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	SH
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	Decision
	REFUSAL

	

	Development Description:
	Proposed first floor extension over existing single-storey extension to rear.

	Site Address/Location:
	67 Higher Road, Longridge, PR3 3SY

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No comment received. 

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways
	Comment received on 11/08/2022 – No Objections.

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	No comment received. 


	

	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 DM12 - Transport Considerations

Policy DMG1 - General Considerations
Policy DMG2 - Strategic Considerations
Policy DMG3 - Transport and Mobility

National Planning Policy Framework


	Relevant Planning History:

No previous planning history. 


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Location:

The application relates to a mid-terraced property, located within the settlement boundary of Longridge. The property is faced in render, with slate roof tiles and black UPVC windows and doors. The surrounding area is residential and the site itself is not situated on any designated land. 


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

Consent is sought for alterations to the existing single storey rear extension involving the movement of the North-Eastern facing elevation to widen the kitchen space to 3.42m, a minor alteration to the roof height of the single storey element, and the construction of a flat roof first floor extension sited on top of the existing outrigger. The first-floor extension would have an outward projection of approximately 3m, with a maximum height of around 5.4m respectively. Sliding doors will provide access to the rear garden, and a roof light will provide light to the kitchen space. Materials will include off-white render to the elevations, with single ply roofing membrane, and woodgrain effect UPVC window and door features. 


	Residential Amenity:

The application property is a mid-terrace property and as a result the dwellings considered most at risk from residential amenity loss will be 65 and 69 Higher Road, Longridge. 

The North-Eastern facing side elevation is to be moved at ground floor level by approximately 0.5m in order to widen the existing kitchen, and as such will be sited closer to the boundary of the adjoined property, 69 Higher Road. This neighbouring property currently has an outrigger extension which extends off the rear elevation to accommodate a habitable space. The North-Eastern facing elevation of the extension would be sited around 1m off the common boundary, adjacent to habitable windows on the left-hand side of the rear elevation of the adjacent dwelling. The extension would have an outwards projection of around 5.2m at ground floor level, and approximately 3m externally at first floor level, with the eaves of the single storey extension being sited above the top of the adjacent neighbouring ground floor window. 

The first-floor level extension having been reduced to 3m in outwards projection means that the window at first-floor level on No.69 Higher Road is unlikely to lose outlook or experience significant overshadowing as a result. However, the proposed extension if implemented would lead to a tunnelling effect and sense of enclosure on the window at ground floor level of No.69 by virtue of its design and close proximity to the adjacent window which provide light to a habitable room. Furthermore, analysis shows that the extension would also be in contravention of the 45-degree rule in relation to the window previously discussed, as the current rear situation at the neighbouring property will result in a significant tunnelling effect on the window and will reduce the outlook from this habitable room. A single storey extension with the same projection currently exists at the property, and so it can be argued that some loss of light is already experienced at the neighbouring property sited to the North. However, as the North-Eastern sited elevation will be widened by around 0.5m, it is argued that due to the significant outward projection, the loss of light on the adjacent window will be exacerbated by the single storey extension and extension at first floor. This would result in a significant loss of light for the residents of No. 69 throughout the large majority of the day by virtue of the proposed extension being sited immediately to the South. As such, the proposed extension conflicts with Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy insofar that the development fails to consider the layout and relationship between the proposal and the neighbouring dwelling. 
 

	Visual Amenity:

Ribble Valley Core Strategy Policy DMG1 states that “development should be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature”. Furthermore, emphasis is placed on visual appearance and the relationship to surroundings.  

With the application site being situated on a mid-terrace plot, the development would not be visible from the adjacent highway or the public realm and would only be visible from properties to the rear of the residential curtilage. However, consideration still needs to be made with regard to the impact on the existing building and its relationship with neighbouring dwellings. 

The proposed rear first-floor extension would incorporate a rectangular footprint that would span nearly the entire width of the property’s rear elevation and will have an outward projection at ground floor level of approximately 5.2m as existing and will project around 3m at first floor level. The extension would comprise sheer vertical side elevations with a staggered rear elevation, and with a flat roof design that will extend off the property’s existing eaves height. As such, the extension would read as an unsympathetic, overbearing, and incongruous addition to the property by virtue of its overtly bulky and blocklike appearance that would be predominantly at odds with the rear elevation of the dwelling and surrounding properties. 

With the above in mind, it is considered that the proposed extension would be an unacceptable addition to the property by virtue of its massing and design, which would be largely unsympathetic to and largely at odds with the visual character of the existing property and prevailing character of the surrounding area.


	Landscape/Ecology: 

No ecological constraints were identified in relation to the above proposal. 


	Highways:

Lancashire County Council Highways were consulted on the above application due to the increase in the number of bedrooms from two to three. Having considered the information submitted as part of the application, it is not considered that the proposal will have any undue impact upon highway safety. Therefore, Lancashire County Council’s Highway Development Control Section would raise no objection to the proposal on highway grounds. 


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

The proposed extension by virtue of the North-Eastern facing elevation of the single storey extension being sited closer to the boundary raises some significant concerns with regards to residential amenity in as much that the proposed development would adversely affect the amenity of the neighbouring residents of No.69 Higher Road to an unacceptable degree. 

In this instance it is also considered that the proposed extension would be a largely unsympathetic and incongruous addition to the existing dwelling which in turn would be harmful to the character of the property and at odds with the prevailing character of the surrounding area.

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


	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning consent be refused for the following reason:

	01
	The proposal is considered to be in conflict with policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy in as much that the proposed extension, by virtue of its design and spatial layout, 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 69 Higher Road.

	02
	The proposed extension by virtue of its massing, scale and design would result in a form of development that would appear disproportionate, and result in the introduction of a dominant unsympathetic development which would be harmful to the visual character of the application property and be at odds with the prevailing character of the surrounding area. As such, the proposal is considered to be in direct conflict with the aims and objectives of Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.
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