
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CB/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2013/0105/P

	Development Proposed:
	Two storey extensions to side and rear to provide additional living accommodation, new detached garage, new covered courtyard and new driveway at Eatough’s Farm, Fleet Street Lane, Ribchester, PR3 3XE

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No objections to this proposal.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) - No objections. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Eight letters of objection have been received from four different households, all on Fleet Street Lane, who raise the following concerns:

Extensions

· The design of the extension is out of keeping with the original property;

· The extension would double the existing accommodation;

· The development would dominate the original house and the surrounding countryside rather than blend into it as is present;

· The original dwelling will be unrecognisable due to the increase in size being more than 50%;

· Detrimental impact on the original character of this traditional building and visual amenity of the open countryside in which it is set;

· The proposal will significantly impact on the area by allowing urban style dwellings which are visually unattractive and completely contrast with the current traditional qualities and character of the area in which it is set;

· Loss of original character of the house;

· The proposal is to turn the farmhouse from traditional to a large modern urban dwelling and agricultural land into garden space – harmful to visual amenity and character of area; and,

· Loss of another traditional farm/smallholding – reduces the likelihood of young generation of farmers being able to afford their own farm and land adversely affecting the rural community and leading to the loss of the traditional rural community.

New Garage

· The new garage is almost the size of the original dwelling – unnecessary;

· New garage with a workshop above is unnecessary when there are already traditional outbuildings that could be renovated and used for this instead; and,

· Concern that the garage would be used in the future for the opening of a small private dental surgery (the applicant’s profession).

New Access Track

· Creation of a domestic curtilage, with its associated domestic paraphernalia, would lead to conditions to the detriment of the visual amenities of the countryside;

· The new access would result in increased vehicle use in the area and along what is an existing farm track which would adversely impact upon the quiet enjoyment of the countryside afforded to walkers and ramblers;

· The applicant does not own the lane to the new access; and,

· Incorrect Certificate completed - The new access would be over an agricultural holding.

Highways

· The single access track has no passing places would not be able to safely take any more residential traffic/or business traffic;

· The applicant does not own the access track therefore it is impossible for him to improve the existing track to create any passing points;

· Proposed extensions are going to create accommodation for adults comfortably which is not acceptable for the area; and,

· The increase in the number of people living there would mean more car journeys which would conflict with the movement of dairy cattle on a daily basis, which may result in cows going astray or worse still being killed on the main road.

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan

Policy G1 – Development Control.

Policy ENV3 – Development within Open Countryside.

Policy ENV7 – Protected Species.

Policy H10 – Residential Extensions.

Policy H12 – Curtilage Extensions.

Policy SPG – Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings.

Ribble Valley Core Strategy 2008-2028 (Regulation 22 Submission Draft)

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations.

Policy DME2 – Landscape and Townscape Protection.

Policy DME3 – Site and Species Protection and Conservation.

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets.

Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions.

National Planning Policy Framework

Achieving Sustainable Development.

Core Planning Principles.

Section 7 – Requiring Good Design.

Section 11 – Conserving and Enhancing the Natural Environment.

Section 12 – Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment.

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	DWLP: G1, ENV3, H10 & H12 and CS: DMG1, DME2, DME4 & DMH5 – dominant and incongruous proposals harmful to visual amenity.

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

	The application relates to an isolated farmhouse which is seen as part of a group with a traditional stone barn located at the end of Fleet Street Lane, Ribchester, and is located within an area if Open Countryside.  

Permission is sought for a two-storey side extension with a balcony at first floor level on the gable, a two-storey rear extension which would cover part of an existing single storey lean-to extension and build above this and to the side.  Permission is also sought for a detached garage/ workshop which would be positioned approximately 3.5m away from the original house and linked to the new two storey rear extension with a new stone wall between the proposed garage on the house and a glazed covered roof supported on stanchions (the materials of the stanchions are unknown) The extensions to the property, including the proposed detached garage and link would increase the footprint of the original dwelling by approximately 82%.

Permission is also sought to create a new access to the property from a field positioned in front of the house (not included within the domestic curtilage), which is owned by the applicants, from its junction with two footpaths (nos. 35 and 37).  Access will be gained from the track which runs to the noprth of the curtilage, across the field in a southerly direction for a distance of approximately 10m before changing to a westerly direction for a distance of approximately 100m.  The access track would be constructed of gravel and cobble sets.  It is unclear where each material will start and end.  

The current farmhouse has an unbroken roofline and is bookended by two chimneys similar to other properties in the locality.  All the windows on the farmhouse, albeit the two front windows on the front elevation, which are proposed to be replaced with the original openings reinstated, have a vertical emphasis.  

The front and south gable elevations are highly visible within the landscape when travelling along Public Footpath no. 35.  The rear elevation of the property is also highly visible from Public Footpath no.5.

The style of the farmhouse and its setting close to a traditional agricultural stone barn would, in my opinion be completely dominated by the extensions proposed on this application.  

The two storey side extension with its lack of set back from the original front and rear elevations, its balcony and its chimney would not appear as a subservient addition, contrary to the guidance contained within the Council’s SPG and which is considered to be harmful to the original appearance of the property.  The rear extension is short and squat in its design and would result in an extension which would appear bulky, unsympathetic, and which would dominate the rear of this existing property that is also highly visible from public right of way no 5.  This rear extension along with the proposed glazed link and the erection of a substantial detached garage, would be extremely harmful to visual amenity when viewing the original farmhouse and barn from both this public right of way and FP no.37.  What is more, it is noted that in the proposals all the windows have a horizontal emphasis rather than reflecting the vertical emphasis of the windows on the original farmhouse.  This further justifies the reasons why I consider this scheme to be wholly unsympathetic and detrimental to the property itself and the visual amenities of the open countryside.  In addition, the front of the property and the south gable are highly prominent from public footpath no 37 in the Parish of Ribchester which travels along the boundary of the field to which the applicants own and which affords clear views of two prominent elevations (front and south gable).  I consider the two storey rear and side extensions are unsympathetic for the reasons stated previously, the proposed balcony area and 3 sets of bi-folding doors both at ground floor level and first floor level on the south facing gable would appear overly prominent within this area of open countryside when viewing the site from PROW no. 35 making the property more prominent within the landscape than it already is to the detriment of the visual amenities of the area.

What is more I also have concerns regarding the proposed detached outbuilding, the garage/ workshop.  It is unclear whether this building would have a second floor, but due to its height it is clear a second floor could be accomodated. The size and design of the garage/ workshop does not reflect local vernacular and again does not appear as a subordinate outbuilding to the original dwelling and dominant stone barn adjacent.  Both sets of 3 roof lights in each of its roof slopes would seriously detract from the unadorned front and rear roofslopes of the original dwelling and barn when viewing the property and site from all surrounding public rights of way.  The garage door treatment is also considered to be unsympathetic and not reflective of the historic openings that would usually be found adjacent to original farmhouses.  

In addition the extensions proposed are out of keeping of how farmhouses tend to evolve, which are nearly always subservient to the original house.  In this case the extensions proposed are clearly not, they would completely dominate the original dwelling and adversely affect the traditional character and appearance of both the house and the surrounding countryside.  The bulk and massing of the proposed extensions is unattractive and would be harmful to visual amenity.  Furthermore the glazed canopy at the rear and the erection of the garage/ workshop would detract from the current appearance and setting of the farmhouse completely infilling the gap that currently exists between the farmhouse and the traditional barn, destroying the historic setting of this traditional farmstead and adversely affect the visual amenities of this area of open countryside.

The creation of a new driveway across an existing agricultural field would lead to conditions that would be highly detrimental to the visual amenities of the area as it would completely change the rural character of the area and adversely affect the experience of the countryside that is currently enjoyed from public footpaths no 35 and 36.  What is more, it is unclear from the plans whether the creation of this track would also involve the creation of a large area of domestic curtilage.  This, including the track itself, with its associated domestic paraphernalia such as solar lighting, play equipment, washing lines, etc would lead to conditions which were detrimental to the visual amenities of the area.  I thus consider that this part of the proposal should be strongly resisted.  It is also worth noting that the access to the field is down a muddy track, no details of which, including any surfacing, have been submitted.  Any laying of surfacing on this lane, which is outside the application site, could adversely affect the amenities of this lane.  Additionally, the existing access to the field is through a single field gate.  The plans note that a double access gate is proposed and, as it is not shown within the submission, it is thus assumed that part of the existing field hedge would be removed.  This would further harm the visual amenity and rural character of the area.

In relation to highway safety, I note the concerns raised by all of the residents who have objected, however the LCC Highway Engineer does not consider that the extensions to the dwelling would not lead to conditions which were so harmful to highway safety that refusal could be justified on this ground.

Taking all of the above into consideration I thus recommend the application accordingly.

	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.
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