
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: MO

	Application No: 
	3/2006/0142/P

	Development Proposed:
	First floor side extension at 24 Moorland Crescent, Clitheroe

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council - No objections.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	N/A



	CONSULTATIONS: Nearby Residents

	One letter of objection has been received.  The following points are raised:

· The application should be refused for the same reasons as the previous application in line with the Appeal Inspector’s decision.

· Other first floor extensions elsewhere on the cul-de-sac are to end or corner plot properties.  All other extensions in the area are of one storey. 



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control






Policy H10 - Residential Extensions






SPG "Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings"



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policy G1 and SPG "Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings" – detrimental impact on residential amenity and adverse effect on the street scene.



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

	This planning application seeks planning permission for a first floor extension over an existing single storey side extension to this semi-detached property.  The floor area of the extension would match the ground floor space below with the first floor rising to a new eaves height of 4.7m and ridge height of 6.8m.  

Planning permission was granted for the ground floor extension under planning reference 3/02/0028/P, however, before that a two storey extension to the side (planning reference 3/01/0330/P) was refused permission and this decision was subsequently upheld by a Planning Inspector on appeal (APP/T2350/A/01/1072390).  The Inspector considered that the proposal was unneighbourly development in that it would result in loss of light to No. 26’s dining kitchen and an unacceptable sense of enclosure for the neighbour.  In addition, the Inspector was concerned about a disruption in the “pattern of gaps that is a characteristic feature of the street scene” and thus a potential terracing effect.  The proposal was held to be in conflict with Policy G1 and the adopted SPG.  Neither site circumstances nor local planning policies have changed since the appeal and the Planning Inspector’s reasons for dismissing the appeal should therefore be reaffirmed in refusing this latest application.

RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.

	


DATE INSPECTED: 5 APRIL 2006





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  NO








