
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: RH

	Application No: 
	3/2009/1083/P

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed demolition of the adjacent pigsty to allow the erection of a two-storey extension at Smithy Cottage, Birks Brow, Longridge.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	No observations received at the time of writing this report.

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	County Surveyor – I have no objections in principle to this application on highway safety grounds. 

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No observations 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”

PPS1 – Delivering Sustainable Development

PPS7 – Sustainable Development in Rural Areas

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1, ENV1 – Dominant and incongruous development to the detriment of the appearance of the property and the visual amenity of the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

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

	The application relates to a single storey residential property which occupies an isolated position, sited adjacent to the roadside of Birks Brow close to its junction with Forty Acre Lane.

Permission is sought for the removal of the existing redundant pig sty towards the north of the property and the erection of a two-storey extension measuring approx. 7.8m x 8m x 6m in height to the ridge. 

As the distance to the nearest residential property to the north of the property is approx. 120 metres away and is well screened by existing mature trees I consider that there is minimal residential impact of the proposal. The main consideration therefore of this application is the effect of the proposal upon the appearance of the property and its effect upon wider visual amenity.

The adopted SPG “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings” advises that extensions should not dominate the original house and should respect the proportion, form and detailing of the original house. The proposed extension fails to fulfil these requirements for a number of reasons.

Page 5 of the Councils SPG relating to the size of an extension, states that ‘in Conservation Areas and open countryside size controls will be more strictly applied……..extensions which lead to properties becoming significantly more prominent will not be allowed….development proposals in excess of a 33% increase in floor area (of the original dwelling) are unlikely to succeed’.

Whilst the property is not within a Conservation Area nor designated Open Countryside I consider that as it is within an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and in an isolated position the above ruling should be applied in this case.

The floor area of the existing property is approx. 110.48 square metres and the floor area of the proposed extension over two floors is approx. 124.8 square metres which results in a 112% increase in floor area, well above the 33% threshold.

Policy G1 (a) states that ‘development should be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature’ and part (h) of the same policy states that ‘materials used should be sympathetic to the character of the area’. Regard should also be had to the isolated AONB setting of the building with ENV1 requiring developments to contribute to the conservation of the natural beauty of the area – “the protection, conservation and enhancement of the natural environment will be the most important considerations in the assessment of any development proposal.”  
I consider that the scale and massing of the extension over two floors would not appear subservient to the existing building and would appear as a dominant and incongruous feature, which would not reflect the character of the original house and so would be contrary to Policies G1 and H10 of the Local Plan and the Supplementary Planning Guidance “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”. 

This is further exacerbated by virtue of the design detail of the extension. The roof would be approx. 0.5 metres above that of the adjacent roofslope and is interrupted by the addition of piked features to the two windows at first floor level. The extension would not respect the pattern of the existing roofslopes where the ridge and eaves level falls, to follow the slope of the land northwards. In addition, the amount of glazing to the prominent northern gable elevation, which would be the most dominant feature when viewed from approach to the property from the north on Birks Brow, would represent a wholly modern and suburban design, which does not reflect nor is sympathetic to its surroundings. The building has existing modern design features such as the vernacular projecting window to the study to the front elevation and the floor to ceiling glazing, however I consider that these are predominantly unobtrusive and reflect the linearity of the property.

In addition paragraph 34. of PPS1 ‘Delivering Sustainable Development 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’.

The SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ states that ‘poorly designed extensions will appear as stark features which are out of keeping with the original house………..they can also harm the character of the wider area………extensions in designated areas……..will be subject to strict control. This is on the basis that any development in these areas is expected to contribute to their character’.

It is for the above reasons that I consider the scale, design and massing of the extension would not reflect the appearance of the property and as a result would have an adverse impact on the visual qualities of the AONB, an area which, as stated in paragraph 21. of PPS7 ‘as having the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty’ 

I therefore recommend that planning permission be refused for the above reasons.

	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.
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