
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CS/JS

	Application No: 
	3/2008/0008/P

	Development Proposed:
	Demolition of two storey rear extension and erection of three storey rear extension and internal alterations (Resubmission) at 57 Mellor Lane, Mellor.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No objections to this proposal. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	N/A



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	A letter has been received from an adjoining resident who objects to the proposal as he feels that the three storey extension would be overbearing and would have a significant impact on the amount of light coming into his kitchen/dining room and also the amount of sunshine which he presently enjoys in his back yard.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policies G1, H10 and Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings” – Overbearing effect and loss of light to neighbouring properties.



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

	The application relates to a three storey terrace house on the south side of Mellor Lane which is adjoined to the rear by the Community Centre car park.  The attached property to the east is also three storeys high, whilst that to the west is a two storey house with a flat roofed single storey rear extension.  

Previous planning application 3/2007/0249/P sought permission for the demolition of an existing relatively small, two storey extension, which occupies the western side of the rear elevation, and its replacement by a much larger, pitched roofed, three storey extension across the whole of the rear elevation and extending three metres from the existing rear wall.  

That previously proposed extension failed to meet the BRE guidelines in respect of the lower ground floor kitchen/dining room window and (possibly) an upper ground floor window in the three storey property to the east;  and also failed in respect of the first floor window in the two storey property to the west.  As it has its own existing single storey rear extension, that previous proposal would have had no effects on any ground floor windows of the neighbouring property to the west.

In addition to the actual loss of light, it was considered that the previously proposed extension would have had an unacceptably overbearing effect on both neighbouring properties.  Planning permission was therefore refused for those reasons.  

In this current application, planning permission is sought for a similar, but slightly smaller, three storey rear extension.  As now proposed, it would extend 2.55m from the rear elevation, and its corners have been “cut off” at a 45o angle in a further attempt to reduce the impact on the adjoining properties.  

In letters submitted with the application, both the agent and the applicant had gone to considerable lengths to explain why, in their opinion, the proposal is acceptable with regards to its effects on the neighbouring properties.  They have also submitted photographs to show examples of nearby extensions which, in their opinion, act as a precedent for their proposal.  A letter was also enclosed with the application from the neighbours to the west (No. 55) who confirm that they have no objections to the application.  The neighbour to the east (No. 59) however repeats objections which he made to the previous application.

Whilst representing some improvement on the previously refused scheme, I still consider that the three storey would be very overbearing on the neighbouring properties, particularly on No. 59.  It would also, in my opinion, still fail the BRE guidelines in respect of windows at No. 59.  I do not consider that the “precedents” claimed by the applicant and agent should influence the decision on this application which, rather, should be made on its own merits.  I therefore consider that permission should be refused for the same reason as that given for the refusal of the previous application.  I recommend accordingly.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 11 January 2008





TELEPHONE CLLRS:   NO


DATE:














