
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: MB

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0794

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed two-storey side extension and demolition of existing garage in rear garden, to provide garage with bedroom over at 6 Holly Grove, Longridge.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council – No representations have been received. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) - No objections. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	G1 – Development Control.

H10 – Residential Extensions.

SPG – Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings.

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The design, bulk and massing of the proposed development would be an unsympathetic and incongruous addition that would be severely detrimental to the character and setting of the existing dwelling and streetscene and also be detrimental to the residential amenity of the adjacent property No.4 Holly Grove, contrary to policies G1 and H10 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and the Council’s adopted SPG on Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings.  



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

	Planning permission is sought for the erection of a two storey side extension and demolition of an existing detached garage to the rear at 6 Holly Grove, Longridge. The development site is a semi detached dormer bungalow property.

The proposed two storey side extension would project 2.34m from the North elevation of the property and measure 7.21m in depth and be constructed to a ridge height of 6.2m, dormer windows would be constructed to both the front and rear roof elevations. These dormers would project approximately 3m from the roof and be positioned approximately 0.8m below the ridgeline of the extension. The proposed development would be constructed from materials to match the existing dwelling.

Since the original submission of the application the plans have been amended. The amendment consists of a 30cm set back on the front and rear elevations and 30cm set down of the ridgeline, the originally submitted plans detailed an extension that would have being fully built out level with the existing elevations and ridgeline of the dwelling. These amendments were submitted as a result of the concerns I raised regarding the proposals.

These concerns covered the visual impact the proposed development would have upon the streetscene, the scale, design, massing and bulk of the proposed development and the impact this would have upon the existing dwelling and the impact the development would have upon the residential amenity of the area. Having considered the amended plans I am of the opinion that the same issues still remain. 

Even with the small set down and set back of the proposed development I am of the opinion that the scale, design and massing of the proposed development would be unsympathetic to the character and setting of the existing dwelling, to the extent that if constructed it would result in an incongruous addition to the dwelling.

It would result in the gap between the development site and the neighbouring property of No.4 being reduced to approximately 70cm. This, in my opinion, would create a terracing type effect, which would result in the three properties of No’s. 4, 6 and 8 appearing to merge into one continuous built mass. This would have a severely damaging impact upon the character and setting of the streetscene, by virtue of the mass and overall bulk that would be created. At present the presence of a driveway which runs between No.6 and No.4 plays an important role of providing a visual break between the properties. If the proposed development were to be constructed this break would be lost. 

In addition to this, the neighbouring dwelling No.4 has two window openings located in its side elevation one at ground floor level and another at first floor that would directly oppose the development proposed within this application. Efforts have been made to contact the occupants of this property to determine what parts of the house these windows serve. At the time of writing no response has been received to this request. Given the layout of the windows in relation to the dwelling as a whole and also their relationship to one another; my initial thoughts would be that the windows serve a hallway on the ground floor and a landing area at first floor. Both of which, if this were to be the case, would not be considered to be habitable rooms.

Notwithstanding this I am still of the opinion that the proposed development would have a directly overbearing impact upon the neighbouring dwelling (No.4) by virtue of its design and scale. This impact would be to the severe detriment of the residential amenity of the area. It would lead to the creation of an overbearing and oppressive structure that would overshadow these windows unduly impact upon the residential amenity of No.4 Holly Grove.

During the application process the agent for this application drew the LPA’s attention to a similar extension at No10. Holly Grove. Having examined the planning history to this site I acknowledge that the side extension to No.10 is near identical to the scheme proposed within this particular application. However there are key differences that make the development at No.10 acceptable. Firstly the property is set within a corner plot and is sited on an angle to the street, resulting in the dwelling being set back within the streetscene, thus reducing the overall visual impact of the development. Secondly the development at No.10 has being located on the elevation furthest away from neighbours therefore does not have the same impacts upon the residential amenity of the area.

With to regard to the proposed demolition of the existing detached garage; the existing garage is a flat roof structure constructed from timber. It is of no particular merit or importance architecturally. The demolition of this structure would provide additional amenity space to the existing dwelling.

Having considered the submitted details; I am of the opinion that the proposed development would by virtue of its design, bulk and massing would be an unsympathetic and incongruous addition to the existing dwelling and the wider streetscene. Furthermore I also believe that the development would be severely detrimental to the residential amenity of the area. I therefore recommend accordingly.   



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 20th September 2012

















