Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2010/0264/P

	Development Proposed:
	Demolition of the existing conservatory. Proposed new two-storey side extension and a single storey rear extension at 109 Kemple View, Clitheroe, Lancashire, BB7 2QJ.



	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council – No objections.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Traffic & Development Engineer – Following the submission of amended plans by the Applicant on 14 May 2010, he has no objections to this proposal on highway safety grounds.



	CONSULTATIONS: Nearby Residents

	Two neighbouring properties have made representations to the Council in respect of the proposed development, with the following material points of objection being raised,

1. Restriction of light to rear reception room, due to the proposed height and length of the rear extension proposed,

2. Existing boundary fence already blocks a lot of light and this extension will exacerbate the situation,

3. The proposed extensions are far too big for the house and surrounding area and the rear portion needs to be scaled back to allow us to have light in our rear room,

4. We share our driveway with the applicant and we object to the sizing and proximity of the proposed extension to our boundary,

5. There is no room to have a path through to the rear of the property or carry out maintenance on the gable wall without coming onto our property,

6. Will the approval of one proposal scupper the chances of another if a terracing effect occurs, as a similar situation has occurred further up the street,

7. In order to maintain the appearance of these houses as semi-detached, and give equal chance of extended accommodation, the proposed two storey element should be reduced from the boundary,

8. The rear extension reduces the amenity area substantially for the property,

9. The extension to the rear also increases the area of the property, which will be hard surfaced and impermeable, but there is no details submitted which show how the additional surface water run-off will be mitigated, and

10. There is insufficient detail submitted to broach the car parking issues this proposal will create, as the garage is not large enough to fit a car.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG - “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.



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

	Planning permission is sought for a two-storey side extension, and a single storey extension to the rear of 109 Kemple View, Clitheroe. The property is semi-detached and lies within the settlement boundary of Clitheroe. Objections have been received from nearby neighbours, and the main considerations in relation to the scheme are the design of the proposal and its visual impact on the streetscene, any possible loss of light or affect the proposed extension may have on the residential amenity of the adjacent neighbours and the impact of the proposal on highway safety at this location. Pre-application advice has been sought from the Council prior to this application being submitted.

In regards to the design, style and massing of the proposed extensions and their impact on the streetscene, it is considered sensible to first assess the current characteristics of the property and indeed the street on which the property resides. This location on Kemple View is, in the most part, typified by its uniform and linear street pattern of semi-detached properties. However, there is a slight difference in the siting of no. 109 in relation to no. 111, as no’s 111 and 113 are set back slightly further into their curtilage in comparison to no. 109, meaning that the front elevation of no. 109 already stands forward of the front elevation of no. 111. The SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ states that “Any extension should reflect the character of the original house and the wider locality’ and that ‘As a general rule, any extension should not dominate the original house’. The proposal seeks a two-storey side extension that is set down from the existing ridge height and set back from the front elevation of the property, in order to be clearly subservient to the main dwelling, and it will be constructed entirely on land within the ownership of the Applicant. The front elevation of the extension stands forward of the front elevation of no. 111 by approx. 2.1m, however given the distance between the two properties and the existing differences in siting on site, the proposal is considered to be in compliance with the relevant Policies and the SPG note ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’, and as such I do not consider this element to have a detrimental impact on the streetscene.
With regards to the potential impact on the adjacent neighbours in respect of amenity and loss of light, as both dwellings on either side of no. 109 have objected, I will assess each situation in turn. The ‘adjoining’ dwelling affected is no. 107 Kemple View, and following a visit to the site it was noted that the only ‘habitable’ room potentially affected by the scheme was a secondary reception room/dining room window in the rear elevation. The Council’s SPG: Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings notes ‘Extensions can have an effect on neighbouring properties due to the shadow, which they cast. The larger the extension and the closer to the neighbours property, the greater the effect. Any proposal which reduces the level of daylight available to habitable rooms in neighbouring properties is likely to be refused.’ Therefore, having assessed the scheme against the BRE 45 degree test, the proposal is considered to be acceptable. In addition, it is also worth noting that the applicant could build an extension that would project 3m from the rear elevation (the proposed projects 3.6m), and cause similar issues.

The ‘adjacent’ dwelling affected is no. 111 Kemple View, and following a visit to the site it was noted that there are no ‘habitable’ rooms in the side elevation affected by the scheme, and the only window potential affected was a first floor bedroom window in the front elevation. Therefore, having assessed the scheme against the BRE 45 degree test, the proposal is considered to be acceptable.

Bearing in mind the above points, it is considered that the proposal will not cause a significant amount of light to be lost to any habitable rooms within the two adjacent properties, and will therefore have no significant, detrimental impact on the amenity of the occupiers of the adjacent dwellings.

With regards to the highway safety issues raised by the two neighbours, the Highways Officer has raised no objections and notes that the proposed development of the property to four bedrooms brought with it a requirement to secure off street parking provision for three vehicles, in order to minimise the potential for displaced vehicles being parked on Kemple View, to the detriment of highway safety. He is now satisfied that the amended plans show an area for parking within the property frontage for three vehicles. While it is not possible to secure an arrangement that allows vehicles to enter and exit in a forward gear, the parking area is of a dimension that can accommodate the range of private vehicles that could reasonably be anticipated.
As such, whilst I am mindful of the points of objection made by the nearby neighbours, the proposal is not considered to have a detrimental impact on the visual amenity of the streetscene, it will cause no significant loss of light to the adjacent property, nor will its approval cause significant detriment to the enjoyment or residential amenity of the occupiers of the adjacent or adjoining dwellings. As such, this application is recommended accordingly.



	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: Various








