Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2011/1025/P (PA) 

	Development Proposed:
	Two storey extension to rear of existing dwelling (including demolition of existing conservatory) at 34 Water Street, Ribchester

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No objections to this proposal.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Lancashire County Council (Highways) – no objection.

Environment Agency – application is considered to be low risk.  Therefore, no comments.

Lancashire County Council (Archaeology) – the proposal site lies within the Roman settlement of Bremetenacum.  Recommend that should the local planning authority be minded to grant permission, that an archaeological watching brief be undertaken (condition suggested).

RVBC (Countryside Officer) – a protected species (bats) condition is suggested. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations.

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

PPS5

HEPPG

Draft NPPF

Ribchester Conservation Area Appraisal.

Supplementary Planning Guidance – Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings.



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

	34 Water Street is shown as a Building of Townscape Merit in the Ribchester Conservation Area Appraisal (The Conservation Studio consultants; adopted by the Borough Council following public consultation 3 April 2007).  It forms part of a row of three random rubble stone faced (originally lime washed or rendered?) and blue slate roofed cottages which are shown on the 1847 and 1893 Ordnance Survey maps (with rear extensions – in this regard note is made of ‘parts of the group may have a previous use other than domestic’ in the Design & Access Statement).  The row retains much of its historic character (openings, surrounds, chimneys) but windows have been replaced throughout and a harsh modern rendering has been applied to the rear.  

The Ribchester Conservation Area Appraisal indicates:

i)
“Narrow, closely developed streets of former handloom weaver’s settlement”, “hand loom weaver’s cottages … particularly in Church Street and Water Street” and “prevalent use of local building stone” (Summary of Special Interest);

ii)
“Ribchester’s greatest period of expansion and prosperity was from the late 18th century, and rows of handloom weaver’s cottages were built in Church Street and Water Street, transforming a small rural settlement into an industrial village” (General Character and Plan Form);

iii)
“Handloom weaver’s cottages … some had … separate loom shops added to the rear of the buildings, or in the rear yards” (Architectural and Historic Character);

iv)
“Unlisted buildings which have been judged as making a positive contribution to the character and appearance of the Conservation Area.  This follows advice provided in English Heritage’s guidance on conservation area character appraisals … which stress the importance of identifying and protecting such buildings” (Buildings of Townscape Merit);

v)
“Loss of architectural detail (original windows, doors etc”), “insensitive alteration of historic buildings spoiling the Conservation Area’s historic character and appearance” (Weaknesses: the Principal Negative Features of the Ribchester Conservation Area);

vi)
“Continuing loss of original architectural details and use of inappropriate modern materials or details” (Threats to the Ribchester Conservation Area). 

The proposals have not been the subject of pre-application discussion or enquiry.  No applications are recorded in the site planning history.  A design and access statement is submitted. 

The application states that window and door materials are proposed to be uPVC. 

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states that the determination of planning applications must be made in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’. This states ‘’In determining planning applications the following criteria will be applied:

(a) Development should be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature ’’.

Policy ENV16 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is ‘saved’ and concerns development proposals within conservation areas: 

‘’Within conservation areas development will be strictly controlled to ensure that it reflects the character of the area in terms of scale, size, design and materials. Trees, important open spaces and natural features will also be protected as appropriate. 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’’.

The accompanying text at 4.7.8 states that ‘the main elements of Council policy are retention and enhancement’.

Section 72 (1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that in the exercise of planning functions special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area.

Planning Policy Statement 5 – Planning for the Historic Environment (PPS5, March 2010) states at paragraph 7 that government objectives for planning for the historic environment include:

the delivery of ‘sustainable development by ensuring that policies and decisions concerning the historic environment ..recognise that heritage assets are a non-renewable resource..’; 

and the conservation of  ‘England’s heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance by ensuring that .. decisions are based on the nature, extent and level of that significance, investigated to a degree proportionate to the importance of the heritage asset’.

PPS5 Policy HE7.1 states “in decision making local planning authorities should seek to identify and assess the particular significance of any element of the historic environment that may be affected by the relevant proposal”.

PPS5 Policy HE7.5 states “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, materials and use”.

PPS5 Policy HE9.5 states ‘’Not all elements of a World Heritage Site or Conservation Area will necessarily contribute to its significance. The policies in HE9.1 to HE9.4 and HE10 apply to those elements that do contribute to the significance. When considering proposals, local planning authorities should take into account the relative significance of the element affected and its contribution to the significance of the World Heritage Site or Conservation Area as a whole. Where an element does not positively contribute to its significance, local planning authorities should take into account the desirability of enhancing or better revealing the significance of the World Heritage Site or Conservation Area …’’.

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, 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..”.

PPS5 Policy HE7.5 states “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, materials and use”.

PPS5 Policy HE9.4 states “where a proposal has a harmful impact on the significance of the designated heritage asset which is less than substantial harm, in all cases, local planning authorities should: 

1.
Weigh the public benefit of the proposal (for example, that it helps to secure the optimum viable use of the heritage asset in the interests of its long term conservation) against the harm; and

2.
Recognise that the greater the harm to the significance of the heritage asset, the greater the justification will be needed for any loss”.

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

Paragraph 178, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states ‘..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’.

Paragraph 185, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states: ‘’the insertion of new elements such as doors and windows, (including dormers and roof lights to bring roof spaces into more intensive use) is quite likely to adversely affect the building’s significance … New elements may be more acceptable if account is taken of the character of the building, the roofline and significant fabric’’

Paragraph 44 of the HEPPG relates to design and 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’.

Paragraph 80 of the HEPPG, New development: design in context, states :

‘Policies HE7.5, HE9.5 and HE10 require attention to the extent to which the design of new development contributes positively to the character, distinctiveness and significance of the historic environment. A successful scheme will be one whose design has taken account of the following characteristics of the surroundings, where appropriate:

(i) 
The significance of nearby assets and the contribution of their setting.

(ii) 
The general character and distinctiveness of the local buildings, spaces, public realm and the landscape.

(iii) 
Landmarks and other features that are key to a sense of place.

(iv) 
The diversity or uniformity in style, construction, materials, detailing, decoration and period of existing buildings and spaces.

(v) 
The topography.

(vi) 
Views into and from the site and its surroundings.

(vii) 
Green landscaping

(viii) 
The current and historic uses in the area and the urban grain’.

Paragraph 177 of the draft National Planning Policy Framework (July 2011) states ‘the Government’s objectives for planning for the historic environment are to:

..conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance..’.

 Paragraph 183 of the draft NPPF states ‘..as heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification..’.

Paragraph 114 of the draft NPPF states ‘the Government’s objective for the planning system is to promote good design that ensures attractive, usable and durable places. This is a key element in achieving sustainable development’.

Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings: Ribble Valley Borough Council supplementary planning guidance (adopted September 2000) states:

‘Any extension should reflect the character of the original house and the wider locality’ (5.2). An accompanying illustration suggests that this policy applies to window details;

‘As a general rule any extension should not dominate the original house. This is particularly important in relation to buildings of historic or architectural importance’ (5.2);

‘Size – the size of an extension is an important consideration. Over-large extensions can dominate the original dwelling, they are also more likely to harm the amenities of neighbours’ (5.2)  

‘In Conservation Areas and open countryside size controls will be more strictly applied. Extensions which lead to properties becoming significantly more prominent will not be allowed. Part of the character of these areas is the stock of relatively small cottages .. it should be noted that even small extensions can be prominent if they are not carefully sited and designed … the cumulative impact of a number of smaller extensions can be as damaging as single over intensive proposals. Therefore all applications will be assessed with regard to the original dwelling’’ (5.2);

‘Windows and doors - The type of windows and doors used, and their positioning are an important part of any development. It is often best to follow the style of the original house’ (5.2).

‘Daylight and sunlight – Any proposal which reduces the level of daylight available to habitable rooms in neighbouring properties, or which seriously overshadows a neighbours garden area is likely to be refused’ (6.2);

‘In cases where an extension is perpendicular to a neighbours property the Council will assess the impact using the methodology produced by the Building Research Establishment’ (6.2.3);

‘Appendix 1 – Statement of Public Consultations’.

In my opinion and having considered the BRE Standard (contained in the Supplementary Planning Guidance: ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’) the proposed two storey extension will have a detrimental impact upon the residential amenity of No 35 (the applicant advises that No 35 and No 36 are currently in one ownership and residence) Water Street because of its overbearing and overshadowing impact.  

In my opinion, the proposed ‘Juliet’ balcony is an incongruous and conspicuous feature (at first floor) within Ribchester Conservation Area and I note the Weaknesses and Threats within Ribchester Conservation Area Appraisal in this regard.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposal has an unduly detrimental impact upon the residential amenity of No 35 Water Street because of the two storey extension’s overbearing and overshadowing impact.  This is contrary to Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan. 

The ‘Juliet’ balcony is an incongruous and conspicuous feature which does not preserve the character or appearance of Ribchester Conservation Area.  This is contrary to Policy ENV16 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.



	RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:

















