


DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT – APPROVAL
	Ref: DR

	Application No: 
	3/2014/0427

	Site:
	2 Copster Drive, Longridge

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed side extension and dormer to front elevation 

	Target:
	9th July 2014

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Longridge Town Council: No objection.    

Engineers: Recommend condition re: contaminated land.  

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Local highway authority: No objection.    

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	One letter has been received which states the reduction in the size of the dormer relative to the previous application is welcomed.  The letter however expresses concern about the extension proposed to the side elevation because it comes forward of the building line on Calfcote Lane and should respect this historical building line.  

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (RVDLP):

Allocation: Longridge 
Policy G1 - Development Control

Policy H10 – Extensions to dwellings

Ribble Valley Core Strategy (Regulation 22 Submission Draft Post Submission Version Including Proposed Main Changes):
Policy DMG1 – General considerations

Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions

Other relevant policy considerations:
SPG: Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings

	RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY:

	3/2014/1064 – Proposed side extension and dormer to front elevation – Refused February 2014.  
Reason for refusal: 

1. The proposal, by reason of the design, scale, height and massing of the dormer, would represent a visually intrusive, incongruous and unsympathetic addition to the existing dwelling to the detriment of the character and appearance of the property and the area.  As such, the proposal is contrary to Policies G1 and H10 the Districtwide Local Plan and Policies DMG1 and DMH5 of the Core Strategy (Post Submission Version Including Proposed Main Changes).  The proposal is of poor design and fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character of the area and is also therefore contrary to the NPPF.  

	COMMENTS/ENVIRONMENTAL/AONB/HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES/RECOMMENDATION

	The application relates to a semi-detached bungalow on the northern side of Copster Drive in Longridge.  The dwelling is elevated above the level of the road and occupies a corner plot, with Calfcote Lane adjacent to the eastern boundary of the curtilage.  Properties on Copster Drive and Calfcote Lane are typically pairs of semi-detached bungalows.  
Planning permission is sought for the erection of a dormer to the front roof slope to provide living accommodation at first floor level and for the erection of a single storey side extension to form additional living accommodation.  

In respect of the proposed single storey side extension, whilst an objector is concerned about the extension coming forward of the building line, an extension that projects forward of the building line could not be precluded on this basis - the matter that requires consideration is whether the extension, by virtue of this forward projection, causes undue harm to the character of the area and the street scene.  In this case, a distance of 3.6m would be retained between the extension and the side boundary, which would maintain a degree of spaciousness that is characteristic of corner plot properties.  The extension would not be unduly prominent in the street scene.
In respect of the proposed front dormer, it has been significantly reduced in size since the previous application was refused and would now occupy less than half of the front roof slope.  The first floor window would line in horizontally and vertically with the ground floor window.  There are other properties further along Copster Drive with similar front dormers.  I consider that the proposed dormer is acceptable in terms of design and would have no undue impact on the street scene.  Although materials are indicated on the proposed plans, I consider that samples of the materials to be used in the construction of the extension are necessary in this case because the dormer should be faced in materials that match the existing dwelling, as opposed to Upvc panels, which can appear incongruous.  
I also consider that the proposal would not result in undue loss of privacy to the occupants of neighbouring properties given the intervening distances between habitable room windows.  The proposal would therefore have no undue impact on the amenity of the occupants of neighbouring properties.  
The proposal is therefore in accordance with Policies G1 and H10 the Districtwide Local Plan and Policies DMG1 and DMH5 of the Core Strategy (Submission Version Including Proposed Main Modifications).  

	RECOMMENDATION: That permission is granted subject to conditions.  


Note: This report must be read in conjunction with the Decision Notice.





Ribble Valley Borough Council  
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