
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: RH

	Application No: 
	3/2010/0861

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed first floor extension to the rear and new window at first floor to the front elevation at 92 Ribchester Road, Salesbury.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	No observations received.

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	No observations received.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No observations received.

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control

Policy H10 – Residential Extensions

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1, H10, SPG – 

· Incongruous development to the visual detriment of the original property, and the character of this row of terraced cottages.

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

	This application relates to a mid-terraced property on the northern side of Ribchester Road within the main settlement limit of Wilpshire. 

Permission is sought for a first floor extension above the existing single storey rear extension measuring 4.9m x 2.4m with a pitched roof resulting in the maximum height of the extension from ground to first floor level at 6.2 metres, in which the ridge height will match that of the main property. In addition, a window is to be inserted at first floor level above the existing porch to the front elevation.

The terraced properties are identified on the 1845 map and they have a cottage style appearance when viewed in the street scene. It is evident that over the years this row of terraced properties to the front elevation has been altered with the insertion of new windows and porches. It is considered as such, that the visual impact of the proposed window to the front elevation will be minimal and the distance from the applicant’s property and the one opposite safeguards any privacy issues.

With regards to the impact of the proposed extension to the rear upon neighbouring residential amenity it is considered that any impact will be minimal. I have assessed the proposal using the BRE methodology with regards to loss of light and am satisfied that it passes these guidelines. The owner of 94 Ribchester Road confirmed when conducting my site visit that the rear ground floor window closest to the extension serves a bathroom, which is a non-habitable room and there is a large hedgerow on the common boundary between the two properties which currently restricts the availability of light to these windows.

In terms of the visual impact of the extension to the rear, Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan states that ‘development should be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature’ and in addition that ‘particular emphasis will be placed on visual appearance’. As such, the appropriateness of the scale, design and massing of the extension against the original property and within the street scene is to be considered.

With regards to design the Councils 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; and that ‘any extension should reflect the character of the original house and the wider locality’.

The guidance also states that ‘as a general rule any extension should not dominate the original house………extensions should respect the proportion, form and detailing of the original dwelling’.

In view of the above, it is considered that the introduction of a first floor extension to the rear of this property amounts to development that is wholly out of keeping and will dominate the original property.

Other properties on this row have extended to the rear elevation, however this has only been at single storey level and these are more temporary than permanent structures. The simplicity of this row of properties and in particular the linear and simple form of the rear roofslope will be significantly affected by the introduction of a wholly modern and dominant feature which is uncharacteristic of this type of property. The pitched roof design in which the ridge height matches that of the original dwelling will dominate the roof slope and the modern window designs to the rear elevation does not reflect the traditional character of the property itself nor the character of the this row of properties.

In addition, the dominance of the extension viewed against the linear and simple form of the rear roofslopes to this row of properties will be visible in the public realm from the footpath between 102 and 104 Ribchester Road and which runs northwards along the boundary of the field to the rear of this row of properties.

It also considered that the approval of such a scheme would set a dangerous precedent for the acceptance of similar proposals which would be difficult to resist and cause visual harm to the character of this row of properties when viewed from the public realm to the rear. 

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

RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.
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