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	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

		

	Development Description:
	Partial demolition of existing dwelling including removal of main roof and single storey side extension. Remodelling and extensions to create two storey dwelling with annexe accommodation. 

	Site Address/Location:
	Buckley Dene, Preston Road, Ribchester, PR3 3YD

		

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	A consultation response from Ribchester Parish Council was received on 29th June 2024 stating that the Parish Council have no objections to the proposed development, however it is noted that no indication is given of any future proofing plans which would have been welcomed. 

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	No objection. 

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	No representations have been received. 

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement DS1:	Development Strategy
Key Statement DS2: 	Sustainable Development
Key Statement DMI2:	Transport Considerations

Policy DMG1:	General Considerations
Policy DMG2:	Strategic Considerations
Policy DMG3:	Transport & Mobility
Policy DME3:	Site and Species Protection and Conservation
Policy DMH5:	Residential and Curtilage Extensions

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)


	Relevant Planning History:

3/1992/0386: Loft conversion with dormer extension (Approved). 

3/1986/0724: Extension to form kitchen, utility and study (Approved). 

3/1983/0125: Lounge and garage extension (Approved). 

4/6/1605: Bungalow (Approved). 

4/6/1477: Site plan of bungalow (Approved). 


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The application relates to a detached bungalow property which is set back from the main highway of Preston Road and accessed via a private access track leading to Buckley Hall and Buckley Hall Farm. The property comprises a sizeable footprint with render and natural stonework to the external elevations, along with concrete roof tiles and white uPVC windows. The site to which the proposal relates is located within the Open Countryside, approximately 2km south-east of the defined settlement limits of Longridge and 1.7km north-west of Ribchester. To the north-west of the site is a small cluster of traditional stone built two-storey dwellings sited along Preston Road in a linear form, however this aside, other surrounding uses remain agricultural directly to the north, south and east of the property. 


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

Consent is sought for the partial demolition of the existing dwellinghouse including the removal of the main roof and single storey side extension and remodelling and extensions to create a new four-bedroom dwelling, with open plan kitchen/ diner/ family room, lounge, utility, office, porch and integral garage. 

The building would have a maximum width and depth of 28.3m by 18.5m respectively and height of 7m. The new dwelling would be part single storey and part two storey and would incorporate a varied roof form including a twin reverse gable principal elevation linked by a single storey flat roof element, a single storey gable ‘wing’ leading to the integral garage, a two-storey and single storey flat roof element to the rear and single storey flat roof entrance porch to the front. A substantial level of fenestration is proposed to all elevations, including rooflights. The materials are to be natural stone, render and timber cladding to the external elevations, along with natural slate roof tiles and aluminium windows. 


	Principle of Development:

Due to the extent of demolition and re-modelling proposed the proposal is tantamount to the construction of a replacement dwellinghouse within the defined Open Countryside. In this respect, both Policies DMG2 and DMH3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy are engaged for the purposes of assessing the application. 

Policy DMG2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy seeks to restrict residential development within the Open Countryside and Tier 2 Village Settlements to that which meets a number of explicit criteria, with Key Statement DS1 also reaffirming these criteria and setting out the overall spatial aspirations for development within the Borough. 

The proposal site is located outside of any defined settlement limits. In this respect, Policy DMG2 states that development outside of the defined settlement areas must meet a number of considerations – however in this instance, a replacement dwelling is considered acceptable given there would be no net gain in residential planning units. 

In addition, Policy DMH3 of the Core Strategy states that, within areas defined as Open Countryside, residential development will be limited to a number of criteria, the most relevant being as follows: 

‘The rebuilding or replacement of existing dwellings is subject to the following criteria: 
· The residential use of the property should not have been abandoned;
· There being no adverse impact on the landscape in relation to the new dwelling;
· The need to extend an existing curtilage.’ 

In this respect, the proposal involves the replacement of an existing dwelling of which the residential use has not been abandoned and no extension to the site’s existing curtilage is proposed. As such, in order to ensure the principle of development is secured, it is necessary to establish the level of impact on the landscape in relation to the new dwelling and whether this is considered adverse. Following an assessment of the proposed development under the Visual Amenity section of this report, the impact on the landscape is considered to be adverse and as such, the principle of development is not secured in this instance.


	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

In regard to the privacy of neighbouring occupants, it is not expected that the proposed development would have any harmful impact, given the dwellinghouse has no direct interface with any nearby residential properties. It is therefore not anticipated that any new opportunities for direct overlooking or loss of privacy would be created as a result of the works proposed. 

Furthermore, the proposed development would be sited a sufficient distance away from the nearest neighbouring dwelling at Buckley Gate, and as such no significant loss of light or overbearing impact would be resultant. 

Accordingly, it is not considered that the proposal would result in any measurable undue harm upon the existing amenities of any nearby residents. 
 

	Visual Amenity/External Appearance:

Paragraph 135 of the National Planning Policy Framework states: 

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

Ribble Valley Core Strategy Policy DMG1 provides specific guidance in relation to design and states: 

‘All development must be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity, and nature as well as scale, massing style [and] consider the density, layout, and relationship between buildings, which is of major importance. Particular emphasis will be placed on visual appearance and the relationship to surroundings.’ 

Consideration must also be given to the Principle of Development, which under DMH3 is required to ensure that there would be ‘no adverse impact on the landscape in relation to the new dwelling.’ 

In this instance, the application dwelling forms a detached bungalow property set back from the main highway of Preston Road and accessed via a private access track. Though not highly visible from the roadside, a Public Right of Way runs along the access track and adjacent to the northern boundary of the proposal site with the principal elevation of the property facing into the public realm. The proposal would therefore be publicly viewable. 

Whilst the proposed development would result in a two-storey dwelling at the site, the proposal would equate to a 7% increase in volume and 33% increase in footprint when compared with the existing bungalow. It is also noted that the existing properties within the immediate vicinity of the proposal site comprise of two-storey traditional stone-built dwellings and therefore it is not anticipated that the construction of a two-storey dwelling would appear overtly uncharacteristic or anomalous in this context. As such, it is not considered that the volume of the proposed dwelling is in itself the main concern. The main issues relate to the design and appearance of the proposed dwelling. 

In regard to design, whilst the existing dwelling lacks any significant architectural merit or visual similarity with the surrounding vernacular, the elevational language of the property is relatively modest in design and appearance which is reflective of its rural setting. In contrast, the proposed development would incorporate a varied range of roof forms, including a twin reverse gable principal elevation and numerous flat roof elements of differing heights, resulting in a cluttered and largely illegible roof scape particularly compared to the modest and simple nature of the design utilised by the existing dwellinghouse as well as the properties located within the immediate vicinity of the proposal site. In addition to this, whilst the proposed use of natural stone and render would remain in keeping with the rural landscape and surrounding built form, the addition of timber cladding, when read in context with the overall design of the proposal, would appear overly contemporary and out of keeping with the simple design that many rural buildings depict. 

In view of the above, it is considered that the external appearance of the dwelling, having particular regard to overall design and external materials does not take account of site characteristics including local vernacular and would instead result in the introduction of a proposal of an overtly complex and suburban character which would be unsympathetic to its rural surroundings. 

Accordingly, it is therefore considered that the proposed dwelling would be contrary to Policies DMG1 and DMGH3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and Paragraph 135 of the NPPF, insofar that the proposed development would result in a visually suburbanising effect upon the landscape over and above that which is resultant from the existing dwellinghouse. 


	Highways and Parking:

Lancashire County Council Highways have been consulted on the proposed development and raised no objection. An adequate level of off-road parking for the type and scale of development proposed would be retained and as such, the proposal would be considered acceptable in respect to highway safety and parking. 


	Landscape/Ecology:

A Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment Report has been submitted with the application dated 15th January 2024. The report concludes that no evidence was recorded to suggest bats were roosting within the building and no bats were observed or recorded using the building for roosting. As such, the property is considered to be of negligible potential for roosting bats and the survey effort is considered to be reasonable to assess the roost potential of the building with no further survey work being deemed necessary. Despite this, it is recommended that a Greenwoods Ecohabitat Two Chamber Bat Box or Kent Bat Box be installed within the site in order to provide roosting potential for the local bat population. If the application were to be approved, this would be secured by way of a planning condition. 


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

As such, for the above reasons and having regard to all material considerations and matters raised, the application is recommended for refusal.


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

	01:
	The proposed development, by virtue of the design and external appearance, would result in the introduction of a new dwelling of an overtly complex and suburban character which would be unsympathetic to its rural surroundings. The proposal would therefore be detrimental to the character, appearance and visual amenities of the area contrary to Policy DMG1 and DMH3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy (2008-2028) and Paragraph 135 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 
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