Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: CS/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2010/0892/P

	Development Proposed:
	Application for the discharge of condition number 3 (surface water drainage) of planning permission 3/2010/0618/P at The Traders Arms, Mellor Lane, Mellor

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – N/A.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) – N/A.

Environment Agency – N/A.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations.

	N/A.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.



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

	Planning permission 3/2010/0618/P was for the erection of a single storey extension, new decking and a car park extension at The Traders Arms, Mellor Lane, Mellor.

Nearby residents had expressed concerns that the surface water drainage from the proposed car park extension would possibly flood their gardens, exacerbating an existing flooding problem.  The following condition (no 3) was therefore imposed in order to address those concerns:

Prior to the formation of the car park extension hereby permitted, precise surface water drainage details shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The development shall then be carried out in accordance with the approved details.

This application seeks to discharge that condition.  In view of the technical nature of this particular condition, I consulted John Edwards, the Council’s Engineering Services Manager on the application.

As originally submitted, it was proposed to connect the surface water drainage from the car park extension to the existing drain at the front of the property.  John Edwards commented that the proposal to connect surface water to the existing drainage at the front of the property goes against good practice for modern surface water drainage; and he asked if the developer knew where the existing drainage connects to, and whether the additional flow wouldn’t cause flooding elsewhere?  John suggested that a preferred solution would be to develop a properly engineered SUDS type scheme with an improved soakaway and the use of permeable surfacing, possibly associated with some on-site storage.  It was subsequently confirmed by Lancashire County Council that they would not accept a connection into the highway drainage system in Nickey Lane from the proposed car park extension (they have no obligation to do so) and United Utilities stated that they would not accept the flow into the public sewer at the front of the public house in Mellor Lane.

The applicant’s agents were therefore forced to give consideration to the use of permeable surfacing and a soakaway drainage system as previously recommended by John Edwards.  An amended plan was received on 23 November 2010 in which it was stated that it was proposed to scrape off the existing vegetation to the area of the car park extension and put back a 300mm deep stone course and a porous tarmac top surface.  The amended plan also shows a reduction in the size of the car park extension, moving it away from the boundaries with neighbouring gardens.  The agents expressed the opinion that this would not make the existing situation any worse as the new porous tarmac will act as a large soakaway and drain into the existing.

John Edwards commented that this would only be acceptable if the finished level of the car park extension is such that it would not shed run-off onto the existing car park or accept any run-off from the existing car park.  He also advised that taking account of the poor permeability of the existing ground, the soakaway would be improved by increasing the depth to 500mm of large sized stone in order to give a better void ratio and some storage, topped by a sub-base and permeable surfacing.  He also advised that the developer should take advice from the permeable surfacing supplier on the optimum grading of the sub-base and whether a geotextile layout would be required between the sub-base and soakaway layer to prevent migration.

The applicants agent confirmed that the finish levels and stone size/depth etc would satisfy the requirements stipulated by John Edwards.

The details now submitted therefore appear to represent the best means available of draining the car park extension without resulting in the discharge of water onto neighbouring gardens (although it cannot be categorically guaranteed that this will not happen).  On this basis, I consider that the condition can be discharged.



	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL:

	

	RECOMMENDATION: That condition no 3 of planning permission 3/2010/0618/P be discharged.


DATE INSPECTED: 














