
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: SW/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2007/1066/P

	Development Proposed:
	Conversion of proposed extension to form a one bedroom apartment at 38 Salthill Road, 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) - No observations received.

Environment Agency – N/A.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Interim SPG – Housing

Policy 12 Housing Provision Joint Lancashire Structure Plan

Policy H12 - Curtilage Extensions.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1 – Over intensive development to detriment of residential amenity.



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

	This application details a proposed rear extension to an end of terrace dwelling to form a separate one bedroom apartment.  The extensions have approximate dimensions of 4.9m x 10.6m x 3.5m to the apex of its pitch being constructed across the entire width of the elevation and extending right up to the back street.  The planting of an area of amenity space to the side of the works which is presently scrubland between this site and the commercial works to its east.  It is outside the defined curtilage of the property but given the application is a change of use, I have considered that such change of use to curtilage would in the settlement limit would accord with plan policy and could easily have been incorporated into this scheme.  The applicant has advised verbally that this land is in his ownership and forms part of the curtilage but that is not readily apparent on site.

In terms of potential impact on neighbouring amenity an extension to the dwelling of this size has been approved previously under 3/2007/0771/P but not implemented and that was considered to not have a significantly detrimental impact in terms of light loss.  The same holds true in relation to this scheme.

Next, it is important to consider the principle of development, given the current housing restrain policy.  When the scheme was originally submitted it was done so on the basis of market housing which would clearly have been contrary to the housing moratorium.  However, the applicant has discussed the possibility of affordable housing with the Council’s Housing Strategy Officer and has submitted correspondence to indicate a willingness to enter into a Section 106, thereby creating an affordable dwelling.  Thus in principle the scheme would comply with policy.

However, I do have reservations of the over-intensive nature of the development, given that the site is in effect the rear yard of an end of terrace dwelling.  Whilst the plans do denote an area of amenity space to the side of the units, this is very minimal in size for the main house and irregular in shape.  In order to move the bins to the back alley, access would need to be taken through the other dwelling’s yard area.  Whilst I accept that level of private amenity space is a matter of personal choice, the lack of it only serves to emphasise that the plot of land is not large enough for the development outlined.  It would, I believe, lead to an unsatisfactory relationship between the dwellings and should thus be resisted.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














