
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: MB

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0947

	Development Proposed:
	Two storey extension to the rear at 23 Pendle Street, West, Sabden

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No comments or observations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	No representations or observations have been received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	1no Letter received from nearby resident – No fundamental objection, raises following concerns:

· Submitted drawing appears to show the rear elevation of extension encroaching on to roofspace over neighbour’s kitchen.

· Concerns regarding noise/disturbance during construction.

· Quality/ standard of construction of party walls.

· Drainage/water ingress from first floor rainwater goods onto neighbouring ground floor roof.

· Loss of light from rear garden due to proposed first floor extension.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (DWLP):

ENV1 – AONB.

ENV16 – Development within Conservation Areas.

G1 – Development Control.

H10 – Residential Extensions.

SPG – Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings.

Core Strategy 2008-2028 (Regulation 22 Submission Draft) (CS):

DMG1 – General Considerations.

DME2 – Landscape and Townscape Protection.

DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets.

DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Contrary to policies; G1 and H10 of DWLP and policy DMG1 of the Draft Core Strategy.



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

	Planning permission is sought for the erection of a two storey rear extension to 23 Pendle Street West, Sabden. The development site is a mid terraced property that fronts Pendle Street West. The site is located within the Sabden Conservation Area, within which the property has been designated as a Building of Towscape Merit. In addition to this the development site is also located within the Forest of Bowland AONB. 

The rear elevation of the existing terrace has provided occupants at various properties with the opportunity to undertake different schemes of residential alterations. The most predominant type has been single storey rear extensions. There has however been a two storey extension at No.31 Pendle Drive West, the dwelling which is located at the end of the terrace. However it should be noted that the first floor element of the extension to No.31 has been achieved by creating a wrap around extension, rather than building straight off the rear of the existing property. This results in the extension being sited further away from the adjoining neighbour, thus mitigating any potential detrimental impacts.

The key considerations to make in determining this application are; the impact development will have upon the character, setting and visual amenities of both the Conservation Area and the Forest of Bowland AONB and what harm, if any, the development will have upon the residential amenity of the area. 

The proposed development will project 4m from the rear of the existing dwelling at ground floor level whilst the first floor element will project 2.1m from the rear both the first floor and ground floor elements of the proposed development will measure 4.6m in width. The proposed development would have a ground floor eaves height of 2.5m, a first floor eaves height of 5.9m and an overall ridge height of 7.2m. The proposed development is to be constructed from bradstone blocks under a concrete tiled roof.

Much of the growth and expansion that the village of Sabden has seen stems from the formation of industry in the village such as cotton and paper mills. Much of the existing housing stock, particularly terraced properties were originally constructed as Mill Workers dwellings and are now therefore considered to be heritage assets. The dwelling which is the subject of this application is no different, hence its designation as a Building of Townscape Merit. Due to the age of the property, as with many in Sabden, alterations are required in order to modernise the living accommodation. Such alterations are a common occurrence on many of the terraced properties within Sabden. 

Policy ENV16 of the current Districtwide Local Plan and Policy DME4 of the Regulation 22 Draft Submission of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy both place great emphasis on ensuring that development does not cause detrimental harm to the character and setting of the Conservation Area; development is expected to preserve or enhance the historic environment, development that would result in detrimental harm would be considered to be unacceptable. In this particular instance such considerations are given additional weight by virtue of the site being located within the AONB.

Having considered the proposed details I am satisfied that the proposed development would not adversely harm the character, setting and visual amenities of the Sabden Conservation Area. The proposed development would be to the rear of the existing dwelling, with a ridgeline set below that of the existing dwelling. It would therefore have no impact upon the setting of the townscape of Pendle Street West, arguably the feature of greater significance in the buildings designation as a Building of Townscape Merit and its contribution to the Conservation Area.

As with any proposed alterations to a residential dwelling it is important to consider the impact development could have upon the residential amenity of the area. Whilst development may bring benefits to the occupants of a dwelling it could equally be detrimental to those neighbours who may adjoin or immediately surround it. This is particularly pertinent in a situation such as this site. As discussed above the development site is a terraced property. Terraced and semi detached properties generally present greater constraints to development by virtue of properties being adjoined vastly reducing the proximity of dwellings to one another.

The Council’s SPG states ‘extensions can have an effect on neighbouring properties due to the shadow that they cast.  The larger the extension and closer to the neighbours property, the greater the effect.  When deciding upon the location and size of an extension, this issue needs to be given serious consideration.  Any proposal which reduces the level of daylight available to habitable rooms in neighbouring properties, or which seriously overshadows a neighbour’s garden is likely to be refused’.  This sort of impact is exacerbated in the case of semi-detached and terraced dwellings as they are adjoining.  This generally, as is the case in this application, results in development that is located hard up to the common boundary of the properties and results in development being sited perpendicular to the adjoining property.  In such circumstances, the Local Planning Authority use the 45 degree methodology developed by the Building Research Establishment (BRE) as set out in the Councils adopted SPG on Extensions and Alterations; to fully assess the impact the development would have upon the adjoining dwelling; in terms of potential loss of daylight. This methodology is by no means a statutory rule, nor does it form part of any planning legislation. It is merely a guide, of perhaps what could be deemed to be a method of best practice.

In this case the 45 degree point has been plotted at both ground and first floor levels taking into account that the proposed first floor is set back from the furthest most point of the ground floor. When plotted at ground floor level from the point furthest from the rear elevation, back towards the neighbouring dwelling the 45 degree line passes beyond all of the ground floor windows and doors of the adjoining property No.25. The same method does not need to be applied at ground floor level to the other adjoining property (No.21) as they already have a ground floor extension which the development proposed within this application would be built flush too. When drawn from ground floor eaves height, downwards, the line passes beyond the mid point of a ground floor window of No.25. However I believe that this window is likely to be a secondary window to the ground floor of No.25 and as such any loss of natural light would not be considered significant.

The same methodology has also been applied to the first floor element of the proposed extension. In this instance it can be applied fully to assess the impacts on both adjoining properties. For clarity I will deal with each adjoining property individually.

With regard to No.21 the 45 degree line at first floor level, when drawn from the point furthest most from the existing rear wall, back towards the dwellings, passes beyond one window (the window closest to No.23) and hits the mid point of another. The window the line passes totally is smaller in scale, which is likely to serve a bathroom. When the 45 degree line is applied from the eaves of the proposed first floor extension and drawn down the same result occurs, the smaller window falls within the 45 degree line whilst only an extremely small proportion of the second, larger, window falls within the 45 degree line. Therefore with regard to No.21 I am of the opinion that any loss of light or impact upon residential amenity will not be of sufficient significance to warrant the refusal of planning permission.

Applying the same method to No.25 at first floor level; when drawn from the point furthest most from the existing rear elevation, back towards No.25 no windows fall within the 45 degree line. When drawn downwards however the 45 degree line consumes part of a first floor window, and all the ground floor windows.

Having applied the 45 degree methodology to the proposed development I have ascertained that the proposed development may have a slight impact upon the residential amenity of No.21 however I do not believe this impact would be significant enough to warrant refusal of this application on these grounds. 

However when applied to the other adjoining property of No.25 it is clear that the proposed development would have a significant detrimental impact upon residential amenity. I am of the opinion that if constructed the two storey extension would lead to a potentially significant loss of natural light to a principle window serving either a kitchen or dining area of No.25. This loss of natural light would be to the detriment of residential amenity and in conjunction with the other extension at the adjoining property (No.27) create a tunnelling effect. I am also of the opinion that this impact is sufficient to warrant the refusal of planning permission.

As discussed above one letter has been received from a nearby resident. Whilst not fundamentally objecting to the proposals they do raise some areas of concern. The only material planning concern raised relates to the potential loss of light, which I have discussed earlier in this report. The other areas of concern raised relate to either civil matters such as Party Walls or drainage that would in this instance fall under the regime of other functions such as Building Control.

Therefore to conclude; I am of the opinion that the proposed two storey extension would result in a significant loss of natural light to the neighbouring property of No.25. I consider that this loss of natural light would be detrimental to the residential amenity of the occupants of No.25, I therefore recommend that planning permission is refused on these grounds.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 31 October 2012




















