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DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CB

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0849/P

	Development Proposed:
	Part single/ part double rear extension incorporating garage and dormers at Goose Chase, Preston Road, Ribchester, PR3 3XL

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Ribchester Parish Council - No objections to this proposal.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) - No objections. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Districtwide Local Plan

Policy G1 – Development Control

Policy ENV3 – Development within Open Countryside

Policy H10 – Residential Extensions

Policy SPG – Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings

Regulation 22 Submission Draft Core Strategy

EN2 - Landscape

DMG1 – General Considerations

DME2 – Landscape and Townscape Protection

DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions

National Planning Policy Framework

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1, ENV3, H10, SPG (DWLP)/ EN2, DMG1, DME2, DMH5 (CS-SD) - Incongruous, dominant and prominent additions harmful to visual amenity.

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

	The application relates to a part red brick, part rendered detached bungalow property with detached single garage situated in the middle of a short row of ribbon development on the north side of Preston Road on the outskirts of Ribchester within land designated as open countryside.  There are open fields at both the front and rear of the property.

This property has been significantly extended in the past with the existing two storey rear extension and dormer window providing a bedroom and kitchen area at ground floor and a first floor bedroom and bathroom being the result of planning approval 3/1984/0163/P.  

Planning permission is sought to extend the three bed bungalow to relocate the two of the existing downstairs bedrooms upstairs into the loft space, one of which would have ensuite facilities and the creation of a rear extension linking the dwelling into the detached garage.  The works proposed involve the insertion of two pitched roof dormers on the front elevation, a two storey flat roof extension at the rear, and a part lean to and flat roof extension to the existing garage.  The two dormers would each have a 3.6m projection x 2.5m wide x 2.3m in height.  The ridge of the two dormers would extend from the ridge of the main house.  The two storey rear extension has a height of 6.0m, a depth of 3.1m and a width of 3.0m.

Visually, I have serious concerns about the proposals.  Policy G1 of the DWLP requires development to be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of size, intensity and nature. The Council’s SPG on extensions and alterations is one of the key policies used in the determination of planning applications and considers the design of extensions to be a key consideration.  It warns that poorly designed extensions will appear as ‘stark features which are out of keeping with the original house’.  The SPG promotes extensions, which have a good visual relationship between the original building and subsequent additions, and states, extensions ‘should not dominate the original house’.  Flat roof two storey extensions are advised against. National planning policy guidance, the NPPF, requires development to respond to local character and to recognise the intrinsic character of the countryside.

In considering all of the above; I have serious concerns that the erection of a two storey extension in the manner proposed extension would have a significant impact on the property appearing as an awkward and unsympathetic addition.  This combined with the lean to addition, and the link extension into the detached garage, would completely subsume and jar against the rear elevation of the existing property, significantly detracting from the current simplicity of this property. Their various roof profiles also add an overcomplicated feel to the scheme and do not blend well together. These proposals are thus contrary to the design criteria within the SPG on extensions and alterations to dwellings.  There are also views of the rear of the property from Public Right of Way no. 49 in the Parish of Ribchester which further corroborates my concerns.  Moreover, the South-East elevation of the property is visible from Preston Road, and it is this point that the linear bulk of the two storey addition which further illuminates the harm that the extension would have on the property and which compounds my view that the extension would be completely inappropriate for this property.  The flat roof addition, its high eaves by its very nature, and its high level glazing, visible from the public realm, would be seen as an incongruous and prominent addition that would be out of character with both the property and local vernacular, resulting in extensions that would also detract from the visual amenities of the street scene and the locality, in this area of open countryside.  

With regards the front dormers, I am of the opinion that these too are inappropriate as their height and width give the dormers an over-dominant appearance which give this bungalow a top heavy appearance.  I am aware, that other properties within the group of dwellings to which Goose Chase forms part already have a variety of style and type of dormers, however, in the main the dormers present are all set down from the main roof ridge of the original houses resulting in dormers which do not have the same dominant appearance.  There is one exception to this however, at Five Oaks, which has one large pitched roof dormer on the front roof slope of Five Oaks which similarly projects from the roof ridge, however, this single dormer is positioned centrally on the roof, therefore, the remainder of the roof is left completely unadorned.  In comparison, at Goose Chase, the two dormers and a roof light dominate the existing front roof slope, and resultantly would appear overly prominent within the street scene thereby adversely affecting visual amenity.

I consider that to reduce the impact of the two dormers proposed they should be set down from the main roof ridge and reduced in width.

In relation to neighbouring amenity, having assessed the proposals and viewed the proposals from the front and rear garden areas of Hazelmere, no overlooking or loss of light would occur.  No first floor windows are proposed on the north west elevation of the extensions, therefore no overlooking of the residents of Austrailitz would occur.  With regards the proposed first floor window in the apex of the gable of the original dwelling, this will serve a bathroom and thus the window would be obscure glazed and could be conditioned as thus.

The Highway Authority have also raised no objections to the proposal which would result in the loss of the garage.  This aspect is therefore acceptable at this point in time.

A Protected Species Survey, dated 25 September 2012, has been carried out which found no evidence of bat activity at the property therefore, it is very unlikely that protected species such as bats will be disturbed as a result of the development.

It is noted that in May 2012 pre-application advice was given on these proposals where a negative response was given to the two storey rear extension due to its visibility from Preston Road, and its inappropriate and dominant design.  The scheme has been changed slightly for this submission, and the Agent considers the revised/ submitted proposals are an ‘outstanding or innovative design’ which would ‘help to raise the standard of design more generally in the area’ in accordance with NPPF guidelines.  However, I cannot share this view as the changes now submitted are minimal and resultantly they do not overcome the Council’s previous concerns.  I share the opinions of the Officer who originally gave advice on what were broadly similar proposals, in that the proposals before me are unacceptable.  In addition, the NPPF states that developments should promote local character and distinctiveness, and in this regard it is my opinion that they do not for the reasons already explained.  To summarise, the cumulative impact of the proposals would dominate the existing property and unacceptably harm the visual amenities of the locality, I thus recommend that the application be resisted.

Core Strategy: Regulation 22 Submission Draft
The proposals submitted are also not compliant with key statements and policies within the Core Strategy Regulation 22 Submission Draft, which are referred to in the ‘Relevant Policies’ section of this report.

Policy DMG1 focuses on the General Considerations to be taken into account in determining planning applications.  This proposal is not considered to be sympathetic in terms of scale, massing, style/ design as this policy requires.  The proposals would adversely affect the visual appearance of the property and would affect the amenities of the locality for the reasons already described.  Policy DMH5, advuses that proposals to extenmd existing properties must accord with Policy DMG1, which this proposal does not, but also states that extensions will not cause visual harm to the landscape.  The proposals at the rear of the property are visible from Preston Road and from a PROW at the rear.  Their impact would harm the appearance of the existing property but also the visual ameities of the locality/ landscape.

For the above reasons, the proposals are also contrary to the Core Strategy Regulation 22 Submission Draft.

	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.
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