
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CB

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0851

	Development Proposed:
	Rear second floor extension and detached single garage to rear at Houghton Farm Cottage, Osbaldeston Lane, Osbaldeston, BB2 7LY

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Osbaldeston Parish Council - No comments or observations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	United Utilities - No objections.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 – Development Control

Policy G5 – Settlement Strategy

Policy ENV3 – Development within Open Countryside

Policy H10 – Residential Extensions

Policy H17 - Building Conversions - Design Matters

SPG “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1, ENV3, H10, H17, SPG – dominant extension creating an imbalance to the original character of the building and would be to the detriment of visual amenities.

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

	The application relates to a cottage at the end of a terrace row of properties on Osbaldeston Lane.  It is bordered by an access track leading to farm units and to the rear by open fields.  Dwellings exist opposite and to the north another row of cottages exist.  The property is located within open countryside, as defined by the Districtwide Local Plan.

The applications seeks permission for a first floor pitched roof addition at the rear of the property above the cat slide roof and for a single storey detached garage within the rear garden area.  The first floor addition would have a hipped roof.  Its height to eaves would be 4.2m, approximately 0.8m higher than the eaves of the main house.  The roof pitch would be the same as the main roof pitch.  The proposed garage would be located at the rear of the property adjacent to the stone boundary wall.

In order to determine which local and national policies apply it is important to understand the history of the building.  In 1993 a Certificate of Lawfulness was granted for the use of the cottage as residential unit.  However, notwithstanding this, there is a history of the property dating back to 1962 for the conversion of the redundant farm buildings for residential use.  I am therefore of the opinion that the building had an agricultural use and that ant further developments should be assessed against the conversion policies of the Local Plan.

In determining applications for barn conversions for extensions to barn conversions, special care needs to be afforded to the design and to the impact on the original building.  These buildings were operational structures with a functional structure simplicity which is part of this properties character and intrinsic value.  Although Policy H18, relating to extensions to barns, of the Local Plan has is not a ‘saved policy’, Policy H17 relating to design matters on converted buildings is still saved and is thus relevant as is Policy G1.  Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (LP) seeks a high standard of design. The Council’s Supplementary Planning Guidance ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ has much the same objective.  It advises that extensions should not dominate the original house and that any extension should reflect the character of the original house and wider locality.  Moreover, it advocates that there should be a good visual relationship between the original dwelling and any subsequent additions (either existing or proposed) and also that extensions should respect the proportion, form and detailing of the original dwelling and to avoid extensions which are bulky and which effect the overall mass of the dwelling to an extent where the dwelling is highly prominent.  

The proposed first floor extension is considered contrary to the guidance given in the SPG on extensions, as the rear two-storey extension would, in my opinion, result in a dominant and bulky addition which would be out of keeping with the original house which appears simple in its form.  Moreover, the extension would appear disproportionate, and would not reflect the form of the original dwelling.  Notwithstanding this, due to the scale, design, massing and form of the extension, the proposal would significantly affect the character of this traditional property and the wider rural area to its detriment.  The extension would appear bulky when viewing the proposal from the lane at the side and the combination of these factors the extension would appear disproporytionate and awkward in relation to the existing house and out of character when viewing the property from the rear.  The Council’s Supplementary Planning Guidance – Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings (SPG) explains that any extension should, amongst other matters, reflect the character of the original house, and respect its proportion and form. Because of the design, its depth and roof profile of the extension, it would fail to comply with these provisions of the SPG.  The extension would be visible from public vantage points as a Public Footpaths run to the south of the dwellings to which this property forms the end.

In relation to impact on neighbours.  I have some concerns that the proposal would remove light from habitable rooms within the adjoining property.  However, having carried out the BRE sunlight/ daylight test shown in the SPG it is apparent that the amount of light lost is not so significant as to warrant refusal of the application on this ground.

In relation to the proposed detached garage, this is to be 3.8m wide x 5.0m in length.  It would measure 3.8m to the ridge. I consider that the scale, size and design of the garage and its siting next to the 1.8m high boundary wall to be acceptable.  The proposed garage would not cause amenity issues.

To conclude, although, I am aware that permission was previously granted in 1998 for the existing lean-to addition which forms the ground floor kitchen/ diner.  This addition has a cat slide roof profile with glazing restricted to the rear elevation and in the gable.  This proposal was deemed to be acceptable as the scheme was felt to be sympathetic to the original form of the building.  However, the proposed addition above this extension, which is the subject of this application, is felt to be unsympathetic and thus detrimental to the original form of the building.

	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.
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