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	Date Inspected:
	29/02/2016
	

	Officer:
	AB
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

	


	Development Description:
	Proposed lounge, kitchen and bedrooms extension (including room in roof space and side dormer), and a detached two car garage.

	Site Address/Location:
	22 St Peters Close Clayton-Le-Dale BB1 9HH

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	None received.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	

	The proposal increases the number of beds at the property from the previously approved scheme of 3 beds to 4 beds without any increase in the parking provision. A 4 bed dwelling would require 3 parking spaces. Also there are no details of the garage provided with this application. Subject to details of the garage and provision for 3 parking spaces being provided and assuming they are acceptable I would be minded to raise no objection to the proposal on highway grounds.

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	No representations have been received.

	RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY:

3/2012/0658 - Proposed lounge, kitchen and bedrooms extension (including rooms in roof space), and a detached two car garage. APPROVED

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions

National Planning Policy Framework

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:
This retrospective application seeks consent for the erection of a proposed lounge, kitchen and bedroom extension (including a bedroom in the roof space and side dormer) and a detached two car garage at 22 St Peters Close, Clayton-Le-Dale. Planning consent was granted in 2012 for a similar development however the applicant has failed to build in accordance with the approved plans thus the need to this re-submission. The application dwelling is a semi-detached bungalow located on a corner plot fronting St Peter’s Close.
The application relates to the erection of a side and rear extension that is identical in scale to what was approved in the previous application. The side extension projects 4.2m from the west side of the building and continues around to the rear extending beyond the rear wall of the main dwelling by 4m. The roof would keep its hipped-roof appearance to the front in order to retain the symmetry with the adjoining property and to the rear the extension would be built under a gabled concrete tile roof. The height of the extensions would match the height of the main dwelling. It addition to these extensions that have previously been granted consent, a pitched roof dormer window has been built on the west facing roof plane. It has a width of 4.1m and a height from the point it joins the main roof to its ridge of 2m and is clad with white UPVC. The detached double garage also forms part of the application however no details including floor plans or elevation have been provided.

	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

It is considered that the scale and mass of the side and rear extension has already been assessed in previous applications and has been found to be acceptable. In terms of assessing the additional aspects of the proposal, the dormer extension is located on the side elevation facing Ryden Road at the point that the road terminates. Dwellings on corner plots are particularly prominent and visible from a number of locations and therefore particular care should be taken to avoid harm to the visual amenity of the area. Front and side dormers are not common features of the locality and therefore the dormer would be a prominent feature in the streetscene. Whilst the dormer is set back from the front elevation of the property when viewed from St Peters Close it would be seen as an incongruous and bulky addition that would be harmful to the symmetry of the roofs of these adjoining properties. The roofscape along St Peters Close is characterised by pairs of semi-detached properties with hipped roofs which provides a coherent character to the street. Whilst the dormer is considered somewhat subservient to the roof of the dwelling it would disrupt the unified pattern of hipped roofs, would be at odds with the form of the existing roof and alien to the character of the surrounding area. The use of white UPC cladding further heightens the prominence of the dormer although use of a more sensitive material would not overcome the harm resulting from the size, scale, siting and design of the dormer.
The applicant has suggested that the dormer, had it been built following completion of the previously approved side and rear extensions, would be permitted development under Schedule 2 Part 1 Class B of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 2015. However, it is considered that the previously approved extensions and proposed dormer would exceed the cubic content of the original roof space of the dwelling by more than 50 cubic metres contrary to paragraph B.1(c) of Class B. Therefore, the dormer extension could not have been built without planning permission following completion of the previously approved development and this is not considered to be a viable fallback position against which to consider this application.
There are significant changes to the arrangement and style of window openings when compared with the previous scheme of development. On the front elevation there is the addition of two rooflights. On the west-facing side elevation there are 3.6m wide bi-folding doors and an additional velux roof light and to the rear the window openings have been altered to have a horizontal emphasis. The alterations to the fenestration of the building do not raise significant design concerns.
With regards to the impact of the proposed development on the residential amenities of neighbouring occupiers, the proposals would result in a large glazed opening on the ground floor of the west elevation serving the living room and a first floor dormer bedroom window. No.21 St Peters Close is located on the opposite side of Ryden Road with its front elevation including ground floor habitable room windows facing east. There would be an approximate distance of 21m between facing habitable room windows which is considered sufficient to avoid any harmful loss of privacy and is a separation distance found throughout the estate. It is noted that the dormer window would add an additional element of overlooking that did not previously exist however; this would also be of sufficient distance from no.21 to avoid substantial harm to residential amenity.
The juliet balcony to the rear does not raise any concerns given that it looks onto open fields beyond the rear boundary of the site. There is however a proposed horizontal glazed opening on the east elevation of the rear extension facing the adjoining dwelling no.23 St Peters Close. There is concern that this would result in a loss of privacy for the neighbouring occupier and the applicant as it serves the living area. As such, should consent be granted, there would be a conditional requirement to use obscure glazing to reduce harm to an acceptable level.
The Country Highways Surveyor notes that no plans have been submitted of the detached garage. The extensions result in 4 bedrooms at the application property and therefore there is a requirement for 3 off-street parking spaces to be provided with the curtilage. The applicant has provided plans of the proposed double garage which is considered sufficient to avoid any harm to highway safety.
Taking into account the above, the dormer extension by virtue of its size, scale, siting and design, is an incongruous and bulky addition that is harmful to the visual appearance of the application property and the pair of adjoining semi-detached dwellings and the wider area. It is considered that approval of this scheme would set a precedent for similar developments in the locality which would further compromise the visual appearance of the area. Accordingly, it is recommended that the application be refused.

	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning consent be refused for the following reason(s)

	01
	The proposal is considered contrary to the provisions of Policy DMG1 and DMH5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy, by virtue of its form and design. It would appear as a bulky addition and would be unsympathetic to the form and character of the host building resulting in detrimental harm to its appearance and the visual amenities of the wider area.


