Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0724/P

	Development Proposed:
	Revised layout to existing approval (3/2009/0542/P). Ridge height reduced by 375mm, eaves height increased by 1150mm, solar panel added to achieve part L1A building regulations.  47 Knowsley Road West, Clayton-le-Dale, Lancashire.


	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Clayton-Le-Dale Parish Council – No observations or comments have been received within the statutory 21-day consultation period.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways Officer – No objections.

United Utilities - The development is in close proximity to a strategic large diameter trunk main supplying water to many thousands of customers in the Blackburn area.  The main is protected by a 10m easement width therefore provided no part of the proposed structure is within 5m of the centre line of our main, we have no objection to the development.  The need for this 10m easement was identified on the previously submitted application reference 3/2009/0542.  United Utilities advises the applicant that it is necessary to confirm the exact location of the main and these details should be provided to our planning liaison team.  Once the location of the main is confirmed, it may be necessary to amend the location of the proposal.  In light of the position, we request the inclusion of a suitable condition in any planning permission that may be granted.


	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	One letter has been received from the occupiers of a nearby dwelling, and the following points of objection have been made,

1. Even with the changes to the ridge height and lower pitch of the roof, we still object to the proposed dwelling,

2. The D&A states the revisions create another bedroom, however the plans show two bedrooms and the approved dwelling had two bedrooms?

3. The original application that was refused showed a floor area of 36’ x 30’, the new plans show this has increased to 44’ x 28’, and

4. There is nothing wrong with the tree to be removed.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G2 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV24 - Renewable Energy.

Policy T7 - Parking Provision.

Affordable Housing Memorandum of Understanding.

NPPF.



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

	This is an application to revise a previously approved layout for the erection of a new dwelling (3/2009/0542/P) on land adjacent to 47 Knowsley Road.  The overall ridge height will be reduced by 375mm, with the eaves height increased by 1150mm, and solar panels will be added to achieve part L1A building regulations.  The site presently forms part of the garden area to no. 47 which is itself a detached bungalow set to the south of Knowsley Road West.  There is currently a garage in situ, which will be removed with the land in question being at a higher level than no. 47.

The starting point in relation to policy principles is the development plan.  This has two elements, the Regional Spatial Strategy (whilst soon to be abolished remains extant) and the Districtwide Local Plan – Saved Policies.  The policies of the recently published NPPF must then be considered with a judgement being made in relation to the weight of the key material considerations.  For decision-making purposes, the Council has adopted the RS housing requirement pending its review through the preparation of the Core Strategy.  The RSS requirements plan for some 161 units per year against which the Council can demonstrate a 5.82 year supply at present.  The Core Strategy seeks to plan for 200 units per year, however the scale of requirement has been subject to significant and extensive objections that remain to be resolved through the examination process and at this time, the Council attaches less weight to this element of the Core Strategy.  The Council cannot however demonstrate a five-year supply against this requirement.  It should be borne in mind that whilst a five-year supply can be demonstrated against the RS requirement, this is not a maximum or ceiling and development needs to be considered against the principles established in NPPF around the presumption in favour of sustainable development.

NPPF emphasises the need to base decisions on the development plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  The NPPF is clearly a material consideration as up to date national planning policy, and the most significant material consideration is that of the presumption in favour of sustainable development.  NPPF at paragraph 49 also highlights that housing applications should be considered in the context of that presumption.  The presumption confirms that where the relevant policies of a development plan is considered out of date, permission be granted unless:

· Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the policies of the framework.

Sat between existing housing development, and with permission already granted for a dwelling, the site remains to be considered a sustainable location and would contribute to the supply of housing in Wilpshire/Salesbury/the Borough including market choice.  It would be consistent with the policies of NPPF to proactively drive and support economic growth, and the impact upon overall housing supply and development strategy would not be so significant to the overall provision to cause harm to the submission Core Strategy and consequently overall is not considered to either significantly or demonstrably outweigh the benefits listed above as a matter of principle.  The development of the site in principle would therefore accord with the presumption in favour of sustainable development and is consequently consistent with the provisions of NPPF which has relevant material consideration, given the view that relevant policies of the development plan are out of date lead to a conclusion that permission should be granted.  However, there are of course other detailed development management considerations such as access, visual impact and such like that would need to be satisfied in relation to the application as a whole.  There is no requirement for ‘Affordable Housing’ in this case.

With regards to the visual impact of the proposed change in house type to that previously approved, given that the dwelling will be set on higher ground than that of no. 47, creating a higher structure, I am mindful that there is a steady incline along Knowsley Road West towards the two storey dwelling that stands above no. 47 in existing views.  The proposed dwelling therefore echoes the rising contours of the land and would not, in my view, have an adverse visual impact on the streetscene.  With specific regards to the visual impact of the solar panels, due to their location to the rear of the property, I do not consider that they will have a significant detrimental visual impact upon the streetscene.  With regards to the overall design of the scheme, I am of the opinion that the proposal as submitted would have an acceptable relationship with its surroundings.
In considering residential amenity it is important to have regard to the relationship with properties outside the site.  Due to the position of the rear elevation of the new dwelling, the rear window on the property within the roof space will have no significant detriment caused in respect of loss of privacy as any views gained from the window will be at an angle across a small section of rear garden.  With regards to the impact on no. 47 Knowsley Road West, the position of the new dwelling is similar to that approved in 2009 and as such I do not consider that there would be a significantly detrimental impact on that property by either loss of light or overbearing/oppressive nature of the development.
The proposal is therefore considered acceptable when considered against Local and National Plan Policy, and the application is recommended accordingly.



	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL:

	The proposal has no significant detrimental impact on nearby residential amenity, it would not have an adverse visual impact, and nor would it be to the detriment of highway safety.



	RECOMMENDATION: That conditional planning permission be granted.


DATE INSPECTED: 14/09/2012








