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DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: RH

	Application No: 
	3/2010/0723

	Development Proposed:
	Retrospective application for a sun room/garden shed on a raised platform at 43 Mearley Syke, Clitheroe.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Clitheroe Town Council – No Objection.

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	N/A

	CONSULTATIONS: Nearby Residents

	Two letters have been received from neighbouring residents who wish to raise the following objections:

· Loss of privacy

· Obtrusive and overbearing development

One letter has been received from a neighbouring resident in support of the application.

	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 application relates to a semi-detached property on a corner plot, in which its eastern side elevation faces Mearley Syke road within the Highmoor Park housing estate.

To the south-eastern corner of the applicants rear garden a tarmac base was constructed to facilitate a parked car.  Access to the parking area was via a gate, which was inserted at the southern end of the eastern boundary fence. The highest point of the applicant’s garden is to this south-eastern corner and falls gradually westwards.

The applicant has since constructed a raised platform to the western end of the tarmac area in the rear of his garden. The footprint of the raised area totals 11.36m2 and its maximum height from the existing level of the garden is 0.6 metres.  Upon this raised platform the applicant has erected a structure to facilitate as both a sun room and garden shed. The structure is orientated east to west and measures 4.3m x 2.5m x 2.3m in height constructed of timber panels with a pitched roof. Its front (western) elevation is used as a sun room in which glazed panels are present to the door and to both side elevations up to a maximum of 1.6 metres in length, measuring 1.4 metres in height to the top of the structure.

With regards to the visual impact of the proposal in the street scene I consider that the existing eastern boundary fence to the applicants property and that of No. 45 Mearley Syke, screens the majority of the proposal with only the pitched roof being visible. 

I note the concerns raised by neighbouring residents with regards to the proximity of the development to their property. Whilst I appreciate that the structure is sited against the rear boundary fence of No. 45 & 47 Mearley Syke, having assessed the proposal from the rear garden of No. 49 Mearley Syke I am satisfied that any overbearing impact upon neighbouring residential amenity south of the proposal is minimal.

These properties benefit from rear gardens, which are approx. 9 metres long, and the fence on the common boundary of the applicant’s property and 45 & 47 Mearley Syke will screen the majority of the proposal. In addition, it is considered that any privacy issues are minimised by virtue of this boundary fence in which the ability to overlook into the rear gardens and rear elevation of these properties due to the siting of the proposal is minimal and not sufficient as to warrant refusal of the application.

The summer house is sited on a raised platform to the highest part of the applicants rear garden. It is sited east to west and as such the front elevation (west) faces the rear garden of No. 41 Mearley Syke (who have raised no objection to the application) As such, the proposal will have the greatest impact upon the residents of this property in comparison with those to the rear of the applicants property, which has been discussed above.

When conducting my site visit it was apparent that it was possible to overlook the rear garden of No. 41 Mearley Syke, and view the ground floor and first floor rear windows of the property from both inside the summer house and on the raised platform when standing. However I consider that any loss of privacy to the residents of the adjacent property is not sufficient as to warrant refusal of the application for the following reasons;

Occupiers of the summer house will be predominantly seated and will only stand when exiting and entering. There is a distance of 3.4 metres at the nearest point from the front elevation of the structure and the common boundary fence, and a total of 5 metres at the nearest point from the structure to the rear elevation of the conservatory of the adjacent property. Therefore, whilst the residents of the adjacent property may be aware that the summerhouse is in use, due to the distance, I do not consider that they would feel significantly overlooked or that their privacy was being invaded when they are inside the property. Walking to and from the summer house, it is considered, will be no worse than the applicants presently having the ability to walk up and down their garden. In addition, any views from the summer house are at an obscure angle and do not directly overlook into the adjacent property.

Therefore, in consideration of the above comments I do not consider this application would cause a significant detrimental impact on the visual amenity of the area or on the residential amenity of the occupiers of the surrounding properties. As such, the 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: 17/11/2010














