Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: RH

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0147

	Development Proposed:
	Single storey rear extension at 47 Avenue Road, Hurst Green.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Aighton, Bailey & Chaigley Parish Council – No Objection.

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	N/A

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Three letters of observation have been received from neighbouring residents who wish to raise a number of objections summarised as follows:

· Impact upon highway safety 

· Inappropriate design impacting upon appearance of property

· Loss of privacy

· Loss of light

	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’

NPPF – National Planning Policy Framework

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1, ENV1, ENV16, H10, SPG and NPPF – Inappropriate design and materials to the visual detriment of the appearance of the property, Hurst Green Conservation Area and the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

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

	The application relates to a mid-terraced property located within Hurst Green Conservation Area and the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The terrace on Avenue Road is early 19th century and these properties are identified as Buildings of Townscape Merit, built to presumably house workers in the bobbin mills, as stated in the appraisal document conducted by The Conservation Studio (2006). Therefore the property is considered to be a heritage asset. The front (eastern) elevation of the property fronting Avenue Road is of traditional appearance and constructed of stone, as are all the properties to this terrace. The rear (western) elevation has three floors and is constructed of rendered walls with an existing lean-to porch extension. An unadopted pedestrian access runs the full length of this row of terraced properties to the rear and separates the elongated garden areas that are detached from each property.

Permission is sought to demolish the existing lean-to extension to the rear and erect a larger lean-to extension over two floors measuring 2.7m x 5m x 4.7m in height constructed of rendered walls to the cheeks and base and incorporating full height glazing to the rear elevation and glazing to the roof with a upvc frame.

I note the concerns from neighbouring residents with regards to the impact of the development upon privacy, loss of light and highway safety. With regards to the latter, it is considered that whilst the doorway of the extension will potentially open onto a pedestrian/vehicle access it is considered that as it is not an adopted road and similar sized extensions have been built to the rear of adjacent properties, therefore restricting vehicular access somewhat, it is considered that any impact upon pedestrian and highway safety will be minimal. Windows to the rear of the applicant’s property and others to this row presently overlook towards the rear garden areas, and therefore it is considered that approval of this extension would not significantly impact upon loss of privacy. With regards to loss of light I consider that as the extension is single storey with a mono-pitch roof and the window to the rear of adjacent property No. 49 Avenue Road closest to the extension is secondary any resultant loss of light will not be so significant as to result in a harmful impact upon the amenity of neighbouring residents.

With regards to design 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’. The Councils SPG states that ‘development should contribute to and reflect the character of the original house. 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’. In relation to materials the guidance states that ‘in most cases we would expect any extension to be carried out using materials which match those of the existing building. Particular care needs to be taken in the choice of materials in Conservation Areas, the AONB and Listed Buildings’. 

National guidance in relation to design is detailed within the NPPF which states that ‘decisions should aim to ensure that developments respond to local character and history, and reflect the identity of local surroundings and materials’ and in para. 60 that it is proper ‘to seek to promote or reinforce local distinctiveness’’. Para. 64. of the same document states 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’.

The property is considered to be a heritage asset and located within a designated Conservation Area. 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 and the NPPF which states in para. 126. that local planning authorities should take into account ‘the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness’.

The submitted ‘Heritage Statement’ states that ‘the real value and character of the heritage asset is the street to the front of the building, less so the unadopted road to the rear’ and goes on to say that ‘the extension is proposed to be constructed using modern materials so as to form a clear distinction between the original dwelling and the new addition’. Whilst I agree that the front (eastern) elevation of the property is the most traditional in appearance and contributes to the significance of this row of terraced properties the impact of any development should be assessed against the appearance of the building and locality as a whole. 

The Hurst Green Conservation Area Appraisal compiled by The Conservation Studio (2006) and which is a material consideration in the determination of applications for development within the Conservation Area states that the main threat to the area is the ‘continuing loss of original architectural details and use of inappropriate modern materials or details’
The rear elevation of the building is clearly visible within the public realm from the bridleway (BW8) and public footpath (FP70) north of the main pedestrian access to the rear of this row of properties. 

It is considered that due to the size, design and the materials used in the construction of the proposal (full glazing with a upvc frame) approval will result in an extension that will be clearly visible and appear as wholly modern in appearance, and in stark contrast to the main property. It would not make a positive contribution to the local character of the area but would be out of keeping with the traditional and robust appearance of the building and of those within the immediate vicinity and will therefore not reflect in detail, form or design the appearance of the main property contrary to Policy G1, ENV16 and H10 of the Districtwide Local Plan and the Councils SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ and the NPPF.

With regards to the impact of the development upon the natural environment and in particular the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty Para. 115. of the NPPF states that ‘great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty’. Also Policy ENV1 of the Districtwide Local Plan states that development should contribute to the conservation of the natural beauty of the area – ‘the protection, conservation and enhancement of the natural environment will be the most important considerations in the assessment of any development proposal’. It is considered that the proposed will appear unduly prominent within the locality and will neither protect, conserve nor enhance the landscape character of this area. The proposal would therefore be damaging to the appearance of the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty as well as the visual appearance of the property, and it would thereby conflict with Policies G1, ENV1 and H10 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan, the Councils SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ and the NPPF.

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

	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 07/03/2012














