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	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

		

	Development Description:
	Two storey side extension. Change rear conservatory roof. Drop kerb to rear and side. Fence to side of property.

	Site Address/Location:
	24 Oakdale Drive Whalley BB7 9FW.

		

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No representations have been received in respect of the application.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	

	Lancashire County Council Highways Development Control section have offered the following observations:

Further Information
Lancashire County Council acting as the Local Highway Authority does not consider that the application as submitted fully assesses the highway impact of the proposed development and further information is required as set out in this response. Without this information the Local Highway Authority is unable to provide final highway advice on this application.  

Advice to Local Planning Authority
The Local Highway Authority (LHA) are in receipt of an application for the proposed two storey extension and the creation of a secondary access at 24 Oakdale Drive, Whalley.  The LHA are aware that the dwelling is located directly off Oakdale Drive which is an unclassified road subject to a 20mph speed limit.

The LHA have reviewed the supporting documents and understands that the number of bedrooms at the dwelling will increase from a 2 bed to a 3-bed following the proposal.

The extension which will provide the additional bedroom will be provided to the side of the dwelling which will impact upon the parking arrangements at the site.  To counter this, the Applicant is proposing to provide one car parking space at the front of the dwelling and provide a secondary access to the rear of the dwelling where one space will also be provided.

The LHA have reviewed Ribble Valley Home Extensions drawing titled "Proposed Plans," and are aware that the secondary access will be approximately 2.3m wide. However, this does not comply with the LHAs guidance which requires an access serving a single dwelling to be a minimum of 2.75m wide. Therefore, the LHA require the width to be amended on a revised plan.

On the revised plan, the drawing should also show that the access can achieve visibility splays of 2m x 25m in both directions to comply with the LHAs guidance for the speed of road.  Should the access not be able to achieve the minimum visibility, the LHA advise that the maximum visibility should instead be shown on the drawing. This is because if the shortfall in visibility is marginal, the LHA may accept the shortfall.
Furthermore, the LHA have reviewed the proposed parking space to the front of the dwelling.  However, the LHA have reviewed the length of the space and are aware that the space is approximately 3m in length. This does not comply with the LHAs guidance for a car parking space which requires a space to be a minimum of 4.8m in length. The LHA, as a result, advise that the space to the front is relocated to the rear of the site where the proposed access is located, and the existing access is stopped up. This is because there is limited space at the front to provide the minimum length for a car parking space.


	RVBC Countryside:
	

	
RVBC Countryside section have recommended that should consent be granted, the following condition be imposed:

In the unlikely event of bats are exposed work in that area must be suspend until further advice has been sought from the licensed ecologist.

Reason: To reduce any further risk of harm to a protected species


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	No representations have been received in respect of the application.

	

	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:

No recent history directly relevant to the determination of the application.


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The application relates to a semi-detached residential dwelling located within the defined settlement of Whalley.  The building to which ethe application relates is located within a predominantly residential area defined by residential dwellings of a type and appearance commensurate with that of the application property.


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

The application seeks consent for the erection of a part single, part two-storey side extension, installation of dropped kerb to facilitate the creation of an off-street parking bay and the erection of 2m high timber and concrete post fencing to the side and rear of the property.

The submitted details propose that the side extension will benefit from a semi-chamfered footprint that closely follows the alignment of the side-garden to the west, being two-storeys in height.  The extension will project sideward by 2.5m at its lesser extents and approximately 4m at its greater extents.  The submitted details also propose the erection of a 2m high timber panel and concrete post boundary treatment to the western and northern extents of the garden area of the dwelling directly adjacent the public footway.


	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

The application is submitted in outline with all matters reserved save that for access.  As such, a definitive assessment of the potential for detrimental impacts upon existing/future residential amenities cannot be determined or assessed at this stage.  


	Visual Amenity/External Appearance:

The proposed side extension would be located directly adjacent the public footway to the west which would afford the extension high-level of visual prominence and dominance from the public-realm.  The proximity of the extension in concert with the largely inanimate side elevation would result in the introduction of an overtly bulky solid-form of development that would fail to have a positive relationship with the wider context.

As such it is considered that the proposed extension, by virtue of its configuration, design, scale and proximity to the adjacent public footway, would result in the introduction of an unsympathetic, over dominant, incongruous form of development that would be of detriment to the character of the area.  It is further considered that the proposed extension fails to provide adequate elevational animation or visual interest to a primary (side) elevation that will be afforded a high level of visual prominence from the public-realm, being of significant detriment to the character and visual amenities of the area and wider streetscene.

Furthermore, taking account of the proposed boundary treatment, it is considered that the proposed boundary treatment, by virtue of its scale, external appearance and proximity to the adjacent public footway, would result in the introduction of an anomalous, unsympathetic and incongruous form development that fails to respond positively to the inherent character of the area that would result in the undermining of the open aspect of the immediate streetscene.


	Landscape/Ecology:

No implications resultant from the proposal.


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

It is for the above reasons and having regard to all material considerations and matters raised that the application is recommended for refusal.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning consent be refused for the following reason(s)
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The proposed extension, by virtue of its configuration, design, scale and proximity to the adjacent public footway, would result in the introduction of an unsympathetic, over dominant, incongruous form of development that would be of detriment to the character of the area.  It is further considered that the proposed extension fails to provide adequate elevational animation or visual interest to a primary (side) elevation that will be afforded a high level of visual prominence from the public-realm, being of significant detriment to the character and visual amenities of the area and wider streetscene.

As such the proposal is considered to be in direct conflict with the aims and objectives of Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.
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The proposal is considered to be in direct conflict with Policy DMG1 in that the proposed boundary treatment, by virtue of its scale, external appearance and proximity to the adjacent public footway, would result in the introduction of an anomalous, unsympathetic and incongruous form development that fails to respond positively to the inherent character of the area that would result in the undermining of the open aspect of the immediate streetscene.
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