Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: CB

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0024/P

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed demolition of existing conservatory and erection of a single storey garden room extension, roof alterations over rear kitchen to create an en-suite bathroom and extra bathroom space. Extension of existing detached garage and drive alterations.  Amended resubmission of panning application 3/2011/0271P at Sunnymede, Ribblesdale Avenue, Clitheroe, BB7 2ZH.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Clitheroe Town Council has no objections to this proposal. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	RVBC Countryside Officer - I have assessed the Tree Protection Monitoring Procedure submitted by SPA, it does not comply with the planning permission/planning condition for tree protection for the current permission and therefore would not be acceptable for the new application, for the following reasons:
 

The monitoring process submitted does not comply with the standard monitoring schedule (a copy of which is attached to the formal comments in this file) and this needs to be completed at the various stages of any development affecting trees.

 

The proposed Herras fencing is not in accordance with the tree protection condition and tree report submitted by the applicant. The fencing needs to be in accordance with BS5837 2005 Section 9.2 - Weld Mesh panels secured to scaffold poles braced to resist impacts.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations.

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 – Development Control

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

PPS5: Planning for the Historic Environment

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

	The application relates to a semi detached brick built property, located on Ribblesdale Avenue, Clitheroe.  The application property was formerly one large residence built after 1904 and extended by 1912 for a Mr. J. Mercer Whipp Esq. The Whipp family were the owners of Foul Sykes Mill on Henthorn Road, Clitheroe.  The property was subdivided in to two dwellings between 1950 and 1953.  The property is brick built with a slate roof.  It is individual in its design and is classed as a non-designated heritage asset.

Planning permission is sought for extensions to the south eastern side of the semi-detached dwellings, to the property known as Sunnymede.  These extensions are as follows:

1. Demolition of an existing conservatory located on the end of an existing brick built out building at the rear of the property;

2. Erection of a single storey garden room extension on the gable elevation,

3. Alterations to the roof over the rear kitchen extension, including increasing the height to provide additional bedroom and bathroom space.  The Council in 1970, application 6/2/125, approved the current extension.

4. Extension of existing detached garage, approved by the Council in 1980, and drive alterations
Permission has previously been granted for works, planning application 3/2011/0271P.  This application seeks to delete the first floor previously approved addition above the kitchen and instead replace the roof of the kitchen with a steeper roof pitch to provide additional bathroom and ensuite facilities within the new roof void at first floor level.   Additionally, the height of the garden room extension has been increased by 0.6m. A non-material minor amendment (3/2011/0992/P) was initially sought for these changes, however, due to the fundamental change in design and the potential to overlook the neighbours at Sunnymede Cottage by the introduction of a number of rooflights rather than a window which was required to be obscure glazed, the LPA considered that a new application would be needed, hence the submission of this application.

The garden room extension would extend from the gable elevation of the former kitchen extension and have a hipped roof.  It would have approximate dimensions of 6.3x 5.3m x 6.0m in height, an increase of 0.6m from the previous approval.

The 1970s kitchen extension would no longer be built above, permission is now sought to alter the hipped roof to a pitched roof, increasing the height from 6.0m to 7.5m.  Approximate dimensions would be 7.8m x 5.0m x 7.5m in height.  

The existing detached garage, measuring 6.8m x 6.0m, is located in the north west corner of the curtilage and is positioned parallel with the road.  The proposed garage, as extended, would have approximate dimensions of 13.3m x 7.0m (including overhang and guttering) x 4.9m to the ridge. The garage would have a hipped slate roof to match the main house and be faced with brick to match the existing garage.

In terms of visual impact the demolition of the existing conservatory will be a visual improvement to the property.  The ground floor side extension would appear subordinate to the main house and in terms of its design it is considered visually acceptable.  

In relation to the increase in height of the rear/ side extension, I consider the change in design would be an improvement to the first floor addition already approved, as the extension would appear far more subservient to the original dwelling than what has previously been approved as the bulk and massing of the previous extension has been significantly reduced.  I had some concerns that a hipped roof would look odd against the hipped roofs presents, however, I consider that the impact will be minimal as the gable will be seen behind the hipped roof garden extension.  I thus consider the scale, design and massing of the extension to be acceptable.

The works to the garage would be a visual improvement, as the existing garage appears somewhat out of place in relation to the grandeur of this house.  However, the existing garage is within the root protection area of a large Beech tree.  Although the garage is being extended away from this tree, the Countryside Officer, has recommended that a tree protection condition be used to protect this tree during construction works.  This tree, along with all the other trees on site adds to the visual qualities of the property and the immediate locality.

Materials would include facing brick with tile cladding above to match the existing property and the roofs would also be covered with tiles to match the existing property.

As part of the improvement scheme to this property, it is also proposed to alter the course for the existing driveway and plant a line of trees along part of its length.  It is important that the existing mature trees on site do not suffer as a result of these works, and it is also important that the new trees proposed are compatible and in keeping with those within the grounds.  I note that additional details have been provided with this application as to the protection to the trees during construction to avoid the ‘need to implement similar conditions which would delay the work from commencing on site’, however, having carefully looked at the information submitted and taken advice from the Council’s formal tree specialist, the monitoring process submitted firstly does not comply with the national standard monitoring schedule (a template/ copy of which is attached to the formal comments in this file) which needs to be completed at the various stages of any development affecting trees.  Therefore, this aspect of the previous planning condition has not been fulfilled and is thus still relevant.  Secondly, the proposed Herras fencing to protect the Root Protection Zones of the trees on site is also not in accordance with the information contained within the tree report submitted by the applicant. The protective fencing needs to comply with BS5837 2005 Section 9.2 - Weld Mesh panels secured to scaffold poles braced to resist impacts.  As a result, in order to ensure that the trees on site and also the mature Beech Tree which exists outside the defined residential curtilage but with influencing distance of the proposed extended garage a similar condition will be imposed which will be slightly more specific with regards the type of fencing to be used.  This will ensure that these measures are put in place.

With regards to potential impact on neighbouring properties, due to the distance of the two storey extension from the shared boundary with Northmede, I have no concerns regarding loss of light.  A first floor window has been removed from the north east elevation, which was originally approved with obscure glazing, thereby no overlooking will occur of the rear yard area of this property.  

In relation to Sunnymede Cottage at the rear, the existing conservatory sits directly on the boundary with Sunnymede Cottage and overlooking of this fully glazed elevation is only prevented by the presence of obscure glazing.  In this regard, the demolition of the conservatory will be a vast improvement to both the feeling of being overlooked and the outlook these neighbours currently experience.  With regards the increase in height of the kitchen extension and the insertion of 5 rooflights, in the roofslope nearest to these neighbours could result in greater overlooking from first floor level of the garden area to this property than currently exists.  I am therefore of the opinion that the lower rooflights on this elevation should be obscure glazed with restricted openings.  The lowest part of the higher rooflights are exactly 1.7m above floor level, therefore at this height I consider that these do not need to be obscure glazed or have restricted openings.

With regards protected species, the mitigation measures identified in the submitted bat survey, dated the 13th and 25 August 2011 should be followed when carrying out the works to ensure that bats or their habitats are not disturbed during the works.

Taking all of the above comments into consideration I recommend the application 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: 15 February 2012











