 

Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CB

	Application No: 
	3/2009/0298/P

	Development Proposed:
	Two storey side extension to 22 Copperfield Close, Clitheroe, BB7 1ER.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council - No objections to this proposal. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) - 

This Application would see an increase in bedrooms from 3 to 4 at this location, with the extension being constructed on what was previously private driveway that could accommodate up to 2 vehicles. The resulting plans do not provide for any additional of road parking associated with this address. I would be looking for a minimum of 3 off road parking spaces for a property of this size.

There is already a high demand for the available on street parking in this vicinity, with extensive parking within the adjacent turning head. The introduction of additional vehicles relying on the existing on street provisions would increase turning movements and congestion in this confined area to the detriment of residents and other road users. 

In view of the detrimental impact this proposed development would have on highway safety I am recommending refusal of this Application.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Two letters of objection have been received from nearby neighbours raising the following concerns:

· Loss of Light – Reduce amount of light into living and bedroom areas.

· Highway Safety/ Parking - Extension to be built on the drive that provides two car parking spaces. It would lead to cars being double parked on the road, increasing the risk of safety to children and drivers and reducing space to turn around.

· Loss of View 

· Devaluation of Property 

· Boundary Fence – The joint fence looks to have been removed. There has been no contact with the objector regarding its removal.

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 – Development Control

Policy H10 – Residential Extensions

SPG – Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings

LCC Parking Standards

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposal is considered contrary to Policy G1 of the Districtwide Local Plan in that it would lead to conditions to the detriment of highway safety. The extension will be constructed on what is currently private driveway that can accommodate up to two vehicles, and the resulting plans do not provide for any additional off road parking associated with this address.

The proposed development is considered contrary to Policies G1 and H10 of the Districtwide Local Plan and the Council’s adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance on alterations and extensions to dwellings in that it would result in the loss of amenity to the occupiers of houses in the immediate vicinity.

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

	The application relates to a semi-detached dwelling on Copperfield Close, Clitheroe, a housing development situated to the north of Clitheroe Rugby Club.

Permission is sought for a two storey side extension measuring approximately 6.8m x 3.2m at the front, 4.2m at the rear x 5.9m high. The extension has been set back from the front of the property by approximately 4.1m and projects from the rear by approximately 3m.

The main issues with regards to this application are the visual impact of the extension on the area, impact of the extension on the residential amenity of neighbours and whether there are any highway impacts as a result of the proposed extension. 

In terms of visual impact, the extension complies with the SPG “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings” in the fact that the extension will be built in materials to match the existing dwelling (stone walls with concrete tile roof), and the design will replicate the existing property, furthermore, the extension will be set down from the main roof ridge, thus I consider that the application is acceptable in terms of size, design and materials.

The main issue is the impact of the extension on neighbouring residential amenity. A resident living to the west of the application site (nos. 20 & 21 Copperfield) has objected to the application due to loss of light caused as a result of the double storey side extension. Taking this objection into consideration, the proposed extension would extend from the gable of the property by approximately 3.2m and thus be within approximately 9 meters of the front elevation of those properties. The Supplementary Planning Guidance makes no specific reference to how near a gable of an extension can be built to the front of another dwellinghouse, however, having visited the site I am satisfied that the amenity currently enjoyed by the properties to the West would not be significantly adversely affected as to warrant refusal of the application on this ground.  

With reference to dwellings at the rear, the existing dwellings on Copperfield Close are positioned approximately 21 meters from the rear of properties on Hall Street. However, the properties directly to the rear of the property to which this application relates have two storey extensions that project the entire length of their rear yards meaning the distance between first floor windows is currently approximately 11 meters. Although the existing distance between properties is below the advice given the SPG, the introduction of a two storey rear and side extension which projects towards the rear of the properties on Hall Street by a further 3 meters would further reduce the distance between first floor windows to only 8 meters. This is, in my opinion, considered unacceptable as it will further affect the amenity of those residents positioned at the rear in terms of light and privacy, the proposal is therefore considered contrary to Policies G1 and H10 of the Districtwide Local Plan.

With reference to highway safety, there are concerns regarding the loss of parking which creating an extension on the existing driveway will cause. The introduction of additional vehicles relying on the existing on-street provisions would increase turning movements and congestion in this confined area (effectively a cul-de-sac) to the detriment of residents and other road users. The application makes no provision for any additional off road parking, therefore the application will also be refused on highway safety grounds.

Due to the reasons explained above, I thus recommend the application accordingly.

	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 14th May 2009














