
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CB

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0101

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed two-storey extension to provide a dining room at ground floor and bedroom and bathroom at first floor at 84 Ribchester Road, Clayton-le-Dale, BB1 9HQ

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Clayton-le-Dale Parish Council - No comments or observations received.

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) - No objections. 

United Utilities – No objections.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	One letter of representation has been received which raises the following concerns:

· The west side elevation of no. 84 must stay within the build line to keep the shared passageway between the two properties clear.

· Requested that on completion the pathway, fencing and front gate be left in good order. 



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 – Development Control

Policy H10 – Residential Extensions 

Policy SPG – Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Contrary to Policies G1 and H10 of the Districtwide Local Plan and the Council's adopted SPG on alterations and extensions to dwellings.  It would result in a discordant feature to the detriment of both the character and appearance of the property and the street scene.

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

	This application relates to a mid-terraced property on the northern side of Ribchester Road within the main settlement limit of Wilpshire. 

Permission is sought for to extend the existing single storey side extension to the rear and to erect a first floor level extension above part of the ground floor side addition.  The extension would measure 5.3m at its widest point, at the front of the property, before tapering of to 4.2m wide at the rear.   The new extension at the rear would replace an existing conservatory and would project from the rear wall of the original house by 2.9m.  The two storey element proposed would be set back from the front of the existing property by 1.7m and would have an overall length of 6.2m which would run flush with the proposed ground/ first floor rear extension.  The maximum height of the extension from ground to first floor level would be 6.0 metres.  In addition, a lean to roof would be positioned between the front of the first floor extension and the existing single storey addition and two small window opening would be inserted to the front elevation of the extension.  At the rear, two first windows would be positioned above a large patio door opening.

The terraced cottages are identified on the 1845 map. The two terrace rows do not run parallel with the main road, and have a slight offset nature from the road frontage.  The terrace also has various roof heights which gives this terrace an ad hoc appearance. Nevertheless, this is a pleasant row of terraces which adds to the amenities of this part of the settlement which is on the edge of land designated as open countryside. 

In terms of the visual impact of the first floor extension to the side of the property, 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 in addition that ‘particular emphasis will be placed on visual appearance’.  With regards to the Councils SPG on Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings, this states that “poorly designed extensions will appear as stark features which are out of keeping with the original house”.  It also states that “any extension should reflect the character of the original house and the wider locality”.  The guidance also states that “as a general rule any extension should not dominate the original house………extensions should respect the proportion, form and detailing of the original dwelling”.  In view of the above, the existing single storey element appears as a subordinate addition, which does not appear prominent within the street scene.  

In relation to the proposed extensions, however, I have serious concerns the erection of the first floor extension with a lean to roof to the ground floor, and the installation of small first floor windows, would appear out of keeping with the original house and as a discordant feature in the street scene.  Due to its design and fenestration, the extension would not be consistent with the appearance of the original dwelling and would clearly have a damaging impact on the overall form of the house.  The Council’s Supplementary Planning Guidance – Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings (SPG) explains that any extension should, amongst other matters, reflect the character of the original house, and respect its proportion and form.  Because of the design and fenestration details the proposed extension would fail to comply with these provisions of the SPG. Furthermore, the lean to roof and window arrangement would conflict with the character and appearance of the original property and appear prominent within the street scene.  Moreover, the proposed rendering of the front elevation of the extension would appear The combination of these factors would result in an extension which would be inconsistent and awkward in relation to the existing house.
With regards to the impact of the proposed extension to neighbouring residential amenity, the only property that would be affected would be no. 86 Ribchester Road, which has a first floor window positioned centrally in the gable.  Although we have received a letter from this neighbour regarding civil matters, they make no reference to this first floor window.  There is also no planning history for this particular dwelling.  It is therefore assumed that this window does therefore not serve a habitable room.  As such, I do not consider that the proposal should be resisted on this basis.

The Highway Engineer does not have any objections to the proposed extension.

A bat survey has been submitted, dated the 15 February 2012, which found no evidence of bats using the property and concludes that the proposed building alterations are unlikely to cause disturbance to bats or result in the loss of a bat roost, a European Protected Species.  In the event that a solitary bat is found during construction, if the works were to be approved, the mitigation measures in that report should be adhered to.

I therefore recommend that planning permission be refused in the interest of visual amenity, for the above reasons.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 21 March 2012





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














