
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0153/P

	Development Proposed:
	Conversion of 4 Stanley Street into 2 no. self-contained flats including extensions, plus creation of a new dwelling to the rear of 4 Stanley Street following the demolition of remains of derelict barn. 4 Stanley Street, Longridge, Lancashire, PR3 3NJ.



	CONSULTATIONS: Parish Council

	Longridge Town Council – The Town Council has no objection to this application. Attention is drawn to the development being within the Conservation Area and that materials used should be sympathetic to the location. There may also be issues relating to overlooking of neighbouring properties and this will need to be taken into consideration. There should be full consultation with neighbours.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Environmental Services (County Surveyor) – No objections.

United Utilities – No objections.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Two letters have been received from occupiers of adjacent dwellings, and the following points of objection have been made,

1. No objection to the conversion of no. 4 Stanley Street but the concern is with the new property facing Sharples Court,

2. The scale of the new building on the boundary wall with no’s 11 and 12 Warwick Street will cause a loss of light to these properties,

3. The scheme will double the height of the existing wall and dominate these properties,

4. The new build property will be less than 12m from the front doors of the properties known as Sharples Court, meaning that the first floor windows look directly into the bedrooms of these properties,

5. Loss of privacy,

6. Insufficient parking available nearby or on-street,

7. Residents of this new dwelling will obviously park right outside this property thereby restricting our available parking spaces,

8. Lack of amenity space for the properties,

9. Lack of space for bins, and

10. Scheme is totally overdeveloping the site.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G2 – Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV16 – Development within Conservation Areas.

Policy H10 – Residential Extensions.

SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.

Longridge Conservation Area Appraisal.

Addressing Housing Need in Ribble Valley.

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

NPPF.

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Contrary to Local Plan Policies G1, ENV16 and Policy H10, the SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings” and the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. Adverse visual impact on the character, setting and appearance of the CA and impact on residential amenity.



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

	The site lies within the town centre of Longridge within the Longridge Conservation Area. This application seeks permission for the conversion of no. 4 Stanley Street into 2 no. self-contained flats including extensions. The scheme also includes the creation of a new dwelling to the rear of 4 Stanley Street following the demolition of remains of derelict barn. The adjacent properties on Stanley Street, Berry Lane and Warwick Street are all considered to be a ‘Buildings of Townscape Merit’ within the Longridge Conservation Area Appraisal, however the buildings and properties within the courtyard of Sharples Court are not. The Agent had initially sought Pre-Application advice for a scheme at this site, however the advice given was on the basis of a single storey development not the two-storey proposal submitted here.

PRINCIPLE OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT

At this present time when assessing proposals for housing development the overriding consideration is that of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Paragraph 14 of the NPPF notes ‘At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development.’ For decision-taking this means approving development proposals that accord with the development plan without delay and where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out of date, granting permission unless:

· any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or

· specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted.

As such, given the sites location within the town centre of Longridge, a main service centre, the principle of the proposed small-scale housing development is considered acceptable. Paragraph 49 of the NPPF notes that proposals should be considered in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable development, and that relevant policies for the supply of housing should not be considered up-to-date if the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites. The Council can now demonstrate a five-year supply of housing however given that the development is also in accordance with the Local Plan Policy G2 (in relation to its location within the settlement boundary of Longridge), and given its small scale, the development is considered acceptable in principle. With respect to Affordable Housing on this site, the Council is adopting the approach outlined in paragraph 3.1 of the document, Addressing Housing Need in Ribble Valley. On this basis, there is no requirement for ‘affordable dwellings’.
Despite the principle of the development being acceptable in Policy terms, with regards to the impact on this location within the Longridge Conservation Area, Policy ENV16 emphasises 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 visual impact of the scheme will therefore be discussed now.

VISUAL IMPACT/ IMPACT ON NEARBY AMENITY
With respect to the Local Plan Policies, Policy G1 states that,

‘Proposals will be expected to provide a high standard of building design and landscape quality, and development which does so will be permitted unless it adversely affect the amenities of the surrounding area’, and also that,

‘Particular emphasis will be placed upon visual appearance and the relationship to surroundings as well as the effects of development on existing amenities.’

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’. 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.

On the basis of the above Policies and Guidance, there is a particular emphasis on proposals,

· being visually acceptable,

· having an acceptable relationship with their surroundings,

· having a high standard of building design and landscape quality,

· not adversely affect the amenities of the surrounding area, and

· reflecting the character and appearance of the area, and

· preserving and enhancing the area.

The proposed conversion of no. 4 Stanley Street is considered entirely acceptable as the proposal includes a small single storey extension and a small two-storey extension to the rear of the property. These extensions are considered visually acceptable and will have no impact on the residential amenity of the surrounding properties. The proposal also includes the insertion of new upvc windows within the property, however the exact details and colour of material can be dealt with via a suitable planning condition. The concern lies with the proposed new build dwelling at the rear of no. 4 Stanley Street.

The scheme to the rear of no. 4 Stanley Street includes the demolition of a group of existing single storey outbuildings in order to erect a two storey property; linked to no. 4 Stanley Street by the small single storey extension referred to above. Although not quite to the scale of surrounding two-storey properties (at a maximum height of 5.68m), when viewed from the rear of the properties on Warwick Street, the new building would significantly tower over the small rear yard areas thereby dramatically shadowing and enclosing their amenity areas. With respect to the location of the new property opposite the existing dwellings on Sharples Court, again whilst the building will not necessarily dominate these dwellings due to its scale, the mere introduction of a two storey building at this location will further add to the sense of enclosure within an area of close knit properties.

Perhaps however the key issue is that of loss of privacy, as the properties most affected by the proposed development, no’s 1 to 4 Sharples Court, are less than 11m away (front elevation to front elevation). The guidance provided within the SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings” discusses a distance of 21m between existing dwellings and the proposed first floor windows of habitable rooms in new developments. On this basis, the development is clearly in contravention of this guidance and as such will be recommended for refusal.
On this basis, whilst the overall design of the scheme has utilised the features of the adjacent properties and is considered a sympathetic scheme, I am of the opinion that the proposal would not have an acceptable relationship with its surroundings, would not therefore reflect the character and appearance of the area nor preserve or enhance the area, and would ultimately adversely affect the amenities of the occupiers of adjacent dwellings.

IMPACT ON HIGHWAY SAFETY

The LCC County Surveyor raises no objections to this proposal due to its town centre location. He notes that the proposed flat conversions and single new build property do not have any dedicated parking provision, however the town centre plot is however situated conveniently for all local amenities, well placed for public transport services and within easy walking distance of public off street car parks. Therefore the lack of parking provision does not give rise to any highway safety concerns.
The proposal is therefore considered unacceptable, incongruous and contrary to Local and National Plan Policy, and the application is recommended accordingly.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: Various 2011/12





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














