
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: RH

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0164

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed garage extension with accommodation in the roof to the southern gable elevation with dormer to the front and rear roofslope. Proposed dormer to front elevation of main property and single storey lean-to extension to the rear at 8 Rogersfield, Langho.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	No observations received.

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) – No Objection.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No observations received.

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control

Policy H10 – Residential Extensions

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

NPPF – National Planning Policy Framework

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1, H10, SPG, NPPF – 

· Size, scale, design and siting would interrupt the existing pattern of development to the estate, resulting in an adverse impact upon the appearance of the property and the street scene to the loss of general amenity.

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

	The application relates to a detached property that occupies a prominent and spacious corner plot at right angles to, and facing, the main estate roads of Rogersfield, off Whalley Road, within the main settlement of Langho.

Permission is sought to erect what is essentially a two-storey side extension to the southern gable elevation of the property measuring 4m x 8m x 6.2m in height to the ridge. The proposal is to accommodate a garage at ground floor level with accommodation in the roofspace. A piked dormer is proposed to the front (western) roofslope of this extension measuring 2.4m wide, projecting 3.2m from the roofslope and 2.6m in height with a slightly smaller piked dormer to the rear (eastern) roofslope measuring 2.4m wide, projecting 2.8m from the roofslope and 2.2m in height. In addition, a piked dormer is proposed to the front (western) roofslope of the original property measuring 2.8m wide, projecting 4m from the rooflsope and 3m in height to the ridge with a proposed single-storey lean-to extension to the rear measuring 4m x 6.9m x 3.7m in height to the ridge.

As there will remain a sufficient distance of over 20 metres between the proposed extensions and neighbouring properties to the east, south and west it is considered that any impact of the proposals upon the amenity of neighbouring residents will be minimal.

In terms of visual impact I consider that as the proposed piked roof dormer extension to the front elevation of the main property is set down from the main ridge height and set in from the edge of the roof profile its scale, size and design is appropriate and will not dominate the rooflsope or the appearance of the main property in compliance with Policy G1 and H10 of the Districtwide Local Plan and the Councils SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’. I also consider that as the proposed single storey lean-to extension is to the rear it will not prove visually prominent within the locality and is again appropriate in scale, size and design.

Whilst I have no objection to the above proposals I do have serious concern with regards to the visual prominence of the proposed side extension to the southern gable elevation. Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan states that ‘development should be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses and the density, layout and relationship between buildings is of major importance. Particular emphasis will be placed on visual appearance and the relationship to surroundings as well as the effects of development on existing amenities’. The NPPF also supports the principle that development should reflect its surroundings as it states that ‘developments should respond to local character…… and reflect the identity of local surroundings’ (para. 58) and that ‘permission should be refused for development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an area’ (para.64).  The estate was designed to an open plan layout in which properties are set well back from the main road, and those sited on a corner plot enjoy open aspects to their front and side elevations. The proposed extension to this prominent southern gable elevation, whilst being set down from the main ridge height of the property, would be seen as a prominent addition due to its size, scale and design with the inclusion of dominant piked dormers to the front and rear roofslope.

When entering the estate from Whalley Road there is a clear open-plan pattern of development, which provides visual relief from the built form within the street scene. This is apparent when taking into account that the southern building line of the applicants property is in-line with the nearest residential properties to the east and west (No. 6 and 22 Rogersfield) which also occupy corner plots. These properties coupled with those to the southern side of Rogersfield when entering the site retain their open aspect with the opportunity to view the distant hills beyond, which I consider to be an important and positive feature of this estate.

Approval of the extension to project forward of the southern building line of the property and closer to the main access road to the estate would diminish the present open aspect and interrupt, as well as be out of character with the general pattern of development to the detriment of the visual amenity of the street scene and character of the estate.

Therefore for the above reasons I recommend the application is refused.

RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.
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