
DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL
	Ref: AB
	

	Application No: 
	3/2014/0782

	Site:
	Beckside, Up Brooks, Clitheroe, BB7 1PL

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed first floor extension to existing detached bungalow

	Target:
	27th October 2014

	CONSULTATIONS: Town/Parish Council

	Parish Council: No objections

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways: It is anticipated that during the construction works there will be several delivery vehicles including contractor’s vehicles and construction equipment visiting the site. All such vehicles shall not affect the existing PROW. The proposed development is unlikely to have a significant effect on to the adjacent highway network. As such, there is no objection to the proposed development on highway grounds.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Two letters of objection have been received. The objections relate to potential overlooking from the proposed balcony.

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan:

Policy G1 - Development Control
Policy ENV3 – Open Countryside

Policy ENV7 – Protected Species
Policy H10 – Residential Extensions

Policy SPG – Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings
Draft Ribble Valley Core Strategy (Post Submission Version Including Proposed Main Changes):
Policy DMG1 – General Considerations
Policy EN2 - Landscape

Policy DME2 – Landscape and Townscape Protection

Policy DME3 – Site and Species Protection and Conservation
Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions

National Planning Policy Framework



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

	This application relates to the erection of a proposed first floor extension at Beckside, Up Brooks, Clitheroe. The application property is a single storey detached bungalow located on the edge of Clitheroe on land designated as open countryside. The application property is one of a handful of residential properties located along Up Brooks which is situated close to the Salthill Industrial Estate. The closest neighbouring property, Jaina, is located to the front of Beckside and is separated from it by a shared area of hardstanding. There is a garden area to the north which is bounded by Mearley Brook and to the rear is a conservatory and paved area with open fields beyond. The existing property is faced with coursed stone facings, concrete roof tiles and UPVC window frames and timber doors. The application site is located within flood zone 2 however; as the proposal would not increase the footprint of the existing built form it is considered that a simple flood risk assessment is not required in this instance. 
In determining the application it is important to consider the design of the proposed development, the visual impact of the proposal, its effect on the amenities of neighbours and on European protected species.

The proposed first floor extension would be located on the north side of the application property, would measure 5.8m x 5.4m and would be faced in materials to match the existing building. It would have a pitched roof to match the host dwelling and would have an eaves height of 3.7m and a ridge height of 5.2m. To the rear would be a first floor balcony with glazed balustrade measuring 2.5m x 1.2m and two pitched roof dormers with a height of 1.4m and width of around 1.6m. The proposed development would not be visible from the public highway or public right of way that runs along part of Up Brooks. However, it would be highly visible from the rear gardens of a number of properties to the west including Holme End and Musbury.
Local Plan Policy G1 and Core Strategy Policy DMG1 require a high standard of building design and place particular emphasis on visual appearance and the relationship to surroundings. The Policy SPG states that the ‘design of an extension is an important consideration. Poorly designed extensions will appear as stark features which are out of keeping with the original house’. It is noted that the immediate area is characterised by a variety of dwellings in a range of designs. As such, the principle of introducing dormers to the rear roof slope is considered acceptable. The use of piked-roof dormers rather than flat-roofed accords with the guidance contained in the Council’s Policy SPG – Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings. However, the dormers should be set back from either edge of the roof in order to reduce their prominence. 
However, the proposed first floor extension would project around 0.8m above the existing ridgeline significantly affecting the character and proportions of the building. The dwelling is located in the Open Countryside where the Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings SPG says ‘extensions which lead to properties becoming significantly more prominent will not be allowed’. 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’. Extending the roof beyond the existing ridgeline in this fashion would significantly alter the form and shape of the existing dwelling and would not be in keeping with the host property which is of a simple design with an unbroken roof profile. The proposed extension would be highly prominent and would result in an unsympathetic and incongruous addition. As such, it would cause undue harm to the character and appearance of the existing dwelling and would not accord with RVDLP policies G1 and H10, Core Strategy policies DMG1 and DMH5 and the design principles of the Council’s SPG on Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings.
With regards to the potential impact on the residential amenity of the occupiers of nearby dwellings, the proposed development would introduce first floor habitable room windows and balcony to the rear elevation of the host dwelling. The nearest dwellings to the west of the application property are Holme End and Musbury whose boundary is located around 32m from the proposed development at its nearest point. This is excess of the separation distance required in the Council’s Policy SPG (21 metres) and, as such, it is considered that the proposed development would not have an unacceptable impact on the amenity of these neighbouring occupiers through loss of privacy.
The proposed development would result in the creation of a forth bedroom at the application property. As a result, a total of three off-street parking spaces should be provided in order to comply with parking standards. The proposed development would provide three off-street parking spaces and, as a result, would comply with parking standards and would not have an unacceptable impact on highway safety.
In conclusion, the proposed development would result in an incongruous addition that would be harmful to the character and appearance of the existing. In addition, a protected species survey has not been submitted. In the absence of such information therefore, the likelihood that the proposed works will cause disturbance to bats, result in the loss of a bat roost or cause injury or death to bats cannot be determined. Accordingly, it is recommended that the application be approved. 

	SUMMARY REASONS FOR REFUSAL
The proposed development, by virtue of its design, scale and mass, would result in an unsympathetic and incongruous scheme of development that would be harmful to the character and appearance of the existing dwelling. Furthermore, insufficient evidence has been submitted to assess the potential impact of the development on protected species, namely bats.


Ribble Valley Borough Council  
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Note: This report needs to be read in conjunction with the Decision Notice.








