
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0654/P

	Development Proposed:
	Construction of new, detached, triple garage with office space above at 41 Dilworth Lane, Longridge, Preston, Lancashire, PR3 3ST.



	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Longridge Town Council – It was resolved that the Council has NO OBJECTION to this application on the basis that the garage is constructed with materials sympathetic to the character of existing properties in the immediate area.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) - The plans submitted do not detail an adequate visibility splay at the existing access point which is intended to be used for the proposed triple garage.  Pre-application discussions established that a minimum 2.4 metre x 50 metre visibility splay would be required in both directions at the access point and this has not been achieved.  It is for this reason I recommend a refusal of the application on highway safety grounds.
United Utilities – No objection.

LCC Planning Officer (Archaeology) – No objections subject to an appropriate condition being placed on any subsequent approval.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Two letters of objection been received from the occupiers of neighbouring properties, with the following points of concern raised in respect to this application,

1. The proposal will represent an extension into the eastern boundary of Longridge, into the open countryside,

2. The garage/office represents distortion of the garden area being proposed for three applications that will lead to cramped developments,

3. Detrimental to amenity of neighbouring properties,

4. Contrary to Polices G1 and ENV3 of the Local Plan,

5. Size, scale and location of proposal is out of keeping with the area, creating a dominant feature in the streetscene,

6. Design and materials conflict with the existing dwelling and surrounding area,

7. The site lies within the open countryside, and not in a ‘predominantly residential area’, as suggested within the Design and Access/Heritage Statement, and

8. The development to the east of the site (Dilworth Court) was a barn conversion and replacement of dilapidated buildings, not a ‘two storey housing estate’.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV3 – Open Countryside.

Policy H10 – Residential Extensions.

SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”. 

PPS5 - Planning for the Historic Environment.

HEPPG for PPS5.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposed new garage/office building, by virtue of its location, scale, height, massing, design and materials, is considered contrary to PPS5, Policies G1 and ENV3 of Local Plan and the SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.

Insufficient visibility splay has been provided, so the scheme is considered detrimental to highway safety and contrary to Policy G1.


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

	The application relates to a large semi-detached dwelling approx. 100m to the south east of the settlement boundary of Longridge, within open countryside as defined by the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan. The site has open fields to the north and south of the site, with a densely populated area of housing approx. 90 west of the site, and a small collection of dwellings to the east. The dwelling itself, also known as The Coach House, is predominantly made up of stonework facades, and has a slate roof. The buildings are over 150 years old as they are clearly seen on the 1845 maps supplied within the D&A/Heritage Statement. The building was originally a farmhouse with attached barn, however in the early 80s permission was granted for the conversion of the northern end of the building (originally a coach house/barn) into residential use, hence the appearance of this portion of the property. The buildings have been maintained in a traditional manner, whereas the garden and interior spaces have undergone more contemporary alterations.

The application seeks planning permission for the construction of a new, detached, triple garage with office space, to be positioned forward of the east face of the dwelling. The garage will sit approximately 20.94m away from the front elevation of the dwelling, and 1.5m (at the nearest point) away from the adjacent pedestrian footway. The proposal will also require the loss of two roadside trees, one mature and one semi-mature, however having discussed the content of the Tree Survey submitted with the Council’s Countryside Officer, the fact that there are structural, fungal and safety concerns with the two trees and that they are not considered to be of sufficient amenity value to be retained, there are no specific objections to their loss. The Agent and Applicant have undergone an exploratory design process before submitting this scheme, with an assessment of the proposal included within the D&A/Heritage Statement.

The main concerns in respect of this proposal are the impact the scheme may have on highway safety at this location, the visual impact on the streetscene due to the location of the building and the impact on the character and setting of the existing dwelling, especially given the consideration that the building is a non-designated heritage asset (in-line with guidance providence provided within PPS5). I will assess the third point by referring to the guidance contained within the new PPS5, Planning for the Historic Environment, and its companion guide the HEPPG, and then subsequently assess the scheme against Local Planning Policy.

Policy HE7.2 of PPS5 notes that ‘In considering the impact of a proposal on any heritage asset, local planning authorities should take into account the particular significance of the heritage asset and the value that it holds for this and future generations.’

Policy HE7.5 of PPS5 notes that ‘Local Planning Authorities should take into account the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to the character and local distinctiveness of the historic environment. The consideration of design should include scale, height, massing, alignment and materials.’

Policy HE10.1 of PPS5 states that ‘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.’

Paragraph 178 of the HEPPG stats that ‘The main issues to consider in proposals for additions to heritage assets are proportion, height, massing, bulk, use of materials, relationship with adjacent assets, alignment and treatment of setting. It would not normally be acceptable for new work to dominate the original asset or its setting in either scale, material or as a result of its siting.’

The guidance contained within PPS5 notes that ‘Local Planning Authorities should take into account the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to the character and local distinctiveness of the historic environment’ and that ‘The consideration of design should include scale, height, massing, alignment and materials’. It also considers that ‘local planning authorities should treat favourably applications that preserve those elements of the setting (of a Heritage Asset) that make a positive contribution to or better reveal the significance of the asset.’ Guidance within the HEPPG notes that ‘new features added to a building are less likely to have an impact on the significance if they follow the character of the building’, which is also reflected within the relevant Local Plan Policies which states that  ‘Development will be required to be in keeping with the character of the landscape area and should reflect local vernacular, scale, style, features and building materials’, and that ‘Any extension should reflect the character of the original house and wider locality’ and that ‘Poorly designed extensions will appear as stark features which are out of keeping with the original house’.

On this basis, the proposed garage building, by virtue of its location in relation to the main dwelling, its scale, height and massing, and the overall design and materials (which includes the use of dormer windows in an area devoid of such form), is considered contrary to PPS5, as the proposal is not considered to reflect the character of the area or the dwelling (considered to be a non-designated heritage asset), and due to its position forward of the front elevation and within close proximity of the adjacent highway, would subsequently harm the character, appearance and setting of the existing building, the surrounding area and the streetscene, to its visual detriment, by virtue of a dominant, incongruous and inappropriate building.

The visual impact on the streetscene is further validated when assessing the scheme against the relevant Local Planning Polices, as Policy G1 of the Districtwide Local Plan states that ‘All development proposals will be expected to provide a high standard of building design and landscape quality, and that materials used should be sympathetic to the area’, and Policy ENV3 of the DWLP states that ‘Development will be required to be in keeping with the character of the landscape area and should reflect local vernacular, scale, style, features and building materials.’ The SPG “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings” also notes that ‘Any extension should reflect the character of the original house and wider locality’ and that ‘Poorly designed extensions will appear as stark features which are out of keeping with the original house’.

The garage building is positioned within 1.5m of the adjacent pedestrian footway highway and given its height, scale, massing and design, is viewed as a dominant building within the streetscene when viewed from Dilworth Lane, a consideration that is exacerbated by virtue of the loss of the existing trees from this location which create a rural and visual break between the existing residential developments within this area of Longridge. It is for this reason that the proposed garage building, by virtue of its location in relation to the main dwelling, and its scale, height, massing, design and materials, is also considered contrary to Local Plan Policies G1 and ENV3 of Local Plan and the SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.

With regards to the issues regarding highway safety, the LCC Highways Officer has noted the following. The plans submitted do not detail an adequate visibility splay at the existing access point which is intended to be used for the proposed triple garage.  Pre-application discussions established that a minimum 2.4 metre x 50 metre visibility splay would be required in both directions at the access point and this has not been achieved.  It is for this reason that he is recommending a refusal of the application on highway safety grounds.
 

As such, bearing mind the above, it is therefore recommended that this application be refused.


	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: Various





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO
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