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	Date Inspected:
	/12/22
	

	Officer:
	BT
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	Decision
	REFUSAL

	

	Development Description:
	Proposed single storey rear extension.

	Site Address/Location:
	1 Manor Row, Manor Road, Copster Green, BB1 9EJ.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	Salesbury Parish Council:
	No objections.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	No objections.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	None.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement DS1 – Development Strategy
Key Statement DS2 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development
Policy DMG1 – General Considerations
Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations
Policy DMG3 – Transport And Mobility
Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions

NPPF


	Relevant Planning History:

No recent planning history relevant to the determination of the application.


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The application relates to a two storey end terraced property in Copster Green. The property consists of stone, slate roof tiles and UPVC doors and windows. The application property has been previously extended by way of a two storey side extension which extends beyond the rear elevation of the property to form an outrigger. The surrounding area is residential with a wide expanse of open countryside bordering the rear South-eastern boundary of the application site.


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

Consent is sought for the construction of a single storey rear extension. 

	Residential Amenity:

The North-eastern side elevation of the extension would be set well in from the common boundary shared with No. 2 Manor Row with all windows of the extension solely providing views into the property’s rear garden. Accordingly, it is not anticipated that the proposal would be harmful to the amenity of any neighbouring residents.


	Visual Amenity:

The application property has been previously extended by way of a two storey side extension which extends approximately 5 metres beyond the rear elevation of the property therefore the existing rear profile of the application property comprises a predominantly elongated design.

The proposed development would involve an additional single storey extension to the elongated section of the property’s rear elevation comprised of an outwards projection of 4 metres. As such, the works proposed would significantly exaggerate the existing elongated rear profile of the property. In addition, the extension would span almost all of the width of the property’s existing elongated rear outrigger and would incorporate a flat roof design which would be entirely at odds with the sloping gabled roof profiles of the host property and existing side extension. As such, the proposed extension would read as a disjointed, bulky and incongruous addition to the property by virtue of its outwards projection, width and flat roof design. 

Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy states that all development must ‘be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature as well as scale, massing and style’ and ‘not adversely affect the amenities of the surrounding area’.

In addition, Paragraph 130 of the NPPF states:

‘Planning policies and decisions should ensure that developments are sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding built environment and landscape setting’.

Taking account of the above, it is considered that the proposal, by virtue of its outwards projection, width and flat roof profile would be a largely unsympathetic and incongruous addition to the host property which in turn would be harmful to the visual amenities of the area and contrary to the aims and objectives of Policy DMG1 and DMH5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and Paragraph 130 of the NPPF.


	Ecology: 

No ecological constraints were identified in relation to the proposal.


	Highways: 

LCC Highways have reviewed the proposal and have no issues with the proposed development in terms of access and parking therefore it is not considered that the proposed development would have any undue impact upon highway safety.


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

The proposed development does not raise any concerns with regards to the amenity of any surrounding residents however in this instance it is considered that the proposed extension would be an unsympathetic and incongruous addition that would be harmful to both the character of the host property and visual amenities of the surrounding area. 

Furthermore, Paragraph 134 of the NPPF states that:

‘Development that is not well designed should be refused, especially where it fails to reflect local design policies and government guidance on design’.

It is for the above reasons and having regard to all material considerations and matters raised that planning consent be refused.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning permission be refused for the following reason:

	01
	The proposed extension would be a disjointed and bulky addition to the dwelling that would be largely at odds with the existing symmetry of the host property’s rear profile. The proposal by virtue of its outwards projection, width and flat roof profile would result in an unsympathetic form of development that would be contrary to the aims and objectives of Policies DMG1 and DMH5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and Paragraph 130 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
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