
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: RH

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0160

	Development Proposed:
	Demolition of existing shippon and proposed two-storey side extension, porch extension and single storey rear extension at 74 Knowsley Road, Wilpshire.

	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”

HEPPG – Historic Environment Planning Practice Guide

NPPF – National Planning Policy Framework

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1, H10, SPG, HEPPG, NPPF – 

· Inappropriate and incongruous development to the visual detriment of this traditional property, and the street scene.

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

	This application relates to a traditional, partially stone-built end-terraced cottage with a single storey lean-to shippon to the northern gable elevation and single storey pitched roof extension to the rear. The property is at the northern end of a row of four terraced properties that have a cottage-style appearance. Whilst the other properties have been extended to the front and rear elevation in the past, 74 Knowsley Road has retained much of its original appearance.

The property is not Listed, nor is it within a designated Conservation Area. However I consider that 74 Knowsley Road is the most traditional and visually attractive property to this row as viewed within the public realm, by virtue of the random stone faced northern and eastern elevation as well as the retention of the shippon to the northern gable elevation which suggests of the buildings former agricultural past. Therefore it is considered that this property, together with the attached properties to the south (which are present on the 1874 map) due to their traditional appearance by virtue of their simplistic form and design to the front (western) elevation results in a row of properties which have historic interest. Therefore as a group, and individually, these properties are considered to be heritage assets as per the NPPF and the accompanying guidance to PPS5: The Historic Environment Planning Practice Guide.

Permission is sought to demolish the existing lean-to shippon to the northern gable elevation of the property and erect a two-storey full height side extension measuring 4m x 7.7m x 7.5m in height to the ridge with a single storey lean-to extension to the rear to be attached to the existing pitched roof extension measuring 4m x 1.8m x 3.1m in height. In addition, a pitched roof porch extension is proposed to the front (western) elevation measuring 3m x 1.5m x 3.5m in height to the ridge, an external chimney to the northern gable elevation of the proposed extension is to measure a maximum of 1.2m wide to the base and 8.2m in height and a single storey ‘in-fill’ extension is proposed to the rear between the existing single storey pitched roof and lean-to extension.

As the property is end-terraced and there will remain a distance of over 20 metres between the proposal and the nearest residential properties to each elevation, any impact of the development 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 appearance of the property and the street scene.

In terms of visual impact 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 Policy H10 of the same plan states ‘although residential extensions and major alterations will mostly be acceptable in principle problems relating to scale, design, massing may still occur’.

The Councils Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ states that ‘there should be a good visual relationship between the original dwelling and any other subsequent additions……as a general rule any extension should not dominate the original house’ and with specific reference to design and character ‘any extension should reflect the character of the original house and the wider locality. 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. Particular care should be taken with any scheme which is visible from public vantage points’.

In relation to materials the SPG states that ‘in most cases we would expect any extension to be carried out using materials that match those of the existing building’.

National guidance in relation to design is detailed within the NPPF, which states in para. 64 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’.

Consideration should also be made to the fact that the property is considered to be a heritage asset. The NPPF states in para. 58. 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. 126. that authorities should take into account ‘the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness’. In addition that ‘when considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation. The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting’ (para. 132).
Also paragraph 178 of ‘The Historic Environment Planning Practice Guide’ (HEPPG) which accompanies PPS5, and is still a material consideration in the determination of applications 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’.

It is considered that the existing stone-built lean-to shippon to the northern gable elevation currently adds interest to the property and when viewed against the stone-built gable elevation within the street scene forms an attractive feature to this row of residential properties and suggests of its former agricultural past. The proposed two-storey extension will remove this feature and as a result will not conserve, nor make a positive contribution to the local character and distinctiveness of the property but will have a significantly harmful impact upon its visual appearance as a historic building within the locality. 

In addition, the scale, size, design and massing of the two-storey extension would not be viewed as a subservient addition but will dominate, significantly detract from and be out of keeping with the original property, which will not be respected or reflected as part of the proposed extension. The external chimney will not reflect in design terms the traditional appearance of the original property but will appear as a disjointed and prominent feature against the northern gable elevation and the proposed porch extension will again appear prominent. In addition, it is considered that the rendered blockwork to the walls with upvc windows will not reflect the traditional appearance of the original property, and the addition of glazed windows and doors that are not in proportion to the main property to the northern gable elevation will again detract from its visual appearance. Therefore when viewed as a whole, the proposed alterations and extensions will cumulatively result in the property appearing as a modern two-storey terraced dwelling which will in no way reflect or respect the original property contrary to Policies G1 and H10 of the Districtwide Local Plan and the Councils SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’. 

The existing property as viewed within the public realm to all elevations is of traditional appearance and makes a positive contribution to the locality thus identifying it as a heritage asset. The proposals will not make a positive contribution to local the character and distinctiveness of the area but will result in development that will prove harmful to the historic interest of the property and the overall visual appearance of this row of terraced cottages within the street scene. The development would therefore conflict with the NPPF that requires that great weight should be given to the conservation of heritage assets and be contrary to guidance within the HEPPG. 

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

RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.
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