
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CB/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0619/P

	Development Proposed:
	Demolition of existing garage and erection of new larger garage at Ribblesdale House, Main Street, Gisburn, BB7 4HE.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No observations received within the 21 day statutory consultation period or at the time of writing this report.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) - The proposed garage is located on an area of hardstanding to the rear of the plot and uses an existing access between two adjacent properties. I have no objection to this proposal subject to the following condition:
The turning area shown on the submitted plans shall henceforth be maintained and kept clear of obstructions in perpetuity as a turning space for vehicles. Reason: To avoid vehicles reversing to and from the site in the interests of highway safety.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.

Clitheroe Conservation Area Appraisal.

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Prominent and incongruous addition detrimental to the character, appearance and visual qualities of the Conservation Area and the significance and setting of adjacent listed buildings contrary to Policies G1, ENV16 and ENV19 of the DWLP and Section 12 of the NPPF.

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

	The application is a resubmission of a refused application, 3/2012/0094/P which sought consent to demolish a single garage and replace with a larger garage at the rear of Ribblesdale House, Main Street, Gisburn.

Permission is now sought for a smaller garage which would be 5.8m2 smaller in floor area than the previous submission that was refused and 1.5m lower at the ridge.  The description of this application proposes demolition of an existing garage, however, at the time of my site visit on 27 July 2012, these works had been carried out and the site had been cleared with no garage in existence.  The proposed garage would have approximate dimensions of 5.7m (width) x 6m (depth) x 3m in height to the apex of the roof.  The eaves would measure approximately 2.2m.  Materials would comprise of rendered concrete block walls with a limestone dash/white paint finish and an artificial grey slate covering to the roof.  

Application 3/2012/0094 was refused for three reasons, these reasons related to the detrimental impact of the development on the visual amenities of the Conservation Area, and adjacent listed buildings, its over bearing and oppressive impact on the residents of No 7 Ribblesdale Court and inadequate information being submitted to assess the impact on highway safety.  

In terms of visual amenity, the impact on adjacent listed buildings and the character, appearance and setting of the Conservation Area, I am of the opinion that this revised proposal does not address the previous reasons for refusal.  Policy G1 of the 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 on development on existing amenities’.   The Council’s SPG on Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings states that development within designated areas are 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’.  

Within the NPPF guidance is given in relation to design.  It states;

‘Decisions should aim to ensure that developments respond to local character and history, and reflect the identity of local surroundings and materials’.  In paragraphs 126 and 131 of the same document it states that authorities should take into account the ‘desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness’.  Paragraph 64 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’.  

The property in question is located within Gisburn Conservation Area and is identified as a Building of Townscape Merit in the Gisburn Conservation Area Appraisal and is thus considered to be a designated heritage asset. The desirability of protecting or enhancing the character or appearance of the 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, as 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 Districtwide Local Plan which seeks ‘retention and enhancement’ of the Conservation Area and the NPPF which states in paragraph 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’.  Policy ENV16 of the Local Plan also states; ‘development will be strictly controlled to ensure that it reflects the character of the area in terms of scale, size, design and materials’.   

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 Gisburn Conservation 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.  

The site is visible when standing on the main street looking between the western elevation of Ribblesdale House and the eastern elevation of No 3 Ribblesdale Court.   It is also visible from the White Bull PH car park.  A double garage in the position proposed would block open views of nos. 6 and 7 Ribblesdale Court which are random stone built properties with blue slate roof, simple in style and vernacular

Due to the scale and massing of the proposed garage the rear elevations of Nos. 6 and 7 Ribblesdale Court will be obscured when viewed from Main Street.  In addition, due to the materials used in its construction  (rendered and pebble-dashed walls with an artificial slate roof) the proposal would further detract from the visual appearance of these properties ultimately harming the character and appearance of the conservation area.

In relation to views of the site from the car park of the White Bull Hotel PH the report written for the previously refused application states: 

“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 rendered 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).”

From the photographs taken at the time of the previous application, I agree with the above conclusions. The proposed garage would be seen against the rear elevation of the former Ribblesdale Arms PH and due to its modern materials would be seen as a stand alone building that would conflict with the character, appearance and setting of this listed building.    I also note, that from those photographs it is apparent that the roof of the now demolished garage was of the same materials as the roof of the converted former Ribblesdale Arms PH which has a sandy brown carboniferous sandstone flag roof.  When viewing the site from the car park of the White Bull PH the roof of the former garage blended seamlessly with its surroundings and subsequently did not detract from the setting of the Grade II listed building nor the character or appearance of the Conservation Area.  In contrast, the proposed material of an artificial grey slate roof on the proposed garage would appear at odds with the roof of the former Ribblesdale Arms, further emphasising that the proposed enlargement of the garage would appear overly prominent and an incongruous addition within the back land plot, resulting in a development which would harm the character, appearance and setting of the listed, former Ribblesdale Arms, building as well as the character, appearance and setting of the conservation area.  

For these reasons, in the interests of visual amenity and to safeguard the historic environment, I thus recommend that the proposal be again resisted. 

With regards the reason for refusal relating to residential amenity, the height of this resubmitted garage has been reduced by 1.5 metres and the eaves level has been dropped by 0.3 of a metre.  This reduction reduces the impact the garage would have on both neighbouring properties bounding the site (nos. 5 and 7 Ribblesdale Court, to a degree which is compliant with the guidelines contained within the Council’s SPG.  Thus, the proposal is considered to be acceptable in this regard.

The final reason for refusal on the previous application concerned itself with highway safety and the fact that insufficient information had been submitted as part of the previous application to determine whether there was sufficient parking and manourvering space within the properties curtilage.  The Highway Authority has visited the site and is satisfied that the proposal need not lead to conditions which would be detrimental to highway safety.  At the time of the Highway Engineers visit, the proposed parking/ turning area had two parrots in their cage sited upon it, therefore, the Highway Authority consider it necessary to impose a condition, if permission were granted, ensuring this area was kept clear at all times.

Taking all of the above in to consideration, I consider two of the three previous reasons for refusal have been addressed, but in relation to the impact of the proposal on the character, appearance, significance and setting of the former Ribblesdale Arms, a grade II listed building, and the Gisburn conservation area, I consider that the proposal would be harmful and thus recommend the application accordingly.

	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 27 July 2012





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














