assessed in an appropriate way.

Ecology Issues

61.Questions have been raised that the accompanying bat report may not be accurate
and correct; however, the Ecology team have commented on this application and
have raised no concerns providing a condition is added for the works to be carried
out in accordance with the method section of the report.

Other Issues

62.Concern has been raised by objectors that the proposal would set a precedent for
others. However, each application is dealt with on its own merits.

63.Concern has also been raised that pre-application advice has not been received
from the Council prior to the submission of the application. Although this service is
available it is not a requirement that this is carried out and this is at the
applicant/agent’s own choice and is not a legitimate reason to refuse an application.
It should be noted that failure to seek pre-application advice has not prevented
planning officers from negotiating amendments to the initial scheme, partly to reduce
potential adverse impacts on the neighbouring property.



64.A further re-consultation procedure was carried out which allowed objectors to
comment further on the amended scheme submitted. Legal duties in terms of
consultation under the Order have therefore, been met.

65.Comments were made to an objector that if the scheme was to be amended to
reduce the impact then the proposal would be likely to be recommended for
approval. Itis not felt that this is pre-determination of an application, only an officer’s
informal opinion of what is an acceptable scheme. Indeed, the application is before
the planning committee for consideration and determination.

CONCLUSION

66. The proposed developments for an extension to a residential property are
considered acceptable in principle given its current use. The proposal is also
considered to be in keeping within the existing area and is not considered to have a
significant detrimental impact on the surrounding residents. It is considered to have
a positive impact on the character and appearance of the conservation area in which
it is sited, in accordance with the requirements of local policies and Section 72 of the
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 that development
should preserve or enhance the Conservation Area.

67.The views of the World Heritage Site and wooded areas are not considered to be
negatively impacted upon.

68. Highway Safety issues are not considered to be an issue as suitable off-street
parking has been provided.

69.As such, it is considered that the proposed development would be in accordance
with saved policies E3, E6, E22, T1, T10, Q1 and Q9 of the City of Durham Local
Plan and parts 1, 4 and 12 of the NPPF.

RECOMMENDATION

That the application be APPROVED subiject to the following conditions;

1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of three
years from the date of this permission.

Reason: Required to be imposed pursuant to Section 91 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 as amended by the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act
2004.

2. The development hereby approved shall be carried out in strict accordance with the
following approved plans:

Plan Ref No. Description Date Received
015/041/1/PD/REV Proposed Plans and Elevations 26 October 2015
C

015/041/1/LP/REV  Site Plan and Location Plan 26 October 2015
C

None Bat Survey Report Prepared by Peter 14 Sept 2015



Middleton dated 5 Sept 2015

Reason: To define the consent and ensure that a satisfactory form of development
is obtained in accordance with policies E6, E22, T1, T10, Q1, Q9 and H9 of the City
of Durham District Local Plan.

Notwithstanding any details of materials submitted with the application no
development shall commence until samples of the external walling and roofing
materials, window details and render colour and texture have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development shall be
constructed in accordance with the approved details.

Reason: In the interests of the appearance of the area and to comply with policies
E6, E22, T1, T10, Q1, Q9 and H9 of the City of Durham District Local Plan.

. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General
Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (or in any Statutory Instrument
revoking or re-enacting that Order with or without modification) no further windows or
other openings shall be formed in the side elevations of any of the extensions
approved by this application facing east towards no.18 Quarryheads Lane and west
towards no. 16 Quarryheads Lane without the prior written approval of the Local
Planning Authority upon an application submitted to it.

Reason - In order that the Local planning authority may exercise further control in
this locality in the interests of the residential amenity of the neighbouring properties
and to comply with policy Q9 of the City of Durham District Local Plan.

. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General
Permitted Development) Order 1995 (or any Order revoking and re-enacting that
Order) the glass to be used in the window located at first floor level housing the en-
suite in the side elevation facing west towards no. 16 Quarryheads Lane shall be
obscure to level 3 or higher of the Pilkington scale of privacy or equivalent as may be
previously agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: In the interests of the privacy of the neighbouring occupier and to comply
with Policy Q9 of the City of Durham District Local Plan.

. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General
Permitted Development) Order 1995 (or any Order revoking and re-enacting that
Order) the dressing room window located at first floor level on the front of the
extension at the east side of the dwelling shall be of fixed pane design with no
opening elements, and the glass in this window shall be obscure to level 3 or higher
of the Pilkington scale of privacy or equivalent. These requirements shall apply in
perpetuity for the lifetime of the development.

Reason: In the interests of the privacy of the neighbouring occupier and to comply
with Policy Q9 of the City of Durham District Local Plan.

. Notwithstanding the details shown on the submitted application the works shall be
carried out in complete accordance with the working method section of the Bat
Survey Report Prepared by Peter Middleton dated 5 Sept 2015 .

Reason - To conserve protected species and their habitat in accordance with Section
11 of the NPPF.



STATEMENT OF PROACTIVE ENGAGEMENT

In dealing with the application, the Local Planning Authority has worked with the
applicant in a positive and proactive manner based on seeking solutions to problems
arising during the application process.
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