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	Date Inspected:
	N/A
	

	Officer:
	AB
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	APPROVAL

	


	Development Description:
	Proposed single storey side extension to provide accessible ground floor accommodation including ramped access.

	Site Address/Location:
	57 Lower Lane  Longridge  PR3 3SQ.

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No objections.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	No representations have been received.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions

National Planning Policy Framework

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:
This application proposes the erection of a single storey side extension at 57 Lower Lane, Longridge to cater for the disabled occupant. The application dwelling is a detached bungalow located within the settlement of Longridge. The property is faced with brickwork and render, a natural slate roof and UPVC window frames and doors and is situated on a corner plot at the junction between Lower Lane and Calfcote Lane.
The proposed extension would be located on the north-east gable elevation of the application property which faces Calfcote Lane and would accommodate a bathroom and home gym. The proposed extension would extend 3.5m from the gable elevation of the host dwelling and would have a dual-pitched roof that would reflect the pitch of the main roof and would be subservient to it. The extension would be set back at front and rear and would be carried out in materials to reflect the parent property.

	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:
Consideration needs to be given to the personal circumstances involved in this particular application. Development which is clearly contrary to the policies contained within the Core Strategy will only exceptionally be justified on the grounds of personal circumstances, and only then when clear justification has been provided by the applicant. The weight that can be afforded to personal circumstances will depend upon the level of information and detail provided by the applicant. In this case, I consider that weight should be given to the personal circumstances of the applicant and that the medical disability is relevant. However, whilst these personal circumstances are fully appreciated and are judged to be a material consideration to the application general planning considerations generally outweigh such circumstances.
As a general rule any extension should be subordinate to the original house. Policy DMG1 of the Core Strategy states that development should be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature as well as scale, massing, style, features and building materials. In this case the proposed extension is a clearly subservient addition to the main dwelling and would blend into the streetscene through the use of matching materials. 
However, there are concerns given that the proposed development would erode the distinct building line formed by the side elevation of the application dwelling and the principal elevations of properties on the south–west side of Calfcote Lane. Ministerial guidance on building lines is contained in paragraph 024 of the NPPG. It states that “There may be an existing prevailing layout that development should respond to and potentially improve. Designs should ensure that new and existing buildings relate well to each other, that streets are connected, and spaces complement one another. This could involve following existing building lines…’ Corner extensions are visible from a number of locations and it is considered that the prominence of the extension and projection beyond the established building line would result some harm to the visual appearance and layout of the area. However, there is not considered to the sufficient visual harm to the surrounding area to warrant refusal of the application.
With regards to the potential impact on adjacent neighbours, there would be a ground floor window on the side elevation of the proposed single storey side extension facing no.59 Lower Lane at a distance of around 20m which would not result in any overlooking or loss of privacy. Furthermore, the patio doors of the rear elevation of the proposed side extension would not result in any additional overlooking than is currently experienced by the occupants of no.30 Calfcote Lane to the rear. As such, it is considered that the proposals would not result in any unacceptable harm to the amenities of neighbours through loss of light, outlook or privacy.

The proposals would not result in any additional bedrooms at the application property nor would it result in the reduction of parking space to the front of the dwelling. As such, it is considered that the proposals would not result in any harm to highways safety or additional on-street parking.

In conclusion, the proposed development will not result in any significant harm to the appearance of the existing dwelling or the surrounding area, nor will it cause any significant harm to the amenity of neighbouring residents. The proposal will not have an unacceptable impact on highway safety. Accordingly, it is recommended that the application be approved.

	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning consent be approved. 


