
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CS/JS

	Application No: 
	3/2006/0888/P

	Development Proposed:
	Construction of additional bedrooms in roof space and alteration of garage site at 16 Beaver Close, Wilpshire

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – Objects to this application as it is felt that the development is not sympathetic to the surrounding area.  The Parish Council also points out that it is their belief that an unadopted drain runs under the rear gardens of these properties, and that this development would be built over the drain. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	N/A



	CONSULTATIONS: Nearby Residents

	Two letters have been received from nearby residents who object to the application on the following grounds:

1.  The increase in the height of the dwelling would be out of character with the other half of this semi detached pair of dwellings and the appearance of Beaver Close in general.

2.  The proposed garage would project beyond the limit of development as defined by an Enforcement Notice Appeal Inspector in a recent decision, and would, therefore, be detrimental to the amenities of adjacent residents.  The garage would be in an overpowering position in relation to neighbouring gardens.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policies G1, H10, SPG “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings” – detrimental effects on the streetscene and upon the amenities of nearby residents.



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

	In 2004 a planning application was submitted which sought permission for a partly implemented development comprising a garage on a raised base (due to the sloping nature of the rear garden) and various terracing works (3/04/0386/P).  Permission was refused for a reason concerning visual amenity.  In the subsequent appeal, which was dismissed, the Inspector also considered there to be detrimental effects upon the amenities of neighbouring residents.  

An Enforcement Notice was served to secure the removal of all the unauthorised works which had already been carried out.  The appeal against the Enforcement Notice was partly allowed and partly dismissed.  The Inspector decided that all works up to the rear limit of an existing top terrace could remain, and that walls or fences could be erected on the side and rear boundaries of the rear garden area up to the height of the floor level of the top terrace.  The partly constructed garage on the raised base extends the full length of the garden up to the boundary with the access track at the rear. 

The Appeal decision therefore required all of the garage structure which is beyond the limit of the top terrace to be demolished by 27 September 2006.  This has not been done and the Council’s Legal Section has been requested to commence prosecution proceedings.  

The garage proposed in this application would extend to a point roughly half way between the end of the top terrace and the rear boundary of the curtilage.  I consider that this would still have the same overbearing detrimental effect upon the amenities of adjoining residents as was put forward by both Inspectors in their reasons for dismissing the two Appeals.  I also consider that, if the Council decided, so soon after the most recent of the Appeal decisions, to grant a planning permission which was contrary to the Inspector’s requirements, then this could be considered to represent maladministration by the Council in the event of neighbouring residents making a complaint to the Local Government Ombudsman.

For these reasons I consider that the garage element of this application must be refused.

Whilst there are dormers on numerous properties on Beaver Close (both on the front and rear).  There are no other examples of the “roof lift” proposed in this application.  I consider that this would unbalance the appearance of this pair of semi detached dwellings, and would form an incongruous feature in the overall street scene.  I consider this to represent a second reason for refusal of the application.  



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 30 N0V 06
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