
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2010/0389/P

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed extensions to the house to provide a kitchen to rear and study to the side at Austin House, Malt Kiln Lane, Chipping, Lancashire, PR3 2GP.



	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No objection.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	N/A



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No additional representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV1 – Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Policy ENV16 – Development within Conservation Areas.

Policy H10 – Residential Extensions.

SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”. 

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

PPS5 - Planning and the Historic Environment.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Contrary to PPS5 and Policies G1 and ENV16 of the Local Plan as the proposed side extension by virtue of its location, design, size and materials, would be visually harmful to the streetscene, be to the further detriment of the character of the building, and would visually affect the character, appearance and setting of the newly designated Kirk Mill Conservation Area.



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

	The application relates to a large detached dwelling outside the village boundary of Chipping, and on the edge of the newly designated Kirk Mill Conservation Area, as approved by Ribble Valley Planning Committee on the 4th of February 2010. The site also lies within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Planning permission is sought to add a small, single storey extension to the rear elevation of the property, and a single storey extension to the side elevation of the property that faces onto the vehicular access to the property.

Historically, the property was originally a farm house/cottage attached to a barn, that has subsequently been extended via a number of various small and large additions over a number of years, culminating in the property as existing today. As the Case Officer on the most recent two proposals, my view of the site has not changed in that I consider its original character as a farm house/cottage has been lost by these additional extensions and alterations (outlined in the two recent delegated reports). I do not consider the two recently approved additions to have had a significant visual impact on the character of the building as existing, nor on the character or setting of the A.O.N.B. Indeed, despite these more recent alterations and additions, this prominent property retains some interest and complements the immediately adjacent Kirk Mill Conservation Area, recently designated in February 2010. For information, Kirk Mill Conservation Area was designated without full appraisal in February 2010 in response to the immediate threat of redevelopment to the late C18 industrial hamlet, centred on the ‘Arkwright style’ water-powered mill of 1785. Consequently, the conservation area boundary was drawn tightly around the mill and its immediate environs. However, following public suggestion and a more comprehensive appraisal, a report to the Planning and Development Committee of 15 July 2010 recommends consultation on a proposed much expanded conservation area, which now includes Austin House. The Council must now consider how any new proposals may have an impact on the setting and character, and views into and out of the newly designated Conservation Area, and in assessing this, I will make reference in part to the views and comments made on the application by my colleague the Principle Planning Officer (Design and Conservation).

Whilst the proposed further extension to the rear is considered acceptable, the proposed office extension is prominent, large and of distinctively different form to the historic build. I am aware that an extension of a similar design and style has already been approved on the opposite gable elevation of this property, however the gable elevation in question is highly visible from the road and the adjacent public footpath (that runs to the side and rear of the property), and it is considered to intrudes into the street scene, adversely affecting the setting of the newly designated Conservation Area, as well as views into and out of the Conservation Area. Indeed, should the Applicant/owner, or successors to that, wish to remove the front boundary hedgerow (something that would not require any form of consent), the visually intrusion would be exacerbated further.

PPS5 Policy HE10.1 states: ‘When considering applications for development that affect the setting of a heritage asset, local planning authorities should treat favourably applications that preserve those elements of the setting that make a positive contribution to or better reveal the significance of the asset. When considering applications that do not do this, local planning authorities should weigh any such harm against the wider benefits of the application. The greater the negative impact on the significance of the heritage asset, the greater the benefits that will be needed to justify approval’. Similarly, Policy ENV16 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan states: ‘The desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area will also be a material consideration in deciding development proposals outside the designated area which affect its setting or views into or out of the area’. 

The Principal Planning Officer (Design and Conservation) also notes that the proposed office extension and loss of soft landscaping would result in the greater prominence of the existing modern rear extensions, which also appears to conflict with PPS5 Policy HE10.2 which states: ‘Local planning authorities should identify opportunities for changes in the setting to enhance or better reveal the significance of a heritage asset. Taking such opportunities should be seen as a public benefit and part of the process of place-shaping’. In addition, he notes that he is mindful of the need to facilitate and encourage the re-use of former Berry’s buildings within Kirk Mill Conservation Area, and makes reference to paragraph 120 of the Heritage Environment Planning Practice Guide which states: ‘When assessing any application for development within the setting of a heritage asset, local planning authorities may need to consider the implications of cumulative change and the fact that developments that materially detract from the asset’s significance may also damage its economic viability now, or in the future, thereby threatening its ongoing conservation’.

As such, bearing mind the above, it is therefore recommended that this application be refused.


	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 17/06/2010





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














