
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: SW/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2007/0826/P

	Development Proposed:
	TWO STOREY EXTENSION TO FRONT OF PROPERTY, SINGLE STOREY EXTENSION TO REAR AND GARAGE TO SIDE AT 29 RIVERSIDE, LOW MOOR, CLITHEROE

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

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



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) – N/A.

Environment Agency – N/A.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Two letters of objection have been received which raised the following:

1.
The garage extension would mean a neighbour is unable to utilize their parking space on the drive fully.

2.
Under the terms of a Lease, the premises are to be used as dwellings only and not for business purposes.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1, H10, SPG - Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings, over dominant extensions to the detriment of the visual and residential amenity.



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

	Consent is sought for three sets of extensions to a semi-detached property.  To the rear a single storey lean-to extension is shown having approximate dimensions of 6.4m x 2.3m x 2.5m to eaves.  To the side a lean-to garage, approximately 2.4m x 4.6m x 2.3m to eaves and finally a two storey front extension some 4.6m x 2.5m x 6.4m to the apex of its pitch.  In assessing the appropriateness of these works, it is important to have regard to their impact on visual and residential amenity as well as the guidance offered in Policy H10 on the SPG.  Whilst I recognise that the front extension is not something which is typical of the area, in visual terms I have no objection to this aspect of the proposal.  I am however mindful that the distance between this and number 31 to its east would be less than the 21m advocated in the SPG for privacy at first floor windows.  This said the two windows in the opposite property that would be affected are quite small, one being obscure glazed, with the applicant who currently resides in number 32, stating they serve the bathroom and  landing.  Thus in this instance these factors, together with the fact that the application property is set lower than the neighbour which could be affected, lead me to conclude that the relationship would not prove significantly detrimental to residential amenity.

I do however have reservations over the works to the rear which would extend across the entire width of the property.  The rear area of this dwelling is compact and set cheek by jowl  with the rear gardens of surrounding properties, albeit some of those are set lower.  Given the limited space available, I am concerned that an extension of this size would impact on neighbouring amenity.  I also consider that the garage addition to the side would be to the visual detriment of the area.  It would narrow the gap between this property and number 28 and coupled with the other two sets of works lead to over dominant extensions that would subsume the original dwelling.

Therefore having carefully considered all the above, I am of the opinion that the three sets of works combined would represent over dominant additions to the property which would be to both the detriment of visual and residential amenity.

I this recommend accordingly.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














