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	Development Description:
	Resubmission of planning application 3/2017/1021. Demolition of  lean-to extension to side, and erection of two-storey extension to side

	Site Address/Location:
	Susie Cottage Rimington Lane Rimington BB7 4DT

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	The following concerns have been raised:

· Highway concerns - egress from the property due to the sight lines and the nature and width of the carriageway at this point; 
· No verges only high bankings. 
· Problems will be exacerbated by the increased traffic movements. 
· The property had been single occupancy for the last 20 - 25 years.



	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways raise no objection to the proposal on highway safety grounds subject to conditions in respect of construction management arrangements and hard surfacing details along with appropriate informatives. 

LAAS:

Consulted, no representations received.

RVBC Countryside:

(24 May 2018) Request opportunities for bat roosts
(19 June 2018) The mature Sycamore [T1] and the Cypress trees growing on adjacent land are a material consideration for the following reasons:

· The Sycamore is a landmark tree of some age, probably over 150 years old, it appears that some excavations and ground compaction may have already taken place within the root protection area [RPA] and any further incursion into the RPA is not advisable. Also an extension to the existing property may lead to tree resentment issues.

· The Cypress trees probably afford the neighbouring property some screening and any impact on the trees may affect neighbour amenity. In addition, high hedges legislation may become an issue if an extension was approved.

An arb. impact assessment would have informed the design and tree protection measures required. In its absence, unable to add anything at this juncture.


	NOTIFICATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	None received.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement EN5 – Heritage Assets

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets
Policy DME2 – Landscape and Townscape Protection

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DMG3 – Transport and Mobility

Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions

OTHER MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS:

	· National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
· ‘Making Changes to Heritage Assets’ (Historic England, 2016) 

· Ribble Valley Conservation Area Management Guidance

· ‘Discovering Cottage Architecture’ (Powell C., 1996).

· ‘The Shell Book of Cottages’ (Reid R., 1977)



	Relevant Planning History:

3/2017/1021 - 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. PA refused 18 December 2017 for the following reasons: 
(1) 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; 
(2) There is insufficient parking for three vehicles within the site. The development would therefore have a negative impact upon highway safety and 
(3) 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.

	

	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 site is part of a salient to the Draft Settlement Boundary DS1). The surrounding site is within an area of Open Countryside as identified on the ‘Proposals Map’ for the Borough which is closely associated (between the Pendle Hill outlier and the main body) with the Forest of Bowland AONB. 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 and elevation above Rimington Lane.

The ostensible visual interest of the vernacular building has led to a request for a heritage assessment to be submitted. This identifies that Susie Cottage is a small vernacular cottage (originally one unit), possibly from the early C18, which has features which help to identify its evolution:

“appears on mid C19th mapping … a simple two-unit two-storey cottage, single pile in depth, with sandstone rubble walls (with some brick parts) and a slated gabled roof (the eastern bay has a central truss). It has an entry door at the rear (south), which accesses the western bay. The ground floor has a central chimney on the west side of a full height division wall (between bays) and a further chimney on the eastern gable in the eastern bay. Stairs to the first floor rise against the central division wall” (2.2)
“a number of past alterations … the western bay is an addition built in two phases, with the upper floor added to an older ground floor level. This indicates the cottage was, prior to C19th mapping, a single unit cottage. Infill repairs around the windows to the eastern bay also suggest that former stone mullioned windows might have been removed and the windows remodelled in shape” (2.3)

“Brunskill suggests single pile two-unit vernacular houses tend to date from the C17th to the mid C18th … it seems likely it dates form the C18th” (2.4).

“likely it was tenanted by manual workers (e.g. weavers, agricultural labourers) and in 1907 the cottage appears to be split as two dwellings” (2.5).

“1881 census entry for a household of three occupants, the head of the householder being named as Susy Briggs of Rimington (b.1816)” 2.6).

“Evidential Value … altered evidence of a two-unit cottage (formerly single unit) possibly dating from the early to mid C18th” (3.6).
“Historical Value … Susie Cottage holds some illustrative value through the manner in which it portrays historical rural lifestyles, possibly from the early to mid C18th. Some associative value might also exist through connections to the naming of the cottage” (3.8).

“Communal Value … the age and position of the building means it has a minimal degree of landmark status” (3.10).

“Aesthetic Value … small … vernacular interest (architectural) of the building lies primarily within the interior” (3.12).


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

Planning permission is sought for the erection a two-storey extension attached to the eastern end of the existing property.    
Revised drawings were submitted by the applicant at the site meeting of 4 July 2018 further revised on 6th August 2018.


	Impact upon Streetscene/Townscape/Heritage Asset:

The submitted Heritage Statement identifies Susie Cottage as having a landmark quality at the head of the village and is an important remnant of Rimington’s vernacular architecture (one of few Ribble Valley villages not to have a conservation area). 
The submitted Heritage Assessment states: “Owing to its age … care must be employed in conserving its significance in line with the requirements of the NPPF. This can be readily achieved by retaining the original plan form of the building and ensuring any alterations (including extension) leave interpretable evidence of the building’s extant composition” (paragraph 3.15).
The proposed development represents a substantial extension to the existing building doubling the size of the dwelling. Such a significant extension would not be subordinate to the original dwelling and would appear overly dominant to the existing dwelling. The extension would dominate the heritage asset and create a visually intrusive development within the streetscene. It is not considered that the proposed extension would conserve the significance of this heritage asset and the character of the traditional small cottage would be lost.
Design is at the forefront of the revised Framework with good design identified as a key aspect of sustainable development. It is not considered that the proposed development takes the opportunity to improve the character and quality of the property or the area contrary to guidance contained within the Framework.

Historic England’s advice contained within “Making Changes to Heritage Assets (Historic England 2016) states that new work should not dominate the original asset. It is considered that this proposal would dominate the heritage asset and be contrary to such advice.
As such it is considered that the proposed development is contrary to Key Statement EN5 and Policy DME4 of the Adopted Core Strategy, which seek to conserve and enhance the significance of heritage assets, Policy DMG1 of the Adopted Core Strategy which seeks to secure a high standard of design and national guidance contained within the Framework.

	Impact upon Residential Amenity:

All of the trees along the boundary of the site with the neighbouring property, Dormers, have recently been felled resulting in the application property becoming significantly more visible from the garden area of the neighbouring property. The proposed extension will be close to the boundary with the neighbouring property however over 22m is retained to the rear of the neighbouring property and due to the orientation of the application site it is not considered that the proposed development will adversely impact on the neighbours’ amenities through loss of light, privacy or outlook.

The proposed first floor gable window will overlook the garden area of adjoining Dormers House. However, this is a secondary window to the bedroom it serves and as such could be obscurely glazed to ensure the neighbours’ amenities are protected.
 

	Landscape/Ecology:

RVBC’s Countryside Officer has commented that in the absence of an arboricultural impact assessment it is difficult to  assess the impact of development on trees and hedgerow.
RV Core Strategy Policy DME2 (Landscape and Townscape Protection) states:

“Development proposals will be refused which significantly harm important landscape or landscape features”.

However, it is noted that the hedge/ trees along the boundary with the neighbouring property have recently been removed. Whilst this vegetation was visually prominent within the streetscene it was not considered to be an important landscape feature (although it did act as an effective screen to the neighbouring property).
The Sycamore Tree is sited away from the proposed extension and the extension will nor protrude into the RPA for this tree. As such it is not considered that the proposed extension will adversely impact on the health of this tree.

The Council’s Countryside Officer has requested bat roosting opportunities in the interest of ecological enhancement which could be secured by condition in the event of a positive recommendation. 

Highways:
The previous application at this property was refused due to lack of suitable parking arrangements to serve the property however the current application includes sufficient parking provision. As such LCC Highways no longer have any objection to the proposed development. 

LCC initially requested a condition to reduce the height of the existing hedge and vegetation on the highway frontage of the site to Rimington Lane in the interests of visibility. On the 9 July 2018 the applicant confirmed:

“have removed the first section of hedge to a point where what remains is not within the sight line, I attach photographs taken after the work, could you confirm that no further work is required by you to the hedge ?

If a site visit would help I would be please to meet with you. We really do not want to remove this established hedge and believe that the work we have done addresses the previous problem”.

The removal of the hedge satisfies the visibility requirements and as a consequence Condition 1 of LCC Highway’s previous response is no longer necessary.

	

	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

It is considered that the proposed development will have an unacceptable impact upon the streetscene, townscape and heritage asset and is contrary to Key Statement EN5, Policies DME4 and DMG1 of the Core Strategy along with guidance contained with the Framework.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning consent be refused for the following reason:
The proposal has a harmful impact upon the streetscene, townscape and heritage asset significance because of the extension's prominence and dominance of the traditional vernacular building (resulting from its scale, form and fenestration). This is contrary to Key Statement EN5, Policies DMG1 and DME4 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and guidance contained within the Framework.


