Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: SW/JS

	Application No: 
	3/2005/0533/P

	Development Proposed:
	Detached chalet bungalow with integral garage (Resubmission) at site adjacent to 31 Lyndale Avenue, Wilpshire

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No comments or observations received within the 21 day statutory consultation period.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) - No objections. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Nearby Residents

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G2 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

Policy 12 – Housing Provision Joint Lancashire Structure 



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

	This application seeks approval for a revised siting of a previously approved dwelling within the settlement limit of Wilpshire. The scheme now shows the dwelling detached from the garage to No. 31 Lyndale Avenue whereas previously this was to be incorporated in the dwelling to be formed.  The result of this change is a smaller dwelling having its own integral garage which negates the need for additional parking for No. 31 as it retains use of its garage.  In terms of built form the garage would be set approximately 400mm closer to the boundary with No. 29 thus leaving a gap of 2.6m.  That property is set slightly higher than the application site and thus I remain of the opinion that they would not be significantly affected by these works.   The dwelling would have approximate dimensions of 8.6m x 12m x 6.3 to the apex of its pitch, which is 300mm higher than that approved by Planning Inspector under 3/03/0986/P, being constructed of brickwork and render under a tiled roof.  I am mindful that in respect of pre-use applications objections were received from dwellings to the rear, but the Planning Inspector concluded that they would not suffer any significant loss of privacy, outlook or amenity and I cannot see how this proposal differs in its potential impact on them.

Thus in terms of impact on neighbouring amenity and streetscene I conclude there would not be any significant detriment.


Having regard to plan policy, this is a resubmission of a scheme already counted within the housing numbers and therefore I recommend accordingly.



	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL:

	The proposal has no significant detrimental impact on nearby residential amenity, nor would it have an adverse visual impact or be to the detriment of highway safety.



	RECOMMENDATION: That conditional planning permission be granted.


DATE INSPECTED: 18 JULY 2005














