
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2010/1013/P

	Development Proposed:
	Outline application for the erection of three detached dwellings with detached garages at 46 Higher Road, Longridge, Lancashire, PR3 3SX.



	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council – Longridge Town Council object to the proposed development for the following reasons;

1. Insufficient access to the plot,

2. Erosion of the G6 status of this area,

3. Potential to cause damage to both the properties and character of Club Row, Grade II Listed Buildings,

4. Impact on Conservation Area,

5. Concerns regarding drainage,

6. Concerns regarding access for refuse vehicles, and

7. The previous undertakings for the ombudsman regarding the G6 status should be upheld by RVBC. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Traffic and Development Engineer – Recommends refusal of this application on highway safety grounds, as it will result in vehicular movements that are potentially hazardous to motorists and pedestrians.


	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Forty six (46) letters of objection to the application have been received from nearby residents, as well as an objection from the MP for Ribble Valley. The points of objection can be summarised as follows:

1. Contrary to General Plan Policies within the Local Plan,

2. Contrary to PPS3 Housing, i.e. garden grabbing,

3. Change of land status from G6 to G2 without public consultation,

4. Visual impact on Conservation Area,

5. Impact on Listed Buildings and Buildings of Townscape Merit,

6. Impact on the structural integrity of the Listed Buildings during construction of the proposed development (if approved),

7. Visual impact by virtue of the infilling of a visually important green space (G6 land),

8. Impact on highway safety due to poor access to the site, namely the poor visibility provided by inadequate splays,

9. Impact on highway safety by further increase in number of vehicles pulling onto Higher Road,

10. Inadequate access to the site for emergency and refuse vehicles,

11. Concerns regarding the appropriate drainage of the site, both for foul and surface waters,

12. Concerns regarding flooding to the south east of the site if this land is developed,

13. Impact on the ecology, environment, flora and fauna of the site if approved,

14. The position of the development in relation to all other development on Higher Road is out of scale, and at variance with the historic layout,

15. Impact on view from rear of properties, which is currently rural, open and uninterrupted,

16. Loss of privacy,

17. Inadequacy of parking provision on site,

18. Proposal will exacerbate the existing parking issues on Higher Road itself,

19. Noise and disturbance during construction,

20. No need for additional housing in Longridge given the proposed developments for Whittingham and Inglewhite Area,

21. Impact on infrastructure of the area,

22. Devaluation of property,

23. Infringement of human rights, and the view that

24. Previous proposals already refused on this site, what is different about this one?



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G2 – Settlement Strategy.

Policy G6 – Essential Open Space.

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Policy ENV17 – Details Required with Proposals in Conservation Areas.

Policy ENV19 – Listed Buildings.

Policy T1 – Development Proposals – Transport Implications.

Longridge Conservation Area Appraisal (adopted April 2007)

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

PPS5 – Planning for the Historic Environment.

Historic Environment Planning Practice Guide (HEPPG, March 2010).


	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	1. Contrary to Policies G1 and T1 of the Districtwide Local as a number of aspects of the proposal will be detrimental to highway safety for residents, pedestrians and other motorists.
2. Contrary to Policies G1 and G6 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan. The proposed development would compromise the visual quality and openness of the site to the detriment of the area, without an overriding material consideration(s) in the public interest.

3. The proposed development would be harmful to the character, appearance and significance of listed building and conservation area settings and contrary to Policies ENV19 and ENV16 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan, and PPS5.



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

	The application relates to land to the rear of 46 Higher Road, Longridge. Permission was granted in 2009 for this land to be classed as ‘Residential Curtilage’, and therefore part of the garden area of No. 46. The site lies within an established residential area, with houses to either side, and on the opposite side of Higher Road, and is bounded on two sides by gardens to other houses on Higher Road and Dilworth Lane. It sits on the boundary of Longridge Conservation Area (CA) and is adjacent to Club Row, a row of Grade II Listed terraced properties. The land is partially visible from Higher Road, visible from the rear gardens of the adjacent neighbouring properties. Planning permission is sought to erect 3 no. dwellings in the garden of the existing house, each with a separate detached double garage. The plans also indicate a detached double garage for the property no. 46 Higher Road, however as the application is an Outline Application with only details of the Access being sought, this garage as well as the layout, is for indicative purposes only. The proposed properties would be orientated with the front elevations facing towards the access road, and due to the difference in land levels will contain three living levels. Each property will contain four bedrooms (one with an en-suite) with a bathroom at first floor, and a kitchen/living/dining room, porch, study, utility and W.C. at ground floor and a lounge within the basement. The properties will both have a maximum ridge height of approx. 7.17m as measured from the front elevation.

PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT

With regards to the principle of the development, as the site lies within the settlement boundary of Longridge, the Council must consider Policy G2 of the Local Plan, which supports development wholly within the built part of the settlement or the rounding off of the built up area. It also emphasises that it does not permit the development of essential open spaces. The site is currently defined as Essential Open Space under Districtwide Local Plan Policy G6 which states that development will not be permitted unless it does not compromise the visual quality and value of the general openness or the recreational value of the site or unless warranted by overriding material considerations in the public interest.

The Local Plan Policies above also however need to be seen in the context of National Planning Policy Statement 3 (PPS3) para 71 which states that in the absence of a five year supply of deliverable sites, which is the current position within the Borough, planning applications for housing should be considered favourably having regard to the wider policies within the PPS and including criteria in PPS3 para 69. Paragraph 69 states that, in deciding planning applications. Local Planning Authorities should have regard to, (among other issues):

· The suitability of a site for housing, including its environmental sustainability

· Using land effectively and efficiently and;

· Ensuring that the proposed development is in line with planning for housing objectives reflecting the need and demand for housing in, and the spatial vision for, the area and does not undermine wider policy objectives.

In considering suitability in this context the following are considered to be important:

· The location of the site in relation to the settlement and its services and amenities;
· The density of the proposed development and subsequent visual impact on surrounding areas;
· The ease of access to the site and the potential impact of creating a new access (which would be advised by Lancashire County Council Highways staff).
In addition it will also be important to judge the potential of the scheme to enhance the area and whether the location is an important open space.
In conclusion, the status of the site as Essential Open Space under Local Plan Policy G6 is important in the consideration of this site, as Policy G2 specifically does not apply to G6 sites.  PPS3 para. 69 emphasises that a site must be judged as suitable to be considered appropriate for development in the absence of a 5 year land supply, and within this consideration of suitability there is an emphasis on the preservation of important open spaces. Such sites are therefore considered unsuitable for any development, such as housing, that would fundamentally compromise their function, and as such in this case I do not consider that the proposed development could be supported.

IMPACT ON CONSERVATION AREA & LISTED BUILDINGS

In addition to the above, one of the other main considerations with this proposal is the impact on the adjacent Longridge Conservation Area and Grade II Listed Buildings of Club Row. In assessing the above, I will refer in some part to the comments made by the Principal Planning Officer (Design and Conservation), Adrian Dowd, however the following points are also considered important.

Section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that in considering whether to grant planning permission for development which affects a listed building or its setting special regard shall be had to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses. 

Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 places the duty on a LPA to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area when considering development proposals (‘the desirability of preserving or enhancing the area should also, in the Secretary of State’s view, be a material consideration in the planning authority’s handling of development proposals which are outside the conservation area but would affect its setting, or views into or out of the area – PPG15 paragraph 4.14). 

PPS5 Policy HE9.1 states “there should be a presumption in favour of the conservation of designated heritage assets and the more significant the designated asset, the greater the presumption in favour of its conservation should be.  Once lost, heritage assets cannot be replaced and their loss is a cultural, environment, economic and social impact.  Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting.  Loss affecting any designated heritage asset should require clear and convincing justification.’

PPS5 Policy HE10.1 states ‘when considering applications for development that affect the setting of a heritage asset, local planning authorities should treat favourably applications that preserve those elements of the setting that make a positive contribution to or better reveal the significance of the asset. When considering applications that do not do this, local planning authorities should weigh any such harm against the wider benefits of the application. The greater the negative impact on the significance of the heritage asset, the greater the benefits that will be needed to justify approval’.

PPS5 is accompanied by the Historic Environment Planning Practice Guide (HEPPG, March 2010), and Paragraph 2, Introduction, of the HEPPG states the practice guidance may be “material to individual planning and heritage consent decisions”. Paragraphs 113 – 124 refer to the setting of designated heritage assets.

Policy ENV16 of the RVDLP states ‘The desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area will also be a material consideration in deciding development proposals outside the designated area which would affect its setting or views into or out of the area’.

Policy ENV19 of the RVDLP states ‘Development proposals on sites within the setting of buildings listed as being of special architectural or historic interest which cause visual harm to the setting of the building will be resisted.’
The 1844 and 1886 OS maps show that Club Row curtilages have remained virtually unchanged from the early C19, and importantly Club Row is shown as a salient into the open countryside from the village of Longridge on both the 1844 and 1886 OS maps. In addition, whilst it is not known whether the isolation resulting from this distinct ribbon of development had any historic purpose, the Conservation Officer welcomes the inclusion of land to the rear of the row within the Local Plan Policy G6 designation as it has helped to safeguard this fundamental (if accidental) element of listed building setting and character. In this regard, he also makes reference to paragraph 116 in the Historic Environment Planning Policy Guidance that states ‘the setting of a heritage asset can enhance its significance whether or not it was designed to do so.’ Mindful that trees enclose much of the G6 site, the following paragraphs of HEPPG are raised as important considerations. Paragraph 117 of HEPPG states ‘the contribution that setting makes to the significance does not depend on there being public rights or an ability to access or experience that setting.’ Paragraph 44 of the HEPPG is also quoted, which states ‘it is important to recognise that new development that relates well to its surroundings is likely to last longer before its replacement is considered and therefore make a greater contribution to sustainability. Local planning authorities are encouraged to seek well-conceived and inspirational design that is founded on a full understanding of local context’.

Bearing this mind, it is considered that the cul-de-sac and ‘backland’ style of development would not appear harmonious with, or reflective of, adjacent roadside (historic and modern) linear development (i.e. ‘urban grain’ and sustainability issues), and that whilst the Conservation Officer does not (in his opinion) consider that the part of the G6 designation north of the application site is not important in safeguarding the setting of the listed buildings and the setting of and views into Longridge Conservation Area, the proposed development submitted as part of this application would be harmful to these factors.
HIGHWAY SAFETY

The LCC Highways Officer recommends refusal of this application on highway safety grounds, as it will result in vehicular movements that are potentially hazardous to motorists and pedestrians. He previously commented on this matter at the pre-application stage, indicating that he had no objection on principle to a development of this nature, subject to the detailed design satisfying some basic highway safety criteria. However, the objections he has raised confirm that there are aspects of the design that are not satisfactory, and these are outlined as follows.

The proposal provides details of three detached four bedroom dwellings accessed directly from the existing driveway of 46 Higher Road, Longridge. The off road car parking provisions made for these new dwellings and a revision of the parking for No.46 are adequate. The driveway is to be widened to a minimum of 5.5m for a distance of 7.7m back from Higher Road to allow turning vehicles to pull off the highway. The forward visibility afforded to the rest of the site from this position will allow motorists to make an informed decision as to whether it is safe to enter or exit the site. However, the access width reduces to 3.5m past the southwestern gable of No.46. This is some 60m from the furthest new property, extending beyond the 45m maximum required to maintain safe access for emergency services, particularly fire tenders.

The Speed Limit on Higher Road past No.46 is 30mph, in this instance minimum visibility splays of 40m measured from 2.4m back from the highway are required to achieve safe access. The site plans provided indicate that a visibility splay of less than 20m can be achieved to the southwest due to the proximity of the gable at No.44 Higher Road.

There is no section drawing available to provide a definitive measure of the slope within the site from the highway. From the original topographic plan it appears that the gradient is approaching 1:10, the maximum acceptable within a development site. In order to address this concern, I would welcome a plan providing a more definitive section through the site.

There is no dedicated footway provision to the site and no definition of a safe walking area by means of the material finish. On the northeast side of the driveway a "Pedestrian Refuge" is identified, but its function is not clear. The plans do not indicate that there is a safe and clearly identified pedestrian route to the proposed dwellings within the development or a system of drop kerbs across the driveway.

The collection of refuse for all four properties will take place from Higher Road as there is no prospect of a refuse vehicle accessing the site directly. To allow this to be achieved safely and efficiently there needs to be a defined area for the storage of all the bins associated with these dwellings. The storage provided must not interfere with the safe movement of vehicles or pedestrians on Higher Road. As there is no footway available, residents will have to deliver bins to a designated area off Higher Road using the "active" vehicular access.

He therefore recommends refusal of this application on highway safety grounds as certain aspects of the proposal (outlined above) are considered to be detrimental to highway safety for residents, pedestrians and other motorists.
IMPACT ON RESIDENTIAL AMENITY

Given the distance between the front elevation of the proposed dwellings and the rear elevations of the properties on Higher Road, over 40m away, the intervening boundary treatments between the front elevation of the properties and the garden/domestic areas to the rear of dwellings on Higher Road and the significant difference in land levels, I am satisfied that the proposal has no significant detrimental impact on the amenity of the occupiers of the adjacent dwellings.

IMPACT ON TREES

The plans as submitted indicate the existing trees to be retained on the site, however no additional tree survey has been supplied with the application to determine whether or not the trees shown on the plans will be able to be retained on site following completion of the development, despite them being indicated as being retained. That said, as the application only seeks approval of the access to the site, this is a matter that could be dealt with at full application stage in respect of the layout of the site.

In conclusion, on the basis of the above, the application as proposed cannot be considered acceptable due to it being at variance with the relevant local and national planning policies and guidance, and the application is recommended accordingly.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: Various





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO
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