
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: MO/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2005/0648/P

	Development Proposed:
	SINGLE STOREY DINING ROOM EXTENSION AND CONVERSION OF GARAGE INTO SECOND LOUNGE (PLAYROOM) AT 18 MOORFIELD, WHALLEY

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No objections to this proposal. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) – N/A.

Environment Agency – N/A.



	CONSULTATIONS: Nearby Residents

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1, H10 and SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”, detrimental visual impact on street scene.



	COMMENTS/ENVIRONMENTAL/AONB/HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES/RECOMMENDATION:

	This planning application details a single storey extension to the front elevation of the property, which is a dormer bungalow occupying a corner plot on Moorfield.  The area is designated as open countryside in the local plan, but in reality is an established residential estate off Mitton Road to the northwest of Whalley.  The overall maximum dimensions of the extension/part conversion are 6.9m x 4m x 2.8m to the flat roof.  The garage would be converted into a playroom, however, this element of the scheme does not require the benefit of planning permission.  It is also to be noted that the dimensions on the floor plan and elevational plan of the extension do not accord.

The SPG on “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings” advises that “any extension should reflect the character of the original house and the wider locality” and that “the form and shape of the original dwelling should be respected and reflected in the extension”.  In my opinion, the flat-roof design of the proposal is inappropriate as it does not reflect the character of the bungalow, the main roof of which is steeply sloping.  The proposal would project 4m out towards the road and given the property’s prominent location on a corner plot, I feel it would strike a discordant and unsightly feature in the established street scene.  The existing garage has a flat roof but is a more modest and innocuous structure in comparison with the proposal.

In summary, I consider that the proposal would detract from the visual amenities of the area and I therefore recommend accordingly.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 22 JULY 2005





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  NO











