
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: RH

	Application No: 
	3/2008/0594

	Development Proposed:
	Single storey rear extension and demolition of the existing conservatory, and building up over the existing garage to form an additional bedroom. Re-submission at 18 Clayton Court, Longridge.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	The Town Council of Longridge – No Objections

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	No representations received.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations received.

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control

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 to the character and appearance of the property itself and the street scene in general.

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

	This application is a resubmission of a previously refused scheme (3/2008/0280) for the demolition of the existing rear conservatory and construction of a single storey rear extension and extension above the existing garage at a semi-detached property within the settlement boundary of Longridge.

Aspects of the previous scheme remain which are the single storey rear extension extending the full width of the property with approx. dimensions of 8.2m x 3.5m x 3.8m in height to the ridge with a hipped roof and an extension above the existing garage with approx. dimensions of 7.4m x 2.4m x 5.2m in height. The only amendments to this re-submission is that the extension above the existing garage will extend a further 1.2 metres from the property by a width of approx. 4.9 metres to the rear and will extend an additional 0.2 metres to the front elevation to match the existing buildline. Materials to be used will match those of the existing property.

As per my previous comments, and with regards to visual and residential impact of the single storey extension to the rear, the scale, size and design of the proposal is acceptable and is it is to the rear of the property it will not be viewed in the wider locality. The proposal would also have minimal impact upon neighbouring residents to either side as boundary treatments exist that will safeguard the amenity of the neighbouring residents. I therefore consider that this part of the proposal is acceptable.

However I still consider that the massing of the first floor extension above the existing garage, the lack of set back from the front elevation and the continuation of the ridge line would result in an extension which would appear as a prominent feature and obvious addition in the street scene. I also consider that the amendment of the proposal to the rear by extending it by an additional 1.2 metres is an unsympathetic addition and will result in its increased dominance.

It is considered therefore that the first floor extension with a front dormer extension would still represent a visually detrimental feature within the street scene consequently resulting in a visual “terracing effect” and would therefore be contrary to Policies G1 and H10 of the Districtwide Local Plan and the design advice in the Council’s SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to dwellings’.

I therefore recommend that planning permission be refused for the above reasons.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 12/08/2008
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