
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: sw/js

	Application No: 
	3/2006/0294/P

	Development Proposed:
	Replacement of bungalow and garage with two storey house and garage at The Bungalow, Clitheroe Road, Knowle Green

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – Raise no objection on the understanding that the new build will not exceed the footprint of the existing bungalow.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) - No LCC Highway observations.



	CONSULTATIONS: Nearby Residents

	One letter of objection has been received which raises the following points.

1.








The applicant’s letter refers to the building having been unsuccessfully extended in 
the past but additions have only occurred since January 2006.

2.
The dwelling would be very imposing and unusually excessive for this site not in scale 
with other houses in the vicinity.


3.
Since purchasing the property the applicant has encroached into the field to extend 
his garden area.

4.
Concerns over the garage being built over the septic tank with no indication of 
replacement facilities.

5.
A Roman road runs through the site.  Have any archaeological enquiries been made?

6.
Effects on water pressure.

8.
There has been a depletion in smaller properties in this area.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV1 - Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Policy H14 - Rebuilding/Replacement Dwellings - Outside Settlements.

Policy 20 - Lancashire’s Landscape/Lancashire Structure Plan.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policies G1, ENV1, H14 and Policy 20 JLSP – Overlarge dwelling to visual detriment of aonb.



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

	Consent is sought to replace a rendered bungalow with a detached garage with the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty with a stone built dwelling and detached triple garage.  Approximate dimensions of the new dwelling are 14m x 10.5m x 9.25m to the apex of its pitch providing living accommodation on three floors.


The garage will be set to the west of the dwelling and be approximately 6.5m x 10.5m x 4.35m to the apex of its pitch.  A statement has been submitted by the applicant’s agent outlining that the present bungalow is felt to contrast unfavourably with the adjacent two storey dwelling and that the present layout requires vehicles to reverse either onto or from the highway.  The replacement dwelling would incorporate features that are characteristic of local building tradition and the courtyard turning area would enable vehicles to leave the site in forward gear.


As regards compliance with Plan, Policy H14 states that the impact on the landscape will  be assessed in relation to that of a new dwelling, in particular excessive increases in the size of properties will not be permitted.  The replacement dwelling would occupy the same footprint as the bungalow which is evident on site.  However, the height of the dwelling would increase by approximately 4.4m (5.5m to top of chimney) to 9.25m (10.3m to top of chimney) ie it would more than double it.  The applicant’s agent has referred to similar style properties which have been built demonstrating that this design of property is appropriate to the area.  

The dwelling shown here is substantial in size and would be viewed against Longfield Lodge, to its immediate west (approximately 6.4m high) and the Halls Arms Pub some 120m to its east (6.6m high existing road frontage and approximately 7m for an extension yet to be built to the rear).  Therefore, in terms of street scene this house would be over dominant.  If assessing the size increase over and above the original then a floorspace of 452.34m2 would be provided over three floors (excluding the garage),  compared with the 148m2 in existence at present.  This does represent a significant increase in size and thus having regard to the requirements of Policy H14 the proposal is considered to fail to meet the stated criteria.  I note the comments of the objector regarding possible extension of curtilage but would note that the application red edge only includes the original curtilage.  On site it was evident that the rear boundary to the field on the edge of the concrete dairy was not defined by a fence line, but there was a broken stretch of fence further back into the field.

This said, the land in question had the same overgrown appearance as the remainder of the field and as an extension of curtilage does not form part of this proposal, this cannot be taken into account in the determination of this application.  

Therefore, having carefully considered all of the above factors I conclude that the proposal, whilst not having a significantly detrimental impact on neighbouring amenity, would represent an overlarge development to the visual detriment of the area in which it is set.  

For these reasons it should therefore be refused.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














