
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CB

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0432/P

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed rear and side extension and raising of roof to provide rooms in roofspace at 3 Arley Rise, Mellor, BB2 7EU

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Mellor Parish Council object to the proposal for the following reasons:

1. Overlarge development

2. Out of proportion to neighbouring properties

3. Detrimental impact on neighbouring properties – the eastern elevation extends to the boundary with no. 5 Arley Rise impacting upon the occupiers

4. Privacy and light concerns



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) - No objections. 

The proposal will generate minimal additional traffic on the immediate highway network. 

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Two letters of objection have been received from the adjacent neighbours at nos. 1 and 5 Arley Rise. Their letters raise the following concerns:

· Loss of light due to building up to the boundary and raising the ridge height;

· Tripling the amount of floorspace

· Parking and traffic concerns in relation to child safety; 

· Parking and traffic concerns relating to the applicants car business;

· Concerns about noise, disturbance and damage during construction;

· Drainage problems; and,

· Concerns that the proposals may result in the devaluation of surrounding properties

One letter has been received which states that the proposals seem reasonable given that we allowed no. 1 Arley Rise to be extended.  The letter does question whether the extensions at this aforementioned property have been built in accordance with the approved plans.  The enforcement team is investigating this matter.

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 – Development Control

Policy G4 – Settlement Strategy

Policy H10 – Residential Extensions

SPG – Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policies G1 and H10 of the DWLP and the Council's adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance on alterations and extensions to dwellings - overlarge and overbearing development, detrimental affect on the street scene and to the amenity of neighbouring properties.

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

	The applications relates to a detached bungalow on a cul-de-sac within the settlement boundary of Mellor, as defined by the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan, adopted June 1998.

The proposal seeks to raise the height of the roof and extend the property at both the rear and side.  The application seeks to increase the ridge height of the bungalow by approximately 1.5m, extend to the rear of the property by approximately 3.0m and extend at the side of the property by 2.2m on the western side of the property, nearest to the boundary with no.5 Arley Rise).

The principal issues with this application are the visual impact the proposals will have on the street scene and the impact on neighbouring amenity.

The first element of the scheme seeks a roof list of approximately 1.5m.  In determining whether this aspect is acceptable, it is important to consider what the LPA has previously given permission for in the locality.  

In 2008 permission was granted by the Council to raise the ridge height of the adjacent property, no. 1 Arley Rise.  Originally, the owners of this property sought a 1.5m roof lift along with other extensions, which was refused by the Council due to its prominence within the street scene.  This prominence was emphasised due to the existing landform, as Arley Rise slopes downwards in a westerly direction from its junction with Hob Green. Prior to the roof lift at no.1, the properties on Arley Rise appeared to follow the sloping landform with their roofs appearing to step down.  The Council finally allowed a roof lift of 1.2m.  There is no doubt in my mind that allowing a roof lift of this amount has certainly set a precedent for this type of development.  I am however of the opinion that the height proposed here is excessive and together with the extensions, the property would appear overly prominent, and bring disharmony to the street scene, appearing unduly incongruous.  The cumulative impact of no. 1 and no. 3 Arley Rise, when viewed together, further reiterates my view that the height and bulk proposed would be detrimental to the visual amenities of the area.

It is also worth noting that under the SPG an upper size limit of 75% increase in floor space is indicated as being acceptable within settlements.  If you calculate just the extensions to the ground floor the increase would result in a 75% increase, however, when adding the whole of the existing, presently unoccupied first floor, plus the extensions, the works equate to a 250% increase.  Whilst I am mindful that the 75% increase is only an indicative size threshold I am of the opinion that the clear visual detriment to the street scene means that a refusal is justifiable.

In relation to residential amenity, the enlarged property would be built within 20cm of the boundary with no 5 Arley Rise.  Moving the property closer to this boundary as proposed, as well as increasing the eaves and roof height of the dwelling would block the limited outlook these residents currently experience.  The proposed extended dwelling would therefore be overbearing and oppressive to these residents as well as reducing the amount of light received to habitable rooms at both ground and first floors to a level which I find unacceptable.  

In relation to the other adjacent neighbours (no.1 Arley Rise), I have considered their concerns that the extensions will block out light and make them feel “enclosed”.  Having checked the planning history for the property, it is apparent that the first floor window in the gable of this property, serving a bedroom, is unauthorised.  Moreover, at the time of construction, the Council informed the owner of this and advised him to either apply for permission or remove it.  The owner has not done either option, consequently, as this window is unauthorised and this gable wall should be blank, I consider it unreasonable to refuse the application on the impact the proposal would have on these neighbours in terms of loss of light to this bedroom.  Therefore, the increase in the height of the dwelling, including the extensions, would not impinge on the amount of light received to habitable rooms through ‘authorised’ windows. 

Moreover, given that the distance between the rear of the property before the extension and the properties on Stanley Gate is little over 21 metres, the works would I feel have an adverse impact on the privacy of those residents.  Moreover, the rooflights, if allowed to have unlimited openings would overlook neighbouring garden areas to the detriment of neighbouring amenity.

In the interests of the amenity of these neighbours and the adjacent neighbours at no.5 Arley Rise, I thus consider a refusal on this ground is completely justified.

I am aware that the proposed garage is not large enough to enable a car to be parked, however, in relation to the issue of car parking and highway safety, the Highway Engineer from Lancashire County Council is satisfied that the proposal would not adversely affect highway safety.  As this is the case, I see it as unreasonable to resist the proposal in relation to this aspect.

Therefore, having regard to the above I am of the opinion that the extent of the roof lift proposed plus the proposed extensions would prove detrimental both to the existing street scene and to the amenity of neighbours.  The scheme should, thus, be resisted.


	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 17 August 2011























