
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: RH

	Application No: 
	3/2011/1079

	Development Proposed:
	Two-storey side extension, flat-roofed dormer to rear elevation and two piked dormers to front elevation and single storey rear extension at 3 Redwood Drive, Longridge.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	 No observations received.

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	 Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) – No Objection.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Seven letters have been received from neighbouring residents who wish to raise the following objections:

· Overbearing impact

· Inappropriate design

· Loss of privacy and overlooking

· Loss of light

· Impact upon highway safety

· Deterioration of outlook and aspect

· Use as a multi-occupancy let rather than a single family occupancy

· Loss of value

· Approval would set a precedent for similar proposals to the visual detriment of the estate

· Intrusion upon public open space

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control

Policy H10 – Residential Extensions

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

PPS1 – Delivering Sustainable Development

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1, H10, SPG – 

· Dominant extensions to the visual detriment of the property and street scene and harmful to the amenity of neighbouring residents as a result of loss of privacy and overlooking. 

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

	The application relates to a two-storey detached property located within a large residential estate to the southern side of Redwood Drive within the main settlement of Longridge.

Permission is sought for the removal of the existing garage doors to the south-western elevation of the property and the replacement with sliding doors and the erection of a first floor extension above, resulting in a two-storey side extension measuring 2.8m x 7.6m x 7.8m in height to the ridge. Two piked dormers are proposed to the front (north-western) roofslope of the main property to project 2.4m from the roofslope, 1.7m in height to the ridge and 1.8m in width, in addition a large flat roofed dormer is proposed to the rear roofslope projecting 3.6m from the existing ridge height, 2.5m in height and 8.6m in length. A single storey extension is also proposed to the rear (south-eastern) elevation measuring 4m x 9m x 3.4m in height to the ridge with a sloping roof.

The main considerations in the determination of this application are the visual impact of the proposal upon the appearance of the property as well as any impact upon the amenity of neighbouring residents.

In terms of the visual impact of the extensions the Councils Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ states that ‘there should be a good visual relationship between the original dwelling and any other subsequent additions……as a general rule any extension should not dominate the original house’ and in relation to size ‘over-large extensions can dominate the original dwelling, they are also more likely to harm the amenities of neighbours’. In addition, Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan requires all development proposals to provide ‘a high standard of building design and landscape quality’, that ‘development should be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature’ and that ‘particular emphasis will be placed on visual appearance’. Policy H10 of the same plan states ‘proposals to extend or alter existing residential properties within the plan area will be considered on the basis of the scale, design and massing of the proposal in relation to the surrounding area’. Part 33. of national Planning Policy Statement 1 (PPS1) ‘Delivering Sustainable Development’ with regards to design states that ‘design which is inappropriate in its context, or which fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an area …….should not be accepted’. 
There is a close-boarded fence on the shared boundaries of the property to the rear, and as the extension to the rear is single storey I consider that the proposal will have minimal impact upon the visual amenity of the street scene and the amenity of neighbouring residents.

The proposed piked dormers to the front roofslope of the property due to their size, scale and design will not dominate the roofslope, however it would be preferable if the ridges were set down from the main ridge height of the property. It is therefore considered that on balance, this aspect of the proposed development will prove visually appropriate within the street scene as many of the properties (including the applicants) within the estate incorporate a piked roof feature to the front elevation. In addition, as the property is sited at an oblique angle and the distance to the nearest residential property opposite is over 20 metres I consider that any concern with regards to loss of privacy or overlooking will be minimal.

I note the concerns from neighbouring residents with regards to the overbearing and oppressive impact of the proposed two-storey side extension to the south-western gable elevation of the property. Whilst I note their concerns I consider that as the property is at an obscure angle from that of neighbouring residential property to the south-west (No. 1 Redwood Drive) and there are no windows to the north-eastern side elevation of this property any impact of this aspect of the proposal upon the amenity of neighbouring residents will be minimal.

Notwithstanding the above I do have serious concern with regards to the visual impact of the two-storey side extension upon the appearance of the property and the street scene. The proposal would result in an extension that matches both the front building line at first floor level and the existing ridge height of the property. As a result, the proposal would not appear subservient to the main property and there would not be a clear visual relationship between the original property and the proposed extension. The property would subsequently appear as a dominant feature within the street scene as viewed from Redwood Drive and when viewed from the public footpath to the rear of the property contrary to Policy G1 and H10 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and the Councils SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’. 

With regards to the proposed rear dormer the Councils SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ states that ‘it is important that dormer windows compliment the character of the original building. The main roof should remain a dominant feature with dormers set into it rather than massing it from view’. In addition that ‘large flat roofed dormers which dominate the roof slope should be avoided’. It is considered that due to the size, scale and design of the rear dormer which projects from the main ridge height the proposal will dominate the rear roofslope and appear as a prominent and incongruous feature as viewed within the public ream from the public footpath to the rear of the property as well as intermittent views from the street scene contrary to Policy G1 and H10 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and the Councils SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’.

I also have concern with regards to the impact of the proposal upon the amenity of neighbouring residents. Policy G1 of the Districtwide Local Plan states that ‘developments should provide adequate daylighting and privacy’ and the Councils SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ states that ‘protecting the privacy of neighbouring properties is an important part of the planning process. Special care needs to be taken when the location of windows is considered’. In addition, that ‘it is important to position windows in such a way that direct overlooking of neighbouring garden areas is avoided’. Whilst there is some aspect of overlooking towards the rear garden areas of adjacent properties from the existing windows at first floor level it is considered that due to the number of windows and the elevated height of the dormer increased radial views of the rear garden areas of a number of neighbouring properties will be a direct result of the proposal if approved. Neighbouring residents will be acutely aware of the proposal when viewed from their rear gardens and will be conscious of the feeling of being overlooked. Therefore it is considered that this aspect of the proposal will have a significantly harmful impact upon the amenity of neighbouring residents contrary to Policy G1 and the Councils SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’.

In view of the above, it is considered that aspects of the proposed development, namely the proposed rear dormer and two-storey side extension by virtue of their scale, design and massing would result in dominant extensions to the visual detriment of the property and street scene and would also result in significant harm to the amenity of neighbouring residents by virtue of loss of privacy and overlooking.

I therefore recommend that planning permission be refused for the above reasons.

RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.
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