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HARROW COUNCIL 
 
ADDENDUM 
 
PLANNING COMMITTEE  
 
DATE : 25th October 2012 
 

 
1/01 

 
Natural England have granted a licence under the Conservation of Habitats and 
Species Regulations 2010 (as amended). The applicant has therefore withdrawn the 
above application to amend condition 17 of P/2203/06cfu.  
 

 
2/01 

 
Additional Information regarding the regeneration of St Ann’s Road: 
 
The over riding approach to the St Anns scheme has been to create a "central strip" 
where all permanent features (trading kiosks, barrows, trees, street furniture etc) are 
located,  leaving the areas on either side, adjacent to shops, free from clutter. 
 
The scheme aims to improve the vibrancy and vitality of the town centre by 
increasing spend and higher footfall – outdoor seating areas have a role to play in 
this by creating an additional attraction in the street,  something that conventional 
seating, located in the central strip, is unlikely to achieve. Provided that there is 
sufficient space for pedestrians to pass easily, pavement cafes would not conflict 
with the proposed design. 
 
In terms of the this application, two paving types are proposed - large element paving 
outside the shops (the same as the existing in Station Road) and a smaller element 
paving in the central strip and Havelock Place, with a thin granite slab separating the 
different materials. The proposed seating area encroaches slightly on the notional 
Havelock Place area, marginally overlapping the two pavement types. However, 
given that the seating would be moveable this proposal would not conflict with the 
regeneration of St Anns Road as the design allows for seating in this area. 
 

 
2/02 

Section  Consultations: 
Three additional letters of objection have been received.  One is a duplicate letter 
that was received previously on 30th August 2012 and has already been 
acknowledged by the Council.  The other two letter make the following comments: 

• 5 additional car parking spaces will not be sufficient for the expanded school and 
the proposed double yellow lines on Glebe Avenue and Tonbridge Crescent will 
penalise the local residents the most.  

• The school has never  consulted or communicated its plans to local residents 

• The access to the school from D’Arcy Gardens should be maintained to help with 
traffic flow and pedestrian movement. 
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Section 9) Consultation Responses  

At the end of this section, add: 

• 5 additional car parking spaces will not be sufficient for the expanded school and 
the proposed double yellow lines on Glebe Avenue and Tonbridge Crescent will 
penalise the local residents the most.  

Ø  They applicants have sought to provide additional car parking spaces on the site.  
Further to this due regard must be given to the constrained nature of the site and 
the lack of available space for even more parking spaces without compromising 
other areas of the site including the playing field and existing hard surface 
playground. 

• The school has never consulted or communicated its plans to local residents. 
Ø  The school held a community consultation evening on 12th July 2012 and the 

local communities were invited to examine the plans and discuss the proposals 
with representatives of the school, the Council, the Framework Contractor and 
Architect.  Residents were invited to comment on the scheme and record their 
views on comments sheets or by email.  A number of comments related to the 
number of car parking spaces on site and additional car parking spaces have 
been provided in response to this. 

• The access to the school from D’Arcy Gardens should be maintained to help with 
traffic flow and pedestrian movement. 

Ø  Access from D’Arcy Gardens would be maintained, in addition to a new 
pedestrian access from the Glebe Avenue.  The additional pedestrian access is 
considered to be an improvement in secure access management to the school 
site.  

 

 
2/03 

Section  Conditions: 

It is recommended that an additional condition be added as follows: 
 

8. The construction of any buildings hereby permitted shall not be commenced 
until a satisfactory Flood Risk Assessment has been submitted to, and 
approved in writing by, the local planning authority.  The development shall be 
carried out in accordance with the approved details and the works shall 
thereafter be retained. 
Reason:  To protect the natural flood plain and reduce and mitigate the effects 
of flood risk on the site or elsewhere in accordance with the National Planning 
Policy Framework (2012) and to ensure that the necessary construction and 
design criteria for the development proposals follow approved conditions 
according to the NPPF (2012). 

 

2/04 Addendum Item 1: 
On page 55 of the agenda, under Replies from Secondary consultation insert “1”. 
 
Under Summary of Responses (issues not already raised in first round of 
consultation) add: 
 

• Description of development incorrect 

• No references made in application drawings or plans to the falling land levels on 
the site and the subsequent consequences of development 

• Extensions still excessively high and would not accord with Council guidelines 
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• Pitched roof over rear extension does not accord with Council guidance and 
previous statements 

• No Party Wall Agreement provided 

• Development represents an insincere effort to remedy the breach 

• Concerns in relation to the location of the boiler flue and the Council’s 
responsibilities in this respect 

 
Addendum Item 2: 
On page 59/60 of the agenda, under the heading Consultation Responses add: 
 
Response to issues raised as a result of second round of consultation: 
Description of development incorrect 
It should be noted that the development description on page 51 of the agenda differs 
slightly from the development description on the letters of consultation sent to 
neighbouring properties and closely reflects the development description suggested 
in the representation received. The development description provides an indication of 
the proposed development but the plans submitted with the application should 
provide the primary consideration for interested parties. From the representations 
received, it is clear that the submitted plans have been clearly understood through 2 
rounds of consultation. As such, it is considered that no parties have been unduly 
prejudiced by this minor alteration to the development description. 
 
[For reference the description of development on the consultation letters was: 
MODIFICATION OF EXISTING SINGLE STOREY SIDE TO REAR EXTENSION TO 
REDUCE DEPTH AND ALTERATIONS TO ROOF  
 
And for the second round of consultation: 
MODIFICATION OF EXISTING SINGLE STOREY SIDE TO REAR EXTENSION TO 
REDUCE DEPTH AND ALTERATIONS TO ROOF (AMENDED PLANS RECEIVED 
DETAILING THE BOUNDARY LINE BETWEEN NO.24 AND NO.26 WOODWAY 
CRESCENT)] 
 
No references made in application drawings or plans to the falling land levels on the 
site and the subsequent consequences of development 
No references are made to the changing land levels of the site and neighbouring site. 
However, it is considered that the submitted drawings are adequate for the purposes 
of the consideration of the application. As detailed in the appraisal, consideration has 
been given to the differing land levels in the assessment of this application as the 
site circumstances were thoroughly considered at the site visit to both properties. 
 
Extensions still excessively high and would not accord with Council guidelines 
Consideration of the height of the extensions has been outlined in the assessment of 
the application in the appraisal section of the report. In terms of appearance impacts, 
the height and scale of the extensions would accord with the adopted SPD. Detailed 
consideration of the impacts arising in terms of amenity is provided in the residential 
amenity section of the appraisal. 
 
Pitched roof over rear extension does not accord with Council guidance and previous 
statements 
The pitched roof extension of the single storey rear extension would not previously 
have accorded with Supplementary Planning Guide: Extensions – A Householder’s 
Guide 2008 [SPG]. In December 2010 the Council adopted Supplementary Planning 
Document: Residential Design Guide 2010 which superseded the SPG. The pitched 
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roof of the single storey rear extension accords with guidance contained in the 
adopted SPD. 
 
No Party Wall Agreement provided 
The Party Wall Act etc 1996 is not a material consideration in the determination of 
planning applications. An informative relating to the Party Wall etc Act 1996 is added 
to the report. However, the Council have no jurisdiction in the application of this Act.  
 
Development represents an insincere effort to remedy the breach 
This comment is noted but not accepted as outlined in the assessment of the 
application. 
 
Concerns in relation to the location of the boiler flue and the Council’s responsibilities 
in this respect 
Concerns in relation to the impacts of boiler flues should be addressed to the 
Council’s Environmental Health Department and/or Building Control. This matter has 
been referred to these council departments for investigation. 
 
Addendum Item 3: 
An email from Mrs Kingsley who has made representations on this application 
following the Committee Member Site visit to Fergal O’Donnell (Case Officer) is 
appended to this addendum here. 
 
 
APPENDIX 
Please see letter attached regarding Committee Visit Concerns - 26 Woodway 
Crescent, dated 22/10/12 

 
3/01 

 
Addendum Item 1: 
Amend the Description of Development on page 91 of the agenda to: 
 
RETROSPECTIVE APPLICATION FOR SINGLE STOREY SIDE TO REAR 
EXTENSION; PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO REDUCE DEPTH AND 
ALTERATIONS TO ROOF 
 
Addendum Item 2: 
On page 95 of the agenda, under Replies from Secondary consultation insert “1”. 
 
Under Summary of Responses (issues not already raised in first round of 
consultation) add: 
 

• Description of development incorrect 

• No references made in application drawings or plans to the falling land levels on 
the site and the subsequent consequences of development 

• Extensions still excessively high and would not accord with Council guidelines 

• Pitched roof over rear extension does not accord with Council guidance and 
previous statements 

• No Party Wall Agreement provided 

• Development represents an insincere effort to remedy the breach 

• Concerns in relation to the location of the boiler flue and the Council’s 
responsibilities in this respect 
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Addendum Item 3: 
On page 99/100 of the agenda, under the heading Consultation Responses add: 
 
Response to issues raised as a result of second round of consultation: 
Description of development incorrect 
This comment is noted and the description of development amended accordingly on 
page 91 of the agenda. The development description provides an indication of the 
proposed development but the plans submitted with the application should provide 
the primary consideration for interested parties. From the representations received, it 
is clear that the submitted plans have been clearly understood through two rounds of 
consultation. As such, it is considered that no parties have been unduly prejudiced 
by this minor alteration to the development description. 
 
[For reference the description of development on the consultation letters was: 
MODIFICATION OF EXISTING SINGLE STOREY SIDE TO REAR EXTENSION TO 
REDUCE DEPTH AND ALTERATIONS TO ROOF  
 
And for the second round of consultation: 
MODIFICATION OF EXISTING SINGLE STOREY SIDE TO REAR EXTENSION TO 
REDUCE DEPTH AND ALTERATIONS TO ROOF (AMENDED PLANS RECEIVED 
DETAILING THE BOUNDARY LINE BETWEEN NO.24 AND NO.26 WOODWAY 
CRESCENT)] 
 
No references made in application drawings or plans to the falling land levels on the 
site and the subsequent consequences of development 
No references are made to the changing land levels of the site and neighbouring site. 
However, it is considered that the submitted drawings are adequate for the purposes 
of the consideration of the application. As detailed in the appraisal, consideration has 
been given to the differing land levels in the assessment of this application as the 
site circumstances were thoroughly considered at the site visit to both properties. 
 
Extensions still excessively high and would not accord with Council guidelines 
Consideration of the height of the extensions has been outlined in the assessment of 
the application in the appraisal section of the report.  
 
Pitched roof over rear extension does not accord with Council guidance and previous 
statements 
The pitched roof extension of the single storey rear extension would not previously 
have accorded with Supplementary Planning Guide: Extensions – A Householder’s 
Guide 2008 [SPG]. In December 2010 the Council adopted Supplementary Planning 
Document: Residential Design Guide 2010 which superseded the SPG. The pitched 
roof of the single storey rear extension accords with the adopted SPD. 
 
No Party Wall Agreement provided 
The Party Wall Act etc 1996 is not a material consideration in the determination of 
planning applications. An informative relating to the Party Wall etc Act 1996 is added 
to the report. However, the Council have no jurisdiction in the application of this Act.  
 
Development represents an insincere effort to remedy the breach 
This comment is noted. In this instance, it is considered that the amendments made 
would not satisfactorily address the concerns raised previously by the Council and 
the Inspectors in the previous appeals on the site. 
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Concerns in relation to the location of the boiler flue and the Council’s responsibilities 
in this respect 
Concerns in relation to the impacts of boiler flues should be addressed to the 
Council’s Environmental Health Department and/or Building Control. This matter has 
been referred to these council departments for investigation. 
 
Addendum Item 4: 
An email from Mrs Kingsley who has made representations on this application 
following the Committee Member Site visit to Fergal O’Donnell (Case Officer) is 
appended to this addendum here. 
 
APPENDIX 
Please see letter attached regarding Committee Visit Concerns - 26 Woodway 
Crescent, dated 22/10/12 
 

 
3/02 

 
Addendum Item 1: 
On page 110 of the agenda, under Replies from Secondary consultation insert “1”. 
 
Under Summary of Responses (issues not already raised in first round of 
consultation) add: 
 

• Description of development incorrect 

• No references made in application drawings or plans to the falling land levels on 
the site and the subsequent consequences of development 

• Extensions still excessively high and would not accord with Council guidelines 

• Pitched roof over rear extension does not accord with Council guidance and 
previous statements 

• No Party Wall Agreement provided 

• Development represents an insincere effort to remedy the breach 

• Concerns in relation to the location of the boiler flue and the Council’s 
responsibilities in this respect 

 
Addendum Item 2: 
On pages 114/115 of the agenda, under the heading Consultation Responses add: 
 
Response to issues raised as a result of second round of consultation: 
Description of development incorrect 
It should be noted that the development description on page 106 of the agenda 
differs slightly from the development description on the letters of consultation sent to 
neighbouring properties and closely reflects the development description suggested 
in the representation received. The development description provides an indication of 
the proposed development but the plans submitted with the application should 
provide the primary consideration for interested parties. From the representations 
received, it is clear that the submitted plans have been clearly understood through 
two rounds of consultation. As such, it is considered that no parties have been 
unduly prejudiced by this minor alteration to the development description. 
 
[For reference the description of development on the consultation letters was: 
MODIFICATION OF EXISTING SINGLE STOREY SIDE TO REAR EXTENSION TO 
REDUCE DEPTH AND ALTERATIONS TO ROOF  
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And for the second round of consultation: 
MODIFICATION OF EXISTING SINGLE STOREY SIDE TO REAR EXTENSION TO 
REDUCE DEPTH AND ALTERATIONS TO ROOF (AMENDED PLANS RECEIVED 
DETAILING THE BOUNDARY LINE BETWEEN NO.24 AND NO.26 WOODWAY 
CRESCENT)] 
 
No references made in application drawings or plans to the falling land levels on the 
site and the subsequent consequences of development 
No references are made to the changing land levels of the site and neighbouring site 
on the submitted drawings. However, it is considered that the submitted drawings are 
adequate for the purposes of the consideration of the application. As detailed in the 
appraisal, consideration has been given to the differing land levels in the assessment 
of this application as the site circumstances were thoroughly considered at the site 
visit to both properties. 
 
Extensions still excessively high and would not accord with Council guidelines 
Consideration of the height of the extensions has been outlined in the assessment of 
the application in the appraisal section of the report.  
 
Pitched roof over rear extension does not accord with Council guidance and previous 
statements 
The pitched roof extension of the single storey rear extension would not previously 
have accorded with Supplementary Planning Guide: Extensions – A Householder’s 
Guide 2008 [SPG]. In December 2010 the Council adopted Supplementary Planning 
Document: Residential Design Guide 2010 which superseded the SPG. The pitched 
roof of the single storey rear extension accords with the adopted SPD. 
 
No Party Wall Agreement provided 
The Party Wall Act etc 1996 is not a material consideration in the determination of 
planning applications. An informative relating to the Party Wall etc Act 1996 is added 
to the report. However, the Council have no jurisdiction in the application of this Act.  
 
Development represents an insincere effort to remedy the breach 
This comment is noted. In this instance, it is considered that the amendments made 
would not satisfactorily address the concerns raised previously by the Council and 
the Inspectors in the previous appeals on the site. 
 
Concerns in relation to the location of the boiler flue and the Council’s responsibilities 
in this respect 
Concerns in relation to the impacts of boiler flues should be addressed to the 
Council’s Environmental Health Department and/or Building Control. This matter has 
been referred to these council departments for investigation. 
 
Addendum Item 3: 
An email from Mrs Kingsley who has made representations on this application 
following the Committee Member Site visit to Fergal O’Donnell (Case Officer) is 
appended to this addendum here. 
 
APPENDIX 
Please see letter attached regarding Committee Visit Concerns - 26 Woodway 
Crescent, dated 22/10/12 
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AGENDA ITEM 9 
 
 

ADVANCE WARNING GIVEN OF REQUESTS TO MAKE REPRESENTATIONS ON 
PLANNING APPLICATIONS 

 

Application Objector Applicant/Applicant’s 
Representative (who has 
advised that they would wish 
to reply) 

2/04 24 Woodway Crescent, 
Harrow 

Sheila Kingsley Mr S Hussain 
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