
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2009/0846/P

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed new dwelling within existing garden area (Re-submission of 3/2009/0214/P) of 34 Green Lane, Longridge, Lancashire, PR3 3RB.



	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council – Providing matching materials are used, no objections.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (LCC County Surveyor) - No objections to this proposal on highway safety grounds.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No additional representations.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G2 – Settlement Strategy.

Policy H10 – Residential Extensions.

SPG – Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings.

Policy L4 of the Regional Spatial Strategy – Regional Housing Provision.

PPS3 – Housing.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Contrary to Policies G1 and H10 of the Districtwide Local Plan by virtue of its design, scale and location in relation to both the streetscene and the adjacent dwellings.



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

	This application is a re-submission of a previously refused application that sought consent for the erection of a detached two-bedroom bungalow within the garden area of no. 34 Green Lane, Longridge. This application indicates some amendments to the previously refused scheme that seek to rectify the previous applications failings.

As with the previous application, as the site is within the Longridge settlement boundary designated by the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan, with regards to the principle of the development, this is a scheme for one new residential unit within Longridge, which is covered by Policy G2 of the Local Plan that allows for development wholly within the built part of the settlement. Therefore, I am satisfied the principle of development is in accordance with plan policy. However, in assessing this scheme it is again important to also have regard to the design of the proposal, its visual impact on the streetscene and any potential loss of privacy. The main alterations to the scheme include the rear bedroom window being obscure glazed, the overall length of the property being reduced to allow for a larger amenity space to the rear of the property and also the replacement of the hard standing to the front of the dwelling with a grassed area. 

With regards to the design, siting and in particular the visual impact of the proposed dwelling at this location, it is again important to consider the following. Policy G1 notes that ‘Development should be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of size, intensity and nature’ and that ‘The density, layout and relationship between buildings is of major importance’. Whilst the reduced footprint of the property and the removal of a second parking space to the front of the property may have created a larger area of amenity space for the property, the dwelling still appears cramped on site in relation to the two adjacent dwellings as there is still very little space left between boundaries. Indeed, the proposed site area itself remains small and cramped in appearance measuring approx. 200 sq.m. in size, which is approx. 136 sq.m. less than the approx. total site area of the bungalows opposite the site. In addition, I still consider that the positioning of a new bungalow property in-between two, two-storey properties, is still considered to be an inappropriate house type for this location, and is therefore still considered detrimental to the amenity of nearby neighbours and the streetscene by virtue of:

· the over-development of a cramped site; and

· an inappropriate house type for this location.

Due to the increase in distance between the rear wall of the bungalow and the insertion of an obscure glazed window, I no longer consider there to be an invasion of privacy from the rear bedroom window of the new property into the conservatory within the rear garden of no. 2 Square Fold to the rear.

For these reasons, approval of this application would still be to the detriment of the area and in itself is therefore unacceptable irrespective of the principle of usage.  Therefore having carefully assessed all the above, I recommend accordingly.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 15/10/2009





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














