
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: SW/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2006/0939/P

	Development Proposed:
	Erection of replacement dwelling at Lynwood, York Lane, Langho

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – Objects strongly to this application on very much the same grounds as it objected to 3/05/0532/P.  The previous reasons for refusal are equally valid on this application and whilst there has been some reduction in sizing of the house it is not nearly enough to warrant a reversal of the previous decision.  Our objections are as follows:

1.
This is an important site because of the precedent it will set in a sensitive site.  

2.
Given its size, the property would currently fit the definition of an affordable dwelling, especially suitable for the elderly of modest means and the Parish Council wants the replacement property also to remain as affordable.

3.
This will set a precedent for the other five bungalows as it is likely similar applications will follow on a regular basis given the age of residents, condition of properties and nature of tenancies.

4.
It does not meet Policy H14 – any replacement dwelling should be single storey only.  An increase in height of 1.8m is excessive.  

5.
Contravenes affordable housing policies in that it would lead to the loss of an existing compact affordable property and replacement by expensive general market housing.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) – No LCC high objections. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Nearby Residents

	10 letters of objection have been received which raise the following points:

1.
If approved, it would set a precedent for the other properties owned by Dunkenhalgh Estate.

2.
It will be much higher than the existing property and stand out against the skyline.

3.
The size of dwelling is significantly larger than the existing dwelling contravening policy.

4.
Will existing amenities eg sewage, water etc be able to cope.

5.
The development will cause congestion whilst under construction.

6.
It will create another expensive dwelling.

7.
Architecturally the building does not compliment the surrounding environment.

8.
Loss of sight lines into Ribble Valley.

9.
Highway safety.

10.
Devaluation of properties.

11.
Affect existing views from properties.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy ENV4 - Green Belt.

Policy H14 - Rebuilding/Replacement Dwellings - Outside Settlements.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policies G1, ENV3, ENV4, H14 – Over dominant development to the detriment of visual amenity.



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

	This application seeks consent to replace the bungalow with a two storey dwelling with approximate dimensions of 10.3m x 6.2m (extending to 9.9m on the projecting two storey element) x 6.4m in height.  Measurements taken off the annotations on drawing 03A even though the elevations and floor layout do not scale to the same measurements.  As stated, the dwelling would have a two storey projecting central gable on the front elevation with both front and rear elevations having two dormer windows.  Construction materials are shown as natural stone under a blue slate roof.  

The site lies to the north of York Lane at its junction with Whalley Old Road.  It falls outside the settlement limit of Langho within Greenbelt and thus regard should be had to the provisions of PPG2 in particular paragraph 3.6 as follows:

The replacement of existing dwellings need not be inappropriate, providing the new dwelling is not materially larger than the dwelling it replaces.  Development plans should make clear the approach Local Planning Authorities will take, including the circumstances (if any) under which replacement dwellings are acceptable.  

The previously refused scheme on this site was done so on the grounds of being an inappropriate over large dwelling to the detrimental of visual amenity.  It depicted a simple dwelling some 12m x 10m x 7m in height which was considered to be over dominant.  The applicants agent has made attempts to address concerns over the potential dominance of any replacement dwelling by setting the application building approximately 1.3m lower than the floor level of the existing house.  This means that even though the replacement dwelling is in numeric terms approximately 1.4m higher than that existing, most of this is buried below exiting ground level.  Therefore, in simple height forms this scheme would result in a structure approximately 100mm higher than that which exists on site.  However, this belies the fact that the proposal does represent an enlargement over the existing dwelling.  No existing floor plans have been submitted in order that an accurate assessment of size increase can be made.  Yet the replacement of a single storey building with a one a half storey building will inevitably lead to an increase in size.  Given that PPG2 comments that such a proposal should not be materially larger than existing dwellings, it is important to have regard to figures provided by the applicants agent that cite an existing volume of 253m3 (323m3 if adding a permitted development allowance) and 435m3 for the proposed dwelling.  Clearly this represents an increase of more than modest proportions but it is important to have regard to size and mass of the proposal.  In terms of height in relation to the established street scene, the section showing the dwelling set down into the site means that the existing roofscape of York Lane would not be unduly interrupted by this building.  However, I do have reservations over the design and massing of the proposal.  The plans depict a one and a half storey front projection positioned centrally which is an over dominant feature and would, given the orientation of the building, prove unduly prominent in the wider street scene.  It gives the impression that the dwelling is over large and insufficient justification has been given in support of such a design in this location, ie where it draws its characteristics from.  Therefore, whilst development would not prejudice the openness of the greenbelt, its design is considered to detract from the established street scene being an over dominant feature.  

Turning to matters of residential amenity, I do not consider that Ribble View to its west would be significantly affected by the works.  To the north east of the site is set Meadowside and there is a potential for some impact on them due to the orientation of the property.  as shown there is a potential for overlooking of the rear of that garden but I do not consider it significant enough to warrant a refusal on those grounds.  

Therefore, having carefully considered all the above factors I am of the opinion that on design grounds and impact on visual amenity, the scheme should be resisted.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO
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