
DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL
	Ref: AB
	

	Application No: 
	3/2015/0469

	Site:
	Broomhill, 54 Higher Road, Longridge, PR3  3SX

	Development Proposed:
	Demolition of existing kitchen and garage and replacement with new.

	Target:
	20th August 2015

	CONSULTATIONS: Town/Parish Council

	Parish Council: None received

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways: None received

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy
Policy DMG1 – General Considerations
Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions
Policy DME3 – Site and Species Protection and Conservation
National Planning Policy Framework

Section 7 – Requiring Good Design

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

	The application seeks consent for the demolition of the existing kitchen and garage and erection of a replacement extension to provide kitchen, utility, sunroom, garages at ground floor and shower room and guest accommodation at first floor at Broomhill, 54 Higher Road, Longridge. The application dwelling is a large detached building located within extensive grounds and is located on the south-east side of Higher Road. A high front boundary wall screens the property from carriageway and the building is set back into the plot. The land slopes down to the south-east so that the dwelling is at a lower ground level than the adjacent highway and there is a large terraced front garden. The application property is depicted on the 1st Edition Ordnance Survey (c.1890). The building is considered to be of some historic interest and is therefore classed a non-designated heritage asset. 
The proposals aim to demolish the existing single storey buildings to the front of the property including a single storey kitchen and study with a pantry, shed and WC. A dual-pitched double garage located around 3m to the west of the main dwelling would also be demolished. In their place it is proposed to erect a large two storey ‘L’ shaped front extension with a cross hipped roof design. Part of the extension would run parallel with the ridge of the main dwelling and would measure 17m x 5.2m with a ridge height of up to 6.5m. This would provide the new kitchen and sun room and would introduce a new chimney stack to the serve the kitchen. On the south-west side the extension would project forwards by a further 8.4m to provide a double garage with guest accommodation above reaching a maximum height of 7.2m above ground level. This would have pitched roof dormers to the front and rear. In determining the application it is important to consider the visual impact on the host dwelling and surrounding area, its effect on the amenities of neighbours and its impact on protected species and highway safety.
Whilst the front boundary wall does provide some screening of the application dwelling from Higher Road the building is still clearly visible front the adjacent highway and, therefore, and extension to the front of the property would be a prominent in the street scene. Ribble Valley Core Strategy Policy DMG1 provides specific guidance in relation to design and states that extensions should be designed to complement the original dwelling in terms of its scale, massing, style, features and building materials. Furthermore, new development should make a positive contribution to the local character and distinctiveness of the building. The proposed extension would obscure most of the front elevation of the main building including the first floor windows which would be injurious to the frontage of the building and the roof slope of the proposed extension would appear as the dominant feature due to its steep incline which is not reflective of the shallower roof pitch of the parent property. The proposals would result in a substantial increase in built form to the front of the application property which would unduly dominate and overwhelm the original building contrary to policies DMG1 and DMG5. The ridge height of the extension would exceed the eaves height of the existing property and it would not be clearly subservient to the main house. The proposals represent a considerable increase in mass when compared to the existing arrangement which would have an unduly harmful effect on the character and appearance of the host dwelling. In terms of its design, the proposed window openings would not reflect the style or proportions of the existing fenestration and the introduction of a chimney stack in front of the main dwelling would serve to add more confusion as to what is original and what is extension.
With regards to the potential impact on adjacent neighbours, there is unlikely to be any adverse impact on the neighbouring dwelling to the north-east due to its distance from the proposed development. The proposed development would be located around 5.6m from the neighbouring dwelling to the south-west, no.52 Higher Road, and 1.2m from the common boundary with this property. There are no windows in the proposed extension facing this neighbouring property and so there would be no loss of privacy. I note that the rear gardens of nos.46-54 are extensive in length, however; the proposals would result in a 15m long blank elevation with an eaves height of 3.5m and a ridge height of 7.2m. It is considered that there would be unacceptable harm caused to the residential amenities of this householder through loss of outlook and overbearing impact as a result of the proximity and scale of the development when viewed from the rear ground floor windows of no.52 which would seriously harm the amenity levels that the householders might reasonably expect to enjoy.
Bats are a European Protected Species (EPS), and as such are given full protection (against injury or harm) under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). Bat roosts are also protected by law, and the destruction of a roost is an offence under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended). A protected species survey has not been submitted. In the absence of such information therefore, the likelihood that the proposed works will cause disturbance to bats, result in the loss of a bat roost or cause injury or death to bats cannot be determined.

In conclusion, the proposed development, by virtue of its scale, design and mass, would overwhelm the front elevation of the host dwelling and would result in a dominant, unsympathetic and incongruous scheme of development that would be harmful to the character and visual amenities of the existing building and the wider built environment. Furthermore, it would result in harm to the residential amenities of the occupiers of no.52 Higher Road through loss of outlook and overbearing impact and the applicant has failed to provide sufficient information to determine the presence of bats. Accordingly, it is recommended that the application be refused.

	SUMMARY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

Contrary to Policies DMG1, DMH5 and DME3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.


Ribble Valley Borough Council  
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Note: This report needs to be read in conjunction with the Decision Notice.








