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	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

	


	Development Description:
	Demolition of existing conservatory to rear, erection of new two-storey extension to rear and first floor extension to side above garage.

	Site Address/Location:
	25 Eastfield Drive, West Bradford, Clitheroe.

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No observations received at the time of determination.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways – No objections to the development on highway grounds.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	One letter received from a neighbouring resident who wishes to raise the following objections:

· Loss of light

· Loss of privacy

· Lack of precedent in the village

	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:
Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

	Relevant Planning History:

N/A

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The application relates to a detached property to the western side of Eastfield Drive at the head of the cul-de-sac. The cluster of properties at the head of the cul-de-sac, are of a distinctive design and appearance in that they have a pitched roof gable frontage with attached single-storey flat roof garage to the side elevation.

	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:
The existing conservatory to the rear of the dwelling is to be demolished and a two-storey extension is proposed to the rear elevation and first floor extension proposed to the north-western side elevation of the property above the existing garage.  To the rear of the property the footprint of the extension at ground floor is to measure 2.8m x 8m. The extension to the side (north-western) elevation will project a maximum of 5.8m from the ridge line with a hipped roof and maximum height of 6.1m. The ridge height to the side extension is to be set-down marginally from the ridge height of the main dwelling by 0.1m. Two windows are to be inserted to the front (north-eastern) elevation at first floor, a three-paned window to the rear (south-western) elevation and two rooflights to the south-eastern roofslope. Materials to be used in its construction are rendered walls to the first floor with brick at ground floor and concrete tiles to the roof to match existing.

	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

The first floor extension to the side (north-western) elevation will result in the property projecting 5.8 metres closer at first floor towards adjacent property No. 27 Eastfield Drive. 27 Eastfield Drive has a dormer to the south-eastern roofslope with two windows inserted. In my opinion the proximity of the extension at first floor to the dormer will have a significant impact upon the availability of light to windows on the dormer. Furthermore, whilst there is some loss of outlook from the windows due to the proximity of the roofslope at 25 Eastfield Drive, the extension will be in such close proximity, that it will in my opinion, have an overbearing and oppressive impact. For these reasons I consider that the extension would have an impact upon the residential amenity of occupants at 27 Eastfield Drive.
I note the objections from a neighbouring resident to the rear of the property with regards to potential loss of light, loss of privacy and lack of precedent in the village. With regards to the latter, design matters will be outlined further within this report. There will remain an intervening distance of 21 metres between the extension to the rear and the closest residential properties facing the extension on Hillside Drive. Therefore in my opinion any potential loss of light or privacy would not be significant as to warrant refusal of the application on these grounds.


	Visual Amenity/External Appearance:

Policy DMG1 of the Core Strategy states that all development must be of a high standard of building design, be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity, and nature as well as scale, massing, style, features and building materials. The policy also stresses that the density, layout and relationship between buildings is of major importance and particular emphasis will be placed on visual appearance and the relationship to surroundings, including impact on landscape character, as well as the effects of development on existing amenities. One of the 12 core principles of the NPPF (para 17) is that new development should ‘always seek to secure high quality design’. Furthermore, Policy 131 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires local planning authorities, in determining planning applications, to take account of ‘the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness’. 

In my opinion the extension would not appear subservient to the main dwelling and due to its scale, size and design, particularly as viewed from the street scene would wholly subsume and dominate the existing dwelling. Properties towards the head of the cul-de-sac are of a particular and distinctive style. The extension at first floor to the side elevation would significantly interrupt this pattern of development to the detriment of the appearance of the street scene and also set a precedent for the acceptance of other unsympathetic schemes to neighbouring properties to the further detriment of the street scene in direct conflict with the design principles of policies DMG1 and DMH5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.


	Conclusion:

Taking into account the above, it is considered that the proposed first floor side extension would not appear as a subservient addition to the main dwelling but would dominate and harm the appearance of the dwelling to the detriment of the visual amenity of the street scene. Furthermore approval of the scheme would set a precedent for the acceptance of other unsympathetic alterations to neighbouring properties resulting in harm to the character of the street scene.

Furthermore, the proximity of the first floor extension above the garage to 27. Eastfield Drive would have an overbearing impact and result in the loss of light to windows of the existing dormer on the property to the detriment of the general amenity of the occupants that reside at 27 Eastfield Drive.  

For the above reasons I therefore recommend refusal of the application.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning consent be refused for the following reasons:

	01
	The proposed first floor extension above the garage to the north-western side elevation of the property due to its scale, size and design would not appear subservient but would dominate the property detracting from the visual amenity of the dwelling and street scene   contrary to Policies DMG1 and DMH5 of the Core Strategy, as well as national guidance contained with the National Planning Policy Framework.

	02
	The proposed first floor extension above the garage to the north-western side elevation of the property due to its size, scale and proximity to 27 Eastfield Drive would have an overbearing impact and result in loss of light to the windows serving the dormer to the south-eastern roofslope of this property. The development would therefore have a detrimental impact upon the amenity of the occupants at 27 Eastfield Drive contrary to Policies DMG1 and DMH5 of the Core Strategy.

	03
	The development would create a precedent for similar developments to adjacent properties which would be difficult to resist to the cumulative detriment of the street scene contrary to DMG1 and DMH5 of the Core Strategy.  


