
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: SW/JS

	Application No: 
	
3/2007/0810

	Development Proposed:
	RE-SUBMISSION OF PORCH/BOILER HOUSE EXTENSION TO SIDE OF HOUSE 

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Balderstone Parish Council – Objection - The extension will increase the footprint of the original building.

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	N/A



	CONSULTATIONS: Nearby Residents

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV3 – Development in Open Countryside

Policy H17 – Building Conversions – Design Matters

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policies G1, ENV3, H17 – Detrimental impact on original character of building and to the detriment of visual amenity.



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

	A previous application (3/2006/0715) was submitted for the same proposal, which was refused by the directorate on the grounds of its affect on the character and appearance of the existing building and the surrounding area.

The gable extension now proposed would have approximate dimensions of 3.25 x 6.5m x 5m to the apex of its pitch being constructed of natural stone under a slate roof. The size of the extension has increased significantly from the previous application by 0.7m in height and 1.7m in length and its style has changed from a simple design to more urban form. The urban characteristics of the proposal, such as the large window opening on the south elevation detract away from the barns intrinsic character and look visually intrusive. Due to its dominance it would have a significantly detrimental effect on the character of this building.

In discussing the previous appeal the inspector was concerned that a porch such as the previously submitted design would have a similar form to that of porch additions on many modern dwellings in urban areas and thus would not appear a natural, well designed addition to the traditional barn. This re-submission due to its more urban form and increased dominance on the existing building and its surroundings has done very little to address the previous concerns and in fact results in a scheme which it could be argued has a more detrimental impact on this building than that scheme which the inspector dismissed.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














