
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: RH

	Application No: 
	3/2008/0850/P

	Development Proposed:
	Two-storey rear extension at 39 Lee Street, Longridge.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	The Town Council of Longridge – No Objections.

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	No representations received.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations received.

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H10 – Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1, H10, and SPG “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings” – Loss of light and overbearing impact to neighbouring property.

	COMMENTS/ENVIRONMENTAL/AONB/HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES/RECOMMENDATION:

	The application relates to a terraced property on Lee Street off Whittingham Road within the settlement of Longridge.

Permission is sought for a two-storey rear extension with approx. dimensions of 3m x 3.6m x 6m in height to the ridge to accommodate a utility at ground floor level and extension to a bedroom at first floor level. Materials to be used will match those of the existing property.

In terms of visual amenity I consider that the proposal will have minimal impact as it is to the rear of the property and as a result will not be seen within the wider locality.

With regards to impact upon residential amenity, whilst some loss of light will occur to adjacent property No. 41 I do not consider that the proposal will have a significant detrimental impact upon the residential amenity of this property.

However I have assessed the application using the BRE methodology detailed in the Council’s SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ to consider potential loss of light to No. 37 and as such I consider that the proposed two-storey extension will significantly restrict daylight to the rear first floor bedroom window and ground floor lounge window and this coupled with the massing of the extension will create an overbearing impact to the detriment of the amenity of the residents residing in No. 37.

Whilst I acknowledge the existing two-storey flat roof extension at No. 37, which already restricts light into the rear of this property I consider that even without the presence of this extension, the proposal at No. 39 and its effect upon No. 37 with regards to loss of light would still result in refusal.

A bat survey was carried out at the property and it was concluded that no signs of occupation by bats could be found.
I therefore recommend that planning permission be refused for the above reasons.

	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.
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