Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2013/0454/P

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed erection of a new three bed, attached house on side of an existing property, in lieu of previously approved two-storey side extension (application 3/2012/0664/P).  Re-submission of application 3/2013/0136/P.  2 Halton Place, Longridge, Lancashire, PR3 3RJ.



	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Longridge Town Council – No objection to this application.  Councillors draw attention to massing on the site and impact on the streetscene, and whether car parking provision is sufficient.  The new house should be constructed with materials that match the existing property.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways Engineer – No observations or comments have been received within the statutory 21-day consultation period however the following comments were made in relation to the previous application (3/2013/0136/P).

This application is similar to application 3/2010/0285 for 5 Hornby Road, which also proposed an additional dwelling and tandem parking within the rear garden.  This application was subsequently approved.  On the basis of this, I would not be in a position to defend a recommendation for refusal, however I note that the previous application required the reduction in height of the boundary treatment and in addition the lowering of the fence/wall at the rear of the property (adjacent to the rear ginnel) to a height not exceeding 1 metre for a distance of 4 metres from the back of the footway.  Subject to the approved plan detailing the amendments mentioned above, I would raise no objection to the proposal on highway grounds.

RVBC Engineers – A condition has been requested in order for the applicant to provide a desk study on the potential for on-site contamination and ground gases and migration of both on and off-site contamination and gases prior to works commencing.  As this was not requested when the earlier application for the same development was submitted, it is considered inappropriate to enforce such a condition with this proposal.


	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	One letter has been received and the following points of concern have been raised in regard to the application,

1. Caton Close is an extremely busy parking area due to existing on-street parking limitations, and access for delivery vans is limited (the same could be said in relation to Fire Engines or Ambulances).  The proposal will exacerbate the situation.

2. Scheme will increase demand for on-street parking.

3. Loss of view of Beacon Fell.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	NPPF.

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV7 – Species Protection.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.

RV Core Strategy (Regulation 22 Submission Draft) Policy DMG1 – General Considerations.

RV Core Strategy (Regulation 22 Submission Draft) Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions.

RV Core Strategy (Regulation 22 Submission Draft) Policy DME3 – Site and Species Protection and Conservation.

CIHT document ‘Providing Journeys on Foot’.

CIHT document ‘Guidelines for Planning for Public Transport’.


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

	This application seeks permission for the erection of a new three bed, attached house on side of an existing property in lieu of previously approved two-storey side extension (application 3/2012/0664/P) to the property.  This application is a re-submission of application 3/2013/0136/P that was withdrawn by the applicant following discussions with the Council.  The scheme now submitted has been altered following these discussions and is considered by the applicant to now comply with the relevant planning policies and guidance notes.  The scheme is not too dissimilar to the approved dwelling that adjoins no. 5 Hornby Road to the rear of this site, however that dwelling projects 5.3m from the side elevation whereas the development subject to this application projects only 4.85m.  The rear extension proposed to the new dwelling is also reduced in scale now.

The matters for consideration in the determination of this application involve an assessment of the principle of the development, the effects of the development on visual amenity, the amenities of nearby residents and highway safety.

PRINCIPLE OF THE DEVELOPMENT

The policy basis against which this scheme should be appraised is set out in the context of national, regional and local development plan policies.  At a national level the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) came into force on 27 March 2012 and states that at the heart of the NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable development which means that for decision making purposes Local Planning Authorities should:

Approve development proposals that accord with the development plan without delay; and

Where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out of date, granting permission unless 

- any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this framework taken as a whole; or 

- specific policies in this framework indicate development should be restricted.

The NPPF requires LPAs to consider housing applications in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable development and that relevant policies for the supply of housing should not be considered up to date if the LPA cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable sites.  As at 31 March 2013, Ribble Valley can demonstrate a 5.81 year supply of housing, including a 10% allowance for slippage and 20% buffer for previous years under delivery when measured against the emerging Core Strategy requirement of 200 dwellings.
The issue of a five-year supply is a somewhat complex one as we move forward with the preferred development option in the Core Strategy.  The Council has established that it will currently determine planning applications against the proposed Core Strategy requirement (2008-2028) figure of 200 dwellings per year (in line with Government guidance).  Even though the Council is undertaking a review of its housing requirements as part of the plan making process, the requirement going forward is most appropriately addressed within the Core Strategy examination and statutory plan making process.  As stated, against the Housing figures the Council can demonstrate a 5.81 year supply against that requirement.  Irrespective of the 5 year supply issue, some of the policies of the DWLP are considered out of date (in particular the settlement strategy) and thus the statement in NPPF cited above which advocates a presumption in favour of sustainable development unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits is at this time an important consideration.  There are no provisions within the NPPF to advocate resisting development ‘in principle’ once a 5 year supply of deliverable sites is achieved.  Therefore in establishing whether the proposal is in principle acceptable, I consider that in this case it is the requirements of the NPPF take precedence over the Local Plan.
This site lies within a built up residential area of Longridge and lies within 400m of a bus stop and within 600m of a school/shops/a public house/a church (all within acceptable standards when measured against the CIHT document ‘Providing Journeys on Foot’ and the CIHT document ‘Guidelines for Planning for Public Transport’).  As such the proposal is therefore considered acceptable in principle when considered in relation to guidance within the NPPF and guidance relating to sustainable development.

VISUAL IMPACT OF THE DEVELOPMENT

No. 2 Halton Place sits on the corner of a row of five terraced properties on Halton Place, a small cul-de-sac off Hornby Road/Caton Close in Longridge.  The front elevation faces no. 1 Halton Place, and the rear elevation faces the rear elevation of no. 5 and 5A Hornby Road.  The property is part of two groups of terraced properties on both Hornby Road and Halton Place, and it is this type of housing that the scheme proposes to reflect in terms of its design, scale and in terms of its principle elevations.

The plans indicate the new dwelling being constructed in materials to match, and by virtue of alteration and reduction of the proposed two storey rear addition to the property, the scale, design and massing of the proposed dwelling (which follows the existing roofline, height and width of the properties to which it will attached) subject to this application is considered to be visually acceptable within the streetscene, and will form a suitable addition to an existing row of terraced properties.

IMPACT ON RESIDENTIAL AMENITY

Guidance provided within the SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings” notes that windows to habitable rooms at first floor level should be a minimum of 21 metres from any such facing windows; however there may be exceptions to this rule depending on site circumstances.  The reduction in the projection of the rear addition to the new and existing property gives a 20m gap between the rear elevation of existing properties on Hornby Road, and given the existing built form in this area and examples of other similar development now approved and built nearby, I do not consider that approval of this scheme would lead to conditions that would have a significant impact on the residential amenity of these adjacent neighbouring properties.

Whilst there is less than 21m between the side elevation of the new property and no’s 3 and 5 Caton Close (approximately 17.1m), as there are no habitable room windows proposed within the first floor of the side elevation of the new property, I do consider this to be an issue.

HIGHWAY SAFETY ISSUES

Previous similar applications in this location required the reduction in height of the boundary treatment and in addition the lowering of the fence/wall at the rear of the property (adjacent to the rear ginnel) to a height not exceeding 1 metre for a distance of 4 metres from the back of the footway.  Subject to the approved plan detailing the amendments mentioned above, the LCC Highways Officer raises no objection to the proposal on highway grounds.
Bearing this in mind, it is considered that the scheme submitted complies with the relevant Local, Regional and National Policies. Therefore, bearing in mind the above comments and whilst I am mindful of the points of objection from the nearby neighbour, I recommended the scheme accordingly.



	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL:

	The proposal is in accordance with the relevant policies and guidance and would not have any seriously detrimental effects upon visual amenity, the amenities of nearby residents or highway safety.



	RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be granted.


DATE INSPECTED: 11/06/2013














