
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0793/P

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed new build holiday cottage development creating 2no. holiday cottages, and demolition of ruined former cart shed and granary at Standen Hey, Whalley Road, Clitheroe, Lancashire, BB7 1PP.


	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Pendleton Parish Council – No objections.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) – No objection in principle to this application on highway safety grounds. There is adequate off road parking provided within the development and the additional vehicular activity from the site will have a marginal impact on the general level of activity in this immediate area.
United Utilities – No objections.


	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Five additional representations have been received from the adjacent neighbours, four of who object to the scheme with one written in support. The neighbours raise the following points of objection,

· Scheme represents a 50% increase in development on the site,

· Proposed building will be bigger than existing properties,

· Yard area will be reduced which will be detrimental to the users of it, both vehicular and pedestrian,

· Disproportionate in scale and location,

· Insensitive in context and purpose,

· Ill-considered in terms of the impact on the general amenity of the area,

· In-consistent with previous planning approvals, rejections and appeals to the Planning Inspectorate,

· Inadequate in terms of parking, safety and access,

· Statements submitted are lacking in consistency, clarity, context, completeness and accuracy,

· Proposal intrudes and overwhelms a common yard area in an unsightly way,

· Urbanisation of this farm yard context,

· Lane not wide enough for two vehicles and only limited passing spaces, so the development will increase traffic to the detriment of highway safety,

· Position of the scheme in relation to the other dwellings is of concern,

· Visibility on leaving the site will now be compromised,

· Increase in noise due to holiday makers,

· Surely this is a ‘loophole’ to building two dwellings on the site?

· Potential impact on safety of users of the Public Right of Way along the access track,

· Concerns regarding impact on infrastructure, and

· Proposal will detrimentally impact upon the quality of the track due to the increase in vehicular movements to and from the site.

The letter written in support considers that the proposal will enhance the farmyard and finish it off to a high standard. The scheme is in keeping with the existing developments on site, and they should be accepted.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV3 – Development in Open Countryside.

Policy RT1 – General Recreation and Tourism Policy.

Policy T7 – Parking Provision.

PPS5 – Planning for the Historic Environment.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Given the position, size, scale, massing and location of the scheme, it is considered to be a dominant and incongruous building, detrimental to the visual amenity of the area, and detrimental to the amenities of the occupiers of the neighbouring dwellings. Contrary to Policies G1, G5, ENV3 and RT1 of the Districtwide Local Plan.



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

	The site in question sits on land within the Higher Standen Hey Farm complex of residential buildings, which lies off Whalley Road, Clitheroe. The site lies approximately 675metres from Whalley Road, and just under a mile from the settlement boundary of Clitheroe. A mixture of open agricultural land and residential curtilages surrounds the site.

The scheme proposes the demolition and clearance of a dilapidated former cart shed/Granary building on the site, that has fallen significantly into disrepair to the extent that it is now unsafe, in order to erect a pair of semi-detached, three-bedroom holiday lets. The building will be constructed in the style of a Granary/Barn/Agricultural building, and built in reclaimed stone and slate. The windows will be oak brown UPVC and the doors will be timber. The permission also includes the formation of two areas of amenity space either side of the unit, and the creation of a parking area to the front (southwest facing) elevation of the building.

With regards to the loss of the remains from the site, due to their age they are still considered to be a Heritage Asset (see PPS5) and have historical interest. The Agent has submitted a Heritage Statement with the application, however there are no historic images or maps with the statement that provide any meaningful detail on the site. What is does highlight however is the fact that the remains are in such poor state that they are unsafe and will need to be removed at some point anyway. Therefore this is considered to be in-line with the requirements of Policy HE7.1 of PPS5: Planning for the Historic Environment which states,
· Policy HE7.1 states that ‘such identification and assessment of the particular significance of each element of the historic environment is fundamental to decision making’.

Other relevant Policies include Policies HE9.1 and HE9.2 which state,

· Policy HE 9.1: “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, environmental, 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”,
· Policy HE9.2: “where the application will lead to substantial harm to or total loss of significance local planning authorities should refuse consent unless it can be demonstrated that:

(i)

the substantial harm to or loss of significance is necessary in order to deliver substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss; or

(ii)

(a)

the nature of the heritage asset prevents reasonable uses of the site; 

(b)

no viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium term that will enable its conservation;

(c)

conservation through grant-funding or some form of charitable or public ownership is not possible;  and

(d) 

the harm to or loss of the heritage asset is outweighed by the      benefits of bringing the site back into use”.

Therefore, in assessing the scheme against (ii) of PPS5, the loss of this non-designated Heritage Asset is acceptable.

With regards to the proposed new Holiday Lets, Policy RT1 of the Districtwide Local Plan states that permission will be granted for proposals which extend the range of tourism and visitor facilities in the Borough subject to the following criteria being met;

1. Not conflicting with other plan policies,

2. Being physically well related to an existing settlement or village,

3. Suitable design not undermining the character, quality or visual amenities of the plan area by virtue of its scale, siting, materials or design,

4. Well related to the existing highway network, and not generate additional traffic movements of a scale or type likely to cause undue problems, and

5. The site being large enough to accommodate the necessary parking and service areas.

With regards to Criterion 5, the site itself is large enough to accommodate both a building and the necessary parking and service areas, however the key issues to consider with this application relate to those indicated under Criterion 1 to 3. In considering the stipulations of Criterion 4, the LCC Highways Officer has raised no objection in principle to this application on highway safety grounds, noting that there is adequate off road parking provided within the development and that the additional vehicular activity from the site will have a marginal impact on the general level of activity in this immediate area.
In assessing the proposal against the detail within Criterion 1 to 3, it also important to consider the advice contained within Policies G1, G5 and ENV3, which state the following,

· G1 - Development must be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of size, intensity and nature, and that the density, layout and relationship between buildings is of major importance, with particular emphasis placed on visual appearance and the relationship to the surroundings.
· G5 – Outside the main settlement boundaries and the village boundaries, planning consent will only be granted for small scale developments which are small scale tourism developments subject to RT1, with the Policy recognising the the need to protect the countryside from inappropriate development.

· ENV3 – In the open countryside outside the AONB and areas immediately adjacent to it, development should be required to be in keeping with the character of the landscape area, and should reflect local vernacular, scale, style, features and building materials. Whilst the Borough Council has no wish to unnecessarily restrict development, it is essential that only development that has benefits to the area is allowed. Even when such development is accepted, it must acknowledge the special qualities of the area by virtue of its size, design, use of materials, landscaping and siting.

On this basis, whilst the site is considered sufficiently related to Clitheroe (approximately one mile away) to comply with Criterion 2, the proposal is not considered to comply with the provisions of Criterion 1 and 3 for the following reasons. The scheme proposes two, three-bedroom units with large bedrooms (an en-suite for one), bathroom, and an open plan kitchen/dining/living room, creating approximately 134.1 sq.m. of floor area per unit, which for a holiday let is considered excessive in size for the purpose (effectively tantamount to the erection of a pair of dwellings). In addition, when considering the scale, massing and position of the new building, the elevated position of the new building in relation to both the adjacent properties and the streetscene, which include a barn conversion further within the site and a single storey building directly to the southwest of the new building, must be noted. With more specific regard to the design and scale of the proposed building, whilst it is appreciated that a building of a similar design and size may have stood on this site, there has been no evidence provided to justify the scale and design of the submission proposed. As noted earlier, Policy G1 states that ‘development must be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of size, intensity and nature, and that the density, layout and relationship between buildings is of major importance, with particular emphasis placed on visual appearance and the relationship to the surroundings. On this basis, the design is domestic in appearance, despite the arched openings at ground floor, and due to its height and uniformity, its approval would thus create a dominant incongruous building that would be visually detrimental to the setting and character of the site without sufficient justification.

With regards to the potential impact on the amenity of the occupiers of the adjacent dwellings, there is concern that the introduction of a pair of holiday lets within such close proximity (within 7m) could have an impact on residential amenity. The location of the proposed parking areas is also a concern. That said, there is no specific objection to there being holiday lets at this location, just not in the manner proposed here.

Finally, it is interesting to note the Inspector’s Appeal Decision (APP/T2350/A/02/1102917) in relation to a previous proposal at this site (3/2000/0499/P) where he stated that the building proposed at that time would ‘unhappily add to the residential development at this site, and it would be a further urbanisation of the group, contrary to local and national policy drawn up to safeguard the countryside from unnecessary new residential development’.  There seems to be little change from that previous proposal to this.

Therefore, its approval would be considered harmful and detrimental to both the visual amenity of the area, and the setting and character of the site, and the application is recommended accordingly.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.
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