Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: MB 

	Application No: 
	3/2013/0460

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed single storey replacement rear extension at 6 The Crescent, Whalley.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – No objections.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Ribble Valley Borough Council Engineering Section – Request the use of a condition in respect of contaminated land.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations.

	Nearby residents: 1.no letter of objection has been received from 1.no individual address. The objections received can be summarised as follows:

· The plans submitted show the roof extending across into our property boundary, without our consent.

· At present our outhouse shares a roof and all guttering/drainage relating to it with the conservatory of No.6. Currently excess water from the roof is directed through a downpipe into a drain that is situated in the garden of No.6. There appears to be no provision for the drainage of our outhouse.

· The height difference shown between the current roof and the proposed roof is inaccurate.

· The proposed development would lead to a loss of light and privacy to our downstairs living area that is our family communal space where we spend the majority of our time.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan:

Policy G1 – Development Control.

Policy H10 – Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings.

SPG Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings.

Ribble Valley Core Strategy 2008-2028 (Regulation 22 Submission Draft):

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations.

Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions.

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

	Planning permission is sought for the erection of a single storey rear extension at 6 The Crescent, Whalley, a semi detached dwelling.

The proposed development is to measure 3.6m x 6.5m being built to an overall height of 3.4m. The proposed extension is to be constructed on a brick plinth with the elevations rendered under a mono pitched concrete tile roof. The proposed materials would complement those used on the existing dwelling.

The proposed extension would replace an existing single storey rear conservatory and be  slightly larger in scale. The general form of the extension would however remain the same. The existing conservatory also continues across the common boundary with the adjoining property No.5 where the structure becomes an outside store.

The key considerations in the determination of this planning application are; the impact the development will have upon the character and setting of the existing dwelling and the impact, if any, the development will have upon the residential amenity of the area.

As discussed above the proposals consist of a single storey rear mono pitched extension. The general form, scale and mass of the proposed structure is considered to be acceptable. I do not believe the proposed development would appear as over large, over dominant or incongruous addition to the existing dwelling. The proposed development if constructed would appear as a subservient addition.

Another key consideration is what harm, if any, the proposed development would have upon the residential amenity of the area. Development that would create situations of direct overlooking or significant loss of natural light to a neighbouring property would be considered to be inappropriate. 

The proposed design does not raise any concerns with regard to creating situations of direct overlooking. The positioning of window openings is such that the development would not directly overlook any neighbouring property.

Another aspect that can be detrimental to the residential amenity of the area is the potential loss of light created by a development; this can be a particular issue in the case, such as this, where development is occurring in close proximity to the common boundary between two adjoining properties.

An assessment as to the potential amount of light loss can be made using the methodology produced by the Building Research Establishment (BRE). This assessment does not form part of statutory planning legislation but can be used a guide.

In order for such an assessment to be made the applicant has provided elevations and floor plans that show the relationship between the development site and the adjoining dwelling. 

In applying the methodology, the following is done: One 45 degree line is plotted from the highest point of the proposed development, closest to the common boundary, and drawn downwards. A second 45 degree line is then plotted from the point furthest from the rear of the existing dwelling, adjacent to the common boundary, and drawn backwards towards the rear elevations of the dwellings.

Should either of these 45 degree lines pass beyond the centre point of a window it would indicate that the proposed development would lead to a loss of natural light, to those windows that fall within the 45 degree radius. 

Applying this methodology to the development proposed within this application; the line plotted from the highest point of the proposed development partially passes the patio doors of the adjoining dwelling. However this is at a point that is below the centre point of the opening. As such from this point the development does not fail the assessment. The second line, plotted from the furthest point from the rear elevations of the dwellings and drawn back towards the dwellings does pass beyond the centre point of the patio doors that serve the adjoining property of No.5. As such the proposed development fails this aspect of the assessment. 

The assessment made would indicate that the development does have the potential for a degree of natural light to be lost to the adjoining property of No.5, this is by virtue of the proposed development failing one aspect of the assessment but passing the other. 

Whilst there may be a degree of light lost to the adjoining property of No.5; I do not believe it would be of such significance as to warrant the refusal of planning consent on these grounds, as it does not categorically fail the 45 degree BRE Methodology Assessment. The biggest loss of natural light to rear of No.5 would not be by virtue of the development proposed at No.6. This biggest impact towards loss of natural light to No.5 is the outhouse/store building attached directly to the rear of No.5 as it is built directly perpendicular to the openings on the rear elevation.

As I have outlined above 1.no letter of objection has been received. Following receipt of this objection the applicant has made amendments to the proposed plans:

· The proposal no longer extends over the common boundary of site; development is to be contained within the property of No.6.

· The comments received regarding the guttering and drainage arrangement are a civil issue between two parties and not a planning matter. 

· As discussed above the proposed development may lead to a degree of natural light being lost to the rear of No.5. However the loss is not significant enough as to warrant the refusal of planning permission on such grounds. The principle loss of light to No.5 is created by structures within the ownership of No.5 and not the application site to which the applicant can control.

The Council Engineering section has requested the use of a condition in respect of contaminated land.

Given the nature of the proposed development and its close proximity to the common boundary of the dwelling I propose the use of a condition that would prevent the development from being altered by the formation of new window and door openings, without the prior consent of the LPA. This will ensure that residential amenity is safeguarded and prevent instances of direct overlooking. 

Therefore to conclude. I am satisfied that the proposed development would appear as a subservient and sympathetic addition to the existing dwelling and would not appear over large or incongruous. In addition to this, whilst the development may lead to a degree of natural light being lost, this is not of such significance as to warrant the refusal of planning permission on the grounds that development would be detrimental to the residential amenity of the area. In view of the above I 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: 10 June 2013














