Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: MB

	Application No: 
	3/2013/0669

	Development Proposed:
	Extension to rear of bungalow, extend the existing pitched roof over garage (Retrospective) at 22 Moor Field, Whalley. 

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council: No objections.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	County Surveyor (Highways): No objections on highway grounds.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations.

	A total of 2.no letters of objection have been received from 2.no individual addresses. The objections can be summarised as follows:

· The original extension was demolished in May 2013 and building recommenced immediately.

· Construction has continued apace since then; the planning committee and process are in existence to review and approve major changes to buildings prior to commencement so that affected parties can review and make comments and objections to the proposals.

· Planning application was only lodged when affected parties voiced concerns and objections to the construction. 

· Government and Local Government websites are clear that their advice is to discuss and liaise with local planners whether or not a planning application is required.

· The applicant whilst awaiting formal planning approval has continued to build and completed walls and roof work to the garage making any design alterations that may be required problematical.

· The size and scale of the extension now dominates the rear of the property drastically changing the outlook from my house. The extension is bulky and the overall mass is significantly more prominent than the previous flat roof structure.

· The extending of the roof over the existing garage has the effect of reducing the visual gap between the properties and could have been avoided by the use of a more angled roof. The passage between the properties is now boarded by an end wall of 4.6m as opposed to the previous 2.6m.

· Originally the property was a two bedroom bungalow standing in small grounds and about 10m from our property, now it has doubled in size, growing in height as the garage and sunroom roofs were flat.

· The house has come closer to ours because the line of the sunroom has continued along the entirety of the rear.

· Windows now look directly into ours.

· Rear garden is no longer private.

· Loss of views.

· Buildings are becoming much larger giving a different feel to our little estate.   



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan:

Policy G1 – Development Control.

Policy H10 – Residential Extensions.

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 consent is sought for a single storey rear extension and extension of the existing pitched roof over an attached garage at 22 Moor Field, Whalley a detached bungalow.

It is clear from my site visit that the proposed development has already being commenced without the benefit of planning permission. At the time of visiting the site the major construction works were nearing completion as the roof was being tiled. As such I would deem this application to be retrospective and have amended the description to reflect this; the works conducted to date have been carried out entirely at the applicants own risk. This however will not change the considerations or approach taken in determining this application.

The proposed rear extension is to project 3.2m from the rear of the existing dwelling extending across the full width of the dwelling at approximately 13.2m. The extension of the roof over the existing attached garage has been constructed to match the existing ridge height of the dwelling of approximately 5.1m. The extensions to the rear are to be built to a ridge height of 5.35m above ground level utilising two dual pitched roofs. The proposed measured ridge heights indicate that the proposed rear extension would be taller than the ridge line of the existing dwelling; which would clearly be unacceptable. However in practice this does not happen. The ridge of the proposed rear extension whilst appearing higher is actually set approximately 500mm below the ridge of the existing dwelling. This is because of the variation in land levels on the site that falls away north to south.

The key considerations in the determination of this application are; the impact of the development upon the character and setting of the existing dwelling, the streetscene and the wider built environment; and what harm, if any, the development has upon the residential amenity of the area.

The existing dwelling is a detached bungalow with a dual pitched roof that runs parallel to the highway. Prior to the works being commenced there was a flat roof sunroom extension to the rear of the dwelling and a flat roof garage to the side (west) elevation. 

The alterations to the garage roof consist of continuing the roof of the existing dwelling across over the garage, at the same ridge height. This inevitably makes the structure of the garage taller and alters its relationship to the neighbouring property of No.20 by virtue of the increased height closer to the boundary. However having considered this I do not feel the alterations to the garage roof would appear incongruous or overbearing on the neighbouring property of No.22. The structure would oppose the garage of No.20. I therefore do not expect the alterations to unduly harm the residential amenity of the occupants of No.20.

As regards to the impact upon the wider streetscene; the alterations appear sympathetic and would not appear overtly prominent. 

Having regard to the alterations to the rear of the dwelling. They do appear substantial in terms of the there scale. However in terms of dimensions the rear extension projects the same distance as the flat roofed sun room that it replaces. The principle differences’ being it now extends across the full width of the dwelling and the overall height has been increased by virtue of the use of pitched roofs. The rear extensions will have no impact upon the character and general setting of the streetscene and are set wholly to the rear of the dwelling and are set below the ridgeline of the existing dwelling.

Therefore I feel the determination that has to be taken in this particular instance is what is the actual harm of the extensions to the rear. 

As discussed above the dwelling is detached and the development would see the general separation distances between neighbouring properties’ reduced, particularly towards No.20 buy virtue of the alterations to the garage roof however a visual gap will be retained.

With regard to the residential amenity of the area. I do not expect the development would lead to neighbouring properties losing natural light; certainly not to such an extent that would warrant refusal on such grounds. It is proposed to insert two new window openings, one in both side elevations. During my site visit the applicant stated that these were both to be glazed using opaque glazing. This would safeguard residential amenity by prevent any issues of direct over looking to the neighbouring properties. To ensure that this happens I do propose the use of a condition which requires the windows to be obscured and retained as such in perpetuity. It should also be noted that a boundary fence exists which will also provide privacy.

Concerns have been raised that the development would extend the dwelling closer to the neighbouring property to the rear (No.16). However having considered the submitted details I do not believe this would be the case. The rear extension projects the same distance from the rear elevation of the dwelling as the demolished sunroom. In addition to this the general window positions in the rear elevation are similar to those of the demolished sunroom. They perhaps appear to be set higher because of the high sill levels. However the highest point of the windows is the same at approximately 3m above ground level than would have been the case with the previous sunroom. I therefore do not believe that the development under consideration in this application would fundamentally change the relationship between the two properties of (No.20 & 16 to the rear). The separation distances would remain broadly the same. 

It should also be noted the development is bounded by fencing and vegetation which will act to screen and mitigate the impact of the development to a degree.

Having considered the submitted details it as acknowledged that the development is of a substantial scale; which is perhaps exaggerated to an extent by virtue of the variance in the land levels. However it should be noted that barring an adjustment to the overall height of the structure the applicant could potentially build a very similar rear extension in terms of scale, design and window positioning without requiring the benefit of planning permission under permitted development legislation.

Therefore on balance I do not believe that any potential harm that maybe caused by the development would be of such significance as to warrant the refusal of planning consent. I do not expect the development to adversely harm the residential amenity in terms of loss of light or privacy over and above any impact that the previous structures may have had . Nor do I feel the development would adversely harm the character and setting of the general built environment. Clearly immediate views into the site from the adjoining properties would be altered however this in itself would not be reasonable ground for refusal.

The development has been constructed from brick under a tiled roof; I am satisfied that the materials used are appropriate.

In view of the above and whilst objections have been received I do not believe there are reasonable grounds of refusal in this particular instance. 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 consent is granted.


DATE INSPECTED: 15 August 2013














