Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: RH

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0056

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed single storey garden/dining room extension. Erection of open porch canopy at Pendle Cottage, Whins Avenue, Sabden.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council 

Sabden Parish Council – No Objection.

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	No observations received.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations 

No representations received.

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control

Policy ENV1 – Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty

Policy ENV16 – Development Within Conservation Areas

Policy H10 – Residential Extensions

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

PPS1: Delivering Sustainable Development

PPS5: Planning for the Historic Environment

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1, ENV1, ENV16, H10 and Councils SPG “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings” – Inappropriate size, design and siting resulting in a visually dominant extension to the detriment of the character and significance of the main property, the appearance of the Conservation Area and the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

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

	This application relates to a traditional detached stone built two-storey residential property prominently sited towards the head of Whins Avenue off Whalley Road within the main settlement of Sabden, the designated Conservation Area and an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

The property is shown on the 1845 map, and due to its historic significance, character and that it is located amongst buildings of Townscape Merit I consider the property to be a non-designated heritage asset following guidance contained within PPS5: Planning for the Historic Environment.

Permission is sought to erect a single storey extension to the south-eastern elevation of the property which is to project 0.9m from both the southern and eastern main building line of the property, measuring 4.7m in length to the southern elevation and 4.6m in length to the eastern elevation with a maximum height to the ridge of 3.6m.The roof is to incorporate a hipped roof design with a flat roof and glazed lantern to the centre. Materials to be used in its construction are stonewalls with a slate /lead roof and is to incorporate three glazed windows to the southern elevation with four paned glass doors to the eastern elevation. The application also includes the erection of an open porch canopy above the existing doorway to the north-west elevation. The lean to roof is to measure 3.6m in length and the ridge height is to measure 3.8m from ground floor level.

As the windows to the south-eastern elevation of the extension are to face the rear elevation of the nearest neighbouring residential properties located 13 metres from the proposal, and there are no properties to the north-east of Pendle Cottage I consider that any impact upon the amenity of neighbouring residents will be minimal. Therefore the main consideration in the determination of this application is the visual impact of the proposal upon the character and appearance of the building, the conservation area and the landscape quality of this Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

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’. Policy H10 states that ‘proposals to extend or alter existing residential properties within the plan area will be considered on the basis of the scale, design and massing of the proposal in relation to the surrounding area’. The Councils Supplementary Planning Guidance ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ states that ‘development should contribute to and reflect the character of the original house. Over large extensions are to be avoided which are bulky and effect the overall mass of the dwelling to an extent where the extension is highly prominent’. In addition that ‘as a general rule any extension should not dominate the original house and there should be a good visual relationship between the original dwelling and any subsequent additions’. Specifically relating to design the SPG states that ‘it is normally better not to introduce design features which are not in keeping with the original house. The form and shape of the original dwelling should be respected and reflected in the extension. Poorly designed extensions will appear as stark features which are out of keeping with the original house’.

In addition, part 33. of national Planning Policy Statement 1 (PPS1) ‘Delivering Sustainable Development’ with regards to design 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’.  Part 36. of the same document states that development should ensure that ‘it responds to their local context and create or reinforce local distinctiveness’.

With regards to development within Conservation Areas Policy ENV16 of the Local Plan states that ‘within conservation areas development will be strictly controlled to ensure that it reflects the character of the area in terms of scale, size, design and materials’. The desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area is a material consideration. Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states ‘with respect to any buildings or other land in a conservation area, of any powers under any of the provisions………special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of that area’. This directly correlates with Policy ENV16 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan which seeks ‘retention and enhancement’ of the Conservation Area.

The Sabden Conservation Area Appraisal (Conservation Studio, 2006) notes that the one of the main threats to the area is the ‘continuing loss of original architectural details and use of inappropriate modern materials or details’.
The above local policies are supported by national planning guidance contained within Planning Policy Statement 5 (PPS5): Planning for the Historic Environment. Policy HE9.1 of PPS5 states that ‘there should be a presumption in favour of the conservation of designated heritage assets’. Policy HE7.5 of PPS5 notes that ‘Local Planning Authorities should take into account the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to the character and local distinctiveness of the historic environment. The consideration of design should include scale, height, massing, alignment and materials’.
Paragraph 178 of ‘The Historic Environment Planning Practice Guide’ (HEPPG) which accompanies PPS5 states that ‘The main issues to consider in proposals for additions to heritage assets are proportion, height, massing, bulk, use of materials, relationship with adjacent assets, alignment and treatment of setting. It would not normally be acceptable for new work to dominate the original asset or its setting in either scale, material or as a result of its siting’. The document also states that ‘heritage assets may be affected by direct physical change or by change in their setting’.

The development is within an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and therefore impact upon the visual appearance of the landscape is a material consideration. Policy ENV1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan states that ‘development will need to contribute to the conservation of the natural beauty of the area and the design, materials, scale, massing and landscaping of development will be important factors in deciding planning applications. The protection, conservation and enhancement of the natural environment will be the most important considerations in the assessment of any development proposal’. An area as stated in paragraph 21.of PPS7 ‘as having the highest status of protection in relation to landscape quality and scenic beauty’.

Taking into account the above policies I consider that due to the simplistic form and design of the canopy and that it is sited on the least visually prominent elevation as viewed within the public realm, I have no objection to this aspect of the application.

The south-eastern elevation of the property is visually prominent when viewed from Whins Avenue and the north-eastern elevation is prominent from the public footpath along ‘The Whins’ that runs along the eastern boundary of the property. The general form of the extension and its juxtaposition which projects forward of the main building lines of the property results in the appearance of an extension which appears ‘disjointed’ against the pitched roofed gable fronted property to the south-eastern elevation and as a result will appear as a dominant and stark feature contrary to the Councils SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ and visually prominent as viewed within the public realm. The proposal will mask the original doorway of the property and the glazed lantern will partially obscure two original timber windows at first floor level to the south-eastern and north-eastern elevation, of which are considered to contribute to the character and appearance of the dwelling. It is considered that the overall design of the extension, and in particular the inclusion of a glazed lantern and patio doors to the north-eastern elevation are wholly modern in appearance and does not reflect in design terms the original character of the property and therefore will not make a positive contribution to the appearance of the property or the appearance of the Conservation Area contrary to Policies G1, ENV16 of the Districtwide Local Plan and policies contained within PPS5.  Due to the visual appearance of the extension it is also considered that it will neither conserve nor enhance this Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty contrary to Policy ENV1 of the Distrctwide Local Plan.

I note that the agent states on the submitted plan that the justification for the design of the extension is to reflect the detail of the existing lean-to bay window to the south-eastern elevation. Whilst the proposal incorporates similar glazing design to the front (south-eastern) elevation the general form, size and design is significantly different from the simplistic nature of the existing lean-to bay window extension which appears subservient to the main property and does not mask original features.

To conclude I consider that the proposal will neither preserve or enhance the Conservation Area and will harm the visual amenity of this Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and the significance of this non-designated heritage asset contrary to Policy ENV1 and ENV16 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan, the Councils SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ and policies contained within PPS5: Planning for the Historic Environment.

On the basis of the above information I recommend the application accordingly.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 16/02/2012




















