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	Observations: Layout
	

	1.1 As you will be aware following our recent discussion I have fundamental concerns regarding the proposal and its potential detrimental impact upon the residential amenity of neighbouring occupiers, in particular the potential over-looking, loss of privacy and/or light and the potential overbearing impact of the proposal by virtue of the scale and level of development proposed on site which in my opinion fails to respond positively or adequately to the sites characteristics, context or constraints.
1.2 Unit 01 appears to project 1.4m forward of the building line of number 14 Knowsley Road, I would request that the existing building line be respected.

1.3 I have fundamental concerns regarding the impact upon residential amenities, in particular the relationship between Units 01 & 02 and the number 2 Mayfield Crescent to the east.  It is my opinion that the proposal will have a detrimental impact upon the residential amenities of occupiers of this property by virtue of cumulative close-proximity elevated over-looking at first floor level into the private amenity space of the aforementioned dwelling.  I additionally consider that the proximity of units 01 & 02, cumulatively, would result in an unacceptable overbearing impact.
1.4 I have further concerns in relation to unit 03 and its relationship/proximity to number 1 Clifton Grove to the south.  Whilst not fully shown on your proposed siteplan, number 1 benefits from a number of windows to the north elevation which serve habitable rooms.  I am concerned not only with the potential overbearing impact of unit 3 on the aforementioned dwelling but also the loss of privacy due to oblique views from the habitable room windows at first floor on the proposed south west elevation.
1.5 The LPA is at the early stages in producing residential design guidance that will inform future residential development within the borough, therefore for the purposes of clarity it may be prudent to be mindful of a number of basic principles that are likely to be adopted and that the Local Planning Authority is of the view that as a minimum the following off-set distances and spatial relationships be adhered to:

· Back-to-back privacy distances of no less than 22 metres (Measured from first floor level).
· Rear elevation to flank (side gable) off-set distances of no less than 14m.  
· First floor rear elevation to side of rear garden (In situations where private amenity space may be the subject to excessive perceived over-looking) off-set distances of no less than 14m from the affected boundary/garden.


	Observations: Highways
	

	1.6 The LCC Highways officer originally offered the following observations:

I recall attending a site meeting with the applicant at this site where I discussed access requirements and the tight radius into the site. Unfortunately the applicant has chosen to disregard this advice such that the right turn into the site is extremely tight and hampered by the inclusion of a walled plot boundary for the two properties facing Knowlsey Road. The likelihood is that the majority of vehicles visiting the site will be travelling north from Wilpshire ( A666), and will experience difficulties entering the site. Turning facilities within the site for larger vehicles, transit vans etc servicing the first 2 properties will be unable to enter and leave in a forward gear. 

In addition to these considerations, the development proposes 3 x 4 bed residential units. The parking requirements for units of this size is 3 spaces. Unit 1 ( closest to Knowsley Road) has a 5 x 2.7m internal dimension garage which cannot be considered as a parking space. ( minimum dimensions 6m x 3m), in addition the space in front of the property has restricted access which leaves the property with one useable parking space.

The remaining properties have sufficient parking provision although the garage dimensions for each are below the 6m x 3m standard ( allowances can be made for the width  as they are double garages but the length is too short).

Whilst I would support the redevelopment of the site which would benefit from the removal of a commercial activity in a predominantly residential area the layout the proposal does not adequately deal with existing access constraints and on this basis and concerns regarding the proposed parking provision.  I would have to recommend that the application be refused on the grounds of the proposed development being detrimental to road safety.

1.7 I am aware that following the observations of the Highways Officer amended plans have been received by the LPA that attempts to address the issues raised.  As you will be aware I am currently awaiting a revised response from the relevant officer.  Notwithstanding the absence of amended highways comments I have the following observations in relation to the revised proposed siteplan (4733-04 Rev C): 
1.8 I have concerns regarding the ability for vehicles associated with Unit 2 to exit the site in forward gear, in particular the ability for both motor-vehicles to reverse out of the garage whilst providing adequate space for manoeuvring due to a potential conflict with the southern boundary/brook.  Please note this may only apply to the vehicle that would be parked internally adjacent the southern internal garage wall.

1.9 I have concerns regarding the ability for vehicles accessing the detached garage to leave the site in forward gear, I would be obliged if you could provide a vehicular manoeuvring diagram.

1.10 I share the Highways Officers concerns in relation to parking provision, in particular the level of parking provision provided for Unit 01.

1.11 The minimum internal single garage size should be 6x3m and this includes integral garages.  The Joint Lancashire Structure Plan "Car Parking Standards" page 5 recommends the minimum internal dimension for all single garages to be a minimum of 6x3m and page 17 clause F.4.3 states "Individual garages, of minimum dimensions of 6 x 3m, count as one parking space. The Joint Lancashire Structure Plan "SPG access and parking" page 29 also states for residential parking "A garage is counted as one parking space. Where constructed garages should have minimum dimensions of 6 x 3 metres". The Development Control Section is therefore of the opinion that where garages are smaller than the recommended minimum internal dimension of 6 x 3m they should not be counted as a parking space.  

Clause 8.3.41 on page 109 from Manual for Streets also recognises the many authorities now recommend a minimum garage size of 6 x 3m.  The recommended length of 6m is based on the length of a large family car (Ford Mondeo Estate 4.58m long), clearance between the car and the garage door, with room to open and close the garage door (600mm), room at the front of the car (800mm) for possible access to the dwelling and storage of cycles, bins gardening equipment's etc.

The recommended width of 3m is based on the width of a large family car (Ford Mondeo Estate 2.09mm wide), clearance at the passenger side to the garage (200mm), clearance at the drive side of the car and the garage (700mm), with room to open car door for less able bodied.


	Additional Comments/Observations:
	

	1.12 I have noted that the elevations/floorplans for Plot 03 do not appear to correspond.  The proposed south east elevation indicates two windows at first floor with the floorplans only indicating one to be located on this elevation.

1.13 The proposed elevations do not appear to take account of the existing/proposed land levels on the site and any changes in topography.
1.14 As discussed I am awaiting comments from LLFA (Flood Risk) in respect of the proposals effect on the adjacent watercourse and will forward these on in due course.

1.15 Please note that it is my opinion and having regard to all concerns raised that the application in its present form could not be supported by the Local Planning Authority.
1.16 The above observations have been provided on the basis of the level of information submitted and the comments contained within this response represent officer opinion only, at the time of writing, without prejudice.
1.17 Should you wish to discuss any of these matters further please do not hesitate to contact me.
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