
DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVED
	Ref: AB
	

	Application No: 
	3/2015/0181

	Site:
	19 Springdale Road, Langho, BB6 8ER

	Development Proposed:
	Dormer Bedrooms to front and rear of dwelling. Single storey extension to rear.

	Target:
	3rd June 2015

	CONSULTATIONS: Town/Parish Council

	Parish Council: None received

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways: None received

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	One letter of objection has been received from the occupiers of no.21 Springdale Road. The objection relates to:
· A loss of privacy and overlooking

· Size of the development is out of keeping with other properties on the street

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy
Policy DMG1 – General Considerations
Policy DME3 – Site and Species Protection and Conservation
Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions
National Planning Policy Framework

Section 7 – Requiring Good Design

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

	This application relates to the erection of front and rear flat-roofed dormers and a single storey rear extension at 19 Springdale Road, Langho. The application dwelling is a semi-detached bungalow faced with buff brick, grey concrete roof tiles and white UPVC window frames and doors with the roof ridge running parallel to the road. The immediate area is typified by detached and semi-detached bungalows and both front and rear dormers are somewhat common features in the locality. The matters for consideration in the determination of this application involve an assessment of the effects of the development on visual amenity and the residential amenities of nearby residents. 
The proposed flat roofed rear dormer would measure 4.3m x 6.1m and would have a height of 2.5m above the existing roof plane. It would be 200mm from the ridge and eaves of the main roof and would be faced with horizontal UPVC cladding. The proposed single storey rear extension would measure 1.8m x 6.1m and would have an eaves height to match the main dwelling. It would have a mono-pitched roof which would extend back to join the face of the proposed rear dormer at a height of around 3.9m and would be faced in materials to match those used in the construction of the main dwelling. The front dormer would be smaller in scale measuring 2.8m x 5.8m and projecting around 1.7m above the front roof slope. It would be set up from the eaves of the main dwelling by 1.1m.
With regards to the front dormer extension, it would be set up from the eaves of the host dwelling by 1.1m providing a visual break between the main roof slope and dormer. Whilst prominent in the street scene given its location on the front roof slope, it would not have a significant impact upon the visual amenity of the streetscape as it reflects the design and scale of other similar developments. The dormer would be clad horizontally in UPVC which would serve to exacerbate the prominence of the dormer. However, different facing materials would overcome the harm.
Policies DMG1 and DMH5 of the Core Strategy state that consideration will be afforded to the design, scale and massing of householder development proposals. The proposed development at the rear would be visible when travelling south along Springdale Road and west along Hillcrest Road and would be a prominent feature in the context of the rear gardens of the immediate properties in the area. The rear dormer and single storey rear extension would result in a significant increase in mass to the rear of the dwelling and would dominate the rear roof slope, masking it from view. I note that front and rear dormer extensions are common features in the surrounding area however; the proposed rear dormer would be of a scale larger than those in the vicinity and coupled with the proposed rear extension it would form an incongruous feature which would lack any visual break between dormer and extension. A neighbour objection has been received relating to the scale of the development and I agree that this scheme would dominate the rear elevation of the existing property and would be harmful to its appearance. However, this would not warrant refusal of the application given that it would not vary significantly to what could be built under Schedule 2, Part 1, Class A of the GPDO which would have a broadly similar or worse impact to what is proposed. With this in mind the refusal of the application on this basis would be unjustified.

With regards to the potential impact on the residential amenity of the occupiers of nearby dwellings, the proposed single storey rear extension would accord with BRE methodology and would not result in any harm to the residential amenities of the occupiers of the adjoining dwelling, no.21 Springdale Road, through loss of privacy, outlook or light. In addition, there would be a sufficient separation distance at the front of the dwelling (22m) to avoid any overlooking or loss of privacy resulting from the proposed front dormer extension. 

The proposed rear dormer would introduce first floor rear habitable room windows. These would be located around 10m from the rear boundary hedge which forms the common boundary with no.23 Hillcrest Road and around 15.5m from the rear of the dwelling itself. Currently, there are no habitable room windows on the rear elevation of this property. However, I am mindful of the development recently approved at no.23 Hillcrest Road for the erection of a single dwelling which would result in rear-facing ground floor habitable room windows at no.23 Hillcrest Road and the new dwellinghouse. The proposal would introduce accommodation at first floor level and as such, it would result in the perception of overlooking from first floor level that did not exist previously.  However, a rear dormer extension could be built using the GPDO and fallback is a material consideration in the decision making process. Taking this into account, a refusal of planning permission on this basis would be unjustified.
With regards to highway safety, the proposed development would result in an additional bedroom at the application property. As a result, there is a requirement for two off-street parking spaces. During my site visit it was noted that work had already commenced to hard-surface part of the garden area to the front of the property. This would be of sufficient size to provide two off-street parking spaces and, as such, the proposal would not have an unacceptable impact on highway safety. Accordingly, it is recommended that the application is approved.

	RECOMMENDATION: Permit Full Planning Permission


Ribble Valley Borough Council  











DATE INSPECTED: 11/05/2015











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








