Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: RH

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0094

	Development Proposed:
	Demolish existing garage and build new larger garage at Ribblesdale House, Main Street, Gisburn.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	No observations received at the time of writing this report.

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) – Verbally advised that he had some concern with regards to manoeuvrability within the site for vehicles.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	One letter has been received from a neighbouring resident who wishes to make the following objections:

· Loss of light

· Overbearing impact

· Inappropriate design

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control

Policy ENV16 – Development within Conservation Areas

Policy ENV19 – Listed Buildings

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions

SPG – ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’

NPPF – National Planning Policy Framework

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1, ENV1, ENV16, ENV19, H10, SPG and NPPF – Inappropriate size, design and materials resulting in cramped development to the visual detriment of the appearance of surrounding properties, the significance of the adjacent Listed Buildings and the wider Conservation Area. Also harmful impact upon the amenity of neighbouring residents by virtue of its overbearing impact and resultant loss of light. 

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

	Ribblesdale House is at the western end of a row of three 19thcentury properties fronting the northern side of Main Street and within the designated Conservation Area of Gisburn. These properties are identified as Buildings of Townscape Merit and therefore have been judged as making a positive contribution to the character and appearance of the conservation area as stated in The Conservation Studio (2006) appraisal document. Ribblesdale House is between Grade II Listed Buildings Ribblesdale Court to the west (formally the Ribblesdale Arms Hotel which have been converted into residential properties) and public house ‘The White Bull’ to the east with semi-detached property Croft Cottage (which is in the same ownership as Ribblesdale House) and North View Cottage to the rear. The rear of the property is accessed via a vehicular/pedestrian access off Main Street, to the eastern gable elevation of Bank House and the western gable elevation of The White Bull. The application site comprises of the property Ribblesdale House with a linear cobbled/concreted area to the rear, which extends to a maximum of 24 metres and towards the far northern end an existing detached garage.

The existing pitched roof garage building, 20 metres to the rear of Ribblesdale House, measures 4m x 5m x 3m in height to the ridge, and is constructed of painted brickwork with a stone flagged roof. It is also sited 2.5 metres to the east of 5 Ribblesdale Court, 6 metres to the south of 7 Ribblesdale Court and 9 metres to the north-west of Croft Cottage. A site visit confirmed that the building is currently used for the storage of goods as opposed to a garage for vehicles.

Permission is sought to demolish the existing garage and erect a replacement double garage on roughly the same footprint measuring 8m in length, 5m in width and 3m in height to the ridge with a pitched roof to be constructed of rendered blockwork walls covered with limestone pebble dash and blue slate to the roof.

The main considerations in the determination of this application are the visual impact of the development upon the appearance of the property, any impact upon the significance of the adjacent Listed Buildings, the Conservation Area and impact upon the amenity of neighbouring residents.

With regards to the latter, I note the comments from a neighbouring resident in which they raise concerns in relation to the potential overbearing impact of the development and loss of light to the rear elevation of their property. The existing garage is sited to the far northern end of the application site and as such is in close proximity to surrounding residential properties. The proposed replacement garage will double in length and increase in height by 1.5m. Windows at ground floor level to the eastern rear elevation of No. 5 Ribblesdale Court are obscure glazed and due to the already limited amenity space to the rear of this property I consider that the proposal would not have a significant impact upon the amenity of residents at this property. I do however have serious concern that as the garage is sited up to the common boundary shared with No. 7 Ribblesdale Court the increased height and length of the proposal will have an overbearing and oppressive impact upon the amenity of residents at this property. The proposal will also result in loss of light to the rear ground floor windows of this property to the further detriment of residential amenity contrary to Policies G1 and H10 of the Districtwide Local Plan and the Councils SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ which states that ‘any proposal which reduces the level of daylight available to habitable rooms in neighbouring properties, or which seriously over shadows a neighbours garden area is likely to be refused’.

I also have concern with regards to the ability of vehicles being able to safely enter and exit, as well as manoeuvre within the site due to the narrow access point, the presence of existing temporary structures and the existing stone boundary wall to the western boundary of Croft Cottage. No detailed plans have been submitted which clarifies the proposed site layout, and in particular whether the existing stone boundary wall is to be removed or any form of hardstanding is to be laid in its place. The County Surveyor has verbally confirmed that if there is the opportunity for vehicles to enter and exit the site in forward gear then he would have no objection to the application, but considering the limited information submitted and the present situation at the site this would not be safely made possible. I therefore consider that the application is refused on the basis of inadequate information being submitted in order to consider whether the proposal would have an impact upon highway safety.

With regards to the visual impact of the proposal Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan states that ‘development should be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature’ and in addition, that ‘particular emphasis will be placed on visual appearance and the relationship to surroundings as well as the effects of development on existing amenities’. The Councils SPG states that development within designated areas or those relating to protected properties ‘is expected to contribute to their character’ and in relation to materials ‘in most cases we would expect any extension to be carried out using materials that match those of the existing building’. In relation to character the SPG states that ‘any extension should reflect the character of the original house and the wider locality. Particular care should be taken with any scheme which is visible from public vantage points’.

National guidance in relation to design is detailed within the NPPF which states that ‘decisions should aim to ensure that developments respond to local character and history, and reflect the identity of local surroundings and materials’ and in para. 126. that authorities should take into account ‘the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness’. Para. 64. of the same document states that ‘permission should be refused for development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an area’.

I am also mindful that the property is considered to be a heritage asset and located within a designated Conservation Area. Policy ENV16 of the Local Plan states that ‘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’. The desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area is a material consideration, the designation reflects not only the value of individual buildings but also their collective contribution to the overall character of the area as a whole. Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states ‘with respect to any buildings or other land in a conservation area, of any powers under any of the provisions………special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of that area’. This directly correlates with Policy ENV16 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan which seeks ‘retention and enhancement’ of the Conservation Area’ and the NPPF which states in para. 132. that ‘when considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation. The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting’.

The Gisburn Conservation Area Appraisal compiled by The Conservation Studio (2006) and which is a material consideration in the determination of applications for development within the Conservation Area states that the main positive features of the area are ‘the historic character of the Main Street, which largely preserves its 19th-century appearance’. Threats include ‘the continuing loss of original architectural details and use of inappropriate modern materials or details’.

I consider that whilst the proposed development would not be immediately visible within the street scene when travelling by car on the main A59 trunk road through Gisburn, the site is visible when standing on the public footpath and looking between the western elevation of Ribblesdale House and the eastern elevation of 3 Ribblesdale Court. Due to the height and length of the development the rear elevation of No. 7 Ribblesdale Court will be obscured by the proposed garage when viewed from this vantage point and due to the materials used in its construction  (rendered and pebble-dashed walls) will detract from the visual appearance of this property and Ribblesdale Court which are constructed of random stone.

The existing stone boundary wall to the eastern boundary of North View Cottage obscures the majority of the existing garage, with only the stone flagged roof visible when viewed from the public car park serving ‘The White Bull’. Ribblesdale Court and the residential properties to the rear of the proposal are constructed of random stone to all elevations with the rear elevation of Croft Cottage being constructed of stonework,which has been painted white. Again from this vantage point the proposal will prove visually prominent, have a cramped appearance and due to the materials used will detract from the character and significance of the surrounding traditional properties and more modern stone-built properties. Whilst the rear and front elevation of Ribblesdale House is constructed of renderend pebble-dashed walls which is of a similar material for the proposed garage, due to its distance from the rear of Ribblesdale House the proposal would not reflect in scale, size or design the properties that it is closest to and would therefore not make a positive contribution to the local character of the area but would be out of keeping with the traditional and robust appearance of surrounding properties. The development would therefore not preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the Conservation Area but detract from its visual appearance contrary to Policies G1 and ENV16 of the Districtwide Local Plan, the Councils SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ and the NPPF.

I am also mindful that the proposal would be sited in close proximity to adjacent Grade II Listed residential complex Ribblesdale Court. Policy ENV19 of the Districtwide Local Plan states that 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. Setting of an individual listed building very often owes its character to the harmony produced by a particular grouping of buildings and to the quality of the spaces created between them’. Harm is assessed in relation to the desirability of preserving the setting of the building and effect upon the character of the listed building. As outlined above it is considered that the scale, size, design of the proposed garage, as well as the materials used would result in development which would partially obscure and significantly detract from the significance, setting and visual appearance of surrounding properties (which include Grade II Listed Building Ribblesdale Court). 

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

	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 23/03/2012














