Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0652/P

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed extension of existing front dormer and new dormer to the rear.  Re-submission of application 3/2012/0275/P.  14 Moorfield, Whalley, Lancashire, BB7 9SA.



	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Whalley Parish Council – No observations.


	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) – As the scheme provides no more bedroom spaces than the previous proposal (3/2012/0275/P) the officer has verbally noted that they still have no objection in principle to this proposal.


	CONSULTATIONS: Nearby Residents

	One letter has been received from a neighbouring residents who wishes to raise the following points of objection:

· Loss of privacy,

· Out of character with the surroundings,

· Overbearing development, and
· Visual impact on the street scene.


	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H10 – Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.

NPPF.



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

	The application relates to a detached (true) bungalow on Moorfield, Whalley.  Permission was refused to extend the property at first floor, essentially creating a two-storey property with four bedrooms, a bathroom and en-suite at first floor, in June 2012.  This scheme proposes the extension of the existing front dormer and the insertion of a new dormer to the rear, which will create a four-bedroom property with a bathroom and en-suite at first floor. No. 16 Moorfield has a similar dormer extension at the rear that was constructed in 2003/2004.

Paragraph 14 of the NPPF states that ‘At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development.

For decision-taking this means:

· approving development proposals that accord with the development plan without delay; and

· where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out‑of‑date, granting permission unless:

· any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or
· specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted.
With regards to the design of the scheme, paragraph 60 of the NPPF notes that ‘Planning decisions should not attempt to impose architectural styles or particular tastes and they should not stifle innovation, originality or initiative through unsubstantiated requirements to conform to certain development forms or styles.  It is, however, proper to seek to promote or reinforce local distinctiveness.’  Paragraph 64 continues noting that ‘Permission should be refused for development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an area and the way it functions.’
From a local plan policy point of view, the Council’s SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ states that ‘there should be a good visual relationship between the original dwelling and any other subsequent additions, and as a general rule any extension should not dominate the original house. Extensions should respect the proportion, form and detailing of the original dwelling’.  Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan states 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’, and 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’.

Having re-visited the site and assessed the proposal in relation to the adjacent properties, I am a lot less concerned with this proposal than the previous to add an additional floor to this property.  The vast majority of properties on Moorfield are detached ‘true’ bungalows, and this particular property sits slightly lower than the adjacent property (no. 16 Moorfield) and lower than the properties to the rear (no’s 22 to 26 Moorfield), and therefore the existing front elevation currently offers a visually pleasing arrangement within the street scene.

This revised scheme now seeks two different extensions to the existing dwelling.  The first is to increase the size of the existing front dormer by extending its projection from 1.5m to 2.5m (keeping the same width of 9m) to allow a larger habitable area for the existing two bedrooms at the front of the house.  The second is to add a large dormer extension to the rear of the house, similar to that already in situ at no. 16 Moorfield, which will create space for two additional bedrooms, a bathroom and an en-suite in the roof space.  Given the size of the dormer and its proximity to the ridge and eaves of the existing roof, planning permission is required for the dormer, however it is worth noting that if the dormer was reduced in size then it could be constructed under existing permitted development rights afforded to the property.  On this basis, with specific regard to the design and massing of the proposed development, the proposal is considered to better reflect the scale, size, design the character of the traditional true bungalows that are a typical feature of this residential estate and which surround the applicants property, and is therefore in compliance with Policies G1 and H10 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and the Councils SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’.

With regards to the potential impact of the proposal upon neighbouring residential amenity, in particular loss of light and privacy, as noted earlier the site sits lower than the properties to the rear and the adjacent property no. 16.  The proposed dormer extension to the rear includes two much smaller bedroom windows to the rear of the property (both less than half the size of those originally proposed within the extension 3/2012/0275/P) albeit at the same position above ground floor level.  The bungalow currently sits approx. 9m to 10m (as measured on site) from the boundary of the rear gardens of the properties to the rear, and over 21m from the rear of the bungalows no. 22, 24 and 26.  Apart from the windows in the dormer to the rear of no. 16 these gardens are not currently overlooked, however given the reduced size of the windows, the existing boundary treatment along the rear boundary edge and the fact that if reduced in size the dormer on the rear would not require planning permission, the proposed dormer on the rear would have an acceptable impact upon the occupants of the properties to the rear, and would not detrimentally reduce the current levels of privacy afforded.  The proposed extension to the front dormer will have no significant impact upon the occupiers of the dwellings opposite due to the existing spacing distances not being compromised.

Therefore, bearing in mind the above comments, and that the proposal complies with the relevant Policies, the application is recommended accordingly.


	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL:

	The proposal has no significant detrimental impact on nearby residential amenity, it would not have an adverse visual impact and not would it be to the detriment of highway safety.



	RECOMMENDATION: That conditional planning permission be granted.


DATE INSPECTED: Various 2012














