
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CB/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2013/0055/P

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed third double bedroom over existing kitchen extension and car parking and turning area at Rose Cottage, Main Street, Grindleton, BB7 4QT

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No objections to this proposal. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) - No objections subject to a number of conditions including removal of the front boundary wall to aid visibility.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	One letter of representation has been received from an adjacent property that has no objections to the development but would like clarity as to how the party fence will be supported as the parking area ground level will be lowered as a result of planning approval.  

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan 

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.

Grindleton Conservation Area Appraisal.

Ribble Valley Core Strategy Regulation 22 Submission Draft

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations.

Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions.

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets. 

National Planning Policy Framework

Section 11 Conserving and Enhancing the Natural Environment.

Section 12 Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment.

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1 and H10 of DWLP and SPG and Policies DMG1 and DMH5 of the Core Strategy (Submission Draft). Overlooking, overshadowing and oppressive thereby adversely affecting the residential amenities of the adjacent dwellings.
G1, ENV16, and H10 of DWLP and the SPG, Policies DMG1 and DMH5 of Core Strategy (Submission Draft) and Sections 11 and 12 of NPPF - dominant and incongruous addition, detrimental to character, appearance and significance of Grindleton Conservation Area and AONB.

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

	The application relates to a dwelling within Grindleton Conservation Area, the gable of which faces on to Main Street.  In 2001, planning permission was given for a single storey extension projecting off the rear gable.  Permission is now sought to build a first floor extension above this with approximate dimensions of 5.8m x 4m with a ridge height of 6.5m which is approximately 0.5m below the ridge of the original house.  The extension has also been set in from the front and rear elevations of the original house by approximately 200mm on both sides.  This extension would create a large double bedroom at first floor with a walk-in wardrobe and en-suite facilities.  

With regards to visual amenity, Rose Cottage runs from a right angle from Main Street.  Therefore, when travelling up Main Street in a northerly direction a travelling down Main Street in a southerly direction, there are extensive views of the first floor portion including the roof of this property.  It is my opinion that by creating a first floor extension on what I consider to be the side elevation of this property, would further elongate this property and would detract from the current roofscape of the property and the visual amenities of the street scene.  Furthermore, I consider the proposed window arrangement on the extension to be out of keeping with the original house which would further detract from the character, appearance and significance of the Conservation Area.  Roofscapes are often key to a Conservation Area’s importance and Rose Cottage has three prominent chimney stacks which are seen against the skyline.  This extension set down from the main roof ridge would appear as an extension which in my opinion would seriously detract from the character and appearance of the property and that of the Conservation Area.  For these reasons I suggest that planning permission is resisted on this ground.

In relation to residential amenity, I also have serious concerns.  Rose Cottage is located next door to a property known as Rocking Castle, which similarly has a rear two storey extension.  The extension proposed on Rose Cottage would project further than this neighbouring property’s extension which has a window on the rear gable and I am concerned that building above the single storey extension which currently exists to the height proposed, would cause over shadowing of this neighbouring window.  In relation to the neighbour directly opposite the extension, I Greendale View, first floor windows exist in the side of that property which currently overlook the garden area of Rose Cottage but does not look into the habitable windows of the property.  The extension proposed, however, would, due to its siting, look directly into these first floor neighbouring windows, which I consider to be totally unacceptable given that these windows would be within 17m of each other, which clearly fails the privacy guidelines contained within the Council’s SPG on Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings.  I therefore consider that this development would lead to overlooking and overshadowing of neighbouring windows resulting in the loss of privacy and the loss of amenity to the adjacent residents.  The application will thus also be refused on this ground.

In relation to highway safety, the highway engineer has raised no objections in principle to the proposal subject to a number of conditions.  One of these conditions involves the removal of the front boundary wall, however the proposal does not show this.  The boundary wall is traditional (not including the timber fence) and contributes to the character and appearance of Grindleton Conservation Area.  Its removal would be damaging to the significance of the Conservation Area as well as visual amenity and I find this unacceptable.  Overall, I consider the proposals before me to be harmful to the character, appearance and significance of Grindleton Conservation Area which would adversely affect the visual amenities of both the Conservation Area and the AONB in which the village is set. I also consider the proposals would have an unacceptable impact on residential amenity and thus recommend that the proposal be resisted.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 1 February 2013





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO
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