Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: MB

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0896

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed single storey rear and side extension replacing existing conservatory at 1 Hollowhead Close, Wilpshire.



	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – Feel that this is an overdevelopment of the site.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	No representations have been received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Nearby resident – 1 Letter Received. Objects:

· Loss of natural light.

· The proposed works do not accord with the works previously carried out at similar house types.

· Development could lead to increased noise/vibration.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	G1 – Development Control.

H10 – Residential Extensions.

SPG – Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings.



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

	Planning permission is sought for the erection of a single storey side and rear extension, which would wrap around part of the existing dwelling at 1 Hollowhead Close. 1 Hollowhead Close is a semi-detached bungalow, located on the corner of Hollowhead Close and Hollowhead Avenue.

The development site is located at the foot of Hallowhead Close, a street that climbs steeply to the East. Due to this incline many of the properties form a stepped formation up the hill. However this is not the case with the property that forms the subject of this application. The existing ridgeline of the property matches that of the adjoining property No.3. This is by virtue of previous works being carried out to the development site. Consent was granted under reference 3/2001/0184P for a loft conversion. This also involved lifting the roof of the dwelling to accommodate a new first floor; resulting in the ridgeline being lifted to the same height of the adjoining dwelling. Having visited the site it is clearly apparent that these works have been carried out, the facing bricks used on the exterior elevations to lift the roof are of a poor match to the original materials of the dwelling. As a result they provide a stark contrast between the original dwelling and the subsequent works and alterations. 

The development proposed within this application consists of a single storey extension to the rear and side of the existing dwelling. The proposed development would project from the rear of the existing dwelling by approximately 3m and project from the side elevation of the dwelling by 4.3m. The development would measure 10.7m across its entire width across the rear whilst the extension to the side would measure 7.4m in depth. Due to the change in land levels across the site the heights of the development vary at different points. The eaves height closest to the boundary of the adjoining property will be 2.3m with the overall height at the same point measuring 4m. However in contrast the eaves height of the development at the side elevation will be 2.9m with the highest point measuring 4.8m. The proposed development is to be constructed from brick under a tiled roof. The roof of the development is to take the form of a hipped roof.

In determining an application of this nature, key considerations to make are; the impact development may have upon the residential amenity of the area and the impact development may have upon the character and setting of the existing dwelling. 

The Council’s SPG states ‘extensions can have an effect on neighbouring properties due to the 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 hard up 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.

Having considered the proposed development against the BRE Methodology; the proposed development fails in one respect but passes in another. When measured from the furthest point from the rear of the existing dwelling the proposed development would fail the 45 degree test as the 45 degree line would pass beyond the centre of the neighbouring patio doors. However when the same method is applied from the highest point and drawn downwards it does not fail the test; as the 45 degree line passes below the mid point of the patio doors. 

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. It would appear, from my site visit, that the floor level of the adjoining dwelling is slightly higher than the ground floor windowsill level of the development site. I am of the opinion that this would to an extent mitigate against any potential detrimental impact that may occur. 

Therefore, with regard to the objection received on the grounds that the development would lead to a loss of light; it is my opinion that whilst the development may result in a degree of natural light being lost I do not believe that it is sufficiently significant to warrant a refusal of planning permission on these grounds. Another area of consideration relating to the potential impact the development may have upon residential amenity of the area would be if the development resulted in direct overlooking of a neighbouring property. Due to the orientation of the site the properties potentially at risk from overlooking are those to the North on Hollowhead Lane and those to the West on Hollowhead Avenue. However in booth instances I am satisfied that the due to the topography of the site, the intervening distances, the existing boundary treatments and in the case of the properties to the West the intervening highway; that there the proposed development would not result in instances of direct overlooking being created, that would be considered detrimental to the residential amenity of the area.  

With regard to the impact the development will have upon the character and setting of the dwelling. The proposed works may to an extent aide to improve the appearance of the dwelling. As discussed above the previous alterations of lifting the roof have been finished with exterior materials that are of a poor match to those originally used in the dwelling. This has created a distinct visual contrast between the works and the original dwelling. I am of the opinion that the proposed works would potentially remove this distinct contrast. In addition to which an existing UPVC conservatory to the side elevation would also be removed. On balance therefore I feel the proposed works would help tidy the visual appearance of the dwelling. However in order to ensure that this is achieved I propose to use a standard planning condition which requests exact details of the materials to be used in the development.

As discussed above the topography of the site varies greatly at different points. The prominence of the dwelling is exaggerated by virtue of the fact that Hollowhead Avenue immediately to the west stands substantially lower than the development site. The concern this presents is that it would create the visual appearance of the proposed side extension being perhaps far higher than it actually is. Currently there is an area of established planting and hedging which it is proposed to retain, sited along the western boundary of the site. I am of the opinion that the retention of this planting will help to soften the appearance of the development. Therefore in order to ensure that this planting is retained I will propose the use of a suitable planning condition.

Having regard for the other areas of objection raised; as are outlined above. The issue of additional noise and or vibration to the adjoining property has been raised. There is no indication that the development would be used in any other manner than one that would be considered incidental to the use as a dwellinghouse. Whilst noise and vibration may be increased during a construction period, such a period would only be relatively short term when considered against the longevity of the development. 

The final areas of objection relate to potential overdevelopment of the site and the proposal not according with other developments in the area. I am of the opinion that whilst the proposals may be relatively substantial I do not believe it would represent overdevelopment of the site. With regard to the development not according to the other types of development that have been carried out in the area. The proposed development may well differ from other types of development that have previously being undertaken in the area, however that by no means precludes development of this nature from being undertaken. The Local Planning Authority has no jurisdiction as to the type and nature of development that comes forward; each development is considered wholly on its own merits as and when such proposals come forward for the LPA to consider. 

Having considered all of the submitted information, and in view of the above comments; I see no material objections that would sufficiently warrant the refusal of planning consent. 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 consent is granted.


DATE INSPECTED: 23/10/12














