Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: CS/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2009/0594/P

	Development Proposed:
	Demolition of existing hardwood conservatory and replacement with new PVCu Conservatory 5.72m x 2.67m at 1 Weavers Croft, Billington

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No comments or observations received within the 21 day statutory consultation period.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) – N/A.

Environment Agency – N/A.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	A letter has been received from the owners of an adjoining property who object to this retrospective application for a replacement conservatory for the following reasons:

· Due to its size and scale, because the projection of the conservatory from the house is 5.72m along the adjoining boundary fence which is only 6.5m in length.

· The loss of light in the dining room and in the garden.

· The impact on potential buyers of the property in the future.  It is important to note, at the rear of their property they look onto the gable end of number 4 The Meadows.  From their dining room you now look at a gable end directly in front of you and an oversized conservatory which is very close to the adjoining boundary fence, directly to the right of you.  If they are unhappy with the current situation, they feel that prospective buyers could very well feel the same.

These neighbours say that they raised these concerns with the applicant before the completion of the replacement conservatory but their concerns were ignored.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.



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

	The erection of this replacement conservatory was brought to our attention by the owners of the dwelling that forms the other half of this semi-detached pair.  The applicant was of the opinion that, as a replacement for a previous conservatory, she did not require planning permission.  A company (Modulus) at that time acting as her agent, expressed the same opinion in a letter dated 29 June 2009.  In a response dated 6 July 2009, it was explained that, as the original conservatory had been demolished, the replacement fell to be considered in relation to the currently applicable permitted development rights for extensions to dwellings.  It was explained that these rights are defined in the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (Amendment) (No 2) (England) Order 2008; and that by virtue of class A1(e) of that Order planning permission is required for any single storey extension (including conservatories) onto the rear wall of the semi-detached property if the extension projects from the existing rear elevation by more than 3m; and that, as the new conservatory was clearly in excess of 3m long, planning permission should have been sought prior to its construction.

Following her receipt of the above advice, the applicant (without any agent) submitted this application seeking retrospective permission for the replacement conservatory.

The submitted plans show the conservatory projecting 5.72m from the rear wall of the dwelling with a width of 2.74m, an eaves height of 2.27m and a ridge height of 3m.  The walls are all glazed from floor to eaves (with the side elevation facing the neighbour, being obscured glass).  The roof is translucent polycarbonate sheeting.

The size of the original conservatory is also indicated on the plans.  This had the same eaves and ridge height as the replacement.  It did not, however, extend so far from the rear wall of the dwelling.  The side wall immediately adjoining the boundary to the neighbour extended approximately 4.3m, at which point the wall angled inwards away from the boundary to give a maximum projection of approximately 5.1m.  The replacement conservatory is of a regular rectangular shape.  It is approximately 0.6m longer than the maximum length of the original conservatory, but approximately 1.4m longer than the original when measured at the neutral boundary between the two properties.

The attached neighbours object to the size and scale of the conservatory, especially its length.  It cannot be denied that is a relatively long conservatory.  However, it is not substantially longer than the one that it replaced.  I also consider it important to note that its walls are entirely glazed and its roof is also translucent.  I consider that the effects of the new conservatory on the neighbours (as a result of its size and massing) would differ little from the effects of the previous conservatory.  I do not consider that the difference represents a sustainable reason for refusal of the application.

The neighbours also object to the loss of light.  Given the transparent/translucent nature of the structure, I consider that any loss of light (especially if compared to that which resulted from the previous conservatory) would be minimal and, again, not sufficient to justify refusal of the application.  Even if the structure had solid sides and roof, it would still comply with the BRE guidelines with regards to its effects upon the neighbours’ light. 

 As, for the reasons stated above, the conservatory is considered to be acceptable with regards to its effects on the amenities of the neighbouring property, any concerns about its potential impact on any prospective purchasers of that property would not represent a sustainable reason for refusal of the application.

Therefore, having fully considered the objections expressed by the neighbouring residents, I consider the proposal to be acceptable and in accordance with the relevant policies of the Local Plan.



	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL:

	The proposal has no significant detrimental impact on nearby residential amenity nor would it have an adverse visual impact.



	RECOMMENDATION: That conditional planning permission be granted.


DATE INSPECTED: 31 July 2009














