
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CB

	Application No: 
	3/2013/0555/P

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed two-storey extension to side with conservatory to the rear and solar panels to rear and side roof of extension at front at 2 York Lane, Langho, BB6 8DT.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Billington and Langho Parish Council – Objects to the proposal as it would be visually intrusive to the neighbours and is not in keeping with the area.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) - No objections. No observations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	One letter of objection has been received from a nearby neighbour who raises the following concerns:

· The extension is disproportionate in size as it doubles the frontage of no.2 thereby eclipsing their property on a two thirds/ one third basis

· The extension should be set back 3.3 metres from the front elevation

· Objects to the proposed apex roof on the front elevation as not in keeping with the existing pair of cottages

· Objects to the visual impact of the works

· Loss of privacy/ overlooking from rear balcony. 



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Districtwide Local 

Policy G1 – Development Control.

Policy G5 – Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV3 – Open Countryside.

Policy ENV4 – Green Belt.

Policy ENV7 – Protected Species.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

Ribble Valley Core Strategy (Regulation 22 Submission Draft)

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations.

Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations.

Policy EN1 – Green Belt.

Policy EN2 – Landscape.

Policy DME3 – Site and Species Protection and Conservation.

Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions.

National Planning Policy Framework

Achieving Sustainable Development.

Section 7 – Requiring good design.

Section 9 – Protecting Green Belt land.

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	DWLP policies G1, ENV3, H10 and the SPG on extensions and alterations to dwellings and Core Strategy policies DMG1, DME2 and DMH5 – dominant and incongruous addition harming the appearance of the property itself and the locality.

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

	The proposal seeks permission for the construction of a two storey pitched roof side extension along the front and central portions of a semi-detached pair of traditional cottages fronting York Lane, Langho within the Green Belt.  Also proposed is a rear sunroom, a first floor balcony at the rear and solar panels across the rear roof slope and on the side roof slope of the front roof pitch.  Public Footpath no.22 runs adjacent to the southern boundary of the cottage.

The two storey side extension would run flush with the front elevation of the cottage and would have a width of 3.8m and a length of 6.1m. The first floor balcony area would project a metre from this and be secured by what appears to be a metal and glass balcony screen, although no details of the materials for this part of the proposal has been submitted.  The single storey sunroom would project from the rear of the two storey element by 3.9m.  17 solar PV panels are proposed on the rear roofslope of the original dwelling and the new extension and 2 solar panels will be placed on the south facing roof slope of the front roof pitch.  Similarly, no details have been submitted showing details of the solar panels proposed.

The matters for consideration in the determination of this application include highway safety, the impact of the proposal on protected species, residential amenity and visual amenity.

In respect of highway safety, the Highway Authority has raised no objections to the creation of a third bedroom.  The development is thus acceptable in this respect.

A bat survey, dated the 07 June 2011, has been submitted which found no evidence of bats using the property but did report house sparrows using the property in some years for nesting.  Any works would need to be carried out with caution and if bats were found works would need to stop whilst advice is sought from a licensed ecologist.

With regards residential amenity, the proposed balcony would be set back from the rear elevation of the original property by approximately 1.5m and thus, due to this set back, only a small portion of the neighbours rear garden, in its south-west corner, would experience overlooking.  This overlooking would not be significant in my opinion to justify refusing the application on this basis.  If the balcony was positioned nearer the rear elevation of the building or indeed ran flush with the rear elevation, my opinion would be very different.  I thus consider the proposal before me to have an acceptable impact on residential amenity.

In terms of visual amenity I have serious concerns.  The SPG requires there to be a good visual relationship between the original dwelling, and any subsequent additions should “not dominate the original house”.  The SPG also states that the existing roof profile should be followed if this is in keeping with the area.  The east facing roof pitch proposed would appear as an incongruous addition, completely at odds with the character and appearance of this property and the cottage to which this dwelling forms a pair.  This pitched roof, along with the two storey side extension running flush with the front elevation and the roof ridge being the same as the original dwelling, would result in a dominant extension where the original front façade of the cottage would be completely lost. The size of the openings proposed on the front elevation also adds to my concern.  In addition, the proposed balcony and bi-folding doors, on the rear elevation, along with the introduction of solar panels on the entire rear roof slope, further detracts from the solid to void ratios of the original property and would dominate the rear elevation. The solar panels proposed on both the rear roof slope and the south facing roof pitch of the side extension would all be visible from the public realm (York Lane and the PROW) in the winter months, and, if aluminium framed panels are used, would further accentuate the buildings prominence within the street scene detracting from the visual amenities of the locality.  This would harm the appearance of this pair of traditional cottages and does not comply with the environmental strand of the NPPF which seeks to promote good design which is in keeping with local areas.  

The proposed extension and alterations would also harm the visual amenities of the locality. Whilst the trees surrounding the property are currently in full bloom (August), at times of little leaf cover, the affect on the visual amenities of the locality would be significantly worse as the cottages are clear to see from the adjacent highway in the winter months.  Overall the design of the extension is wholly unsympathetic to this traditional dwelling and harms the character and appearance of the property itself and the locality.  For these reasons I thus recommend that the application be resisted.

In terms of a resubmission, the agent/ applicant should look at the extension approved and built at the adjoining property.  This extension has a significant set back from the front elevation and clearly appears as a subservient addition to the original dwelling.  An extension, which matches this extension, would, I consider, have an acceptable impact on the host dwelling.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 19 JULY 2013

















