
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0275

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed extension to provide new first floor to existing dormer bungalow and roof lift at 14 Moorfield, Whalley, Lancashire, BB7 9SA.



	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Whalley Parish Council – No objections.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) – No objection in principle to this proposal.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Nine letters have been received from eight neighbouring residents who wish to raise the following objections:

· Loss of privacy,

· Inappropriate introduction of a house on an estate of bungalows,

· Out of character with the surroundings,

· Overbearing development,

· Loss of light,

· Visual impact on streetscene,

· Overdevelopment of site,

· Impact on highway safety,

· Increase in flooding (potentially),

· Impact on parking, and

· Create a precedent.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H10 – Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.

NPPF.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Contrary to paragraph’s 14, 60 and 64 of the NPPF and Local Plan Policies G1, H10 and SPG.  Prominent extension to the visual detriment of the street scene.  Loss of privacy.



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

	The application relates to a detached (true) bungalow on Moorfield, Whalley.  Permission is sought to extend the property at first floor, essentially raising the ridge height of the property from 6m to 7.6m approximately, creating a two-storey property with four bedrooms, a bathroom and en-suite at first floor.  The sites adjacent to an existing two storey dwelling, no. 12 Moorfield, however this property is set back some eight metres back from the highway and does not directly back onto other properties.

Paragraph 14 of the NPPF states that ‘At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development.

For decision-taking this means:

· approving development proposals that accord with the development plan without delay; and

· where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out‑of‑date, granting permission unless:

· any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or
· specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted.
With regards to the design of the scheme, paragraph 60 of the NPPF notes that ‘Planning decisions should not attempt to impose architectural styles or particular tastes and they should not stifle innovation, originality or initiative through unsubstantiated requirements to conform to certain development forms or styles.  It is, however, proper to seek to promote or reinforce local distinctiveness.’  Paragraph 64 continues noting that ‘Permission should be refused for development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an area and the way it functions.’
From a local plan policy point of view, the Council’s SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ states that ‘there should be a good visual relationship between the original dwelling and any other subsequent additions, and as a general rule any extension should not dominate the original house. Extensions should respect the proportion, form and detailing of the original dwelling’.  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 that ‘particular emphasis will be placed on visual appearance’, and Policy H10 of the same plan states ‘proposals to extend or alter existing residential properties within the plan area will be considered on the basis of the scale, design and massing of the proposal in relation to the surrounding area’.

Having visited the site and assessed the proposal in relation to the adjacent properties, there is concern with regards to adding an additional floor to this property.  The house types of Moorfield and other nearby streets do include a few ‘traditional’ two-storey houses, however the vast majority are mainly detached ‘true’ bungalows.  This particular property sits slightly lower than the adjacent property (no. 16 Moorfield) and lower than the properties to the rear (no’s 22 to 26 Moorfield), and therefore currently offers a visually pleasing arrangement within the street scene.  It is therefore considered that by adding another floor to the property to create a two storey ‘traditional’ dwelling would result in a property that would appear at odds with others within the street scene.  The proposal would result in a property that would prove incongruous and dominate the street scene and not reflect in scale, size or design the character of the traditional true bungalows that are a typical feature of this residential estate and which surround the applicants property, contrary to Policy G1 and H10 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and the Councils SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’.

There is also serious concern with regards to the impact of the proposal upon neighbouring residential amenity, in particular loss of light and privacy.  As noted earlier, the site sits lower than the properties to the rear and the adjacent property no. 16, so when considering the proposed extension would add two larger bedroom windows to the rear of the property, at an elevated position and within 8 metres of the rear gardens of these properties that are not currently overlooked, the proposed extension of this property will have an overbearing impact upon the occupants of the adjacent properties, and would detrimentally reduce the current levels of privacy afforded resulting in a loss of residential amenity.

It is also likely that the proposal would reduce the levels of light afforded to the property no. 16 Moorfield, however as there are no habitable room windows within the side (east) elevation of this property and due to the orientation of the two properties, this loss of light would only occur in the morning, and would therefore not cause such significant detriment to the residential amenity of the occupiers to warrant refusal of the proposal.

In light of the above, I therefore recommend refusal of the application due to the harmful impact of the proposal upon both the visual appearance of the street scene and neighbouring residential amenity, contrary to guidance within the recognised Local and National Policies.

RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.




DATE INSPECTED: 27/05/2012














