
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: SW/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2010/0266/P

	Development Proposed:
	Two storey extension incorporating dormer windows to north and south elevations at 15 Hillcrest Road, Langho

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No objections to this proposal. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	N/A



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	One letter of objection has been received expressing concerns over potential loss of light to a rear bedroom and dining room.



	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 – overlarge extensions to the detriment of visual amenity to the street scene and resulting in an overbearing and oppressive nature of development for adjacent residential amenity.



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

	Consent is sought for a number of works to a semi detached bungalow within Langho.  The property lies to the north of Hillcrest Road with the rear garden area falling away in a northerly direction towards the properties that front on to Whalley Road.  There is a small pathway to the immediate west of the application property that leads down to the main road with views of this dwelling being achievable from the main road as it sits in an elevated position.  The scheme is best considered in its various component parts as follows.

Side Extension 

It is proposed to erect a two storey side extension to the property that would be set back approximately 3m from the front building line of the house.  This is at the highest point of the house and enables the formation of a store at ground floor with separate bathroom and en-suite above.  It would sit within the existing pitched roof profile but given it is set so far back into the site, this results in a front elevation with minimal roof slope as the eaves is approximately 4.3m and the apex of the pitch at 5.7m.  The rear roof profile is as the existing, ie traditional angle of slope and profile.

In assessing this I am mindful the advice contained within the SPG which states that the form and shape of the original dwelling should be respected and reflected in the extension.  This is a property with a low eaves height and is surrounded by properties of similar design.  Introducing a side extension that alters the scale and massing of the property would, I believe appear out of keeping with the established street scene to the detriment of the visual amenities of the area as there would not be a good visual relationship between the original dwelling and the subsequent addition.  

Rear Single Storey Extension 

The plans denote a rear single storey mono pitch extension with overall dimensions of approximately 8.96m x 4.8m and an eaves height of approximately 2.7m.  It would be of render finish (as would the extension detailed above) with a window to its eastern elevation and windows and patio doors to its northern elevation.  It extends roughly the entire width of the existing rear elevation of the property being set in approximately 0.5m from the boundary with No 17 which is the other half of the semi.  

In assessing this aspect of the proposal I am mindful of the guidance within the SPG and Policy H10 regarding scale, design and massing as well as the potential impact on neighbouring property.  No 17 has a dining room with patio doors immediately adjacent to the common boundary.  The boundary is formed by a fence then a hedgerow at present and whilst the submitted plans do not show the neighbours rear elevation, I have applied the BRE calculation based on the floor plan which does show the opening and the findings from my site visit.  On the basis of this I am of the opinion that whilst the proposal fails one of the BRE calculations (drawing diagonally back from the extension at an angle of 45 degrees) it does not fail both and thus whilst the scheme may result in some loss of light to that property, this would not be sufficient to warrant a refusal and loss of light.  However, I am concerned that an extension of the proportions shown would lead to an overbearing nature of development in such close proximity to the common boundary.  For this reason it would be detrimental to the residential amenities of the neighbouring properties and should be resisted.

Dormer Windows 

The final element of the scheme is the provision of two flat roof dormers.  The dormer on the front elevation of the dwelling would have approximate dimensions of 6m in width x 4m projection from the ridge and be clad in chedar shingles or felt tiles.  It would be set in from the common boundary with number 17 but extend right up to the dwellings existing gable elevation.  The dormer to the rear would extend across the proposed side extension thus taking its overall dimensions to approximately 8.5m x 4m projection from the ridge.  Construction materials would be the same as on the dormer to the front elevation with both of them having minimal set down from ridge.  

In respect of dormer windows, the SPG advises that they should compliment the character of the original building and that the main roof should remain as a dominant feature with dormers set into it rather than massing it from view.  I am also mindful of the properties in the immediate vicinity of the site and that many of these have had dormer extensions either to front or rear or indeed both.  The majority of these dormers are of smaller proportions that those shown here with greater areas of the parent properties original roofscape visible.  There is one dwelling on the street which has recently had a large front and rear dormer extension but even that one has a set in from the gable end of the property unlike that shown here.  Looking at the characteristics of the wider street scene, I am of the opinion that whilst a dormer on the front elevation would be an acceptable form of development, it should be reduced in size by a set in from the gable and not extend as far down at the roofscape to eaves in order to sit comfortably within the context of development at either side.  A similar argument is put for the rear dormer which extends across the proposed side extension and which would, due to its overall size appear bulky and affect the overall mass of the dwelling.  As stated previously, the rear elevation of this property is visible from Whalley Road to the north, in particular the roofscape and thus an extension of this size is considered detrimental to the visual amenities of the area.  I am mindful of the properties to either side but do not consider that in terms of residential amenity, there would be any grounds for refusal.  The area is characterised by rear dormer windows which already afford views across neighbouring garden areas.  A neighbour has commented about loss of light from the rear dormer but on balance I do not consider this significant enough to warrant an unfavourable recommendation.

Therefore, having carefully considered all the above, I am of the opinion that the works proposed would be disproportionate to the original dwelling and would result in a development which would be detrimental to the visual amenities of the street scene.  The rear works in terms of the ground floor extension would also result in an oppressive form of development for the neighbouring property.  For these reasons the scheme should be resisted. 



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 28 June 2010 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO
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