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Cityof Bradford Metropolitan District Cou ncil
Developm en t Services
4thFloor
Britannia Hou se
Hall Ings
Bradford
BD11HX

2nd January 2024

Dear Sirs ,

ADDITION OF 1NO APARTMENT (“THE PROPOSALS”)AT ROBIN HILL, CLIFFORD
ROAD, ILKLEY, W EST YORKSHIRE (“THE SITE”).

W e hereby submit a full planning application for the Proposals and confirm the
requisite application fee has been paid online via thePlanning Portal. The following
plans , forms and documentsare submitted in support of theProposals in addition to
thisplanning cover letter:

§ Application Form s and Certificates;
§ Site Location Plan; and
§ Subm ission Plans ;

- Approved Site Plan;
- Proposed Site Plan;
- Approved Floorplans ;
- Proposed Floorplans;
- Approved Elevations;
- Proposed Elevations ; and
- Approved / Proposed SiteSections;

The above documents collectively address the m aterial considerations and
Development Plan policies relating tothedevelopment proposals.

Planning History
Before assess ing th e Proposals it is necessary and sensible in th is instance to first
exp lore th e recent p lanning history at th e Site.

The Refused Scheme
In July 2022 planning permission was refused for the demolition of the existing
dw elling and construction of nine apartments (“the Refused Schem e”). The reasons
for refusal can be sum m arised as follows:

1. Im pact on the character or appearance of the Middleton Conservation Area
due toscale and m assing;

2. Provision of only 12 parking spaces on site for 9 apartments;
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3. Adverse im pact on trees ; and
4. Potential harm tobats roosting, in theabsence of a Roosting Assessm ent.

Subsequent discussions with Officer’s identified that the reasons of refusal could be
overcom e through a re-submission and further supporting information relating to
bats.

The Approved Scheme
A re-submission followed,proposing a total of six apartmentsin a sm aller redesigned
building – notably om itting glazed balconies and reducing their prominence,
reducing ridge and eaves heights of all three apartment blocks, and the chim ney
height and lastly re-orientating the ridge of one block toprovide a distinction and
avoid a single m ass of buildings. Parking provision was increased from 12 to14 spaces
in tandem with the reduction in density – i.e. m ore than tw o spaces per dw elling
which isabove therequisite parking standard.

Additionally, revised / additional detail was submitted in respect of bat roosting and
arboricultural m atters.

It was accepted that theredesign, reductionstoridge and eaves heightson all three
blocks, reducing the height of the chimney, re-orientating the ridge of the roof and
removing theglazed balustrading overcam e reason for refusal number 1.

It was accepted that the increased provision of car parking coupled with the
reduction in density was satisfactory toaddress reason for refusal number 2.

It was accepted that the additional arboricultural information was sufficient to
address reason for refusal number 3.

Lastly, it was accepted that theadditional information provided in thebat survey was
sufficient toaddress reason for refusal number 4.

Consequently, planning permission for the dem olition of th e existing dwelling and
con struction of six apartments (“the Approved Schem e”) was approved in August
2023.

The Proposals
The Proposalscomprise theincorporation of a singleadditional apartment at thefoot
of the approved building. The apartment would be situated at lower ground floor
when accessed internally, and open im m ediately out ontothe garden area – i.e. be
part subterranean.

The opportunity for a seventh apartment at lower ground level has presented itself
post–planning through the detailed design and construction process , and in
particular the design of the sub and super structures elem ents and their interface.
The depth of foundations and associated under–build is such that a substantial void
is created beneath the Approved Schem e between the ground floor level and
ground level / reaching foundations. This w ill result either result in a stilted
appearance, w ith the building elevated substantially above surrounding ground
levels, or an under build toattach the building toits foundations. Neither of which
are desirable in theConservation Area.

The Proposals involve utilising this void with an additional apartment and a design
harmoniouswith that which sitsabove it. Thisisshown on thecomparison approved
and proposed drawingsprovided.
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It is im portant tonote the following consistencies (“theConsistencies ”) between the
various elem entsof theApproved Schem e and theProposals, namely :

1. The consistency of the footprint and forward projection of the Approved
Schem e and Proposals ;

2. The consistency in ridgeand eavesheightsof all componentsof theApproved
Schem e and Proposals ;

3. The consistency in overall m assing and scale of the Approved Schem e and
Proposals ;

4. The consistency of the m ature landscaped setting of the Approved Schem e
and Proposals ;

5. The consistent im pact on the trees within the Site of the Approved Schem e
and Proposals ;

6. The consistency of the fenestration of the Approved Schem e and Proposals ;
and

7. The consistency of the design and m aterials of the Approved Schem e and
Proposals .

W ith the reasons for refusing the Refused Schem e and the Consistencies in m ind,
theonly m aterial changesare theappearance of thebuilding and theconsequential
highway considerationsof parking and tripstoand from theSite associated w ith the
Proposals. These are assessed below.

Assessm ent
Design and Appearance
The appearance of the Proposals is identical to the Approved Schem e, save for the
additional storey tothefoot of theapartment building.As above, thisispreferable to
the alternatives of a stilted / platformed appearance or a substantial m asonry
underbuild. The Proposals utilise the sam e m aterials, fenestration and design
detailing as the Approved Schem e and do not include provision of any additional
balustrading which was a concern of Officers ’ in dealing with the Approved Schem e.
The Proposals w ill clearly be seen in the context of the Approved Schem e and the
elevations shows this to be harm onious , which is not the case with the stilted
appearance, or indeed theunderbuild. The design and appearance im plicationsare
therefore consistent w ith theApproved Schem e and are acceptable.

Lastly, and for theavoidance of doubt, we can confirm that theProposals w ill utilise
natural split faced and six -side sawn stone with recess detailing and aluminium
fenestration consistent w ith the Approved Schem e. There are no areas of cladding
associated with the Proposals, and in any event , we note the reticence relating to
cladding highlighted byOfficer’s in approving theApproved Schem e. Th intention is
toom it any render from the Approved Schem e in totality through the discharge of
planning conditions.

Highways
In terms of h ig hway con siderations, there isno discernib le increase or change toth e
trip gen eration from th e Approved Schem e th rough th e addition of on e unit.
Secon dly, th e Approved Schem e is in fact over parked by policy standards at m ore




