
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: RH

	Application No: 
	3/2010/0619

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed two-storey side extension at 26 Mearley Syke, Clitheroe.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Clitheroe Town Council – No Objection.

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	County Surveyor – Recommends refusal of the application on the following grounds:

· The proposed development will increase the property to four bedrooms and for a property of this size off street parking provision for three vehicles is required in order to minimise the potential for displaced vehicles being parked on Mearley Syke and adjacent residential roads, to the detriment of highway safety.

· The existing garage is to be retained but the driveway is of insufficient width and depth to provide adequate off street parking for the additional two vehicles required.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No observations received.

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control

Policy H10 – Residential Extensions

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1, H10, SPG – 

· Dominant extension to the visual detriment of the property and street scene.
· Detrimental impact upon highway safety

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

	The application relates to a detached property on Mearley Syke on the Highmoor Park estate within the main settlement of Clitheroe.

Permission is sought for a two-storey side extension attached to the western gable elevation of the property measuring 9m x 3.6m x 7.7m in height to the ridge. Materials to be used are to match those of the existing property.

I consider that the impact of the proposal upon neighbouring residential amenity will be minimal. The property is on a corner plot in which its western elevation faces Mearley Syke Road and there are no windows to be inserted to this elevation. The proposed windows at first floor level to the front and rear elevation of the extension will not directly overlook into properties opposite as their relationship to the applicant’s property is at an obscure angle.

In terms of the visual impact of the extension the SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ states that ‘there should be a good visual relationship between the original dwelling and any other subsequent additions……as a general rule any extension should not dominate the original house’. In addition, Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan states that ‘development should be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature’ and Policy H10 of the same plan states ‘although residential extensions and major alterations will mostly be acceptable in principle problems relating to scale, design, massing may still occur’.

The width of the extension at 3.6 metres in width is 0.5 metres larger than the ground to first floor pitched roof extension to the eastern side of the property. It is considered that the proposed extension would result in a property that appears visually imbalanced due to the massing of the proposed extension against the original property. As a result the extension is a dominant addition which is not subservient to the main dwelling and due to the properties location on a corner plot will be visually prominent in the street scene contrary to the Councils SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations’ and policies G1 and H10 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

With regards to highway safety the County Surveyor has raised an objection to the application. He considers that the addition of a further bedroom to the property will necessitate the requirement for three off street parking spaces, which the property cannot accommodate.

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

RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.
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