	Report to be read in conjunction with the Decision Notice.

	Signed:

	Officer:
	BT
	Date:
	18/3/2022
	Manager:
	
	Date:
	

	Site Notice displayed
	N/A
	Photos uploaded
	Y
	

	

	Application Ref:
	3/2022/0118
	[image: ]

	Date Inspected:
	8/3/2022
	

	Officer:
	BT
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	Refusal

	

	Development Description:
	Proposed single storey rear extension and side dormer. Resubmission of application 3/2021/0965.

	Site Address/Location:
	5 Grindleton Road, West Bradford. BB7 4TE

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	West Bradford Parish Council consulted on 18/2/22 – no response.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways: No objections

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	None.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement DS1 – Development Strategy
Key Statement DS2 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development
Key Statement EN2 - Landscape
Policy DMG1 – General Considerations
Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations
Policy DMG3 – Transport and Mobility
Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions

NPPF


	Relevant Planning History:

3/2021/0965:
Proposed single storey rear extension and side dormer (Refused)


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The application relates to a semi-detached property in West Bradford. The property consists of brick with render, slate roof tiles and white UPVC doors and windows. The surrounding area is residential comprising a mixture of semi-detached two storey and bungalow properties.


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

Consent is sought for the construction of a single storey rear extension and a side dormer in order to incorporate a proposed loft conversion. The proposal is a resubmission of a previous application for which planning consent was refused in November 2021 on the grounds of residential and visual amenity. The current proposal involves some minor alterations to the previously refused application which include a slight reduction in length to the proposed side dormer with the gabled roof of the dormer modified to incorporate a half hipped roof design.


	Principle of development:

The proposal is a domestic extension to a dwelling and is acceptable in principle subject to an assessment of the material planning considerations. 


	Residential Amenity:

The North-eastern side elevation of the proposed single storey rear extension would be sited directly on the common boundary shared with No. 7 Grindleton Road in close proximity to the South-western side elevation of an existing rear outrigger at No. 7. The North-eastern side elevation of the proposed extension would also be sited directly adjacent to a ground floor window which forms part of a habitable room on the rear elevation of No. 7. The extension would have an outwards projection of 4 metres with its eaves sited just under the top of the adjacent neighbouring ground floor window. 

As such, it is considered that the proposed extension if implemented would lead to a tunnelling effect and sense of enclosure upon the residents of No. 7 Grindleton Road by virtue of its design and close proximity to the adjacent neighbouring rear outrigger. Furthermore, analysis shows that the proposed extension would be in contravention of the 45 degree rule when assessed on plan in relation to the adjacent neighbouring ground floor window which in turn would more than likely lead to the occurrence of overshadowing and partial loss of light for the residents of No. 7. 

Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy states that all development must ‘provide adequate day lighting’ and ‘consider the density, layout and relationship between buildings’ however given the sense of enclosure and resulting loss of outlook in conjunction with the partial loss of natural light that would likely be experienced by the adjacent neighbouring residents, it is considered that the proposed extension would be an unacceptable addition to the existing pattern of development and contrary to the aims of the above policy.

It is noted from the submitted plans that the proposed extension appears to accord with the 45 degree test from an elevational perspective however given that the extension fails to meet this requirement on plan it is considered that there would still be some loss of light to the residents of No. 7 Grindleton Road which in turn would be further exacerbated to an unacceptable degree through the resulting tunnelling effect that would likely occur if the extension was to be constructed as proposed directly on the common boundary shared with No.7. 

In terms of justification for the proposal, the applicant has stated that it would be possible to construct a fence along the length of the common boundary shared with No. 7 under Permitted Development rights. The above point is noted however with specific regard to the proposed development, the extension as proposed does not meet the requirements of Permitted Development in terms of its outwards projection therefore in equal measure it could be argued that a similar extension with a reduced outwards projection constructed using Permitted Development rights would have considerably less impact on the residents of the neighbouring property. Accordingly, it is not considered that a viable fall back option exists in relation to the proposed rear extension.


	Visual Amenity / Landscape:

The proposed rear extension would span almost the entire width of the existing property and as such would comprise a sizeable footprint however the extension would be relatively modest in terms of height and would therefore not appear as an over dominant addition to the host property. The extension would be sited to the rear of the property away from the public realm where it would only be partially viewable from a small number of surrounding properties therefore its visual impact would be minimal. Furthermore, the extension would incorporate materials to match the external features of the main property. Accordingly, it is not considered that the rear extension would have any undue impact upon the visual amenities of the immediate area or character of the surrounding AONB landscape.

No. 5 Grindleton Road forms one half of a pair of semi-detached hipped roof properties situated on the Northern side of Grindleton Road. A second pairing of semi-detached hipped roof properties lies immediately adjacent to the South-west of No. 5 in addition to five other pairings of semi-detached dwellings comprising hipped roof designs situated directly opposite on the Southern side of Grindleton Road. As such, an established roofscape exists between the two storey semi-detached dwellings surrounding the proposal site.

In contrast, the South-western roof plane of No. 5 would incorporate a sidewards projecting dormer with its roof pitch adjoined to the roof pitch of the host property. As such, the dormer would be almost identical in appearance to the previously refused proposal with the only minor changes in design to being the addition of a small half hipped roof element and a slight reduction in length. 

Accordingly, it is considered that the proposed side dormer, whilst slightly different in terms of design from the previously refused proposal, would nonetheless be visually disruptive to the established roofscape shared between the existing semi-detached hipped roof properties situated in the immediate vicinity. Furthermore, the front and South-western side elevations of No. 5 are both clearly viewable within the public realm from Grindleton Road therefore the visual impact of the proposed side dormer would be significant.

It is noted that a similar side dormer extension was approved in 2012 at No. 3 Grindleton Road which lies directly adjacent to No. 5 however given the absence of similar structures within the immediate roofscape the approved dormer at No. 3 is considered to be an anomaly within the existing pattern of development which visually unbalances the semi-detached pairing of No. 1 and No. 3 Grindleton Road. Moreover, it is considered that acceptance of a similar side dormer extension at No. 5 would result in the same visual imbalance between the semi-detached pairing of No. 5 and No. 7 Grindleton Road.

Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy states that all development must ‘be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature as well as scale, massing and style’ and ‘not adversely affect the amenities of the surrounding area’ however given the irregular design and public visibility of the proposal in addition to the resulting visual imbalance that would occur between No. 5 and No. 7 Grindleton Road, it is considered that the proposed side dormer would be an incongruous addition to the existing property and surrounding pattern of development that would ultimately be harmful to the visual amenities of the area and contrary to the aims of the above policy. 


	Landscape/Ecology: 

A bat survey carried out at the property on 7/10/21 found no evidence of any bat related activity.


	Highways: 

Lancashire County Council highways have reviewed the proposal and have no issues the proposed development therefore it is not considered that the proposal would have any undue impact upon highway safety.


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

The current proposal features some minor changes in comparison to the previously refused application however in this instance it is not considered that these changes are sufficient enough to address the previous reasons for refusal in as much that the proposed side dormer would still be largely incongruous with the roofscape of the host property and immediate pattern of housing which in turn would be of detriment to the visual amenities of the area.

Furthermore, the proposed rear extension still raises some significant concerns with regards to residential amenity in as much that the proposed development would adversely affect the amenity of the adjoined neighbouring residents of No. 7 Grindleton Road to an unacceptable degree.

It is for the above reasons and having regard to all material considerations and matters raised that planning consent be refused.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning permission be refused for the following reason(s):

	01
	The proposal is considered to be in conflict with policies DMG1 and DMH5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy in as much that the proposed rear extension, by virtue of its scale and outward projection in proximity to habitable room windows, would have an overbearing impact leading to an unacceptable loss of natural light and outlook for the adjoined neighbouring occupants residing at the property known as No. 7 Grindleton Road.


	02
	The proposal, by virtue of the proposed side dormer, would result in the introduction of an incongruous form of development that fails to respond positively to the inherent character of the immediate roofscape and street scene, being of detriment to the character and visual amenities of the area. As such the proposal is considered to be in direct conflict with Policies DMG1 and DMH5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy. 
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