
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: RH

	Application No: 
	3/2009/1040

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed new dwelling in garden area at 56 Chapel Hill Longridge.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	The Town Council of Longridge – Providing that matching materials are used in construction, the proposed development meets the conservation requirements and that neighbours are consulted no objection. The Town Council has also asked that highways look at access to this proposed development to ensure there are no problems.

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	County Surveyor (LCC) – No objections in principle to this application on highway safety grounds.

Conservation Officer (RVBC) – Recommends refusal of the application – The proposed building would be conspicuous and visually intrusive into the setting and views of the historic building and of the introductory views of the conservation area from the west.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No letters of representation have been received.

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings & Conservation Areas) Act 1990

Policy G1 - Development Control

Policy G2 – Settlement Strategy

Policy ENV16 – Development Within Conservation Areas

PPS1 – Delivering Sustainable Development

PPG15 – Planning and the Historic Environment

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1 and ENV16:

· Incongruous development to the detriment of the visual amenity of the conservation area and the adjacent Buildings of Townscape Merit.

· Cramped development to the detriment of neighbouring residential amenity.



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

	The application relates to land to the west and in the ownership of ‘Linden Lea’, 56 Chapel Hill Longridge which forms part of a group of three attached ‘cottage type’ properties identified as Buildings of Townscape Merit in the St Lawrence’s Church Conservation Area Map (The Conservation Studio consultants 2006; conservation area designated by the Borough Council following public consultation April 2007). 

Permission is sought for a two-storey dwelling on this plot of land which is situated directly on the north side of Chapel Hill, approx. 1 metre from the roadside and to the east of Longridge High Schools main entrance. The property is to be orientated north to south measuring approx. 8.3m x 5.5m x 5.8m in height with a pitched roof and the addition of a porch to the centre of the front elevation measuring approx. 2.2m x 1.5m x 3.4m in height with a pitched roof. Materials to be used are stonework to the southern gable elevation with render to the north, south and west elevations with stone quoins and a slate roof.

The application also includes alterations to the existing site entrance by virtue of creating a 1 metre wide access, reducing the existing boundary wall and a designated parking bay for No. 54 Chapel Hill as well as provision for parking one vehicle to the north of the proposed dwelling.

I consider that the main issues in the consideration of this application are the effect of the proposal on the character and appearance of the Conservation Area as well as the adjacent Buildings of Townscape Merit and the impact of the proposal upon neighbouring residential amenity.

With regards to the principle of development, the site falls within the Longridge settlement boundary and is designated under the adopted Districtwide Local Plan as Policy G2. Policy G2 allows for housing development wholly within the built part of the settlement, and as such the principle of developing this site for housing is considered acceptable in principle.
With regards to the impact of the development upon neighbouring residential amenity Policy G1 of the Districtwide Local Plan states that ‘the density, layout and relationship between buildings is of major importance. Particular emphasis will be placed on visual appearance and the relationship to surroundings as well as the effects of development on existing amenities’ and in addition ‘developments should provide adequate daylighting and privacy’.

The size of the plot limits the distance between the proposed two-storey dwelling and the adjacent neighbouring properties to that of 10 metres. Currently the residents of the existing properties at the site enjoy an open aspect to the west which will be lost by the introduction of a new two-storey dwelling which in my view will have an overbearing impact and oppressive feel for neighbouring residents. I also consider that the movement of traffic and the parking of a vehicle directly in front of the ground floor window of No. 54 will have a detrimental impact upon the privacy and amenity of these residents.

With regards to the impact of the proposal upon the character and appearance of the Conservation Area and the adjacent Buildings of Townscape Merit paragraph 4.19 of PPG15 ‘Planning and the Historic Environment’ states that ‘Planning decisions in respect of development proposed to be carried out in a conservation area must give a high priority to the objective of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of the area……………..if any proposed development would conflict with that objective, there will be a strong presumption against the grant of planning permission, though in exceptional cases the presumption may be overridden in favour of development which is desirable on the ground of some other public interest’.

Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 imposes the general duty on LPAs for ‘special attention to be paid……..to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area’.

I consider that filling this small garden site with a two-storey property would present a cramped appearance in the street scene and that the positioning of the property approx. 1.5 metres forward of the front building line of the adjacent group of properties will result in the visual prominence of the building on approach from the west on this part of Chapel Hill and will significantly mask the features of the Buildings of Townscape Merit to the detriment of the conservation area. 

The council’s conservation officer has been consulted as part of this application and his comments are outlined as follows:

PPG15 paragraph 4.2 emphasises that conservation area policy protects the character and appearance of townscape (and not just buildings):

‘It is the quality and interest of areas, rather than that of individual buildings, which should be the prime consideration in identifying conservation areas…..our experience of a historic area depends on the historic layout of property boundaries…on vistas along streets…conservation area designation should be seen as the means of recognising the importance of all these factors and of ensuring that conservation policy addresses the quality of townscape in its broadest sense as well as the protection of individual buildings’.

‘In my opinion, the garden (enclosed by traditional stone walling) provides an important backdrop to the prominent historic building and a break with the modern, ubiquitously designed development to the west and outside of the conservation area’.

‘The proposed building would be conspicuous and visually intrusive into the setting and views of the historic building and of the introductory views of the conservation area from the west. No section drawing of the streetscene identifying relative heights has been submitted but it would appear that the new build would be as high as the historic build. The proposal would also be closer to the road’.

As previously stated the three properties adjacent to the land which is proposed to be developed are identified as Buildings of Townscape Merit and as stated by the Conservation Officer therefore ‘makes a positive contribution to the character and appearance of the conservation area and are relatively unaltered historic buildings. The building and its curtilage is shown on the 1886 OS (not shown on the 1845 OS)’.

The conservation officer also remarks upon the design principles of the building stating that ‘the west elevation is dominated by a modern patio door. The south elevation has horizontally emphasised windows (in contrast to the vertically of those of 56 Chapel Hill and of the conservation area in general) which also do not appear to respect the solid:void ratio characterising the conservation area. The reduction in the height of the existing boundary wall and prominence of the proposed parking and turning area would also have an impact’. This is supported by policy G1 of the Districtwide Local Plan which states that ‘materials used should be sympathetic to the character of the area’.

In addition paragraph 34. of PPS1 ‘Delivering Sustainable Development states that ‘ design which is inappropriate in its context, or which fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an area …….should not be accepted’.

To conclude, I consider that taking into account the comments made by the Conservation Officer above, the proposed works would have a significantly detrimental impact upon the character of the adjacent Buildings of Townscape Merit to the detriment of the Conservation Area. In addition, the development upon a small garden site and its proximity to neighbouring residential properties would result in unsuitable and cramped development to the detriment of neighbouring residential amenity.                     

I therefore recommend that planning permission be refused for the above reasons.

RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.
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