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	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
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	Development Description:
	Demolition of existing lean-to extension to side, and erection of two-storey, L-shaped extension to side and rear with balcony, and single storey porch to front.

	Site Address/Location:
	Susie Cottage, Rimington Lane, Rimington

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	Do not wish to raise a formal objection, however do wish to raise concerns regarding there being insufficient car parking space for the size of dwelling proposed. Additionally, access to and from the property is on a difficult stretch of lane so there could be dangers to other highway users caused by increased usage of the access point.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways – Object to the proposal as the plans for the property do not provide for sufficient parking. 

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	No observations received.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Policy DME2 – Landscape and Townscape Protection

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DMG3 – Transport and Mobility

Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

	Relevant Planning History:

N/A

	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The application relates to a detached traditional ‘two-up, two-down’ cottage to the south eastern side of ‘Rimington Lane’ close to the junction of ‘Stoops Lane’ within the main settlement of Rimington. The surrounding site is within an area of Open Countryside as identified on the ‘Proposals Map’ for the Borough. The immediate locality is characterised by open farmland, interspersed with mature trees and hedgerows on the roadside and field boundaries.
The property is highly prominent within the public realm by virtue of its location directly adjacent to Rimington Lane.
………………………………………………..

For the purpose of clarity, and as per the submitted plans, throughout this report I shall refer to the roadside (north-western) elevation as the rear elevation and the south-eastern elevation that has the proposed rear balcony as the front  elevation.

	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:
A substantial L-shaped extension is proposed to the eastern gable elevation of the existing property measuring 9m in length from the eastern side elevation, 11.3m in length to the north-eastern side elevation and 6m in width. The ridge height of the roadside (north-western) elevation is to match the main ridge height of the property and be constructed of slate to the roof, cement render to the walls and upvc frames.
The roof of the south-eastern projection of the extension to the front elevation is to be gable fronted with glazing proposed at first and ground floor with a projecting balcony. Furthermore a hipped roof entrance porch is proposed off the south-western elevation of the rear extension.

	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

There is a distance of over 20 metres between the south-western elevation of ‘Dormers House’ to the north-east of the property and the common boundary shared with Susie Cottage. There are no other properties within the immediate vicinity of the site. On this basis, I am satisfied that any impact of the development upon the amenity of neighbouring residents would be minimal.

	Landscape / Ecology:

A bat survey dated the 7th of November 2017 has confirmed that there is no evidence that bats were roosting within the building. No bats were observed or recorded using the building for roosting and therefore the building is considered to be of low potential for roosting bats.

Policy DME2 of the Core Strategy states that development proposals will be refused which significantly harm important landscape features including hedgerows and individual trees (other than in exceptional circumstances where satisfactory works of mitigation or enhancement would be achieved, including rebuilding, replanting and landscape management).

At my site visit it was apparent that land to the rear and south-western side of the existing property had been excavated. There is a mature tree to the south-western corner of the site, and hedgerow along the frontage and rear. The application does not include an Arboricultural Impact Assessment in order for me to assess as to whether the development would have an impact upon the tree or hedgerows, therefore in my opinion the application should be refused due to lack of information in this respect.

	Highways:

Safe access to and from a site is a material consideration in the determination of any application in order to ensure highway safety as per DMG1and DMG3 of the Core Strategy. It was evident from my site visit that there are poor sightlines out of the property due to the location of the dwelling directly adjacent to the highway. Furthermore, it is only currently possible to exit the site in reverse gear and this will also apply once the site has been developed as shown on the submitted site plan. I have strong concern that given the site circumstances and likelihood of more vehicles being present on the site due to the size of the property this could have a significant impact upon highway safety.
The LCC Highways officer has also raised concerns, and having been out on site has advised that in his opinion ‘Susie Cottage is in a very narrow rural lane that would not offer any on road parking. Any alteration to Susie Cottage will have to include sufficient parking for the size of the building. For highway purposes I have to assess the parking requirements of a dwelling against the number of available bedrooms. The plans indicate that post the extension there will be four bedrooms raising the requirement for vehicle parking from 2 to three’.
Whilst the highways officer has confirmed that he has no objections in principal to the extension to Susie Cottage, he requested plans ‘that will indicate that there is sufficient parking for three vehicles within the curtilage of the property. The dimensions for a standard bay, where that is a bay that butts up to the adopted highway is 2.4m wide and 5.6m long. A further bay behind this will need to be a minimum of 2.4m wide and 4.8m long. In his opinion there is a problem with the present parking spaces at Susie Cottage in that the sightlines to the north east of the property are relatively none existent. If this was a new development I would be asking for the problem to be designed out. As this is an established parking space for the property I am only able to indicate my concerns therefore I would ask the client to consider the difficulties whilst looking to provide the third parking space.

Presently I would have to object to the proposal as the plans for the property do not provide for sufficient parking’.

The highways officer did advise that if this issue was resolved then he would suggest appropriate notes and conditions.

An amended plan was received from the agent on the 8th of December which shows three parking bays to the side of the property (plan ref. PROC/01 Dwg 01) . However this plan did not scale correctly therefore I am unable to confirm whether three vehicle bays of the size advised by LCC Highways can be accommodated on the site.
On the basis that no plans have been submitted to satisfy LCC Highways concerns I recommend refusal on highway safety grounds.

	Visual Amenity/External Appearance:

A Heritage Statement or any Supporting Statement which details the history or significance of the dwelling has not been submitted as part of this application. It is not clear from the Councils maps how long a property has been present on the site and is currently in a state of disrepair.  However it does appear to be of some age and is a traditional ‘two-up, two-down’ cottage which is typical of a rural locality such as Rimington.
The existing north-western and south-western elevations in particular afford a high level of visual prominence within the public realm due to the position of the property directly adjacent to the roadside. 

Policy DMG5 of the Core Strategy states that proposals to extend or alter existing residential properties must accord with policy DMG1 which requires development to be of a high standard of building design and be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of size, intensity and nature, as well as scale, massing, features and style including any impact on landscape character. 
One of the 12 core principles of the NPPF (para 17) is that new development should ‘always seek to secure high quality design’. Furthermore, Policy 131 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires local planning authorities, in determining planning applications, to take account of ‘the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness’. 

In my opinion the two-storey L-shaped extension as proposed to the north-eastern end of the existing property due to its scale, size and design would wholly subsume and dominate the existing dwelling. In design terms any extension should be subservient to the main dwelling that it relates to and be in-keeping with its general, scale, size and appearance of the property and locality in accordance with DMG1 of the Core Strategy. The extension would project 9m from the gable elevation of the main dwelling which is currently 9.9m in length, and the north-eastern side elevation would be 11.3m in length and 6m in width. The existing floor space (ground and first floor) of the main dwelling is 104.94m2 whereas the cumulative floor space of the north-western end of the extension (ground and first floor) alone is 135.6m2 which results in well over a 100% increase to the floor space of the existing dwelling. I consider that the massing and scale of the extension as proposed would dominate the property which is further compounded by the fact that the ridge line of the extension follows the main ridge height of the property resulting in their being no clear distinction between the existing dwelling and the extension.
In addition to the general scale of the extensions proposed I also consider that the design is wholly inappropriate to the appearance of the main dwelling and locality. The proposal will result in a significant expanse of two-storey elevation to the frontage  and the variance and position of the window openings to the rear (north-western) elevation results in a blank and ‘ad-hoc’ arrangement that will appear visually prominent within the locality. 

The design of the pitched roof extension to the rear I consider to be inappropriate due to its size and scale, which is exacerbated further by the fact that the ridge height follows the main ridge height of the property. Furthermore, I consider that the design of the glazing to this elevation and the inclusion of a projecting balcony will result in wholly domesticated and inappropriate features which does not respect or reflect the original appearance of the dwelling.

Whilst I appreciate that the existing property is presently in disrepair I consider that any extension should still take into consideration the former character and significance of the building as a traditional rural cottage. The proposed works would wholly subsume any reference to the original property and result in a property that would appear wholly suburban in appearance which would not be in keeping with the character of the landscape and at odds with the pleasant and rural character of the area contrary to the design principles of DMG1 and DMH5 of the Core Strategy. The impact of this is only exacerbated by the properties prominent position on the main road.
Taking into account the above, the proposed works would in my opinion significantly detract from and dilute the rural character and appearance of the existing dwelling and be viewed as prominent additions harming the visual amenity of the locality in direct conflict with  Policies DMG1 and DMH5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.

	Conclusion:

Taking into account the above, it is considered that the proposed two-storey extension due to its size, scale and appearance would significantly dominate and harm the character and appearance of the existing dwelling and the appearance of the area. It would therefore be contrary to Policy DMG1 and DMH5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy. This policy seeks to ensure, amongst other things, that new development is sympathetic to its context in terms of size, scale and design. It would also be at odds with the Framework which requires good design. 
Furthermore, plans have not been submitted to adequately ensure that three parking bays can be accommodated on the site therefore the proposal would have an impact on highway safety contrary to DMG1 and DMG3 of the Core Strategy.
The site comprises of mature hedgerows to the boundaries and a mature tree to the south-western corner. No information has been submitted to clarify as to whether works will undermine these landscape features and therefore I also recommend refusal of the application based upon lack of information.

	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning consent be refused for the following reasons:

	01
	The proposed two-storey extension to the north-eastern side elevation of the property by reason of its footprint, scale, height, massing, design, appearance and form, would result in an incongruous and dominant feature which fails to adequately reflect the character of this traditional rural cottage or the locality. For these reasons the aforementioned development is considered detrimental to the visual amenity of the original property and area contrary to Policies DMG1 and DMH5 of the Core Strategy, as well as national guidance contained with the National Planning Policy Framework.

	02
	There is insufficient parking for three vehicles within the site. The development would therefore have a negative impact upon highway safety contrary to DMG1 and DMG3 of the Core Strategy.

	03
	The application contains inadequate detail to ascertain as to whether the development would have an impact upon important landscape features, specifically the hedgerow along the south-eastern, north-western and south-western boundary of the site and mature tree to the south-western corner. In the absence of this information the Council is unable to establish as to whether the proposed development would comply with DME2 of the Core Strategy in ensuring that the development would not have a harmful impact upon important landscape features and the general visual amenity of the locality.  


