
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: RH

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0384

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed two-storey side extension (re-submission of 3/2010/0691) at 7 Hillside Drive, West Bradford.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	West Bradford Parish Council – No Objection.

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	No observations received.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Four letters have been received from neighbouring residents who wish to raise the following objections summarised as follows:

· Loss of light and view

· Impact on streetscene

· Loss of value to properties

· Removal of tree

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control

Policy ENV1 – Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty

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.
· Loss of light to neighbouring property.

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

	This application is a re-submission of a previously refused decision for proposed two-storey side extension to the  with rear dormer to this semi-detached dormer bungalow situated on a corner plot on Hillside Drive at the junction with Eastfield Drive within the main settlement of West Bradford and an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Permission was refused on 

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 footprint of the extension is over half of the original footprint of the bungalow. As such, 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 the extension is not set down from the main ridge height of the property nor set back from the front building line the emphasis and dominance of the extension is further exacerbated. As a result the extension is considered to be a dominant addition which is not subservient to the main dwelling, and due to the properties location on a corner plot will be prominent in the street scene to the visual detriment of the property and this Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty contrary to the Councils SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to dwellings’ and policies G1, ENV1 and H10 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

With regards to the impact of the proposal upon neighbouring residential amenity I consider that any loss of light to the ground floor window inserted in the gable elevation of No. 24 Westfield Drive will be minimal due to the distance of 18 metres between the gable elevation and the rear extension of the proposal. In addition, the extension will not project forward of the front building line of No. 24 Westfield Drive nor No. 2 Hillside Drive.

Turning to the impact of the proposal upon loss of privacy to neighbouring residents the far northern window to the rear dormer will be 18 metres from the ground floor kitchen/dining room window inserted in the eastern gable elevation of No. 24 Westfield Drive. It is considered that this distance will allow the applicant the benefit of direct views from the dormer window towards the ground floor kitchen/dining window resulting in significant loss of privacy together with the continuous feeling of being overlooked to the significant detriment of the amenity of residents to No. 24 Westfield Drive.

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

RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.
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