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PROPOSED REAR AND SIDE EXTENSIONS, PORCH, ROOF LIFT, DETACHED GARAGE AND ALTERATIONS (RE-SUBMISSION) AT RIBBLESDALE COTTAGE, COPSTER GREEN

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	No representations had been received in respect of this current application at the time of report preparation.

In respect of the previous application, the Parish Council commented that, having visited the site, they objected on the following grounds:



	
	1.
	The proposed works will cause a significant loss of light to the property known as Old Manor Cottage.  At present Old Manor Cottage has small windows which allows small amounts of light in.  By raising the roof of Ribblesdale Cottage, it is envisaged that all light will be blocked out of Old Manor Cottage. 



	
	2.
	Raising the roof at Ribblesdale Cottage will have a detrimental effect upon Old Manor Cottage.  



	
	3.
	Due to the proximity and height of the side lean-to and the rear extension, we deem that the project would be a significantly un-neighbourly development.



	
	4.
	Due to the proximity and height of the side lean-to and the rear extension, we deem that the project would lead to a loss of what little visual amenity exists at present along these elevations. 



	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	No representations had been received in respect of this current application at the time of report preparation.

In respect of the previous application, letters were received from the two immediate neighbours who objected on the following grounds:



	
	1.
	The height of the proposed single storey extension replacing the outbuildings will take light away from the side living room window of the adjoining property to the north meaning that the lights would need to be on all day.  

	
	2.
	The proposed extension of the sun lounge could take away views at the back of the cottage to the north of the application site.



	
	3.
	The proposed replacement garage would cause loss of light to a lounge window of the adjoining property to the south.


Proposal

The application relates to the general extension and renovation of an existing detached dwelling comprising the following:

1.
The eaves and ridge height of the main roof of the dwelling would be raised by 400mm.

2.
On the front elevation an existing porch would be widened from 2.8m to 3.5m in order to incorporate a downstairs WC.  

3.
On the eastern side elevation a single storey pitched roofed sunroom extension would be erected.  This would have approximate dimensions of 4m x 4.5m with an eaves height of 2.5m and a ridge height of 3.8m.

4.
An existing detached garage (5m x 5m with a maximum height of 2.75m) at the south eastern corner of the building would be demolished and replaced with a 6m x 5m garage with an eaves height of 2m and a ridge height of 3.75m

5.
At the rear of the property there is a detached outbuilding with approximate dimensions of 7.4m x 1.1m.  The rear wall of this outbuilding immediately abuts the rear boundary wall and there is a gap of approximately 1.6m between its front wall and the rear wall of the cottage.  At its rear elevation the outbuilding has a height of approximately 1.8m and it is approximately 2.5m high at the front.


It is proposed to demolish the outbuilding and construct an extension over its footprint and over the existing gap between the outbuilding and the rear elevation of the dwelling.  The extension would have approximate dimensions of 7.4m x 2.7m with an eaves height (at the rear) of 2.5m x and a maximum height (at the rear wall of this existing dwelling) of 3.6m.

Site Location

The property is on the east side of Copster Green.  It is orientated so that its front elevation faces south looking down The Green and partly across the front garden of the adjoining property on that side.  The rear elevation faces the adjoining cottage to the north.  The western side elevation faces The Green and the eastern side elevation faces the private “rear” garden of the property. 

Relevant History

3/2009/1008/P – Proposed rear and side extensions providing extended porch, sun lounge and kitchen/dining room, roof lift and detached garage.  Refused.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

This is a re-submission of application 3/2009/1008/P that was refused by Committee at its meeting on 15 April 2010 for the reason that the extension on the northern elevation “by virtue of the increase in height would lead to loss of light and have an overbearing impact on the adjacent residential property to the detriment of visual amenity and as such be contrary to Policy G1 of Districtwide Local Plan”.

Permission is again sought for the same extensions, alterations and detached garage as in the original application.  More information, however, is provided in respect of the rear extension that would replace the existing detached outbuilding.

The considerations that were relevant to the original application, and that remain relevant to this current application, are the effects of the proposed extensions and alterations upon visual amenity and upon the amenities of the adjoining dwellings to the north and south of the site.

The property had white painted random stone walls and a grey slate roof.  As part of the overall refurbishment the paint will be removed to leave natural random stone walls and the new roof will be blue slates.  These changes will represent an improvement in the visual amenities of the locality.  The slight increase in the height of the roof would not, in my opinion, result in any detriment to visual amenity.  The extended porch and the side and rear extensions are all of appropriate design with pitched roofs and would be constructed using matching external materials.  Overall, with regards to visual amenity, I considered the original proposal to be acceptable.  The Committee did not refuse the original application for any reason relating to visual amenity.

With regards to the amenities of nearby residents, both of the nearest neighbours expressed objections to the original application.  The neighbour to the south considered that the proposed replacement garage, being larger than the existing, and in a different position, would cause a loss of light to a lounge window in his property.  The window concerned, however, is a side window in the northern elevation of that property, and it is a secondary window to the room with the main window facing east over the property’s rear garden.  In view of the orientation (facing north) I consider that any loss of light to the window would be negligible.  When added to the fact that it is a secondary window, I do not consider that loss of light to the adjoining property to the south would represent a sustainable reason for refusal of the proposal.  The original application was not refused for any reason relating to the garage.

The sun lounge extension on the eastern side elevation is set towards the front (southern) elevation approximately 5m away from the northern boundary.  This extension would have no effect on light to the adjoining property to the north because of the intervening rear extension.  The original application was not refused for any reason relating to this particular extension.

In her letter of objection to the original application, the neighbour to the north did not mention the increase in the height of the main roof (although this was mentioned by the Parish Council).  However, I do not consider that an increase of only 0.4m (approximately 1ft 3ins) would have such significant effects upon the neighbour’s light to represent a sustainable reason for refusal of the proposal.  The original application was not refused for any reason relating to the increase in height of the roof of the main dwelling.

The single reason for refusal of the original application related only to the effects of the rear extension on the amenities of the adjoining property to the north that has a side elevation with habitable room windows close to the boundary with the rear elevation of the application property.

As more accurately shown on this current application, the existing outbuilding that would be replaced has an eaves height (at the rear boundary wall) of 1.8m and a maximum height (1.1m away from the rear wall) of 2.5m.  The proposed extension would be 2.5m high at the rear boundary wall and 3.6m high where its roof joins the rear elevation of the dwelling.  It eaves height is therefore 0.7m higher than the existing outbuilding.  Its maximum height is 1.1m higher than the maximum height of the outbuilding.  The maximum height of the extension, however, would be 1.6m further away from the neighbouring dwelling than the point of the maximum height of the outbuilding.

The main rear wall, the main roof and the existing outbuilding already have an overbearing and overshadowing effect on the adjoining property to the north.  Although slightly higher than the outbuilding at both eaves and ridge, the extension would have minimal effects upon the light to the neighbour as it would, itself, be in the shadow of the two-storey high main building.  Also, I do not consider that the relatively small height increase would result in any seriously overbearing effects on the neighbour above those that already result from the outbuilding.  Additionally, although included in the application as part of the overall scheme, of extensions and renovation works, the rear extension falls within the category of permitted development defined by Class A1 of the General Permitted Development Amendment Order.  It could therefore be erected legitimately even if this application was refused.

A bat survey submitted with the original application (and included in the current application) concludes that the building operations, including removal of any roofing material and/or modifications to the main roof and roof void are unlikely to cause any disturbance to roosting bats or result in the loss of a nursery bat roost, resting place or hibernaculum or cause injury or death of a European Protected Species (EPS).   The scale of impact on an EPS is likely to be low or negligible.

For the reasons given in the report, I remain of the opinion that there are no sustainable reasons for refusal of the rear extension.  As the introduction of any new reasons for refusal could represent unreasonable behaviour, I consider that permission should be granted in respect of this current application.

However, as the period for the receipt of representations does not expire until 21 May 2010, I recommend in the terms set out below.

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 Committee DEFER AND DELEGATE to the Director of Development Services to grant permission following the expiry of the statutory consultation period on the basis that no new material planning issues are received regarding this application.

1.
The development must be begun no later than the expiration of three years beginning with the date of this permission.


Reason: Required to be imposed in pursuance to Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

2.
This permission shall relate to the proposal as shown on drawing numbers CS/10/0333/1 and CS/10/0333/2.


REASON: For the avoidance of doubt and to ensure compliance with the submitted plans.

