
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: SW/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2010/0166/P

	Development Proposed:
	Two storey side extension to provide a granny flat at 50 Branch Road, Mellor Brook

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No objections to this proposal.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) – N/A.

Environment Agency – N/A.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H9 - Extended Family Accommodation.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1, H10, SPG – Extensions and alterations to dwelling, scale, design and massing, resulting in a terracing effect to the visual detriment of the street scene.



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

	Consent is sought for a two-storey side extension to a semi-detached property within Mellor Brook.  Approximate dimensions of the works are 2.8m x 8.2m x 9.3m to the apex of its pitch, constructed of brick under a slate roof.  The extension would be a granny flat with lounge and kitchen at ground floor with bedroom and bathroom above.  There is a significant link with the main property as the sole means of entrance is via a doorway to the parent property with shared use of the stairs to access first floor accommodation.  For these reasons I am satisfied that the scheme accords with the provisions of Policy H9.  However, it is with regard to visual impact that concerns are raised.

The Council’s SPG on extensions to dwellings advocates that there should be a set-down and set-back on side extensions in order to avoid a possible terracing effect on the street scene.  This is part of a pair of semis on Branch Road – the final pair in a group of 3.  I am mindful that number 48 as had an extension of the nature proposed here but given that is the end unit and the dwelling beyond it is some distance away and set at an angle, there is no visual detriment caused.  However the same could not be said of this proposal.  No 52 to its north has had a single storey garage extension to its side which projects beyond the front building line and runs down the boundary and some distance to the rear.  The application property has a garage set back some distance and thus there is still a visible gap between the two properties.  The works proposed here would fill this void and from various vantage points in the street scene give the illusion that instead of a pair of semi-detached dwellings, a terrace of 4 dwellings exists.  This is due to the fact that there is no set-back or set-down of the ridge, and thus in the interests of the visual amenity of the street scene, it should be resisted.

In terms of potential impact on neighbouring amenity the works would not extend beyond the rear building line of the dwelling and thus I do not consider there would be any significant detriment in terms of overbearing nature of development or loss of light/overlooking.  I am mindful of the window in the gable elevation of number 52 but again do not consider any significant detriment to be caused to neighbouring amenity.

Therefore having regard to the above, I am of the opinion that the application should be resisted on the grounds that it would introduce a terracing effect of the street scene to the visual detriment of the area.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 27 APRIL 2010





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO
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