Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: MB

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0841

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed single storey rear extension at 13 Woodfield View, Whalley.



	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – No objections.


	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Agency – Application can be dealt with by LPA using Flood Risk Standing Advice. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Nearby residents – 1 letter received – No objections is principle, however requests the use of the following conditions:

· Condition to ensure structural integrity of sewer, which runs to the rear of the development site, is not compromised should it be built over.

· Condition to ensure that building materials are not stored to the front of the property in order to protect the visual amenity of the area. Or in the event of storage to the front been permitted it is not detrimental to parking conditions.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	G1 – Development Control.

H10 – Residential Extensions.

SPG – Extensions and Alterations to Existing Dwellings.



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

	Planning permission is sought for the erection of a single storey rear extension at 13 Woodfield View. The development site is a semi detached dwelling which fronts Woodfield View. The existing dwelling is constructed over a brick plinth will all exterior elevations rendered with pebble dashed render, under tiled roofs. A two storey side extension has been constructed to the north elevation granted under reference 3/2005/0387. In addition to this a smaller extension to the front has also been granted under reference 3/2012/0618; however this extension is yet to be constructed. 

The proposed development consists of a single storey rear extension. The development will project from the rear of the existing dwelling by 4m and measure 3m in width. The development will stand to an eaves height of 2.4m and a ridge height 3.4m The proposed extension will be located 0.55m from the common boundary with the adjoining property.

The proposed development is to be constructed on a brick plinth with exterior elevations being finished with pebble dashed render. The roof is to be dual pitched and constructed from concrete tiles. These proposed exterior materials are considered to be in keeping with the existing dwelling. Various window openings will be provided in the proposed extension. One window opening will be provided in the East elevation, patio type doors are to be provided in the North elevation that will have smaller glazed sections either side. In addition to these, two rooflights are to be provided in the North facing roofslope.

Having considered the proposed development I am satisfied that if constructed the development would be in keeping with the character and setting of the existing dwelling; particularly in terms of the proposed design and scale of the development.

Another key consideration in the determination of this application is what impact, if any; the proposed development will have upon the residential amenity of the area. 

The Council’s SPG states ‘extensions can have an effect on neighbouring properties due to their shadow that they cast.  The larger the extension and closer to the neighbours property, the greater the effect.  When deciding upon the location and size of an extension, this issue needs to be given serious consideration.  Any proposal which reduces the level of daylight available to habitable rooms in neighbouring properties, or which seriously overshadows a neighbour’s garden is likely to be refused’.  This sort of impact is exacerbated in the case of semi-detached dwellings as they are adjoining.  This generally, as is the case in this application, results in development that is located close to the common boundary of the properties and results in development being sited perpendicular to the adjoining property.  In such circumstances, the Local Planning Authority use the 45 degree methodology developed by the Building Research Establishment (BRE) as set out in the Councils adopted SPG on Extensions and Alterations; to fully assess the impact the development would have upon the adjoining dwelling; in terms of potential loss of daylight. This methodology is by no means a statutory rule, nor does it form part of any planning legislation. It is merely a guide, of perhaps what could be deemed to be a method of best practice. 

The submitted plans show the relationship between the proposed development and the adjoining property. This allows the 45-degree methodology to be applied to the development; to provide an indication as to the level of shadowing that will be created. 

In this instance, the proposed development fails this test in one aspect but passes in the other. The 45-degree point drawn from the furthest point of the proposed development passes well beyond the centre point of the adjacent window of the neighbouring dwelling. However when the 45-degree point is drawn from the eaves of the proposed development it passes the window below the centre point, therefore passing this element of the test.

This would suggest that there would be some effect created by the proposed development; which subsequently may lead to a loss of daylight. However I do not believe that this potential loss of light would be sufficient to warrant refusing this application on these grounds.  This is because the development does not categorically fail the 45-degree test.

I am therefore satisfied that the proposed development would not cause a significant loss of residential amenity to the area.

The development site is located within an area designated as Flood Zone 2 by the Environment Agency. As in accordance with the Flood Risk Standing Advice issued by the Environment Agency, the applicant’s agent has provided details of the flood proofing and resilience measures that are to be incorporated into the development. I am satisfied that these details provided are appropriate and proportionate the development proposed. 

As outlined above, comments have been received from a nearby resident, which requests the use of conditions in regard to safeguarding the structural integrity of a foul sewer which runs to the rear of the dwelling; in addition to a condition which would restrict the storage of building materials to the front of the dwelling in order to safeguard the visual amenities of the area or ensuring that the storage of any materials would not be detrimental to parking standards. I will discuss each point individually.

With regard to the safeguarding of the fowl sewer to the rear of the property and ensuring its structural integrity. This in itself is not a matter that the planning system has jurisdiction over on a development of this nature. Such responsibilities fall under the regime of Building Control and are the responsibility of the developer and should be addressed during the construction phase.

The second area of concern that was raised related to the storage of building materials and impact upon parking. It has been requested that a condition be used to prevent the storage of materials to the front of the dwelling in the interests of visual amenity, or in the alternative if materials are to be stored to the front it will not be prejudicial to parking standards.

It is to an extent inevitable that a scheme of development will cause a degree of disruption. However generally such disruption would only be expected to be proportionate to the level of development being undertaken and ultimately be relatively short term. In considering this request for the use of such a condition I am mindful of the guidance contained within Circular 11/95: Use of conditions in Planning Permission; which stresses that conditions should only be imposed where they are both necessary and reasonable, as well as enforceable, precise and relevant both to planning and to the development to be permitted.

Having considered such factors I am of the opinion that such a condition would be unnecessary and unreasonable on the applicant in this particular instance. The use of conditions is intended to enhance the quality of development and enable many development proposals to proceed where it would have been necessary to refuse the planning permission. Any disruption wouldn’t be expected to be long term and I am of the opinion that such a condition would be onerous upon the applicant. 

In view of the above, I see no material objections to the granting of this planning permission. I therefore recommend 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 approval is granted.


DATE INSPECTED: 23/10/12














