
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CS/MN

	Application No: 
	3/2004/0901/P

	Development Proposed:
	TWO STOREY EXTENSION TO SIDE OF DWELLING WITH SINGLE STOREY EXTENSION TO REAR AT 11 KINGSMILL AVENUE, WHALLEY

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No comments or observations received within the 21 day statutory consultation period.

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	N/A

	CONSULTATIONS: Nearby Residents

	No representations have been received.

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policies G1 and H10 and SPG Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings – “Terracing” effect to the detriment of visual amenity.

	COMMENTS/HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES/RECOMMENDATION:

	Kingsmill Avenue is a cul-de-sac outside the village of Whalley which comprises four pairs of semi detached houses on each side.  No 11 is on the south side, there have been no two storey side extensions on this side of the road, but attached garages have been erected at some of the other properties on this side.  There is a two storey side extension on the other side, at No 8, which was approved in 1990 (ie prior to the adoption of the SPG).  This extension does not have a set-back or lower ridge height.  

Notwithstanding that precedent at No 8 (which is not, in any event, exactly the same as this current proposal) I consider that the two storey side extension now proposed at No 11, because of its design without a set-back and lower ridge height, would result in a visual “terracing” effect, especially if followed in the future by similar extension at the adjoining property, No 13.  This would be detrimental to the appearance of the locality contrary to the requirements of Policies G1 and H10 of the Local Plan and the SPG.  I, therefore, recommend that permission be refused for that reason.

I can see no objections to the single storey extension at the rear which would replace an existing, all glazed, conservatory.  It would, therefore, in my opinion, actually improve the privacy to the attached property, No 9.  



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 27 SEPTEMBER 2004 
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