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	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	Decision
	Refuse

	

	Development Description:
	Proposed single storey extension to the front.

	Site Address/Location:
	11 Jeffrey Avenue, Longridge. PR3 3TH

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	Longridge Town Council consulted on 27/4/22 – no response.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways: Advised refusal of the application on highway safety grounds.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	One representation received in support of the application.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement DS1 – Development Strategy
Key Statement DS2 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development
Policy DMG1 – General Considerations
Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations
Policy DMG3 – Transport And Mobility
Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions

NPPF


	Relevant Planning History:

3/2016/0801:
Two storey and single storey extension to rear (Approved)


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The application relates to a semi-detached two storey property in Longridge. The property consists of render, concrete roof tiles and white UPVC doors and windows. The surrounding area is residential and comprises a mixture of semi-detached and terraced two storey properties.


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

Consent is sought for the construction of a front single storey extension.

	Principle of development:

The proposal is a domestic extension to a dwelling and is acceptable in principle subject to an assessment of the material planning considerations. 


	Residential Amenity:

The extension would comprise a garage and utility room with no windows or doors proposed on its Western side elevation which would face towards No. 9 Jeffrey Avenue therefore it is not considered that the extension would compromise the privacy of any neighbouring residents. The Western side elevation of the extension would be sited close to the common boundary shared with No. 9 however desktop analysis shows that the extension would be compliant with the 45 degree test in relation to the windows on the front elevation of No. 9. As such, it is not considered that the proposal would be harmful to the amenity of any neighbouring residents.


	Visual Amenity:

The application property is one of several semi-detached dwellings situated along the central and North-eastern sections of Jeffrey Avenue. A small number of properties in the immediate area comprise modest front porch extensions however the front elevations of the application property and almost all of the other properties along Jeffrey Avenue are predominantly characterised by front elevations with no protruding features with their front elevations all being clearly visible within the public realm.

In contrast, the proposed front single storey extension would have an outwards projection of just over 6 metres from the property’s front elevation and stand at just over 3 metres tall with a width of 4.5 metres. Moreover, the Western side elevation of the extension would be symmetrically aligned with the Western gable end of the property which in turn would significantly exaggerate the Western side profile of the host property. As such, the proposed extension would be a significant and highly visible addition to the existing property that would be largely incongruous with the immediate pattern of housing on Jeffery Avenue.

Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy states that all development must ‘be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature as well as scale, massing and style’ and ‘not adversely affect the amenities of the surrounding area’ however given the scale, massing and public visibility of the proposal it is considered that the proposed extension would be an over dominant and incongruous addition to the existing pattern of development that would be both harmful to the visual amenities of the area and contrary to the aims of the above policy.


	Ecology: 

No ecological constraints were identified in relation to the proposal.


	Highways: 

The LHA have stated that the proposed garage would fail to meet the minimum size requirement for a single garage in the context of LCC Highways guidelines. Further concerns have also been raised with regards to accessing the proposed garage due to its sideways facing orientation. Additional concerns have also been expressed with regards to the loss of off street parking spaces that would occur at the application property should the proposed works be implemented. The above concerns have been followed up with a recommendation for planning consent to be refused on the grounds of highway safety. 


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

The proposal does not raise any issues with regards to residential amenity in as much that the proposed works would not lead to any loss of privacy, natural light or outlook for any neighbouring residents however in this instance it is considered that the extension would be an over dominant and incongruous addition to the existing pattern of development that would be of detriment to the visual amenities of the surrounding area.

Furthermore, the proposed extension would pose an unacceptable threat to highway safety by virtue of its design, access and siting.

It is for the above reasons and having regard to all material considerations and matters raised that the application is recommended for approval.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning permission be refused for the following reason:

	01
	The proposal would result in the introduction of an over dominant and incongruous form of development that fails to respond positively to the inherent character of the immediate pattern of housing, being of detriment to the character and visual amenities of the area. As such the proposal is considered to be in direct conflict with Policies DMG1 and DMH5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy. 


	02
	The proposed extension due to its size, siting and access would have a detrimental impact on highway safety and would be contrary to Policy DMG3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and Paragraph 109 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
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