
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: MO/MN

	Application No: 
	3/2004/0825/P

	Development Proposed:
	SECOND FLOOR DORMER EXTENSION AT 58 FELL BROW, LONGRIDGE 

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council - No objections to this proposal.  The Council also suggests that this is checked in relation to the Conservation Area, and that it needs to be in keeping with the rest of the building.  They will be guided by Ribble Valley Borough Council in terms of the requirements for conservation.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	N/A



	CONSULTATIONS: Nearby Residents

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policies G1, ENV16, H10 and SPG - Visual impact on character and appearance of Conservation Area.



	COMMENTS/HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES/RECOMMENDATION:

	Planning permission is sought for a rear dormer extension with mono pitched roof over at second floor level, the maximum dimensions of which are approximately 2.7m across the roof, 2.5m projection from the plane of the roof, and a depth of 1.9m.  The property occupies a prominent position on the corner of Kestor Lane and Fell Brow and is within the Longridge Conservation Area.

Planning permission exists for a dormer extension in the same position as now proposed which was granted planning permission under planning approval code 3/02/0719/P.  However, the previous approval was for a small piked roof dormer type with a more traditional appearance, which did not dominate the rear roof slope, and was relatively sympathetic to the appearance of the Conservation Area.  In designated conservation areas, the design of extensions will be subject to strict control.  Furthermore, the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of the conservation area will be a crucial consideration.  Although the proposal is acceptable in respect of residential amenity, in that it would not result in significant overlooking to adjacent occupiers, both the size and design of the dormer are considered unacceptable.  The proposal would dominate the highest part of the rear roofslope, is not of traditional appearance in keeping with the property, and due to there being clear views of the rear and side of the building both from inside and outside the designated area, fails to either preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the Longridge Conservation Area; thus it would detract from the visual amenities of the area.

It is for the above reasons that I consider the proposal should be resisted.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 8 SEPTEMBER 2004 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:   NO
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