
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: RH

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0399

	Development Proposed:
	First floor extension to existing property. New porch to front elevation at 10 Carter Fold, Mellor.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	 Mellor Parish Council – Object to the application on the following grounds:

· Overlarge extension

· Detrimental affect on neighbours privacy

· Potential loss of light to neighbouring properties

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) – No Objection.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Two letters have been received from neighbouring residents who wish to raise the following objections:

· Loss of privacy by virtue of overlooking

· Loss of light

· Devaluation of property

	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 – 

· Prominent extension to the visual detriment of the street scene. 
· Loss of light 
· Loss of privacy

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

	The application relates to a detached true bungalow on Carter Fold within the main settlement of Mellor.

Permission is sought to raise the ridge height of the property by 1.8 metres in order to facilitate accommodation in the roofspace. In addition, a porch is to be erected to the southern elevation measuring 1.5m x 2.8m x 4m in height to the ridge. 

With regards to visual impact the Councils SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ states that ‘there should be a good visual relationship between the original dwelling and any other subsequent additions, as a general rule any extension should not dominate the original house. Extensions should respect the proportion, form and detailing of the original dwelling’. Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan states that ‘development should be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature’ and that ‘particular emphasis will be placed on visual appearance’ and Policy H10 of the same plan states ‘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’. 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’. 

I have no objection to the porch extension as it is considered that the scale, size and design is appropriate and will appear subservient to the main property. However, I do have concern with regards to increasing the ridge height of the property. The house types of Carter Fold include a mix of semi-detached, and detached true bungalows. The landform, and subsequently the detached true bungalows (all of the same design and scale as the applicants property) to the east, gradually step up, and offer a visually pleasing arrangement within the street scene. It is therefore considered that altering the pitch of the roof from a relatively shallow to a prominent piked roof would result in a property that would appear at odds with others within the street scene. The proposal would result in a property that would prove incongruous and dominate the street scene and not reflect in scale, size or design the character of the traditional true bungalows that are a typical feature of this residential estate and which surround the applicants property, contrary to Policy G1 and H10 of the Councils Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and the Councils SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’.

I also have serious concern with regards to the impact of the proposal upon neighbouring residential amenity, in particular loss of light and privacy.

When conducting my site visit I noted that two windows and a glazed door to the eastern side elevation of No. 12 Carter Fold (to the west of the applicants property) were the only ones serving the kitchen/dining room of the property. Light to these windows is already restricted by virtue of the fact that the floor level of No. 12 is set lower than the applicants, and there is only a distance of 4 metres between the eastern side elevation of No. 12 and the western side elevation of the applicant’s property. I consider that raising the ridge height of the applicant’s property will have an overbearing impact upon the occupant of No. 12 Carter Fold and result in the further reduction of light to these windows and door, resulting in the loss of residential amenity.

The proposal includes the insertion of a 2m x 2m glazed patio door with Juliette balcony at first floor level to the northern elevation of the property. The applicant’s property is set down significantly lower than those to the rear on Fouracre. So much so, that the ridge heights of properties on Carter Fold are clearly visible as viewed within the rear gardens of properties on Fouracre. It is clear that the floor level of the first floor accommodation to the applicant’s property as proposed, would be at an elevated height than the rear garden level of properties on Fouracrre. As such, views from the glazed patio doors would not only directly overlook the rear garden area of No. 9 Fouracre but also into the rear bedroom windows of this property. Views from the patio-glazed doors would also overlook at a more obscure angle towards the rear gardens of properties to either side of No. 9 Fouracre. Therefore it is considered that the proposed insertion of a full height glazed window/patio door to the northern elevation of the property at first floor level would have a significant impact upon the amenity of neighbouring residents by virtue of loss of privacy as a result of overlooking from the proposed glazed patio/window to the northern elevation at first floor level.

In light of the above, I therefore recommend refusal of the application due to the harmful impact of the proposal upon both the visual appearance of the street scene and neighbouring residential amenity.

RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.
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