
I am writing to object to the above planning application. 

Paragraph 12 of the National Planning Policy Framework states that the Development Plan is the 

starting point for decision making. Paragraph 12 also states,  

“Where a planning application conflicts with an up-to-date development plan (including any 

neighbourhood plans that form part of the development plan), permission should not usually be 

granted. Local planning authorities may take decisions that depart from an up-to-date development 

plan, but only if material considerations in a particular case indicate that the plan should not be 

followed.” 

Policy H8 of the South Bedfordshire Local Plan (the ‘Development Plan’ for the purposes of 

Paragraph 12) states that extensions to dwellings will be permitted if:  

(i)        THE EXTENSION IS WELL RELATED TO THE EXISTING BUILDING IN TERMS OF ITS DESIGN, 

SITING, BULK, FENESTRATION AND USE OF MATERIALS AND LEAVES SUFFICIENT SPACE FOR PRIVATE 

GARDENS AND OFF STREET PARKING. 

(ii)       THE SITING, SIZE AND DESIGN OF THE EXTENSION DOES NOT RESULT IN ANY SIGNIFICANT 

OVERSHADOWING OR LOSS OF DAYLIGHT, SUNLIGHT, PRIVACY OR VISUAL AMENITY TO 

NEIGHBOURING PROPERTIES AND THEIR RESIDENTS. 

(iii)      THE DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED EXTENSION TAKES FULL ACCOUNT OF THE CHARACTER OF THE 

SITE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS AND THE SETTING OF THE EXISTING BUILDING INCLUDING WHERE 

APPROPRIATE THE RETENTION OF ADEQUATE SEPARATION BETWEEN BUILDINGS. 

Moreover, According to Central Bedfordshire’s own website, the Central Bedfordshire Design Guide 

is  

“[…] a material consideration in the determination of planning applications and should be used to 

guide all types of new development in Central Bedfordshire.” 

In accordance with Paragraph 12 of the NPPF, Policy H8, as part of the Development Plan, should be 

the starting point for determining this application. Further, the Design Guide, by CBC’s own 

admission, is also a material consideration when determining planning applications.  

It is evident that the application contravenes Policy H8 and the Design Guide on several counts. 

These contraventions are outlined below.   

1. Loss of Light 

As a means of evidencing whether or not a proposal would result in an unacceptable loss of 

daylight or sunlight to neighbouring properties, the guidance specifically refers to the ’45 degree 

rule’ which is to be applied as a ‘general rule of thumb’ when assessing proposals for rear 

extensions.  

It is evident that the proposed development fails to comply with the ’45 degree rule’. This is 

demonstrated when applying the rule to the neighbouring property’s (95 South Street) rear 

lounge window. The extension would infringe, considerably, on the lateral 45 degree line thus 

significantly limiting, to an unacceptable degree, the quantity of sunlight and daylight received 

from this window. The same issue arises when applying this to the north-east facing kitchen 

window which, unlike the lounge, does not posses an additional window.  



Furthermore, while it is acknowledged that this room also possesses a front window facing onto 

South Street, given the size of the room it is expected that it should benefit from multiple 

sources of sunlight and daylight. The fact that the room possesses another window should not, 

under any circumstances, be considered as justification for completely eliminating light into the 

room from the rear window.  

2. Overbearing Impact 

Section 7.04.01 of the Design Guide states, 

“Extensions should not be overbearing to your neighbours or result in an unacceptable loss of 

daylight or sunlight to neighbouring properties.” 

It is opined that the proposed extension to the dwelling is excessive and will have a significant, 

unacceptable overbearing impact on 95 South Street.  

When positioned in the small courtyard area of 95 South Street one appreciates the close 

relationship the two dwellings share. The distance between the side, north-west facing elevation 

of the proposed extension would be located no more than a few metres from the side elevation 

of the north-east facing elevation of no. 95. As such, not only would the extension form a 

daunting visual intrusion from the rear lounge window, as detailed above, but also from the 

courtyard area and the north-east facing kitchen window.  

3. Overlooking and a Loss of Privacy 

Section 7.04.13 of the Design Guide states,  

“First floor balconies can have a significant impact on the amenity of adjoining neighbours and 

should be avoided where this is likely” 

The proposed works to the property include a second floor Juliet balcony located on the box 

dormer.  

The Design Guide does not discriminate between Juliet balconies and other types of balconies. 

Moreover, while in some circumstances Juliet balconies may be considered a less impactful 

inclusion than a ‘true’ balcony, given the abovementioned close relationship that the dwellings 

share, it is evident that the balcony will cause considerable overlooking onto the rear gardens of 

several neighbouring properties, as well as a direct view onto the courtyard area of no. 95. It is 

considered that this would cause an unacceptable loss of privacy.  

4. Subservient to the Main Dwelling / Impact on Character of the Area 

Section 7.04.02 of the Design Guide states that two-storey extensions (taken to also include first 

floor extensions) should be subservient to the main dwelling.  

While it is acknowledged that the first floor extension would be subservient to the main 

dwelling, the box dormer on the rear roof slope would distort the visibility of the ridge line to 

the property while also consuming the entirety of the roof slope itself. Moreover, when taken in 

combination with the first-floor extension, it is considered that the cumulative impact of the 

works would significantly detract from the character of the original dwelling; bloating its size 

considerably and bringing it out of keeping with other modestly sized dwellings located within 

the immediate vicinity of the site.  

 



The NPPF is clear that the starting point for decision making is the Development Plan. Decisions 

which conflict with the Development Plan must only be made where there are material 

considerations which indicate that it would be appropriate to do so.  

In this instance, it is evident that the proposal conflicts with Policy H8 of the South Bedfordshire 

Local Plan. It is also evident that the proposal conflicts with CBC’s Design Guide, which is a 

material consideration. The proposed development is purely for the private enjoyment of the 

occupants of 97 South Street; the additions to the property present no clear material planning 

considerations which suggest that departing from the Development Plan, or indeed the Design 

Guide, would be acceptable. In the absence of these considerations, it is requested that the 

application be refused on the grounds of conflicting with both Policy H8 of the South 

Bedfordshire Local Plan and CBC’s Design Guide.  

 


