
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: MB/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0605/P

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed demolition of prefabricated garage followed by the erection of a single storey extension incorporating a garage with utility room – toilet areas and entrance porch.  Increased with to existing vehicular access at 6 Valley View, Grindleton

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No objections to this proposal.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (Highways) - No objections, request the use of an informative.

United Utilities – No objections.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	G1 – Development Control.

H10 – Residential Extensions.

Supplementary Planning Guidance – Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposal by virtue of its scale, design and massing would result in a development that would be totally incongruous to the detriment of the character and setting of the street scene.  This would be contrary to Policies G1 and H10 of the Districtwide Local Plan and the Council’s adopted SPG on Alterations and Extensions.



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

	The development site is a semi-detached dwelling fronting Sawley Road located on the corner of Sawley Road and Meadowside, Grindleton.  The development site is located within the Forest of Bowland AONB.  It is also directly adjacent to the boundary of the Grindleton Conservation Area.

The proposed development consists of three distinct elements; a porch to the front elevation which would project approximately 0.9m from the front elevation of the existing dwelling and measure 3.4m in width.  This would have an eaves height of 2.3m and stand to an overall height of 3.6m.  This would be higher than the cill level at first floor.

The second element of the development consists of a side extension to the north east elevation.  This would project 3m from the existing side elevation measuring approximately 5.5m in depth.  This element would have an eaves height of 2.5m and stand to an overall height of 4.5m, which would be as high as the top of the first floor window in the north east elevation.

The third element consists of a garage that would be built adjoining the proposed side extension.  This would extend a further 4.7m from the proposed side extension, with an eaves height of 2.5m and an overall height of 4.3m.  Overall the proposed development would project 7.7m from the existing side elevation of the dwelling.

Whilst the proposed eaves height will be uniform it will appear stepped when constructed.  This is as a result of the land to the northeast elevation folding away from the house towards Meadowside.

All of the proposed elements would be constructed from roughcast render dressed with Sandstone, which would match the existing dwelling, under concrete tiled hipped roofs.  Various window openings are also proposed, two in the southeast elevation and one in the northwest elevation.  The proposed porch would be heavily glazed on all elevations.

The development site occupies a prominent position that is slightly elevated from the public highway.  However after visiting the site it is apparent that the dwellings which formed part of the Meadowside development which dates from the 1960s of which the development site is one, were set back from Sawley Road.  I am of the opinion that this set back was intended to reduce the impact the development would have upon the existing buildings along Sawley Road, protecting the historic character of the village. The proposed porch would encroach forward of this line.

Having considered the proposed development I am of the opinion the proposals are inappropriate.  At present the existing dwelling is a semi-detached dwelling of relatively simplistic form and character.  The proposed development would introduce a series of elements that would be out of character and unsympathetic.


I am of the opinion that the proposals would result in a development that would be excessively bulky and have a poor visual relationship to the original dwelling.  I also consider them to be out of character.  The proposals would introduce a series of unsympathetic roof forms. The cumulative impact of which would be detrimental to the character and setting of the AONB.

In terms of visual impact, particularly upon the character and setting of the street scene, the proposals represent an obtrusive development and would be totally incongruous to the area.  Overall the proposed side extensions would project a total width that would only be marginally less than the width of the existing dwelling.

The proposed porch to the front elevation would be quite substantial in scale and bulk in relation to the original dwelling. Whilst other properties in the immediate locality have erected porches to the front these do not appear as visually prominent and bulky as the one proposed in this application. The one proposed in this application is heavily glazed and has a large hipped roof; this would be in contrast to others nearby which are relatively simplistic in the character, form and appearance.  

The development site sits in a slightly elevated position from the highway and I am of the opinion that this will exacerbate the impact the proposed development would have upon the street scene.  This would result in the development becoming extremely visually prominent within the street scene, particularly when approaching the village from the northeast.  The development site, whilst not located within the Grindleton Conservation Area, is located directly adjacent to its boundary.  I am of the opinion that by virtue of the overall massing, scale and bulk of the proposed development the character and setting of the Conservation Area is likely to be adversely harmed.

In view of the above I recommend accordingly.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 1 AUGUST 2012





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














