
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CB

	Application No: 
	3/2013/0914

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed conservatory to rear elevation of 26 Goose Lane Cottages, Goose Lane, Chipping, PR3 2QF.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No comments or observations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	N/A



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan

Policy G1 – Development Control.

Policy G5 – Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV1 – Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Policy H10 – Residential Extensions.

Policy H17 – Building Conversions – Design Matters.

Policy SPG – Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings (Daylight and Privacy).

Ribble Valley Core Strategy (Regulation 22 Submission Draft)

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations.

Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations.

Policy EN2 – Landscape.

Policy DME2 – Landscape and Townscape Protection.

Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions. 

Policy DMH4 – The Conversion of Barns and other Buildings to Dwellings.

National Planning Policy Framework

Achieving Sustainable Development.

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:

	1.  Policies G1, ENV1, and H17 of the DWLP, the SPG: Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings, Policies DMG1, DME2, EN2, DME4 of the Core Strategy (Post Submission Draft) and Sections 7, 11 and 12 of the NPPF - visually discordant feature to the detriment of the character and appearance of the traditional converted rural building and the AONB in which it is set.

2.  Policies G1 and H10 of the DWLP and the SPG on alterations and extensions to dwellings 

and Policies DMG1 and DMH5 of the Core Strategy (Reg. 22 Post Submission Draft) - It would overshadow neighbouring windows resulting in a significant loss of light to habitable rooms.

3.  The proposal if approved would set a dangerous precedent for the acceptance of other 

similar proposals which would cause visual harm to the landscape as well as the amenity of nearby residents, and render more difficult the implementation of the established planning principles of the Local Planning Authority.



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

	The application relates to the end property of a converted former dairy that is located on the eastern side of Longridge Road, Chipping within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  The former conversion is a traditional stone built building, part of which is rendered and painted and which has a slate roof.  The former dairy building was converted to 13 dwellings in the late 1990s where permitted development rights were removed (Applications 3/97/0529/P and 3/97/0666/P).  

Following refusal of application 3/2013/0504/P which sought permission for a flat roof addition with glass roof projection extending from the rear elevation by 3.7m, permission is now sought to erect a single storey extension on the rear elevation.  This time the extension would project 3.5m and would have a sloping slate roof with two roof lights inserted, and rather than being fully glazed a set of patio doors and a window are proposed on the rear elevation and a window on the west facing side elevation is now proposed.

The end terrace property is located to the western end of the former dairy building. As outlined above, Green Lane Cottages were all part of a conversion scheme of a former cheese dairy, with a number of properties at the opposite eastern end being new build. The original conversion scheme sought to retain the simple vernacular nature of the existing building with all existing openings being utilised and no new openings were proposed on the western end half of the building. It is considered that any extension to the property, no matter how minor in nature, could potentially have a significant visual impact upon the character and appearance of this traditional rural building. The visual appearance of this residential complex as a whole is also considered of importance as too is the appearance of this area that is designated an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, an area which is afforded the highest protection, in accordance with Policy 115 of the NPPF.

In consideration that the extension is to a residential property due regard is placed upon the recommendations of Policies G1, H10 and the Councils SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’.  Regard is also to be had to the conversion policy within the Plan, Policy H17 and the landscape policy ENV1.  The Core Strategy policies that regard must be given are DMG1, EN2, DME2, and DMH4.

In terms of the visual impact of the extension 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’.

It is acknowledged that the revised design is, on the whole, more consistent with the vernacular of the area than the previous proposal.  However, notwithstanding this, permitted development rights were removed from the mill building at the time of conversion to ensure that the intrinsic character of the former dairy, a traditional rural building with its strong linear form, and with no extensions and its unadorned roof, were protected.  Policy H17 of the DWLP states that conversions should be carried out ‘without changing their character and by recognising [their] principal features; and that these are not new buildings, they are conversions of special buildings and this should be reflected in the final scheme’. 

It is recognised that the policy in the first instance is used to guide initial schemes of conversion but its design principles are of equal relevance to the submission of schemes after the initial conversion works have been carried out. It offers specific guidance on alterations and extensions to conversions and comments that the ‘buildings are operational structures with a functional simplicity which is part of their appeal’. In respect of additions as proposed, the policy concludes that it is ‘important that [farm] buildings are preserved in their original form without alien urban additions or alterations’.

The principle is that even once occupied as a dwelling, the host building should not shed its history as a converted rural building.  Bearing this in mind, it is considered the proposal will introduce complexity to the existing simple unadorned form of the building. The appearance of the extension will ‘jar’ against, and create visual imbalance to the rear elevation of the property as viewed from neighbouring garden areas and the adjacent highway.  The roof lights proposed also jar against the unadorned building and add an air of complexity not currently found on the former dairy building, therefore these too detract from its intrinsic character and appearance.

The substantial traditional building, in its current form makes a positive contribution to the visual amenity of the complex as a whole, the rural street scene, and the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  By introducing additional built form, which has no relationship with the historic use of this traditional building will dilute the unadorned linear appearance of the property as a traditional conversion and would appear instead as a modern domesticated suburban property, therefore, undermining its traditional form, thereby losing its historic integrity and affecting its visual appearance as a traditional rural building.  This is contrary to Policies G1, ENV1 and H17 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and Policies DMG1, EN2, DME2, and DMH4 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy (Post Submission Draft).  

A substantial boundary hedge runs along the roadside which on the whole, except in times of little leaf cover, shields views of the rear, south facing, elevation of the building.  However, just because a proposal cannot be seen does not make it acceptable.  The harm to the intrinsic character of the converted building will still occur and the extension will be visible from both the garden areas of the other 12 properties on the site and also from the adjacent  main road when the hedge is not in full bloom. Paragraph 115 of the NPPF states: “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” and on this basis I recommend that the scheme be refused.
It is also considered that if approved this proposal would set a dangerous precedent for the acceptance of similar schemes on the rest of the complex.  The mill was split in to 13 properties and whilst I am mindful that an extension was approved on the western gable end, I consider allowing an extension on the rear would make similar proposals extremely difficult to resist and cumulatively they would cause significant visual harm to the existing character and appearance of this elevation of the former mill building which contributes significantly to the local character, distinctiveness and sense of place in this part of the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  I therefore consider this should form a second reason for refusal.
With regard to residential amenity, the previous application was also refused due to the loss of daylight and overshadowing of the windows of the neighbouring property (No.24) as serious overshadowing to their ground floor windows and a significant loss of light would have occurred to the habitable rooms served by the two windows affected.  (The proposal clearly fails the BRE test illustrated in the SPG on extensions and alterations to dwellings).  

The application drawings show No. 24 to have an identical extension, however, the neighbour’s extension is the subject of a separate planning application, 3/2013/0921/P.  This means if both applications were approved they can be constructed independently of each other and if one neighbour decided not to implement their permission the other neighbour would suffer from unacceptable living conditions.  Planning conditions cannot be used to ensure both extensions are erected at the same time as the extensions are on two separate applications.  In light of this, I still consider a significant loss of light would occur to the rear rooms of No. 24 should their extension not be built, and for these reasons the previous reason for refusal has not been addressed. I thus recommend the application be again refused on this basis.
Taking all of the above in to consideration, in the interests of protecting the character and appearance of the converted rural building and the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and in the interests of protecting the amenity of both existing and future occupiers of No. 24 I recommend that planning permission be refused.

	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 26 JULY 2013




















