
 
DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT – REFUSAL
	Ref: DR

	Application No: 
	3/2014/0511/P

	Site:
	Happy Cottage, Lovely Hall Lane, Salesbury, BB1 9EQ

	Development Proposed:
	Two storey extension to the side and rear

	Target:
	15th August 2014

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	No comments received.         

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Engineers: Contaminated land informative.  

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	None received.  

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (RVDLP):

Allocation: Open countryside
Policy ENV3 – Development in the open countryside 

Policy ENV13 – Landscape Protection

Policy G1 - Development Control

Policy H10 – Extensions
Ribble Valley Core Strategy (Including Proposed Main Modifications):

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DMH3 – Dwellings in the Open Countryside & AONB

Policy DMH5 – Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings

Other relevant policy considerations:
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)

	RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY: 

	

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposal would detract from the character and appearance of the property and the street scene and is therefore contrary to local plan policies and Supplementary Planning Guidelines: Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings.     

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

	The application site lies in the open countryside in the village of Salesbury.  The village itself is small and lies on the western side of the A59, not far from the village of Mellor.  
The application property is an end terrace two storey traditional cottage, which has a tall and narrow appearance and which is adjoined by a terrace of properties to the east that are lower in height and set down from the ridge line of the application property.  The property is rendered but also benefits from a significant extension to the rear constructed of natural stone.  
Planning permission is sought for the erection of a two storey side extension to form additional living accommodation.  The extension would be set back from the main front wall of the property and would wrap around the rear corner to adjoin the existing rear extension.  A previous application for an identical extension was recently withdrawn by the applicant’s agent following concerns raised by officers.  Whilst it was recommended that the applicant engage in pre-application discussions to devise an appropriate design solution, the applicant has not pursued this and does not wish to amend the plans submitted to address these concerns.  
Planning permission has previously been refused (reference 3/2010/0926) for the erection of a two storey side extension, which was subsequently dismissed on appeal (APP/T2350/D/11/2148484/WF).  The Inspector’s decision is a material consideration in the determination of this application.  Notably, the Inspector stated that the property is not only of merit in itself, but as part of the row (paragraph 3):

“The height, shape and position of the appeal property, attractive in itself, also contributes significantly to the distinctive and unusual character of the building as a whole, acting as a visual feature at its western end and adding visual interest to the building.”

The appeal proposal related to a two storey side extension flush with the front main wall and would have doubled the width of the original dwelling.  Whilst a marginal set down from the eaves and ridge was proposed, the inspector concluded that the extension would be higher than the attached cottage and the design would contravene the SPG in relation to character, scale and size.  The Inspector noted that the significant increase in the width of the vertical element of the building would appear clumsy and disproportionate in itself would have a harmful effect on both the appeal property and the adjoining cottage.  
The current proposal differs to the appeal scheme in that the extension is set back from the original front wall and is set down from the eaves and ridge.  However, the 3.4m width of the proposed extension and its design, in particular the fenestration to the front, the lack of stone surrounds to the windows, the horizontal emphasis of the ground floor windows and the overall form and proportion of the extension, is at odds with the vertical emphasis that is a key characteristic of the original dwelling.  In addition, the internal layout of the property does not appear to have been fully considered, the bedrooms would have limited head height and require steps down as the internal floor level of the original property will be higher at first floor than is proposed in this extension and the position of the windows and doors do not correspond with the external quoin detailing to the side elevation.  I consider that the proposal is poorly designed, ill-conceived and would significantly detract from the character and appearance of the property and the adjoining cottage.  The proposal fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character of the area, contrary to the NPPF principles of good design.  The property benefits from a significant extension to the rear, which preserves the character of the original property and the row in views from the front.  
There is sufficient space within the curtilage of the property to accommodate parking associated with the increased living accommodation proposed and I do consider that a side extension to the property would in principle be acceptable, providing it is appropriately designed and sited.  This proposal however, by virtue of its design, scale, fenestration and interface with the existing dwelling, would result in an incongruous and unsympathetic addition to the host dwelling that would detract from the character and appearance of the property and the street scene, particularly the adjoining row.  As such, the proposal is contrary to Policies G1 and H10 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan, Policies DMG1 and DMH5 of the draft Ribble Valley Core Strategy and the adopted Supplementary Planning Guidelines: Extensions and Alterations to dwellings.  

	RECOMMENDATION: Refusal


Note: This report must be read in conjunction with the Decision Notice.





Ribble Valley Borough Council
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