
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: RH

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0032

	Development Proposed:
	Single storey extension to side and rear of property at 7 Elswick Lodge, Mellor.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Mellor Parish Council – Object to the application for the following reasons:

· Loss of light to neighbour’s kitchen

· Inappropriate development – massing to side of property

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	N/A

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	 One letter has been received from a neighbouring resident who wishes to raise the following

 objections:

· Loss of light

· Oppressive extension 

· Loss of view

· Damage to kerb stones and large shrubs as a result of lorries trying to manoeuvre on the private access road.

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control

Policy H10 – Residential Extensions

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

PPS1 – Delivering Sustainable Development

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1, H10, SPG – 

· Inappropriate materials to the visual detriment of the property and the locality.

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

	The application relates to the middle of three detached properties on Elswick Lodge within the main settlement of Mellor.

Permission is sought for a single storey extension to the southern side elevation of the property projecting 6.3 metres from the rear of the existing garage, 5.2 metres wide and a maximum of 4.5 metres in height with a sloping roof.

In terms of any impact upon the amenity of neighbouring residents I note the concerns with regards to loss of light and the potential oppressive nature of the extension by virtue of it’s massing. With regards to the latter the proposed extension is single storey with a sloping roof profiled away from the gable end and will not be built right up to the boundary. As such, it is considered that its scale and massing is appropriate, will appear as a subservient addition to the main property and will not result in an oppressive extension, which would have a significant detrimental impact upon the amenity of adjacent residents. 

Turning to loss of light, I note that the southern elevation of the extension would face two windows of the neighbouring property to the south (No. 6). Having visited this property it is clear that these windows serve a kitchen only which is not classed as a habitable room. In addition I have assessed the proposed loss of light to these windows using the BRE methodology detailed in the Councils SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’. I am satisfied that the extension would pass these guidelines and whilst there may be some loss of light to these windows it would not be sufficient as to warrant refusal.

With regards to loss of view and possible damage from delivery vehicles to the site these are not classed as material considerations in the determination of this application.

Turning to the use of materials in the construction of the extension the plans indicate that the gable and side elevation of the extension as well as the roof is to be clad in zinc with stone cladding to the base. A visit to site confirmed that the property and attached garage is faced with grey pebbledash to the rear elevation. The applicant has supplied samples of differing colours of zinc with a letter confirming that the preferred pigment of zinc to be used is ‘rouge/red’ on the basis that this would compliment the red/iron colouring to the sandstone of the summerhouse and the colour of the roof tiles.

Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan states that ‘materials used should be sympathetic to the character of the area’ and Policy H10 states that ‘proposals to extend or alter existing residential properties within the plan area will be considered on the basis of the scale, design and massing of the proposal in relation to the surrounding area’

With specific reference to materials the Councils SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ states that ‘in most cases we would expect any extension to be carried out using materials which match those of the existing building. Particular care needs to be taken in relation to colour, shape, texture and size. The difference between new materials and the original structure can be quite pronounced’. In addition part 33. of national Planning Policy Statement 1 (PPS1) ‘Delivering Sustainable Development with regards to design states that ‘design which is inappropriate in its context, or which fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an area …….should not be accepted’.  Part 35. of the same document states that ‘good design should be integrated into the existing urban form’ and part 36. advises that development should ensure that ‘it responds to their local context and create or reinforce local distinctiveness’.

The colour of the zinc cladding proposed would not match the materials of the existing building and this, together with its abundant use in the construction of the extension to clad both the roof and side elevations would result in a visually prominent and ‘alien’ addition which would appear in stark contrast to the existing materials of the property. In addition, the choice of material and colour would result in the extension being wholly prominent and visually intrusive when viewed from the two kitchen windows of the adjacent property to the south (No.6). The extension would not be well integrated with the existing property nor that of neighbouring properties to the visual detriment of the locality.

I therefore recommend that planning permission be refused for the above reasons.

RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.
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