
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CB

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0503P

	Development Proposed:
	Two storey side extension with balcony to front elevation at 43 St Mary’s Drive, Langho, BB6 8DL

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Billington and Langho Parish Council has no objections to this proposal. 

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways has no objections to the proposal.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Two letters have been received from neighbours adjacent to the application site raising the following concerns:

· Loss of light to habitable rooms of the property adjacent due to the extension being built close to the boundary and the difference in existing land levels;

· Loss of privacy to garden area and bedrooms of the property at the rear;

· Reduction of space between the adjacent property from approximately 4.5m to 2.0m; and,

· The extension will be two thirds larger than the existing bungalow;

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 – Development Control

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposal by virtue of its scale, design and location is considered contrary to Policies G1 and H10 of the Districtwide Local Plan and the Council's adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance on alterations and extensions to dwellings.  It would result in a disproportionate and prominent addition which would be detrimental to the amenity of neighbouring dwellings and the visual amenities of the street scene.

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

	The application relates to a semi-detached dormer bungalow on St Marys Drive within the settlement of Langho opposite the playing fields for St Mary’s RC Church and School.

Permission is sought for a two storey side extension with flat-roofed dormer extensions to the front and rear elevation to provide a utility room and an additional lounge room at ground floor and a third bedroom, enlarged bathroom and covered balcony area at first floor. The existing chimney stack on the gable of the property and detached garage would be demolished to enable an extension in this location.  

The two storey side extension would have approximate dimensions 8.26m x 3.8m x 5.2m in height which is the same height as the existing roof. The side extension has been set back from the front elevation by approximately 1.5m.  The dormer to the front elevation measures approximately 3.2m x 2.9m x 0.9m in height and to the rear approx. 3.5m x 3.4 x 2.0m. The rear dormer would attach to the existing dormer window on this elevation and have the same projection.  The extension would be built in brick with a tile roof to match the existing property.  The dormers would be clad in white uPVC similar to the existing dormer windows.

The main matters for consideration include highway safety, visual amenity and residential amenity.

The Highway Authority (Lancashire County Council) has raised no objections to the proposal as it is considered that the creation of an additional bedroom at this property would not result in conditions that would be detrimental to highway safety. 

In terms of visual amenity and the impact of the extension on the original dwelling and the street scene, the Councils SPG on extensions and alterations to dwellings advises that extensions should not dominate the original dwelling.  The original property has a width of approximately 7.0 metres and the two storey side extension would increase the width of the bungalow by 3.8m to 10.8m.  This would result in an extension which would have a width greater than half the width of the original dwelling and although I recognise that the impact of the extension on the dwelling itself and the street scene has been reduced by setting the extension back from the principal elevation, I consider that due to the width of the extension and the continuation of the existing ridge height the extension would appear as a disproportionate and dominate addition.  Furthermore, the fenestration detail in the form of the window on the front elevation contributes to the extension appearing out of character with the original dwelling.  Not only will the extension dominate the dwelling to which the application relates and appear cramped within the plot, I am also of the opinion that it would dominate the property adjacent, no. 41, a true un-extended bungalow.  This is primarily due to the difference in land levels as the land slopes downwards in a north-westerly to south-westerly direction, therefore the adjacent property is already positioned at a much lower level.  Consequently, the extension would appear as a dominant addition that would adversely affect the amenities of the street scene.

With regards to potential impact on neighbouring properties I also have serious concerns.  Firstly, regard needs to be given to the property adjacent, no. 41 St Mary’s Drive.  This bungalow has two ground floor windows in the gable, one of which serves a dining room and the second serves a bathroom.  The dining room is classed as a habitable room.  There is currently a space of approximately 6.6 metres between the two properties.  The property had a detached flat roof garage which, according to the drawings submitted is positioned approximately 1.1m from the shared boundary and 2.1m from the adjacent dwelling.  The two storey side extension would be located within 1.4m of the neighbouring bungalow which should in theory be beneficial to these adjacent neighbours, however, the existing garage is set back in to the site and thus does not interfere with the dining room window of no. 41.  Furthermore, the garage has a flat roof and has a height of approximately 2.1 metres, therefore, the light received to the dining room of the adjacent property is not affected.  By erecting a two-storey side extension in such close proximity to the boundary would, by virtue of the position of the extension and the provision of front and rear dormers, take a considerable amount of light from this property and overshadow it, thus resulting in an overbearing and oppressive extension. Consequently, the proposal would seriously adversely affect the residential amenities of these occupiers and should be resisted.  

Secondly, with regards the property at the rear, the dwellings on Whinney Lane appear to have been sited to allow first floor views through the spaces between the bungalow properties on St Mary’s Drive.  Loss of views are not a material planning consideration, however, protecting the amenity of neighbours clearly is.  I note the neighbours concerns regarding loss of privacy to the rear bedrooms and garden area.  In relation to direct overlooking of bedrooms, the Council’s SPG on extensions to dwellings declares; “except in special circumstances windows to habitable rooms at first floor level should be a minimum of 21 metres from any such facing windows in neighbouring houses”.  The creation of a first floor window accords with this aspect of the SPG as the Ordnance Survey maps illustrate that the distance between the rear of the two properties is approximately 22 metres.   However, it is clear from my site visit that due to the limited boundary screening at this point, the proposal would enable clear views of the garden area of no. 34 Whinney Lane which is currently relatively private, the amenity of these neighbours would thus be adversely affected.

Regard should also be had as to the impact on neighbouring amenity of the front balcony area.  The property is located across from the playing fields of St Mary’s R.C Primary School so will not directly look in to habitable rooms.  The balcony area has been designed so it has been set back from the front of the dormer opening so the cheek of the dormer would act as a screen to prevent views in to the bathroom and dining rooms of no. 41.  Consequently, there would only be partial views of the area in front of the neighbouring property (no.41), however, I do not consider that the overlooking of this area would be so severe as to recommend refusal of the application on this particular ground.

Considering all of the above, I consider this application would cause a significant detrimental impact on the visual amenity of the area and on the residential amenity of the occupiers of the surrounding properties, as such, the application is recommended accordingly.


	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 18 October 2011























