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1. Introduction

1.1 This is the appellant’s Statement of Case prepared by chartered architect Jane Leach on
behalf of the applicants for the proposed house extension to 38 Wyverne Road, Manchester,
M21 0ZN application reference: 138647/FH/2023.

1.2 This Statement of Case is against the refusal of Manchester City Council (MCC) in their
position as Local Planning Authority (the LPA) to grant householder planning permission.

1.3 The Appellant submitted the planning application which was validated by the LPA on the 27th
November 2023, with a target decision date of 22 January 2024. The Decision Notice (DN) was
issued by the LPA on the 29th December 2023. The determination period by LPA covered just
four weeks.

1.4 The Reason for refusal by the LPA focused on two matters expressed in full in the planning
officers report and DN (Appendix 1). The DN outlined the following reasons for refusal:

1. The two-storey side extension, in line with the main elevation, would sit 800mm from
the boundary which would create a terracing effect unsympathetic to the street scene
and create an unsatisfactory visual relationship between elements of no.38 and No.36.
This is counter to DM1, SP1 and EN1 of the core strategy, saved policy DC1 of the
extant UDP and Section 12 of the NPPF.

2.The two-storey side extension gable wall close to the lower hipped roofline of No.36
would create an overbearing effect from No.38 to No.36. This would have a negative
impact to the visual relationship of the buildings and street scene, and the residential
amenity of No. 36 and is contrary to DM1 of the Core Strategy and saved UDP policy
DC1.

1.5 It is presented to the Inspector that it is only the design of the two-storey extension that is in
question and for debate. Conversely, therefore it is common ground between the Appellant and
the LPA that the remainder of the proposed development is acceptable.

1.6 This Statement of Case will review the reasons for refusal, set out additional material
considerations that were not taken into account, and set out the appellant’s case for why this
appeal should be allowed.

1.7 Prior to the issue of the DN, the Appellant sought to engage with the LPA as to whether
changes could be made to the proposed development that could resolve the LPA’s concerns,
and to clarify material considerations which had not been recognised. Appendix 2 includes
correspondence between the LPA and the Appellant that relate to design. Since the LPA
decided to issue the DN within 4 weeks of submission, as opposed to the 8-week target
timescale for determination, there was limited time to prepare and present sketches that justified
design amendments or suggestions from the appellant. This Statement of Case will explain
further the reasons why the LPAs suggestions could not be accommodated whilst at the same
time, retaining a usable space and high-quality extension.

1.8 The Appellant has acted and responded reasonably, during the very limited determination
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period allowed by the LPA. Since the LPA rushed determination and restricted time available for
presentation and negotiation of an acceptable alternative design solution, it is considered that a
resubmission to the LPA would not result in an alternative decision, therefore the Appellant must
resort to the submission of this appeal.

1.9 Given the limited grounds for refusal, evidence can sufficiently be dealt with through a
Written Representation Planning Appeal.

The Existing Property

1.10 The existing property is a 1930’s three-bedroom semi-detached house with front and rear
garden. The characteristics of this neighbourhood, considered by some to be iconic in
Manchester, is of semi-detached houses of simple form with an alternating pattern of hipped
roof with gable, and render with brick frontage. The appellants have lived in this property for 10
years during which time their family has grown to include 2 children and 2 adults. The main
drivers for this extension are to create adequate work from home space, since following
Covid-19both adults now work from home some or all of the time, as well as study space for
both children as they grow and progress their education. They require the property to meet their
long term family needs, so they are able to remain occupants rather than outgrow their home,
as well as to improve its energy efficiency and enable a low carbon lifestyle.

The Appeal Proposals

1.11 The appeal proposals seek to meet the Appellants needs by adding dedicated home
workspace along with additional space for flexible home working to meet employment needs,
enlarged bedroom to include study space to meet children's education needs, cloakroom,
downstairs toilet and utility room to meet long-term accessibility as well as energy efficiency and
low carbon lifestyle needs.

Supporting Documents

1.12 The appeal is supported by various appendices that are relevant to the Appellants case.

1.13 The drawings and documents that were submitted as part of the planning application are
submitted with the appeal (Appendix 3).
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2. The Appellant’s Case

Overview

2.1 The application is promoted in line with the ethos of the Development Plan Policies, in line
with the aspirations of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), based on additional
material considerations.

2.2 The proposal directly responds to not only the Appellant’s aspirations and needs for their
home but also the radically changed living and working environments that society must embrace
since Covid-19. This is a critical material consideration that is wholly relevant to the case.

2.3 The proposal responds through careful design, and diligently crafted detail to the extension
of the property. It is complementary to the street scene, befitting of the local area and wholly
supported by third parties, also invested in the area.

2.4 The proposals wholly constitute sustainable development in the context of the three
dimensions of economic, social and environmental as advocated by the NPPF (para 8).

Reasons for Refusal

2.5 There are two reasons for refusal1 that centre on two core points, these headline points are
summarised below.

● Terracing effect counter to CS policies DM1, SP1 and EN1, UDP Policy DC1 and NPPF
section 12; and

● Overbearing effect on no. 36 and negative relationship with the street scene contrary to
CS DM1 AND UDP policy DC1.

2.6 The LPA set out reasons for refusal that reference specific development policies and the
NPPF. However it is presented that the proposed design supports both the overriding aims and
objectives that form the basis of policy and indeed the ‘direction of travel’ that is contained both
in national and the referenced local policy, as well as supporting the detail of these policies.
These aims, objectives and policies will be reviewed in relation to this refusal and the proposal.

Terracing Effect, unsympathetic to the street scene

2.7 Policy DC1 (Appendix 4) is clear that the minimum distance of 1.52m between a side wall
and common boundary should be taken as a guide and not a firm rule. Weight is given to two
features:

● The ability of the gap between semi-detached houses to be shared equally. This is
possible in the proposal.

● Ensuring that very narrow gaps are prevented. The 800mm gap between the side wall
and boundary fence allowed here is sufficient for the movement of bins and bicycles

1 The reasons for refusal are set out in paragraph 1.4 and provided in full in Appendix 1
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between the rear and front of the garden, therefore cannot be considered ‘very narrow’.

2.8 The LPA has previously approved extensions with a considerably narrower gap, or no gap
between properties with a 1st floor set-back (Appendix 5) demonstrating flexibility in previous
assessments. While in this case a proposal that does not create a terrace, adheres to the
criteria given highest weighting in Policy DC1, and will not look like a terrace from any
perspective, has been judged by the LPA to create a terracing effect.

2.9 It is important to note that space is experienced through movement. A set-back at first floor
level may reduce the visual impact of a terrace when viewed from some oblique perspectives,
however the view changes as the street is traversed. An articulated terrace is still a terrace, and
is an unsympathetic change from the original state of a semi-detached property (Appendix 5).

2.10 This proposal prevents a terracing effect by maintaining a clearly distinguishable gap
between the side wall and the common boundary. Thus providing a physical distinction between
these properties and ensuring that from no perspective will there be a perceived terrace. The
textured brick pattern to the frontage of the proposed extension not only enhances the local
vernacular2, it also creates a “Bookend Effect” which aids differentiation between this property
and No.36 and acts as a visual full stop.

2.11 This proposal allows for the neighbouring property to be extended in the future with no risk
of terracing, since not only is an adequate gap maintained but the council also retains control to
manage any impact of potential extensions of No. 36.

2.12 The character and context of this neighbourhood is embedded in the design in line with the
requirements of the relevant Policies3. The production of an attractive design sensitive to its
context was a requirement of the client's design brief, and the intention of the design team. The
distinct character of this area was identified, as described in the Design and Access Statement,
and the design solutions created are not only sensitive to the character of the area, they are
designed to both enhance and protect it. This proposal is in keeping with and contributes to a
unified urban form, blending in with the character of the area and reinforcing community identity.
In contrast, the LPA failed to assess or identify the character of the area, a description of which
is entirely lacking in local policy documents, and failed to consider this proposed design in its
context as is required by the NPPF Section 12 (Appendix 6).

2.13 The design of this proposal is inspired by, and relates to, the character and design of the
original housing. In so doing it enhances, retains and contributes to the positive identity and
sense of place of the neighbourhood. The scale, position and external appearance of this
extension respects the setting and its relationship to the original building and those adjacent. It
enhances the streetscene and does not alter or detract from the roofline or skyline, but
maintains a consistent building height. It recognises the common building line and creates
continuity with the frontage, creating a smooth transition between old and new. The subtle
change in texture to the extension frontage, using similar bricks to the original, creates visual
emphasis that enhances the streetscene.

3 The proposal has been developed with due regard to siting, layout, scale, form, massing, materials and detail, and
its impact in terms of design, scale and appearance in order to protect and enhance the character of the area (as
required by Policies DM1, SP1, EN1 and NPPF Section 12).

2 The proposed brickwork detailing is inspired by a local landmark - the Gaumont Building, and is designed to match
the coursing of existing “Corner Stone” brick detailing.
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Overbearing Effect, visual relationship between the buildings and amenity

2.14 The current visual relationship with No.36 is of a gable ended roof adjacent to a hipped
roof, each building having an otherwise identical and simple form, following the characteristic
pattern of this neighbourhood. The proposed extension is relatively small, narrowing the gap
only a moderate amount. This does not constitute a dramatic change and will not tip the balance
into being an unsympathetic or overbearing relationship.

2.15 In general terms this proposal complies with the aspirations set out in DC1 as follows: it is
designed with regard to the character of the area and the property; it does not negatively impact
on the amenity of immediate neighbours; it enables the residents to alter their home to meet
changing household needs; it has little visual impact on the streetscene; it does not alter car
parking; it is not excessively large or bulky; it does not create any undue loss of sunlight, light or
privacy for neighbours; it is designed within the character of the area in form, materials and
details; it does not have a flat roof; it extends to the rear less than is allowed by permitted
development; the gap left to the side of the house would be capable of being shared with the
adjacent neighbour; and no terracing effect is created.

2.16 There is no proposed change between the existing relationship between the properties
from an overlooking perspective and the width of the side extension will have a minimal effect
on overshadowing, meaning no loss of enjoyment or amenity represented by this proposal.
Immediate neighbours wrote in response to the consultation that they are satisfied there will be
no negative impact in relation to loss of privacy, light or other nuisance that would negatively
affect amenity. At the time of the consultation No. 36 was vacant, however, since there are no
habitable rooms that let onto the side of this property, there is no possible nuisance or negative
effect on light or privacy (Appendix 7).

Material Considerations

2.17 The following material considerations are also relevant to this appeal. The LPA failed to
take these into account when determining the application.

Sustainable Construction

2.18 The LPA , as required by Policy DM1 and specifically para 163 of NPPF, has failed to
recognise the potential impact on greenhouse gas emissions4. A thermal imaging survey
conducted during design development identified that the north facing elevation was particularly
poorly performing; encasing it with new construction will positively address this (Appendix 8).

2.19 Although not practicable to retrofit this property to meet the full Passivhaus standard5, the
fundamental principles have been applied to the proposed extension design.

2.20 The articulation necessitated by a 1.5m setback at first floor (as requested by the LPA)
adds complexity to the envelope through an increased number and complexity of junctions and
creates an unfavourable internal volume to external surface area ratio. This, particularly when

5 Passivhaus is considered to be the gold standard of sustainable construction since there is the smallest
performance gap between design and completed building.

4 Policy DM1 and paragraph 163 of NPPF incorporates a requirement to “recognise that even small-scale projects
provide a valuable contribution to significantly cutting greenhouse gas emissions” and “give significant weight to the
need to support energy efficiency and low carbon heating improvements to existing buildings”
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applied to a north-facing wall, is counter to the principles of Passivhaus and limits the potential
to improve the thermal efficiency of the building. (Appendix 8)

Adequacy of Internal Accommodation

2.21 Allowing the extension of this property as proposed creates more choice locally in
adherence to the Core Strategy Clause 2.726. Additionally it aligns with Policy H67 by increasing
housing choice. Updating this property from an interwartime standard to a family home meeting
contemporary needs, creates adaptability and flexibility for the future.

2.22 Higher income earners are now more likely to work from home8. This increased demand for
home working is supported by the new Flexible Working Act 20239. To ensure adequate housing
choice that meets these needs it is necessary for extensions to create more flexible space.
Whilst Policy H6 is predominantly about new housing provision , the principle still applies to the
adaptation and alteration of existing housing..

2.23 The LPA has failed to take into account that high quality and diverse housing, as required
by the overall Core Strategy10, means the provision of housing that has adequate internal space,
provides choice and supports sustainable and stable communities through long term living. This
is clarified in the Guide to development in Manchester supplementary planning guidance,
specifically in clause 10 which supports improving internal space standards and puts forward
that small rooms are unfavourable since they reduce the overall value of housing stock, limit
long-term flexibility and conflict with policies on sustainability and accessibility.

2.24 The small front bedroom has an area of 5.5 square metres, this is significantly smaller than
the National Housing Standards minimum described standard (7.5 square metres) for a single
bedroom that is solely for the purpose of sleeping. This room is not only considered inadequate
as a single bedroom, it is also impossible to use flexibly for the additional purposes of study or
work11. Increasing the size of this room to accommodate not only sleeping but also study
necessitates extending to the side without a first floor set back (Appendix 9).

Community Consultation and Decision Making

2.25 There is significant support from neighbours and residents to the proposal, with letters of
support and petition in support sent to the LPA during the public consultation period. This

11 The number of families in England and Wales with adult children living with their parents rose 13.6% between the
2011 Census and Census 2021 to nearly 3.8 million. Source: Office of National Statistics
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/articles/moread
ultslivingwiththeirparents/2023-05-10 Date accessed 12th Feb 2024

10 The overall Core Strategy objective for housing is to focus on high quality housing, in high quality environments,
that address demographic needs.

9 The Flexible Working Act 2023 gives workers the right to request flexible working from day one of new employment,
and therefore increases the potential for people to work from home.

8 In the North-West: home working has more than doubled in recent years, from 12% in October to December 2019 to
26.7% in January to March 2022. Date source: Office of National Statistics
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/articles/homewor
kingintheukregionalpatterns/2019to2022 Data accessed 12th Feb 2024

7 Policy H6, specifically in relation to South Manchester, where this property is located, includes the requirement for
increasing housing choice in order to attract high income earners.

6 Core Strategy Clause 2.72 describes a key challenge to maintain the character and popularity of the
neighbourhoods in the Southern Manchester area, which identifies a limited housing choice.
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evidences the acceptability of the proposed development by those neighbours. Material to the
consideration of this appeal is the recently enacted Levelling Up and Regenerations Act (LURA)
2023 part 3 planning, chapter 4 Grant and Implementations 106 street votes12 (Appendix 11).
Whilst not in place yet (Appendix 12) it is presented that this legislative line of direction by the
Government is a significant material consideration and a valid ‘fall-back’ position. Given the
wealth of support for the proposal it is presented that the LPA’s holistic disregard of local support
for the proposal is a serious misgiving in the determination procedure by the LPA.

2.26 The LPA claims to have adhered to the NPPF with regard to its requirement to approach
decisions in a positive and creative way, however as is evidenced by the correspondence
(Appendix 2) and swift determination of the application, communication was undertaken with a
closed mindset. Correspondence opened with the demand that designs be changed or they
would be refused, leaving very little room for negotiation.

2.27 In contrast, the design was developed closely in consultation with neighbours,
incorporating their views and concerns and adapting designs accordingly. This was reflected in
the significant level of support received by the LPA during the consultation period, and local
engagement was specifically acknowledged in the letters of support received by the LPA during
the public consultation period..

2.28 The LPA decided to refuse the proposal prior to completion of the community consultation
process, which is indicative of the disregard of the local community and their views about what
makes high quality, beautiful, sustainable design.

Planning History

2.29 The Officers Report erroneously stated there was no planning history for the property.
Planning permission was granted in 2017 however was not built due to the failure of this design
to deliver adequate internal accommodation or a more energy efficient home whilst also having
a larger environmental and cost impact through construction. Additionally, this design would
have created an overshadowing effect on the neighbours to each side, particularly No. 36 to the
north of the property.

12 This identifies the weight Government is now giving through statute to the importance of other residents' opinion on
a street to decide whether they are agreeable to a proposed development or not. This dictates in Statue the
forthcoming ability for local residents to formulate a qualifying Street Vote Development Order. In turn the
Government has also now published a consultation on the delivery of the mechanism, bringing this street votes
concept to reality in the not too distant future.
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3. Conclusion

3.1 The appeal is promoted in line with the aspirations of the Development Plan, there is
significant weight in favour of the appeal and there are no material adverse impacts which
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of granting planning permission.
Suggested draft planning conditions are presented in Appendix 13.

3.2 The appellant considers the LPA’s decision-making approach is deficient when considering
the planning balance and, its merits; and that the LPA completely overlooked several significant
material considerations, including architectural merits, of the proposed design compared with
the LPA’s approach to a set back request, the planning history at the site and the overwhelming
support from local residents.

3.3 Without the right house types in a local area that meet the needs of residents and respond
to changes, further pressure will be placed on house prices, people will be forced to move away
from the area and new investment and growth could be stifled.

3.4 Having identified the appeal proposals are in accordance with the aspirations of the
Development Plan, the NPPF, and relevant material considerations, the appellant requests the
appeal is allowed.
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Appendix 1: Manchester City Council Decision Notice Ref:
13864/FH/2023
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Appendix 2: Relevant Correspondence between the Appellant
and the LPA

Below are emails exchanged between the architect Jane Leach and the local planning advisor
Joshua Lee.
Relevant to the reading of these emails are the following dates:
Application: 27th November 2023
Consultation end date: 22nd December 2023

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

On Fri, Dec 1, 2023 at 10:33 AM Joshua Lee <Joshua.Lee@manchester.gov.uk> wrote:

Hello,

Hope you are well,

I am the planning officer assigned to the above case.

I am completing my initial review of the proposal and I’m concerned on the effect of terracing caused by the
two-storey side being in line with the front elevation.

I understand there is a gap to the shared boundary however I don’t think the distance is enough to negate the effect
of terracing.

I would advise to look to the property opposite (No.41) which have an appropriate set back to their side extension
with a gap to the boundary.

Can you review with your client and get back to me.

Thanks

Josh

Joshua Lee (he/him)

Assistant Planning Officer

Area Team

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

From: Jane Leach <jane.leach@i-architect.co.uk>
Sent: Friday, December 1, 2023 11:44 AM
To: Joshua Lee <Joshua.Lee@manchester.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: 138647/FH/2023 - 38 Wyverne Road - Concern on terracing effect

Hi Josh,

Thanks for your email.

I appreciate your concern. I have addressed this in a lot of detail in the Design and Access statement. Please could
you review that and let me know if you still have concerns?
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Thank you,

Jane
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

From: Joshua Lee <Joshua.Lee@manchester.gov.uk>
Date: Fri, Dec 1, 2023 at 11:48 AM
Subject: RE: 138647/FH/2023 - 38 Wyverne Road - Concern on terracing effect
To: Jane Leach <jane.leach@i-architect.co.uk>

Hello,

I have assessed all the documents, and my concerns stand.

The gap to the shared boundary is not large enough to alleviate the terracing concerns and a step back at first floor
level of 2m is required.

Thanks

Josh

Joshua Lee (he/him)

Assistant Planning Officer

Area Team

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

From: Jane Leach <jane.leach@i-architect.co.uk>
Sent: Monday, December 4, 2023 1:18 PM
To: Joshua Lee <Joshua.Lee@manchester.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: 138647/FH/2023 - 38 Wyverne Road - Concern on terracing effect

Hi Joshua,

Thank you, sadly it isn't clear what the position is because the legislation is not clear. It is only clear that it is open to
interpretation. A "terracing effect" is a judgement call rather than a scientifically assessed fact given that there is no
definition of what it means.

We can explore a compromise position, but we need to know what that could potentially look like. Attached are some
example photos of a local extension of a similar size that is set back by about a brick. This must have been
acceptable from a planning perspective - would this be an acceptable fall back position?

Best regards,

Jane

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

On Mon, Dec 4, 2023 at 1:31 PM Joshua Lee <Joshua.Lee@manchester.gov.uk> wrote:

Hello,
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The set back at first floor needs to be 2m if the ground floor is level.

If there is a set back on the whole elevation it needs to be a 1m minimum.

Thanks

Josh

Joshua Lee (he/him)

Assistant Planning Officer

Area Team

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

From: Jane Leach <jane.leach@i-architect.co.uk>
Sent: Tuesday, December 5, 2023 2:44 PM
To: Joshua Lee <Joshua.Lee@manchester.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: 138647/FH/2023 - 38 Wyverne Road - Concern on terracing effect

Hi Joshua,

This example extension close by is about 1800mm wide, and it leaves a much narrower gap than is proposed at 38
Wyverne. This is flush at ground floor stepping back by only two bricks - about 440mm at first floor. This has clearly
been given approval and is far wider than our proposal, while clearly not being considered to be creating a terracing
effect.

Given that the proposal for 38 Wyverne Road is half a meter narrower and leaves a larger gap, it clearly will have
even less of a chance to create a terracing effect than this built example. Having a design that doesn't step back from
the building line is much more sympathetic to the original form and character of the streetscene and original buildings.

Are you familiar with this example which is wider and has a less than half a meter step back at first floor? Does this
go any way towards convincing you that our proposal will not create a terracing effect?

Best regards,
Jane

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

On Tue, Dec 5, 2023 at 2:58 PM Joshua Lee <Joshua.Lee@manchester.gov.uk> wrote:

Hello,

At the current boundary distance a setback of 1.5m would be the minimum.

If you would like to provide updated plans for me to review, I can do so.

If not, we can proceed to refusal, and you can appeal.

Thanks

Josh

Joshua Lee (he/him)
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Assistant Planning Officer
Area Team

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

From: Jane Leach <jane.leach@i-architect.co.uk>
Sent: Friday, December 8, 2023 10:11 AM
To: Joshua Lee <Joshua.Lee@manchester.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: 138647/FH/2023 - 38 Wyverne Road - Concern on terracing effect

Hi Joshua,

This is a quick email just to clarify the current position. I'd be grateful if you could confirm if this understanding is
correct or not.

At the moment what we understand you are saying is that only the following would be permitted:
a. 1m full height step back from the front elevation
b. 1.5m step back from the front elevation at first floor with ground floor flush

At the same time the example I sent previously of the approved side extension at 47 Chatburn Road is considered to
be acceptable and not to constitute a terracing effect. This example is a practically identical house and relationship
with its neighbours in the same area - just three streets away, with a wider side extension than we are proposing of
1800mm, which is flush at ground floor and set back by only 2 bricks = 440mm at first floor level. This was given
approval since the current guidelines came into effect and was not considered to cause a terracing effect.

While this proposal for 38 Wyverne Road, which is 500mm narrower than the approved side extension at 47
Chatburn Road, so will constitute even less of a terracing effect even without any set back from the front elevation, is
currently considered to be unacceptable.

Do we understand your position correctly?

Best regards,

Jane

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

On Fri, Dec 8, 2023 at 10:25 AM Joshua Lee <Joshua.Lee@manchester.gov.uk> wrote:

Hello,

Your understanding is correct.

Please let me know how you wish to continue,

Thanks

Josh
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Joshua Lee (he/him)

Assistant Planning Officer

Area Team

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Joshua,

After consultation with my clients we have decided that the proposal submitted is the preferred design.

My clients are willing to make a reasonable compromise to the energy efficiency and quality of design of their home
in order to get planning approval, so we are open to negotiation to some extent. Reasonable alternatives would need
to pose no increased risks to health, minimal effects on diminished energy efficiency, and an ability to create useable
spaces in their home.

The current demand for a 1.5m set back at first floor, or a 1m set back full height, is far from acceptable since it
would make:
1. the internal space unusable for its purpose
2. add to the erosion of the neighbourhood character that other local house extensions are creating
3. make no difference to the prevention of a terracing effect than the existing proposal would have, as evidenced by
other local approved extensions to practically identical houses that have a much smaller step back and a greater
width
4. significantly reduce the designed energy efficiency of the property as a whole - leading to:
* risks of condensation, mould growth, poor health and wellbeing
* a higher carbon footprint than necessary to maintain a comfortable indoor temperature

If you are adamant that the previously confirmed options are the only ones available at this point, then please
proceed to public consultation with the current proposals as submitted.

Best regards,

Jane

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

From: Joshua Lee <Joshua.Lee@manchester.gov.uk>
Date: Fri, Dec 8, 2023 at 11:35 AM
Subject: RE: 138647/FH/2023 - 38 Wyverne Road - Concern on terracing effect
To: Jane Leach <jane.leach@i-architect.co.uk>

Hello,

Thanks for the confirmation – we shall proceed to refusal.

Thanks

Josh
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Joshua Lee (he/him)

Assistant Planning Officer

Area Team
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Appendix 3: Documents subject to the appeal
Description of Development:
Erection of a two-storey side extension and single storey rear extension to provide additional
living accommodation.

Documents:
● Application Form
● Design and Access Statement/ Image document
● Location Plan/ Edge Red
● Existing Floor Plans
● Existing Elevations
● Proposed Floor Plans
● Proposed Elevations

A3.1 Application Form
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A3.2 Design and Access Statement/ Image document
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A3.3 Location Plan/ Edge Red
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A3.4 Existing Floor Plans
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A3.5 Existing Elevations
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A3.6 Proposed Floor Plans
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A3.7 Proposed Elevations
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Appendix 4: Excerpts from relevant policy documents
Policy SP1

The Key spatial principles that guide the strategic development of Manchester that are relevant
to this proposal are:

“the emphasis is on the creation of neighbourhoods of choice, providing high quality and
diverse housing around district centres which meet local needs, all in a distinct
environment.

All development should have regard to the character, issues and strategy for each
regeneration area.”

Policy H1 Overall Housing Provision

9.27 It is important to increase housing choice by adding to the stock of larger housing units

Policy T1 Sustainable Transport
● Improve choice by developing alternatives to the car
● Promote regeneration and economic vitality by relieving traffic congestion and improving

access to jobs and services, particularly for those most in need and for those without a
car.

Policy EN1

The seven design principles:

● Character: a place with its own identity
● Continuity and enclosure: a place where public and private places are clearly

distinguished
● Quality of the public realm: a place with attractive, and successful outdoor areas
● Ease of movement: a place that is easy to get to and move through
● Legibility: a place that has a clear image and is easy to understand
● Adaptability: a place that can change easily
● Diversity: a place with variety and choice

Policy EN4 Environment

The Council will seek to reduce fuel poverty and decouple growth in the economy, growth
in CO2 emissions, and rising fossil fuel prices, through the following actions:

● All development must follow the principle of the Energy Hierarchy, being designed:
● to reduce the need for energy through design features that provide passive heating,

natural lighting and cooling
● to reduce the need for energy through energy efficient features such as improved

insulation and glazing
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● to meet residual energy requirements through the use of low or zero carbon energy
generating technologies

Policy EN8 Adaptation to Climate Change

This policy is explicit about the approach to be taken to passive design: “Including regard to
passive design”

Policy EN 16 Air Quality

This policy supports the reduction of car use which results from increased working from home:
“Minimise and mitigate the local impact of emissions from traffic”.

Policy DM1

All development should have regard to the following specific issues:
● Appropriate siting, layout, scale, form, massing, materials and detail.
● Impact on the surrounding areas in terms of the design, scale and appearance of the

proposed development. Development should have regard to the character of the
surrounding area.

● Effects on amenity, including privacy, light, noise, vibration, air quality, odours, litter,
vermin, birds, road safety and traffic generation. This could also include proposals which
would be sensitive to existing environmental conditions, such as noise.

● Accessibility: buildings and neighbourhoods fully accessible to disabled people, access
to new development by sustainable transport modes.

● Community safety and crime prevention.
● Design for health.
● Adequacy of internal accommodation and external amenity space.
● Refuse storage and collection.
● Vehicular access and car parking.
● Effects relating to biodiversity, landscape, archaeological or built heritage.
● Green Infrastructure including open space, both public and private.
● The use of alternatives to peat-based products in landscaping/gardens within

development schemes.
● Flood risk and drainage.
● Existing or proposed hazardous installations.
● Subject to scheme viability, developers will be required to demonstrate that new

development incorporates sustainable construction techniques

DC1 of Extant UDP

This guidance relates to residential extensions and in particular for two-storey side extensions it
states:

DC1.4 In considering proposals for 2-storey side extensions, the Council will have regard to the
general guidance above and also to supplementary guidance to be issued. In particular, the
Council will seek to ensure that:
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a. the development potential of the gap between detached and semi-detached houses is
capable
of being shared equally by the owners or occupiers of the two properties concerned;
b. the actual or potential result of building the extension will not be the creation of a terracing
effect, where this would be unsympathetic to the character of the street as a whole;
c. the actual or potential result of building the extension will not be the creation of a very narrow
gap between the properties, or any other unsatisfactory visual relationships between elements
of the buildings involved.

As a guide, and without prejudice to the generality of this policy, the Council will normally permit
2-storey house extensions which, when built, would leave a minimum of 1.52m (5 ft) between
the side wall and the common boundary, and which meet the other requirements of this policy.
Proposals which cannot meet these requirements will be judged on their merits, but with weight
being given to (a) and (c) above.

Guide to Development in Manchester Supplementary Planning Document and Planning
Guidance, Adopted April 2007

There are several relevant clauses in this guide:

Clause 2.44 promoting diversity and choice states that “It is an aim for Manchester to widen the
range of property types within local areas”

Clause 4.5 relating to energy efficiency states a requirement to “reduce energy demand at the
earliest stages of design. Following design principles that include minimising reliance on
energy-using equipment for heating, lighting and natural ventilation.” and using “Passive design
principles”.

9.2 encourage active lifestyles - walking and cycling priority over cars

9.4 improve housing quality - maximising natural light, designing for longevity, enabling people
to stay in their homes longer.

9.5 improve access to work - shortening journeys to work by bringing employment near to
residential areas

10.1 Internal design principles and provision of space within housing - “reduced size of rooms is
unfavourable”.

10.4 satisfactory internal layout that makes best use of the space available - for example,
avoiding creation of unnecessary circulation space. Ensure that spaces are well lit and
ventilated naturally.
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Appendix 5: MCC examples of previous approvals

Application
reference

Address Proposed works Date approved

102037/FH/2013/S1 34 Wyverne Road Two storey side
extension up to
boundary fence

13/10/2016

129586/FH/2021 235 Kings Road Two storey side
extension with 1m
set-back at first floor
and 700mm gap to
boundary fence

05/05/2021

125949/FH/2020 237 Kings Road Two storey side
extension up to
boundary fence

10/03/2020

121640/FH/2018 236 Kings Road Two storey side
extension up to
boundary fence

17/12/2018

073987/FH/2004/S1 254 Kings Road Two storey side
extension up to
boundary fence

05/01/2005

073994/FH/2004/S1 252 Kings Road Two storey side
extension up to
boundary fence

05/01/2005

128810/FH/2020 222 Kings Road 2 storey side
extension with 1m set
back at ground floor
and 900mm gap to
boundary fence

03/02/2021

115253/FH/2017 47 Chatburn Road Two storey side
extension with
440mm set back at
first floor

24/07/2017

132253/FH/2021 81 Egerton Road
South

Two storey side
extension with 1m
set-back at first floor
and 750mm gap to
boundary fence

14/01/2022

Where these extensions share a common boundary 235/237 Kings Road and 252/254 Kings
Road it becomes apparent that the gap between side walls forms a clearer distinction between
the properties than a set-back at first floor.
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252/254 Kings Road - Both properties have extended to the boundary with a set-back at first
floor. This has created the effect of an articulated terrace with no visual separation between
these properties.

252/254 Kings Road - One property has extended to the boundary. Both properties are set back
at first floor by approx 1.5m. Since there is such a narrow gap the separation is not clear and a
terracing effect has been created in spite of the first floor set back. Showing it is the gap not the
first floor set back that is essential to preventing a terracing effect, and that despite this lack of
gap no negative effect is created on amenity for each property.
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The following are examples in the local area where side-extensions have been built, with a step
back of less than was advised by LPA i.e. 1m at ground floor, or 1.5m at first floor, with no
terracing effect created.

222 Kings Road
Application number:128810/FH/2020

47 Chatburn Road
Application number: 115253/FH/2017
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Appendix 6: National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
December 2023

Para 131

The creation of high quality, beautiful and sustainable buildings and places is fundamental to
what the planning and development process should achieve. Good design is a key aspect of
sustainable development, creates better places in which to live and work and helps male
development acceptable to communities. Being clear about design expectations, and how
these will be tested, is essential for achieving this. So too is effective engagement between
applicants , communities, local Planning authorities and other interests throughout the process.

Para 135

Planning policies and decisions should ensure that developments:

(a) Will function well and add to the overall quality of the area, not just for the short term but for
the lifetime of the development;

(b) Are visually attractive as a result of good architecture, layout and appropriate and effective
landscaping;

(c) Are sympathetic to the local character and history, including the surrounding built
environment and landscape setting while not preventing or discouraging appropriate
innovation or change (such as increased densities);

(d) Establish or maintain a strong sense of place. Using the arrangement of streets, spaces
building types and materials to create attractive, welcoming and distinctive places to live,
work and visit;

(e) Optimise the potential of the site to accommodate and sustain an appropriate amount and
mix of development (including green and other public space) and support local facilities and
transport networks; and

(f) Create places that are safe, inclusive an accessible and which promote health and well-
being, with a high standard of amenity for existing and future users; and where crime and
disorder, and the fear of crime do not undermine the quality of life or community cohesion
and resilience.

Para 137

Design should be considered throughout the evolution and assessment of individual proposals.
Early discussion between applicants, the local planning authority and local community about
design and style of emerging schemes is important for clarifying expectations and reconciling
local and commercial interests. Applicants should work closely with those affected by their
proposals to evolve designs that take account of the views of the community. Applications that
can demonstrate early, proactive and effective engagement with the community should be
looked on more favourably than those that cannot.
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Appendix 7: Neighbours floor plan showing room types letting
onto side

Floorplan of No. 36 Wyverne Road - taken from current sales listing:

The appellant property is to the left hand side of this property.
Areas that let onto the appellants property are circulation, galley kitchen and ancillary storage
spaces.
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Appendix 8: Passivhaus principles Illustration
Following passivhaus principles improves thermal efficiency even if a full passivhaus standard is
not achievable. Key factors to consider are orientation, building form and fenestration. The
fabric or envelope is designed to achieve a high thermal and airtight performance by:

● maintaining continuity of insulation and airtightness;
● minimising complexity, thermal bypass and thermal bridging;
● optimising buildability and external envelope to internal volume ratio.

Effect of 1.5m set back

Exposed poor performing north facing
wall Added complexity in form and
junctions, leading to risks in continuity
of insulation and air-tightness. Not just
in plan but also in section with
junctions related to the roof of a single
storey at ground floor and the
consequent abutments between new
roof and existing wall and proposed
wall. Reduced internal volume to
external surface area ratio
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Effect of proposal

Enclosed poor performing north facing
wall Reduced complexity in form and
junctions, enabling better buildability
and continuity of insulation and
air-tightness. Optimised internal
volume to external surface area ratio.
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Appendix 9: Internal Spaces Illustration
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Appendix 10: ***DELETED***

CONTENTS OF APPENDIX 10 HAVE BEEN REMOVED.
THESE DOCUMENTS WERE SUBMITTED AS PART OF THE APPLICATION TO THE LPA
DURING THE PUBLIC CONSULTATION PERIOD.
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Appendix 11: Levelling-up and Regeneration Act 2018 (LURA) -
Excerpt
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Appendix 12: Street Vote Development Order (Consultation)
Excerpts from closed consultation. Published 22nd December 2023
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Appendix 13: Suggested Draft Planning Conditions

1.The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than three years from the date of this
decision.

2.The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following
approved
Plans:
01 Existing Site Plan
02 Proposed Site Plan
06.1 Existing Ground Floor Plan
06.2 Existing First Floor Plan
06.3 Proposed Ground Floor Plan
06.4 Proposed First Floor Plan
06.5 Existing Elevations
06.6 Proposed Elevations
06.8 Proposed Section
Design and Access Statement
Design and Access Statement Photographic Appendix

3.The materials to be used in the construction of the external surfaces of the development
hereby permitted shall match those used in the existing building and in line with the approved
elevations drawing: 06.6 Proposed Elevations.
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