
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: MB/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2012/1056/P

	Development Proposed:
	Demolition of existing rear conservatory.  Proposed two storey rear extension at 2 Cardigan Close, Clitheroe

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council - No objections to this proposal.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) - No observations received.

Environment Agency – No observations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.

Ribble Valley Core Strategy (Regulation 22 Submission Draft)

DMG1 – General Considerations.

DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Contrary to Policies G1, H10, DMG1, DMH5 and adopted SPG.



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

	Planning permission is sought for the demolition of an existing conservatory and the erection of a two-storey rear extension at 2 Cardigan Close, Clitheroe.  The development site is a semi-detached property. 

The proposed extension is to project 2.9m from the rear of the existing dwelling and measure 6.6m in width and stand to an overall height of approximately 7m.  The proposed development is to be constructed from coarsed stone under a dual-pitched catslide roof.  In addition to the proposed extensions a new window opening is to be formed at first floor level in the northwest elevation of the existing dwelling.  The proposed extension is to be located at the rear of the existing dwelling extending across the rear elevation and filling a tapered gap that exists between the existing dwelling and the detached garage located to the northwest.

The proposed development will contain a window and large door openings in the rear elevation at ground floor level.  In addition to this a new window opening will be formed in the rear elevation at first floor level.  A roof light is also proposed within the northwest elevation roofslope.  The submitted plans also details a 4m2 array of solar PV equipment to the southeast elevation roofslope.

The key considerations in the determination of this application are the impact the development will have upon the character and setting of the existing dwelling and what, if any, the impact upon residential amenity of the area would be.

The existing dwelling is sited within a small cul-de-sac of four dwellings and backs onto the rear of terraced properties located on Kirkmoor Road.  The rear boundary of the development site and those of the terraced properties are separated by an access track which runs in a north westerly/south easterly direction.  If constructed the separation distance between the development site and the adjacent terraced property would be approximately 15m.

The Council’s adopted SPG on Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings states: “there should be a good visual relationship between the original dwelling and any subsequent additions”.  It goes on to state “avoid extensions which are bulky and affect the overall mass of the dwelling to an extent where the extension is highly prominent.  In general extensions should respect the proportion, form and detailing of the original dwelling”.

Having considered the submitted details I am of the opinion that the proposed development does not achieve this.  The proposed development would be located in close proximity to the common boundary between the development site and the adjoining dwelling.  It would however extend beyond the existing gable end of the northwest elevation, creating a protrusion that would be visible from the front elevation of the dwelling, thus altering its character.  The proposed northwest elevation of the extension would have an eaves height of 3.5m and sit above the ridgeline of the existing detached garage. As a result of this a portion of the catslide roof would become visible from the front of the property above the existing garage.  I am of the opinion that this would be an incongruous feature which would have a jarring effect.  In contrast to the existing conservatory to the rear has no impact upon the character and setting of the front elevation of the existing dwelling, as it is not visible from this vantage point. In addition to this the ridge height of the extension will be the same as that of the existing dwelling.

The visible portion of the catslide roof would also contradict the existing roofscape making it far more prominent.  The existing ridgelines of the dwellings and the garage structure all run in the same direction, the catslide roof would go against this.

Another important consideration is the impact the development may have on the residential amenity of the area.  Due to the siting of the development and the orientation of the surrounding dwellings, the greatest impact will be upon the adjoining dwelling.

A common issue that extensions to semi-detached or terraced properties present is the impact they have upon adjoining neighbours.  This is due to the close proximity of properties and can in some cases be exacerbated when the proposed development is, as is the case in this application, sited perpendicular to the adjoining property.  The Council’s adopted SPG states: “in cases where an extension is perpendicular to the neighbour’s property the Council will assess the impact using the methodology produced by the Building Research Establishment (BRE)”.  It should be noted that this methodology is only employed as a guide and does not form part of any formal planning legislation.

When the 45o methodology is applied to this development the 45o line drawn from the eaves of the development, downwards, and the furthest point of development from the existing rear elevation, back across the rear of the adjoining property it would indicate that the development will have an impact upon the adjoining property, as both lines create arch’s which would consume windows contained within the existing rear elevation of the adjoining dwelling.

It should however be noted that the windows which fall within 45o lines contain opaque glazing and are relatively small windows.  This would suggest that these windows would serve non-habitable rooms such as downstairs toilets or utility rooms rather than a habitable room such as a living room. Therefore whilst the 45o methodology would suggest the development would lead to a loss of natural light to the adjoining dwelling, this loss of light would appear to be only to rooms that would be considered non-habitable.

Notwithstanding this I am of the opinion that the proposed development, if constructed, would result in an extension that would be dominant and overbearing upon the existing dwelling and the surrounding built environment.  This would result in a development that would be visually prominent and as such be an incongruous addition. I do not consider the proposed development to be a subservient addition to the existing dwelling by virtue of its scale, massing and bulk.

I therefore recommend that planning permission be refused.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 11 DECEMBER 2012 AND 21 DECEMBER 2012











