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	Date Inspected:
	N/A
	

	Officer:
	VW
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

	


	Development Description:
	Single storey flat roof rear extension projecting 8m from the rear of the property with a height of 2.85m.

	Site Address/Location:
	36 College Close Longridge Preston PR3 3AX

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No objection

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	

	No objection

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	No representations have been received.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Policy DMG1: General Considerations
Policy DMH5: Residential and Curtilage Extensions

	Relevant Planning History:

3/2016/1162:

Notification for prior approval for a single storey extension to rear.8m long. 3 metres high max and 3m high to eaves.

	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The application property is located within the defined settlement limits of Longridge, within a residential area. The application property is a detached property with relatively large rear garden with other properties surrounding that are all relatively uniform in appearance. 

	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

 Consent is sought to regularise a rear extension at the application property. The proposal measures 8m long, 6.2m wide and 2.85m high with a flat roof. A prior notification for Larger Home Extension was originally submitted, however it could not be considered under Permitted Development as the work had already commenced. 

	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

For reference, the proposal was initially applied for through a Prior Notification for Larger Home Extension in which ‘owners or occupiers can make certain changes to a building or land without the need to apply for planning permission’. These derive from a general planning permission granted from Parliament, rather than from permission granted by the local planning authority. Legislative changes came into force on 30th May 2013 (SI no. 1101) as a result of an amendment to the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995 and as a result permitted development rights were extended in order to make it easier for homeowners to construct larger extensions without the need for planning consent’.  However, the regulations state that if the development has commenced prior to the submission of an application then the proposal cannot be considered under a prior notification scheme and a formal planning application would need to be submitted.
Although it is acknowledged that the proposal could have been erected through a prior notification for larger home extension by up to 8 metres, the proposal may still have been unacceptable if it was assumed that an objection was still received. In fact, the regulations states that ‘where any owner or occupier of any adjoining premises objects to the proposed development, the prior approval of the local planning authority is required as to the impact of the proposed development on the amenity of any adjoin premises’. As a result, the proposal may still have been refused under a prior notification (assuming an objection was received and assuming the development had not commenced.)  Therefore, the larger home extension procedure is not considered as a fall-back position in this case. 
As the extension has already been commenced and is near completion, it is possible to assess the impact on residential amenity thoroughly.
The extension results in an offset distance of 900mm between the extension and the boundary fence of the neighbouring property and it is considered that the siting of a nearly 3m high, 8m long flank wall so close to the shared boundary with No37 College Close is of significant detriment to the amenities of the existing occupiers. 
With reference to the ground floor windows, the nearest window to the extension is used for a utility room and although not a habitable room, the extension is still visible from the ground floor window which is considered to cause an imposing and overbearing impact on the aforementioned property. As a result the extension has a dominating impact on the residential amenity space to the rear of the neighbouring property and would be wholly unacceptable. Furthermore, the proposal causes an unacceptable overbearing impact and sense of enclosure in the rear garden, particularly due to the height of the extension. 
It has been noted that there are some proposed trees and shrubs on the boundary behind the proposed fence between the application property and the neighbouring property of 37 College Close. However, because the permanence of that planting cannot be guaranteed, it would not be appropriate to rely upon the proposed vegetation to screen a development that would have an unacceptable impact on the neighbouring property. Likewise, garden designs are subject to change, whereas the extension would remain in perpetuity. There are existing trees on the neighbouring properties boundary, however as stated above, these trees and shrubs could be removed in the future however the extension would remain. 
It is also noted that a 2m fence has been proposed along the boundary with 37 College Close. In many cases, fences can be erected up to 2m under permitted development rights; however the overall extent of development visible would still be substantial given the length of the extension. The proposed extension is still visible above the fence and the substantial brick side elevation along nearly the whole shared boundary would result in a far more oppressive outlook and adverse visual impact for neighbouring occupiers. 

	Visual Amenity/External Appearance:

The proposal is at the rear and therefore does not affect the general street scene of the immediate area. The proposal is subservient in appearance and does not significantly dominate the rear garden curtilage or rear elevation of the main dwelling. The materials match the dwelling and therefore blend with the general appearance and character of the dwelling. 

	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

To summarise, given the height of the extension and its projection of 8m from the rear wall, the proposal has an unacceptably dominating, imposing and enclosing impact when viewed from the ground floor windows and garden area of the neighbouring property. Policy DMG1 of the Core Strategy states that development should ‘not adversely affect the amenities of the surrounding area’ and ‘provide adequate day lighting and privacy distances’. Policy DMH5 concurs with Policy DMG1 in this sense.

Overall, the proposal fails to comply with Policy DMG1 and DMH5, as the development adversely affects the amenities of the neighbouring property due to its imposing and overbearing impact. It is for the above reasons and having regard to all material considerations and matters raised that I recommend accordingly.

	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning consent be refused


