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DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0493/P

	Development Proposed:
	Alterations and extension to existing dwelling to form kitchen/dining room, garage and chimney. Removal of existing outrigger and garage block. Yew Tree Farm, 49 Mellor Brow, Mellor, Lancashire, BB2 7EX.



	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Mellor Parish Council – No objections.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	N/A



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No additional representations received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV3 – Development in Open Countryside.

Policy ENV4 – Green Belt.

Policy H10 – Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.

PPG2 – Green Belt.



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

	The application relates to a detached property, lying to the east of the settlement boundary of Mellor Brook, and west of the settlement boundary of Mellor, on land designated as Open Countryside and Green Belt.

Permission is sought for the demolition of an existing single storey garage to the side of the property and the removal of a single storey lean-to on the rear of the property, in order to erect a one and a half storey extension to the side of the main dwelling, with a single storey kitchen/dining room extension to the rear of the property. The one and a half storey extension will contain a double garage at ground floor level with a bedroom tucked into the space above. The roof of the extension will form a ‘catslide’ roof over the single storey kitchen/dining room to the rear. The one and a half storey element will have a floor area of approx. 7.7m x 7m with a maximum height of 6.8m to the ridge (as measured from the front elevation). The existing property has a ridge height of approx. 7.1m, however due to the change in land levels on site, the proposed one and a half storey extension will actually be approx. 1.5m lower in height (when comparing ridge to ridge heights). It is also set back from the front elevation of the main dwelling by approx. 2.2m, providing a further degree of subservience. The proposed kitchen/dining room extension tucks in behind the proposed new side extension and the existing two-storey element off the rear of the main dwelling.

In terms of the visual impact of the proposal on the openness of the Green Belt, it is worth considering the following. Paragraph 1.4 of PPG2 states that ‘The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the most important attribute of Green Belts is their openness.’ Paragraph 3.1 considers that there is ‘a general presumption against inappropriate development with Green Belts’, with Paragraph 3.2 considering that ‘Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt’. Finally, with specific regard to extensions to dwellings, Paragraph 3.6 notes that ‘Provided that it does not result in disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building, the extension or alteration of dwellings is not inappropriate in Green Belts.’

Bearing in mind the above, as well as guidance provided within Policy ENV3 and the Council’s SPG “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”, the extension is set back by approx. 2.2m and set down from the existing ridge height by 1.5m which satisfies the requirements of the above, ensuring that the extension appears subordinate to the existing dwelling, thereby reducing its overall visual appearance. With regards to the impact on the Green Belt, and whether or not the extension is ‘appropriate’, the Applicant’s D&A notes that the existing house and garage has a combined gross floor area of approx. 260 sq.m. with the new arrangement having a gross floor area of 340 sq.m. This shows an approx. increase of 31%, which is within the 33% guide noted in the Council’s SPG. The Guidance relating to Green Belt extension is slightly different however, as it refers to additions over and above the size of the original house, however in considering the removal of the lean-to and the garage, the proposal is considered entirely appropriate. Materials to be used will match those of the existing property.

In conclusion, given the scale, size, design and materials proposed for the extension, the significant set-down and set-back provided on site and the existing ‘enclosed nature of the site as viewed from Mellor Brow; the proposal is considered to be acceptable as it would not dominate the existing property and nor would it impact upon the openness of the Green Belt. 

With regards to potential impact upon neighbouring residents I have assessed the proposal using the BRE methodology detailed in the Council’s SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ to consider potential loss of light to the neighbouring property no. 51, and it passes the BRE guidelines. With regards to any impact on the amenity of the occupiers of the neighbouring property by virtue of loss of privacy, considering there are no windows in the side elevation of the proposed extension, and nor are there any habitable room windows at first floor in the side elevation of the roof of the neighbouring property, there is no concern regarding any loss of privacy.

A bat survey was carried out at the property and it was concluded that the property is of little value to bats as a roost and no evidence of use was found.
Therefore, I do not consider this application would cause a significant detrimental impact on the visual amenity of the area or on the residential amenity of the occupiers of the surrounding properties. As such, the application is recommended accordingly.


	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL:

	The proposal represents an appropriate form of development and given its design, size and location would not result in visual detriment to the surrounding countryside, nor would its use have an adverse impact on highway safety.



	RECOMMENDATION: That conditional planning permission be granted.


DATE INSPECTED: 02/08/2011














