
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CS/JS

	Application No: 
	3/2004/1253/P

	Development Proposed:
	New extension to create hall and WC, alterations to existing adjoining outbuilding to form utility room and new double garage with access track at Astley House, Parsonage Lane, Chipping

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No comments or observations received within the 21 day statutory consultation period.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) - No written observations have been received, but the County Surveyor has commented orally that there would be no highway safety benefit in the closure of the existing vehicular access to the dwelling and the improvement and use of the existing adjoining field access.  If anything, he said that the proposal might even make the situation slightly worse as the existing field access is closer to the bend in the road to the north west of the site than the existing domestic access.  



	CONSULTATIONS: Nearby Residents

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV1 - Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

Policy H12- Curtilage Extensions.

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policies G1, ENV1 and H12 – detriment to visual amenity.



	COMMENTS/ENVIRONMENTAL/HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES/RECOMMENDATION:

	The application relates to a detached house in an isolated rural location within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  It is of mixed stone and render construction with a slate roof.  It has an existing two storey rear extension for which planning permission was granted in 2001 (3/00/0723/P).  

The dwelling is sited on a relatively small triangular piece of land which has the appearance of residential curtilage.  The application site also includes a field/paddock to the west of the triangular area and another piece of land to the north, on the opposite side of Parsonage Lane.  The applicants are of the opinion that the whole of the application site is residential curtilage.  I do not consider this to be the case, but only consider the triangle to be curtilage.  The adjoining land to the west has the appearance of a field rather than a garden, and it is separated from the triangular piece of land by a hedge (albeit that there is a pedestrian gate between the two areas).  

The proposed single storey extension would be at the rear of the property.  It is of an appropriate design with a cat-slide roof, is not excessive in size and would be constructed in matching materials. I have no objections to the proposed extension or to the proposed alterations to the existing attached outbuilding to form a utility room.

The proposed garage, however, would be on the adjoining field/paddock which the Council does not accept as residential curtilage.  It would replace an existing stable building but would be larger in both area and height, being 10m x 6.4m with an eaves height of 2.2m and a ridge height of 3.7m.  It would be sited a minimum of 3.4m away from the boundary hedge to Parsonage Lane.  The proposed garage would be of mixed stone and render construction with a slate roof.  The proposal would also involve a new driveway from the existing (but to be improved) field access, and a pedestrian footpath linking the driveway to the ‘accepted’ residential curtilage.  The existing vehicular access into the curtilage would be closed by the erection of a stone wall.

The proposed garage itself, by virtue of its height and position on slightly raised ground, would form an incongruous feature in this AONB locality.  The associated driveway and footpath would further add to the detrimental effects on the appearance of the locality.  A permission would also amount to an acceptance of the field/paddock as residential curtilage, and its formal use as such (eg by the formation of lawns and planted borders etc) would further detract from the rural appearance and character of the area.  

For these reasons I consider that the application should be refused.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 19 JAN 05





TELEPHONE CLLRS:   NO
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