RIBBLE VALLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL

REPORT TO PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

                                             
  

                               Agenda Item No   
meeting date:
TUESDAY, 22 MAY 2008
title:

ITEMS DELEGATED TO DIRECTOR OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES UNDER 


SCHEME OF DELEGATED POWERS AND PLANNING APPLICATIONS

submitted by:
DIRECTOR OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

The following proposals have been determined by the Director of Development Services under delegated powers:

APPLICATIONS APPROVED

	Plan No:
	Proposal:
	Location:

	3/2008/0105/P
	Conversion of former agricultural building into a holiday cottage

	Boococks Barn, Knotts Lane

Tosside, Skipton

	3/2008/0134/P
	Part two storey and first floor extension and alterations to form new master suite with en-suite and larger lounge and study at ground floor
	15 Rogersfield

Langho

	3/2008/0162/P
	Erection of ménage, timber stable block and muck trailer A 
	Hollins Farm, Clerkhill Road

Sabden

	3/2008/0173/P
	Complete demolition of existing garage. Rebuild in block with stone facing under slate. Existing building suffering from subsidence due to insufficient footings (Conservation Area Consent)
	Plane Tree Cottage

56 Fell Brow

Longridge

	3/2008/0179/P
	Alterations and first floor extension (resubmission)
	145 Whalley Road

Langho

	3/2008/0181/P
	Erection of blockwork retaining wall to replace collapsed section of existing brickwork wall and 2m either side of collapsed section.  Includes facing brickwork skin reclaimed from collapsed wall and reuse of existing stone coping 
	2 The Walled Garden

Woodfold Park

Mellor

	3/2008/0182/P
	White uPVC Conservatory to rear
	20 Elm Tree Grove

Brockhall Village

Old Langho

	3/2008/0188/P
	Single storey rear extension 
	7 Lower Lane, Longridge 

	3/2008/0190/P
	Rear dormer and new garage pitched roof
	29 Greenfield Avenue

Chatburn

	3/2008/0194/P
	Extension of existing garden room and construction of boundary fence 
	202 Whalley Road, Clitheroe

	3/2009/1095/P
	Single storey extension to rear to form kitchen
	27 Jubilee Street

Read

	3/2008/0196/P
	Change of use of part of existing ground floor of public house to mountain bike store service area and café 
	Dog and Partridge

Tosside

	3/2008/0197/P
	To erect a steel framed kit building to replace existing worn out dairy building to house 70 cattle and meet all current welfare conditions for dairy cows 
	Lower Alston Farm

Riverside

Ribchester

	3/2008/0201/P
	Replacement of existing garage
	Gleneagles,

Clitheroe Road, Barrow

	3/2008/0207/P
	Construction of disabled access ramp to rear play area

	The Limes 

Pre-School Nursery

Berry Lane, Longridge

	3/2008/0208/P
	Single storey dining room extension 
	Hammond Ground

30 George Lane, Read

	3/2008/0212/P
	Proposed conversion of barn/storage accommodation to residential accommodation in conjunction with existing dwelling 
	Knott End Farm

Leagram

	3/2008/0214/P
	Continuation of consent 3/2002/0952/P for the temporary siting of a steel container 
	Chipping Playing Fields

Garstang Road, Chipping

	3/2008/0215/P
	Extension of existing dormer on front elevation 
	32 Mardale Road, Longridge

	3/2008/0216/P
	Proposed first floor dormer to rear elevation and alterations to garage roof to front 
	32 Hacking Drive

Longridge

	3/2008/0221/P
	Proposed welfare building for existing farm workers
	Huntroyde Home Farm

Whins Lane, Simonstone

	3/2008/0224/P
	Proposed two storey porch, two storey extension to gable and summer room to rear of property 
	Moor Close Farm

Wytha Lane

Rimington

	3/2008/0226/P
	Proposed kitchen extension to rear

	81 Taylor Street

Clitheroe

	3/2008/0229/P
	Replacement House and Garage
	Higher Cockleach Farm

Longridge Road

Thornley-with-Wheatley

	3/2008/0236/P
	Proposed demolition of existing conservatory and erection of a new conservatory to the side and rear of the property 
	Whitecroft, Whitecroft Lane

Mellor

	3/2008/0241/P
	Conversion of garage to new reception room and ground floor front extension
	30 Copperfield Close

Clitheroe

	3/2008/0249/P
	Non-illuminated fascia sign 


	28 Berry Lane, Longridge

	3/2008/0252/P
	Application for renewal of planning consent 3/2003/0252/P, for an extension to form dining room, extended hallway and ground floor W.C
	53 Riverside

Clitheroe

	3/2008/0291/P
	Reserved Matters application for an internal ring road with footway and cycleway 
	BAE Samlesbury Aerodrome Balderstone


APPLICATIONS REFUSED

	Plan No:
	Proposal:
	Location:
	Reasons for Refusal

	3/2007/0945/P
	Installation of a 10kw domestic wind powered generator on 12m mast, plus 3m x 3m shed for switchgear (resubmission)
	Land to east of Cuttock Clough Barn 

Slaidburn Road Waddington
	Insufficient information supplied to assess the likely impact of the noise created by the wind turbine. Proposal not in compliance with

Policies G1, ENV1, ENV24, ENV25, ENV26 and PPS 22 of the Districtwide Local Plan. Creation of an adverse precedent.


	3/2008/0156/P
	Demolition of existing service buildings and erection of two storey extension of 21 bedrooms and covered service yard 
	Higher Trapp Hotel

Trapp Lane

Simonstone
	Policies G1, ENV3 and ENV13 – unjustified loss of a protected tree and inappropriate roof treatment and elevational design details to the detriment of visual amenity, and insufficient details relating to parking provision to the detriment of highway safety.  


	3/2008/0177/P
	Change of use of land to front of 56 Whalley Road, to provide two off-road parking spaces
	56 Whalley Road

Sabden
	G1 – The proposal would lead to conditions to the detriment of highway safety.


CERTIFICATE OF LAWFULNESS FOR A PROPOSED USE OR DEVELOPMENT

	Plan No:
	Proposal:
	Location:

	3/2008/0166/P
	Certificate of Lawfulness for a proposed development to interpret condition No 8 of planning appeal APP/T2350/A/06/2013833 relating to the sale and display of household appliances ancillary to the sale of kitchens etc
	Homebase Store

Queensway

Clitheroe


TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (GENERAL PERMITTED DEVELOPMENT) ORDER 1995 PARTS 6 & 7 PRIOR NOTIFICATION OF AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY BUILDINGS AND ROADS PRIOR APPROVAL NOT REQUIRED

	Plan No:
	Proposal:
	Location:

	3/2008/0313/N
	New track
	Stoops Farm, Stoops Lane

Rimington


APPLICATIONS WITHDRAWN

	Plan No:
	Proposal:
	Location:

	3/2007/0749/P
	Application for Certificate of Lawfulness for the existing use of the Parish Hall for the following activities:

theatre, concerts, meeting room, training/education, children’s and youth groups, dance, craft sales, ancillary offices, refreshments, cinema and an ancillary licensed bar.
	St Mary’s Centre

Church Street

Clitheroe

	3/2008/0087/P


	 Proposed extension to form garden room and formation of new window and door opening.
	Cheetall Farm

Clitheroe Road

Bashall Eaves

	3/2008/0102/P
	Proposed roof terrace on top of existing single storey extension, construction of rear dormer and replacement of roof hip with gable end.
	2 Bridge End

Billington

	3/2008/0116/P
	Proposed garden room and porch to link the barn and the bungalows
	The Heaning

Dunsop Road

Newton

	3/2008/0245/P
	Internal alteration.  Reinstatement of partially demolished  roof to form kitchen/diner extension.  New fenestration (resubmission).
	24 Church Street

Ribchester

	3/2008/0253/P
	Demolition of the existing conservatory.  Single storey extension to the rear of the property with a first floor extension over the garage to the side of the property and changing half the existing garage into a bedroom.
	11 The Woodlands

Brockhall

	3/2008/0256/P
	To fit a VSAT satellite dish, mesh type 0.74m elliptical and grey colour to the south facing wall of the building.
	2 Church Street

Slaidburn

	3/2008/0257/P
	To fit a VSAT satellite dish, mesh type 0.74m elliptical and grey colour to the south facing wall of the building.
	2 Church Street

Slaidburn


APPEALS UPDATE

	Application No:
	Date Received:
	Applicant/Proposal/Site:
	Type of Appeal:
	Date of Inquiry/Hearing:
	Progress:

	3/2007/0323

D
	6.12.07
	Dr Michael Wainwright

Fitting of a new stainless steel flue pipe in conjunction with the use of a wood burning stove (Listed Building Consent)

Flat 4

Hodder Court

Knowles Brow

Stonyhurst
	WR
	_
	APPEAL DISMISSED 21.4.08

	3/2007/0839

D
	15.1.08
	Ribble Valley Luxury Homes Ltd

Two additional stone chalets on southern side of lake

Greenbank Quarry

Old Clitheroe Road

Longridge
	WR
	_
	AWAITING DECISION

	3/2007/0922

D
	25.1.08
	Mr Knowles

Alteration of porch roof from enclosed lean-to, to open truss.  Illumination of already built menage

Woodstraw Barn

Forty Acre Lane

Thornley
	WR
	_
	APPEAL DISMISSED 28.4.08

	3/2007/1120

D
	19.3.08
	Primesight Advertising Ltd

Retention of 1no. single sided internally illuminated free standing display unit

Kwik Save Group Plc

Station Road

Clitheroe
	WR
	_
	AWAITING DECISION

	3/2007/0683 & 0685

D
	17.3.08
	Mr & Mrs Pallister

Proposed alterations to create an additional bedroom and a larger entrance hall.  Construction of a new detached garage and garden store off the existing drive including associated external works

Howgills Barn

Bolton-by-Bowland
	_
	Hearing – date to be arranged
	Awaiting site visit

	3/2007/1032

D
	27.3.08
	Heidi Berry

Build chimney (brick/render) on side of house

2 Goose Lane Cottages

Goose Lane

Chipping
	WR
	_
	Awaiting site visit

	3/2007/0736 & 0737

D
	11.4.08
	Mr & Mrs H Johnston

Proposed conservatory to side elevation (Resubmission)

Rodhill Lodge

Bolton-by-Bowland
	WR
	_
	RVBC statement sent

Awaiting site visit

	3/2007/0751 & 0753

D
	22.4.08
	Bank Machine Ltd

Installation of an automated teller machine and illuminated sign

Martins

27-29 Castle Street

Clitheroe
	WR
	_
	Notification letter sent 30.4.08

Questionnaire sent 1.5.08

Statement to be sent by 3.6.08

	3/2007/1146

D
	21.4.08
	Mark Bowie

Rear entrance porch

Riddings Farm

Birdy Brow

Chaigley
	WR
	​_
	Notification letter sent 24.4.08

Questionnaire sent 28.4.08

Statement to be sent by 29.5.08

	3/2007/0739

D
	23.4.08
	Mr C Holden

Extension and alteration to outbuilding to create granny annex

Cuttock Clough House

Mill Lane

Waddington
	WR
	_
	Notification letter sent 1.5.08

Questionnaire sent 2.5.08

Statement to be sent by 3.6.08


LEGEND

D – Delegated decision

C – Committee decision

O – Overturn

PLANNING APPLICATIONS UNDER THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990:

B
APPLICATIONS WHICH THE DIRECTOR OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES RECOMMENDS FOR APPROVAL


APPLICATION NO:
3/2008/0006/P
(GRID REF: SD 370641 441002)

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OF AN AGRICULTURAL WORKERS DWELLING TO REPLACE FIVE AGRICULTURAL WORKERS CARAVANS AT WITHGILL FARM, MITTON

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	The Parish Council objects to this application on the grounds that the need has not been proven and, if allowed, a dangerous precedent would be established.  The objection is amplified by further comments which are summarised as follows:

 

	
	· The Parish Council objected to the previous application for five caravans on the basis that ample rented accommodation is available in the vicinity, and that a permission would set a dangerous precedent.  

· In raising that objection the Parish Council never envisaged that a possible solution to the problem would consist of a large hostel/dormitory for at least 10 transient workers who are not recruited locally and so bring limited benefit to the Ribble Valley community.  



	
	· The need for this dormitory has not been established, and in a previous report to the Planning and Development Committee, the officer expressed the opinion that it could not be agreed that it was essential for the foreign workers to live on the farm.  



	
	· In the same report reference is made to the applicant agents comment that ‘to ferry the staff between their accommodation and the farm on a 24 hours a day basis would require a team of at least three drivers who would themselves have to come to work by car.  The volume of traffic generation which would result would therefore not accord with the principles of sustainable development’.  The Parish Council cannot believe that this is seen to be a serious position to take as Hodder Bridge is only one mile away from the farm and Clitheroe and Whalley are only about two miles away, and the traffic movements would only amount to a handful of trips.



	
	· In the past, the Parish Council has raised no objections to the construction of two houses for farm workers at this farm and also for two at Bashall Town approximately one mile away.  



	COUNTY LAND AGENCY MANAGER:
	I consider it appropriate for Members to be aware of the full details of the Land Agency Manager’s assessment of this application.  I therefore include below the majority of his consultation response:



	
	Whilst the Borough Council’s Local Plan Policy H2 is concerned with provision of agricultural workers dwellings.  I do not feel this policy is directly applicable to the determination of this application.  There already exists 2 agricultural workers dwellings on site which had been determined in accordance with the Council’s Local Plan Policy concerning the provision of agricultural workers dwellings.
I find the circumstances surrounding the current application to be unique given the nature of the applicant’s agricultural operation.  When I commented upon planning application 07/0362 I advised that I felt there would be operational benefits from accommodating the workers on the unit. I do not consider the nature of the dairy operations are going to change over the foreseeable future given the substantial capital which the applicant has invested in the form of land and buildings and fixed equipment to sustain the large scale dairy enterprise which is in operation.


	
	Clearly caravans provide a short to medium term solution where a need arises to provide on-site accommodation.  I feel this is reflected in the earlier planning permission granted in respect of 07/362 being for 3 years.  The need for the applicant to provide accommodation arises because the applicant claims that he is unable to source the labourers involved on the dairy operations locally.  Having considered the different aspects of the applicant’s agricultural enterprise I feel the dairy operation constitutes the most labour demanding which necessitates a team of 5/6 workers operating a shift system given that milking cattle is undertaken 23 hours each day.  I feel provision of permanent accommodation would provide a long term solution to a housing issue on this unit which I do not envisage changing in the future.  I recognise though there will be wider planning policy issues also to be taken into consideration.


	
	With reference to the proposed development I feel its size (140m² external) is comparable to an agricultural workers dwelling but also feel its size could be reduced if each room did not provide en-suite facilities.  I was advised by the applicant that he feels it will be important to provide a good standard of accommodation in particular individual facilities such as en-suite if he is to maintain his workers for a reasonable duration.



	
	I feel the proposed location does relate well to existing buildings in particular existing dwellings on the unit.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	Six letters have been received from residents of Withgill Fold who object to the proposal on the following grounds:



	
	1.
	The position of the proposed dwelling is such that it would adversely affect the privacy of Withgill Fold residents. 



	
	2.
	It would also add to the noise which is already generated by the farm 24 hours a day.  



	
	3.
	The proposed dwelling is too large for its plot and exceeds the size limits for agricultural workers dwellings as stated in the Council’s SPG concerning agricultural workers dwellings.



	
	4.
	The genuine agricultural need for on site accommodation is already satisfied by the two agricultural workers dwellings which have previously been approved, one of which is in use and the other is presently under construction.  In respect of the application for the house which is presently under construction, the County Land agency Manager stated that he ‘would not be able to support any future applications for further on site accommodation.  The enterprise is considered to justify two on sites dwellings, but there would not be a functional need for any more on site accommodation which would therefore contravene the guidance comprised in PPS7’.   Why, therefore, would planning permission be granted for another dwelling. 



	
	5.
	The application does not contain any details of vehicular access or parking provision.  There could be a need for 10 parking spaces.



	
	6.
	The presently under construction farm manager’s dwelling would appear to have greater capacity than the approved four bedrooms, with a number of rooms within the roof space of the house and the garage/annex.  It is therefore questioned whether the farm has not already created sufficient capacity to accommodate the workers within the existing buildings.



	
	7.
	The proposed building also has a relatively large gap between the top of the upper floor windows and the eaves of the roof.  This is out of keeping with local building methods and would appear to indicate an intention to provide even more bedrooms than the 10 shown on the plans.  This is compounded by the second floor level gable windows.  



	
	8.
	The position of the proposed dwelling at an angle beyond the farm manager’s dwelling creates an untidy and convoluted layout.  



	
	9.
	The clearance of the site and the storage of breeze blocks in a nearby barn raises concerns that the owners feel that they are beyond planning control, or that this is a fait accompli.



	
	10.
	If the need for this accommodation is accepted, then it should be provided in a location which does not impact upon Withgill Fold.  Consideration should also be given the use of unused building stock on other local farms which are owned by the applicant. 


Proposal

Permission is sought for a two storey building which is intended to accommodate 10 employees who presently occupy caravans at the farm.  

As a reflection of its intended use by 10 workers who are unrelated to one another, the accommodation within the building would comprise 10 bedrooms (each with en-suite facilities), two lounges and a kitchen.

Excluding the porches on both the front and rear elevations, the proposed building has approximate external dimensions of 17.7m x 7.9m.  As originally submitted the building had an eaves height of 6.4m and a ridge height of 9.3m, and windows were shown in the gable elevations at second floor level indicating the possible future formation of additional accommodation in the roof space.  In amended plans received on 8 May 2008, however, the eaves height is 5.3m, the ridge height is 8.2m and the gable windows have been omitted.  

The building would be of random stone construction with stone quoins, heads and sills with a blue slate roof.  

It is proposed that a belt of trees would be planted to screen the new building and also break up views of the farm from the residential properties at Withgill Fold.

Site Location

Withgill Farm is situated in the open countryside with a complex of buildings located some 150m to the east of the highway, Whalley Road, which serves the site.  The residential development of Withgill Fold is located to the south east of the farm complex.  The proposed building would be sited on a vacant piece of ground between a farm workers dwelling which is presently under construction, and the residential properties to the south east in Withgill Fold.  

Relevant History

3/1993/0796/P – New herdsman’s cottage.  Approved.

3/1999/0166/P – Four new agricultural buildings, new dairy facilities, machinery store, new farm road and associated landscaping and external works.  Approved with conditions.

3/2005/0465/P – Covered midden.  Approved.

3/2005/1011/P – Farm workers dwelling.  Approved.

3/2006/0213/P – Expansion of existing dairy cow accommodation, replacement slurry storage and associated landscaping.  Approved.

3/2007/0266/P – Farm workers dwelling (substitution of house type).  Approved.

3/2007/0362/P – Retention of five agricultural workers caravans and screen fencing.  Approved for a temporary period of three years and other conditions.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV2 - Land Adjacent to Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Policy H2 - Dwellings in the Open Countryside.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

Withgill Farm now comprises a modern farmhouse and substantial ranges of portal framed agricultural buildings.  The construction of a second farm workers dwelling (approved under reference 3/2007/0266/P) is now nearing completion.  The farmhouse is occupied by the farm manager and the new dwelling will be occupied by the second qualified herdsman required to provide 24 hour supervision of the dairy herd.  Permission was granted on 20 July 2007 for the retention of five caravans to accommodate the unskilled labour.  That permission (3/2007/0362/P) was for a temporary period which expires on 31 July 2010.

In his consultation response concerning application 3/2007/0362/P, the County Land Agency Manager commented that the applicants operate probably the largest dairy herd in the country and, whilst the nature of the enterprise is a conventional dairy herd unit, the system applies a factory style management technique owing to its scale.  He did not feel that the time worked by the employees on this unit is untypical of most commercial agricultural units although he recognised that the system relies upon a continual seven days a week process throughout the year.  With this factor in mind, he recognised that it is important to have a reliable team of workers which, if they lived off the unit, would increase the risk of vulnerability to the reliability of the rota system which is in place.  He considered that, for this reason, the applicants particular system of farming would benefit from the workers living on the unit rather than elsewhere in the locality.  This conclusion and recommendation of the Land Agency Manager obviously post dates his comments in relation to the application for an agricultural workers dwelling which has been referred to by a number of the local residents.  

This new viewpoint of the Land Agency Manager was accepted by officers, and by Committee, in granting planning permission for the retention of the five caravans.  That, however, was only intended as a temporary measure while a permanent solution was found.  The Land Agency Manager’s comments on this current application are reported in detail above.  

It is accepted that the essential agricultural need for two skilled workers to reside on the farm has already been satisfied by the existing agricultural workers dwellings.  It cannot, therefore, be argued that it is essential for the unskilled workers to live on the farm.  For this reason the proposal would not satisfy either the advice in PPS7 relating to the provision of agricultural workers dwellings or Policy H2 of the Local Plan.

The alternative (other than the renewal of the temporary permission for the caravans) is that the workers live in existing accommodation in the locality and travel to work.  In documentation submitted with both the previous application and this current application, the applicant’s agent says that the unskilled workers have no personal means of transport, and it is estimated that, to ferry the staff between their accommodation and the farm on a 24 hours a day basis would require a team of at least three drivers, who would themselves have to come to work by car.  The volume of traffic generation which would result from these workers living off site (whilst it might not be particularly excessive) would still not accord with the principles of sustainable development.  

In the Joint Lancashire Structure Plan, Policy 5 specifies the nature of development that is appropriate outside the principal urban areas, the main towns and key service centres.  Development necessary in connection with employment generating uses is, in principle, acceptable, and the justification goes on to note that ‘developments will need to be in-keeping with the character of the area and encouragement will generally be given to development which positively benefit the local environment and reduce the need to travel’.  

In the Local Plan, Policy G5 limits development outside the settlement boundaries to specific uses, including that necessary for the purposes of agriculture.  

Whilst accepting, therefore, that the proposal might not be in full compliance with the usual National Guidance and local policies, the Land Agency Manager does consider that the applicant’s particular system of farming would benefit from the workers living on the site rather than locally.  This would also be more sustainable.  

In approving the application for the temporary retention of the caravans, the Committee paid regard to the somewhat unique scale and means of operation of this farm.  The question to be asked now, is whether those circumstances are such that they justify a permission for such a large agricultural workers dwelling, which would not be in full compliance with existing national guidance and local policies.  My opinion is that the benefits, not only to the agricultural operation, but also to the environment, are such that the proposal is acceptable in principle.  

As amended, I consider the height, design and external materials of the proposed building to be acceptable.  

The proposed siting of the building is such that it would act as a buffer between the dwellings in Withgill Fold and the agricultural farm buildings, and screening is proposed for the area between the proposed dwelling and those existing neighbouring dwellings.  At a distance of in excess of 60m away from the nearest dwellings, I do not consider that the proposal would have any seriously detrimental effects on the privacy of the residents of Withgill Fold.  

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

The proposal has no significant detrimental impact on nearby residential amenity nor would it have an adverse visual impact.

RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be GRANTED subject to the following condition(s):

1.
The building hereby permitted shall be used for no other purpose than to accommodate temporary agricultural workers employed only by Withgill Farm, and any one individual shall not occupy the building continuously for longer than two years.  The applicants shall keep an occupancy record, which shall be available for inspection by the Local Planning Authority at any time.


REASON: This permission has been granted in respect of the specific circumstances appertaining at this farm, and the condition is required to prevent the building becoming a permanent dwelling, which would be contrary to Policies G1, G5, ENV2 and H2 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.  

2.
Precise specifications or samples of walling and roofing materials and details of any surface materials to be used including their colour and texture shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority before their use in the proposed works.


REASON: In order that the Local Planning Authority may ensure that the materials to be used are appropriate to the locality in accordance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

3.
The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until details of the landscaping of the site, including wherever possible the retention of existing trees, have been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority.  The scheme shall indicate, as appropriate, the types and numbers of trees and shrubs, their distribution on site, those areas to be seeded, turfed, paved or hard landscaped, including details of any changes of level or landform and the types and details of all fencing and screening.  


The approved landscaping scheme shall be implemented in the first planting season following occupation or use of the development, whether in whole or part and shall be maintained thereafter for a period of not less than 5 years to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority.  This maintenance shall include the replacement of any tree or shrub which is removed, or dies, or is seriously damaged, or becomes seriously diseased, by a species of similar size to those originally planted.


REASON:  In the interests of the amenity of the area and to comply with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

4.
Within one month of the first occupation of the building hereby permitted, the five caravans permitted on a temporary basis by planning permission 3/2007/0362/P shall be permanently removed from the site and the land shall be reinstated to its former condition to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority.  


REASON: In the interests of visual amenity and to comply with Policies G1 and ENV2 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan. 

5.
This permission shall be implemented in accordance with the proposal as amended by plan received on the 8 May 2008.


REASON:  For the avoidance of doubt since the proposal was the subject of agreed amendments.

APPLICATION NO:
3/2008/0164
(GRID REF: SD 374943  441614)

TWO STOREY EXTENSION TO PROVIDE KITCHEN, LIVING ROOM, AND BEDROOM WITH EN-SUITE AT 14 SPA GARTH, CLITHEROE

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	Clitheroe Town Council – No Objections.



	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	One letter of objection has been received which raises the following;

· Invasion of privacy as the occupants have clear vision into neighbours rear windows and conservatory.

· Loss of light.

· Loss of view.


Proposal

Consent is sought for a two storey side extension with approx. dimensions of 8m x 2.8m x 7.6m in height to match the existing ridge and build line using materials to match those of the existing property.

Site Location

The proposal relates to a semi-detached property within the settlement boundary of Clitheroe.

Relevant History

None

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

Matters for consideration are the visual impact of the proposal and the potential impact on neighbouring residential amenity.

In terms of the visual impact of the works the Council’s SPG on “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings” advocates a set down and set back of any extension. This scheme does not adhere to this guidance, however as the property is at the end of a row of properties and has no immediate development to the east it is of my opinion that the proposal will not result in ‘ribbon development’. The design of the proposal is acceptable, is in keeping with the overall character of the site and would not result in a cramped appearance. The proposal will not prove visually intrusive, as materials used will match those of the existing property. 

I note the concerns of a neighbouring resident with regards to the effect of the proposal on their  privacy, view and light into the property and garden. The view from the window at first floor on the front elevation of the proposal into any neighbouring property and their garden would be at an oblique angle due to the orientation of the neighbouring properties. I note the concerns of neighbouring property No. 8 in that the first floor window would be within 21 metres of their conservatory, whilst it may have some impact there will be no significant loss of privacy due to the orientation of the adjacent properties and as such do not consider this as to warrant refusal of the application. I also do not consider that any significant loss of light would occur from the proposal and the proposal complies with the BRE guidelines. With regards to loss of view this is not considered a legitimate planning consideration in writing this report.

To minimise any potential of overlooking a condition has been placed on this application to ensure that the window to the master bedroom on the side elevation is obscure glazed and non-opening and that the extension cannot be altered by the insertion of any windows or doors without the consent of the Local Planning Authority to safeguard the amenity of neighbouring residents.

As part of the proposal the existing Ash Tree which has a TPO placed on it and borders the boundary of 14 Spa Garth and 5 Highmoor Park is to be felled. The Countryside Officer has confirmed that he has no objections to the tree being removed in order to facilitate the proposed extension’ if it is eventually necessary.

A bat survey was carried out at the property and it was concluded that the work is unlikely to result in the disturbance or loss of a significant bat roost, a breeding/maternity site or a hibernaculum.

Therefore, having regard to all the above I am of the opinion that the works would not prove significantly detrimental to either visual or residential amenity and recommend accordingly.

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

The proposal has no significant detrimental impact on nearby residential amenity nor would it have an adverse visual impact.

RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be GRANTED subject to the following condition(s):

1.
Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995 (or any Order revoking or re-enacting that Order) the two-storey side extension shall not be altered by the insertion of any window or doorway without the formal written permission of the Local Planning Authority.


REASON: In order to safeguard nearby residential amenity in accordance with Policies G1 and H10 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and the adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.

2.
The window which serves the master bedroom on the side elevation of the extension shall be obscure glazed and non-opening to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority and remain in that manner in perpetuity.


REASON: In order to protect nearby residential amenity as required by with Policies G1 and H10 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and the adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.

APPLICATION NO: 3/2008/0219/P
(GRID REF: 364886 435306 SD)

PROPOSED ALTERATIONS AND EXTENSION OF EXISTING DWELLING (AMENDMENTS TO APPROVAL 3/2007/0102/P) AT BLUE SLATES, SUNNYSIDE AVENUE, RIBCHESTER

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	Ribchester Parish Council has no objections.

	
	
	

	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY ARCHAEOLOGY):
	The following comments were received:

It should be noted that works below a depth of 200mm will have the potential to encounter archaeological deposits associated with the Roman Fort and Vicus at Ribchester.  The Lancashire County Archaeology Service would therefore recommend that, on the basis of the current information submitted, should the Planning Authority be minded to grant planning permission to this or any other application to develop the site, an archaeological watching brief be undertaken and that such works be secured by means of condition.  This is in accordance with PPG16 paragraph 30.  

	
	
	

	ENVIRONMENT AGENCY:
	

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	One letter of objection has been received from a property on Church Street with the following concerns:

· The increase in height of the proposed works, particularly the extension above the existing garage will seriously affect the amount of light received by the objectors property and will cause overshadowing.

· The proposed works will cause a loss of visual amenity by reason of its size and siting.

· The proposed works, being prominently visual, could encourage further development of single storey properties in the area.


Proposal

Planning permission has previously been granted to remodel the existing bungalow and increase the floor area from 87 square metres to 135 square metres.  These works were approved under application 3/2007/0102/P.  The applicant now wishes to amend the approved scheme by adding a front porch and rear garden room to the approved scheme and extending the overall length of the property by a further metre.  This will increase the floor area by a further 20 square metres.

Site Location

The application relates to a bungalow property within Ribchester Conservation Area on the 

corner plot of Sunnyside Avenue with Fort Avenue.

Relevant History

3/2007/0102/P – Single storey extension to side of property and loft conversion providing three bedrooms and two bathrooms with dormer windows to both elevations.  Approved.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions

Policy SPG - “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

Matters for consideration are the visual impact of the amended proposals and the potential impact on neighbouring residential amenity.

With regards to the visual impact of the proposals, I am of the opinion that the proposed porch will improve the appearance of the property and the other further extensions would not detract from the street scene.  

The further extensions proposed could be achieved without significantly detracting from nearby residential amenity.  By extending the property closer to the boundary with No. 1 Fort Avenue overlooking to the sides would be little worse than the existing situation.  The proposed garden room has been designed without windows in the rear elevation facing Evergreen.   Potentially overlooking of the neighbouring property at the rear will still exist from the proposal currently approved and the condition regarding the boundary treatment of the property would remain to minimise loss of privacy.  The applicant has also indicated that the boundary wall adjacent to no. 1 Fort Avenue will be removed and a fence will be put in its place.  Details of this fence have not been submitted with the application and an appropriate condition would be used if the application is approved.

With regard to the objection letter received the works referred to were dealt with in the previous application 2/2007/0102/P.  Overall, I can therefore see no objections to this application.
SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

The proposal has no significant detrimental impact on nearby residential amenity nor would it have an adverse visual impact.

RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be GRANTED subject to the following condition(s):

1.
Precise specifications or samples of walling and roofing materials and details of any surface materials to be used including their colour and texture shall have been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority before their use in the proposed works.


Reason:  In order that the Local Planning Authority may ensure that the materials to be used are appropriate to the locality in accordance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and the adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance - "Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings".

2.
Prior to the first occupation of the extensions hereby approved, precise details of the type and extent of screen fence on the north east and the south east boundaries of the site shall have been submitted to and agreed in writing by the local planning authority.  The fences shall be constructed in accordance with those approved details and remain in perpetuity.


Reason: To prevent overlooking in the interests of the privacy and amenities of this and the neighbouring dwellings in accordance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

3.
No work shall take place on the site until the applicant, or their agent or successors in title, has secured the implementation of a programme of archaeological work.  This must be carried out in accordance with a written scheme of investigation which shall first have been submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.


Reason: To ensure and safeguard the recording and inspection of matters of archaeological/historical importance in accordance with Policies G1, ENV14 and ENV15 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

APPLICATION NO:
3/2008/0251/P
(GRID REF: SD 373048 443786)

SINGLE STOREY EXTENSION TO EXISTING BUNGALOW AT 22 WADDOW GROVE, WADDINGTON, NR CLITHEROE, LANCASHIRE, BB7 3JL

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	No observations or comments have been received at the time of the reports submission.



	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	One letter of objection has been received from a neighbour opposite the property who wish to raise the following point of objection;

1. The proposed extension will have an unacceptable impact on our view from the front of our property.


Proposal

The application seeks permission for a single storey extension to the existing bungalow.

Site Location

The site is located on Waddow Grove, within the village boundary of Waddington as defined by the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

Relevant History

None relevant.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G4 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The application seeks permission for a single storey extension to an existing bungalow on Waddow Grove, Waddington. The proposal necessitates the demolition of an existing porch, and the removal of a portion of conifer hedge bordering the site.  The main issues to consider with this proposal are the visual impact of the extension in terms of the change of design, scale and massing, and any potential impact on the residential amenity of the adjacent neighbouring properties.

With regards to the visual impact of the proposed L-shaped extension, the proposal extends 8.8m to the north of the side elevation of the building and back into the site for 10.75m. The floor area of the existing dwelling is approx. 98 sq.m. and the proposed extension is approx. 81 sq.m. giving an increase in floor area of approx. 82%. The site itself though measures approx. 830 sq.m. and it is therefore considered that the proposal will sit well within the existing land ownership. Bearing this in mind, and that the extension has been designed to blend in and be sympathetic to the existing property, and it is considered to sit well within the streetscene and have a minimal, visual impact.

In regards to any potential impact on the residential amenity of the occupiers of the adjacent properties, it must be noted that the proposed extension is over 22 metres from the nearest dwelling opposite and there are no windows to the rear of the extension that will directly overlook the rear garden area of no. 21 Waddow Grove. As such, it is considered the proposal will have no significant impact on the residential amenity of the occupiers of the adjacent properties.

The letter of objection states the proposed extension will have an unacceptable impact on the view from the front of objector’s property. As the Planning Committee are aware, this is a non-material consideration, and as such cannot be taken into consideration.

As such, bearing in mind the above and taking into account the letter of objection from the nearby neighbour, I consider that the proposed extension complies with the relevant Planning Policies and will have no significant impact on the street scene or on the residential amenity of the nearby neighbours. The application is therefore recommended accordingly.

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

The proposal represents an appropriate form of development and given its design, size and location would not result in visual detriment to the surrounding countryside, nor would its use have an adverse impact on highway safety.

RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be GRANTED subject to the following condition(s):

1.
Precise specifications and samples of walling and roofing materials and details of any window and door surrounds including materials to be used shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority before their use in the proposed works.


REASON:  In order that the Local Planning Authority may ensure that the materials to be used are appropriate to the locality in accordance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and the adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.

APPLICATION NO:
3/2008/0261/P
(GRID REF: SD 361067 437030)

TWO STOREY DETACHED STORE AND GYM AT ADDISON HOUSE, LOWER LANE, LONGRIDGE, LANCASHIRE, PR3 3SQ.

	TOWN COUNCIL:
	Providing sympathetic materials are used there are no objections.



	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	One letter of objection has been received from the owner of Alston Lodge, the adjacent Residential Care Home, who wished to raise the following points of objection:

1.
We consider we have a valid reason for objecting to the position of the building and its height. It will be take the majority of light from five rooms that are occupied by our elderly residents, and it will take light from our conservatory that the residents use in both the summer and the winter. If the building were single storey it would be acceptable. We trust our objection will be seriously considered.


Proposal

The application seeks permission for a two-storey detached store and gym building, which will create a storage area and utility room at ground floor level and a gym with wet room at first floor level.
Site Location

The property in question is a large, recently built detached property within the residential settlement of Longridge, as defined by the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

Relevant History

3/1997/0517/P – Reserved Matters Application for a Detached Dwelling and Garage – Granted Conditionally.

3/1996/0786/P - Outline Application for the Erection of 1 No. Detached Dwelling and Garage – Granted Conditionally.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The application seeks permission for a two-storey detached store and gym building, which will create a storage area and utility room at ground floor level and a gym with wet room at first floor level. The proposed building will be sited on a flagged area of the garden of Addison House, behind the existing double garage building and to the east of Alston Lodge. It is shown with an external footprint of 5.75m x 7.05m, while maintaining a 1m-access strip around the perimeter, and it measures 4.75m to the eaves and approx. 6.75m to the highest point of the ridge.

In terms of the impact on the streetscene and visual amenity, given the distance from the highway and that the building will be erected behind the existing double garage, it is considered that the proposal now complies with the relevant Policies and the SPG note ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’, and as such will have no significant, detrimental impact on the streetscene.

With regards to any loss of light and subsequent impact on the residential amenity of the adjacent Residential Care Home, it must be noted that the proposed building is sited to the north east of the windows and conservatory (noted by the objector) in question, and as such it is considered that any loss of direct sunlight to them will be negligible. The Council’s SPG: Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings, Paragraph 6.2.1, which notes that ‘Extensions can have an effect on neighbouring properties due to the shadow, which they cast. The larger the extension and the closer to the neighbours property, the greater the effect. Any proposal which reduces the level of daylight available to habitable rooms in neighbouring properties, or which seriously overshadows a neighbours garden is likely to be refused.’ The proposal has been amended with the deletion of the rear roof lights and a re-siting to reduce the impact on one of the windows of the adjacent nursing home.  On this basis , it is considered that the proposal will not cause significant detriment to the enjoyment or residential amenity of the occupiers of the adjoining dwellings, and as such this application is granted accordingly.

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

The proposal has no significant detrimental impact on nearby residential amenity nor would it have an adverse visual impact.

RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be GRANTED subject to the following condition(s):

1.
Precise specifications or samples of walling and roofing materials and details of any surface materials to be used including their colour and texture shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority before their use in the proposed works.


REASON: In order that the Local Planning Authority may ensure that the materials to be used are appropriate to the locality in accordance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and the adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.

2.
Notwithstanding the details shown upon the approved plans, the proposed Velux roof lights shall be of the Conservation Type, recessed with a flush fitting, details of which shall be further submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority before development commences upon the site.


REASON:  In the interests of visual amenity and in order to minimise the impact on the roofscape to comply with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

3.
This permission shall be implemented in accordance with the proposal as amended by letter and plan received on the (insert date).


REASON:  For the avoidance of doubt since the proposal was the subject of agreed amendments.

4.
Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995 (or any Order revoking or re-enacting that Order) the building(s) shall not be altered by the insertion of any window or doorway without the formal written permission of the Local Planning Authority.  This shall relate to the side elevation facing towards the boundary wall of the adjacent nursing home.


REASON:  In order to safeguard nearby residential amenity in accordance with Policies G1 and H10 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and the adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.

APPLICATION NO:
3/2008/0265/P
(GRID REF: SD 377919 437734)

PROPOSED DEMOLITION OF AN EXISTING PORCH AND CONSTRUCTION OF A SINGLE STOREY EXTENSION IN REPLACEMENT AT 7 HOMEACRE AVENUE, SABDEN

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	No representations have been received.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	A letter has been received from the owner/occupier of the attached property who objects on the following grounds:



	
	· 
	Loss of light to her front room, porch and patio, which will be exacerbated due to the fact that her property is approximately 80cm lower than the application property.

	
	· 
	The building work would be disruptive and would interfere with her boundary wall and patio due to the close proximity of the proposed side elevation. 

	
	· 
	She questions how the current drainage system will be relocated. 

	
	· 
	Loss of view towards the top of the Avenue to be replaced by a view of an enormous brick wall.

	
	· 
	Adverse effect on the value of her property (this is not a legitimate consideration).


Proposal

There is an existing flat roofed porch which projects 2m forward of the northern end of the front elevation of this property (the other half of the semi detached pair is to the south of the application dwelling).  

Planning permission is sought for the demolition of the existing porch and the erection of a pitched roofed extension across the whole of the front elevation using bricks and tiles to match the existing property.  The extension would project 3m forward of the existing front elevation.  

Site Location

The application relates to a semi detached dormer bungalow on the eastern side of Homeacre Avenue within a development of similar properties.  The front garden of the property slopes upwards away from the road and there is no wall, fence or hedge on its front boundary.  

The site is within the Sabden Conservation Area and also within the Forest of Pendle Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  

Relevant History

3/2007/0653/P – Erection of a conservatory/porch on the front elevation.  Refused.

3/2007/0996/P – Erection of porch extension on front elevation.  Refused. 

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The application relates to a semi detached dormer bungalow which is the northern half of the pair of properties.

A previous application (3/2007/0653/P) for a predominantly glazed conservatory type extension on the front elevation of this property was refused for the reason that an extension of such design and external materials would represent a prominent and incongruous feature to the detriment of the appearance of the property itself and the street scene contrary to the relevant policies of the Local Plan and the SPG relating to extensions to dwellings.

A subsequent application (3/2007/0996/P) sought permission for what was described in the application as a porch, but it extended 3.1m forward by 6m (ie the full width of the frontage).  This extension was to be constructed using matching bricks and matching concrete tiles, although the tiles would be on a very shallow mono pitched roof almost giving the impression of a flat roof.  Whilst that proposal represented an improvement on the conservatory type design of the previous application, and notwithstanding the existing porch, it was considered that to construct what, effectively, would be a flat roofed extension across the whole of the front elevation, would be detrimental to the appearance of the property itself and the street scene, and would also set an unfortunate precedent for the erection of similar extensions on the front elevations of dwellings.  Permission was therefore refused for those reasons.

I would ask Members to note that the attached neighbour did not express any objections to either of the previous applications, and that both were refused only for reasons relating to visual amenity and precedent.  Neither of them was refused for any reason relating to detrimental effects on the amenities of neighbouring residents.  

This current application seeks planning permission for an extension of basically the same footprint as the most recent of the two refusals.  The pitched tiled roof now proposed, however, in my opinion overcomes the visual amenity and precedent reasons for refusal of the previous application.  

The neighbour, however, has objected to this current proposal, principally on the grounds of loss of light to her front room windows.  I consider that the proposal would not significantly affect loss of light and the difference would be minimal (if any) and would not be sufficient to sustain a reason for refusal of the application.  

Overall, I can see no sustainable objections to this application and I therefore recommend accordingly.

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

The proposal has no significant detrimental impact on nearby residential amenity nor would it have an adverse visual impact.

RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be GRANTED subject to the following condition(s):

1.
Precise specifications or samples of walling and roofing materials and details of any surface materials to be used including their colour and texture shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority before their use in the proposed works.


REASON: In order that the Local Planning Authority may ensure that the materials to be used are appropriate to the locality in accordance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and the adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.

APPLICATION NO:
3/2008/0311/P
(GRID REF: SD 359538 439861)

ERECTION OF POULTRY BUILDING AND SITING OF THREE FEED HOPPERS (RE-SUBMISSION) AT BROOKSIDE FARM, MOSS SIDE LANE, THORNLEY, LONGRIDGE

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	No observations or comments have been received at the time of the reports submission.



	PRESTON CITY COUNCIL:
	No observations or comments have been received at the time of the reports submission, however there were no objections in principle to the previous application.



	ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH:
	No further comments to those submitted to the previous application. No objections to the proposal, but it should be a condition of the Planning Permission that the method of manure collection and disposal be submitted in writing to the Planning Authority for approval, and subject to being approved, be carried out as described.



	
	I understand that the building is designed to collect manure in an under floor void, from which the manure is emptied every 13 months by contractors, at which time the unit is also emptied of birds, and disinfected. I would also be interested to see details of the proposed land drainage, as I would be concerned if they were proposed to be directed down the steep escarpment towards the stream to the west of the site.



	COUNTY SURVEYOR (LCC):
	I have no objections to this proposal on highway safety grounds. The existing access can safely accommodate the proposed use and level of traffic to be generated, and does not require any further alteration.



	SPECIALIST ADVISOR (LANDSCAPE) NHES (LCC):
	In my opinion the key landscape issues arising from the proposals are:

a) The likely impacts on landscape character.
b) Likely impacts on the existing trees to the east of the area where the new shed would be located.
c) Visual impacts and loss of amenity on the cluster of residences to the west of the site between Holwood House and Glendale.

As a minimum development proposals should seek to incorporate the requirements set out in the following policies and supplementary guidance:

a) PPS1: Delivering Sustainable Development. 
This indicates in paragraph 17 that planning should promote sustainable development by seeking to "protect and enhance the quality, character and amenity value of the countryside and urban areas as a whole".

b) PPS 7: Sustainable Development in Rural Areas.

This document identifies among its key principles one of the Government's overall aims which is "to protect the countryside for the sake of its intrinsic character and beauty, the diversity of its landscapes… so it may be enjoyed by all".

c) Policy EM 1 Integrated Land Management from the emerging Regional Spatial Strategy sets as a requirement that “proposals and schemes should identify, protect, maintain and enhance natural, historic and other distinctive features that contribute to the character of landscapes and places within the North West.”



	
	For the reasons outlined in his main report, he concludes that the proposals have not adequately addressed the identified key landscape issues. Consequently there would be unacceptable landscape and visual impacts on existing properties to the west of the site and likely but unnecessary future tree losses.


	
	As a minimum he recommends that consideration be given to the following:

 
a) Carry out an arboricultural implications assessment of the impacts of the proposals on the existing trees adjacent to the western edge of the proposed building area,


	
	b) Consider relocation of the proposed shed to the east of the existing shed,

c) Reduce the size of the proposed shed (if any issues identified in a) above cannot be satisfactorily resolved) so that it would not be located under the canopies of the adjacent existing trees, and 

d) If option c) above is chosen provide mitigation planting consisting of native trees and shrubs (hedging?) to the west of the proposed shed.


	LCC Rural Estates:
	No further comments than that of the previous proposal, Planning Ref. No. 3/2007/0910/P.

The applicants are proposing to operate a free-range system at a significantly larger scale of production to that which currently exists.  At present they use 4 small timber sheds to keep in the region of 150 laying hens and their proposed system is to operate 3000 hens. In order to keep 3000 hens adopting a free-range system the applicants will have to provide a range area of a minimum of 3 hectares. The application site is 4 hectares but clearly not all this land is available to range over, however I feel the applicants will have sufficient land to comply with the free-range criteria.



	
	A single building appears to provide the applicants with their most appropriate facility as this building can be sited adjacent to the existing building, as this is where the services to the site exist. The floor area of the building will be 416m2 and will accommodate slightly in excess of 3000 birds, however a small section of the building is to be sectioned off to provide a packing area.  I consider the floor area to be appropriate. I feel the proposed eaves height is appropriate for the proposed use and feel that while the roof pitch is steeper than most modern agricultural portal framed buildings i.e. 22.5o pitch compared with 15o pitch that given the relatively low eaves height the steeper pitch will enable air to circulate within the building more freely.

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	At the time of the reports submission, one letter of objection has been received from nearby residents. The following points of objection have been raised:

· The proposed building will be as high as the present building (far higher than needed for hens) and longer than the existing. Their combined bulk will make a huge and unsightly block of ugly buildings on the top of the hill, impossible to screen and one field away from an A.O.N.B.

· The area is designated as A.O.N.B and the proposed development is totally out of keeping with it,

· Is this too an intensive development on such a small site?

· Feed hoppers will be tall and unsightly, and their presence suggests high intensive poultry farming. There will inevitably be offensive smells associated with this venture and what will happen to the waste?

· There will be a frequent delivery of proven by large lorries down what is supposed to be a ‘quiet lane’ and which is narrow and unsuitable for further traffic of this nature,

· Given that they then would have a high maintenance farming business on site, what would the response be if they applied for permanent housing?

· Potential pollution of the watercourse running through the site,

· Loss of trees on site to incorporate the proposed development will create a visual impact on the area,

· If they have permission for one poultry building, what is to stop them having permission for two, three? and

· There will inevitably be offensive smells associated with high intensity poultry farming.


Proposal

The application is a re-submission of a previously approved building of a similar size. This proposal seeks permission for the erection of a poultry building and the siting of three feed hoppers. The building will be 26m x 16m, which gives a total floor area of 416 sq.m. The building will be of a steel portal framed design and will be clad in brown box profile sheets to the walls and roof. The height to the eaves will be 2.5m with a ridge height of 5.8m with ventilation provided along the ridgeline. The three feed hoppers will be approx. 6.1m high, with an approx. diameter of 2.4m. The proposed building is approx. 3m longer than previously approved, which gives an increase in floor area of 13%.
Site Location

The site is located on the south side of Moss Side Lane, in between Longridge and Chipping. The building would be approximately 10m from the adjacent highway. The land slopes from Moss Side Lane southwards, with boundary screening to the north and west of the site. The area is designated as being within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Relevant History

3/2007/0910 – Erection of Poultry Building and Siting of Three Feed Hoppers – Granted Conditionally.

3/2007/0911 – Retrospective application for the siting of a mobile home for a three-year period for use as a temporary farm workers dwelling - Refused.

3/2006/0881 – Outline application for agricultural workers dwelling – Refused.

3/2002/0260 – General Purpose Agricultural Building – Granted Conditionally.

3/2000/0058 – Proposed Stables and Driveway (Re-submission) – Granted Conditionally.

3/1999/0553 – Proposed 6 no. stables and feed store – Granted Conditionally.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV1 - Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

SPG – Agricultural Buildings and Roads

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The application is a re-submission of a previously approved building of a similar size. This planning application seeks permission for the erection of a slightly longer, free-range poultry building. Due to the internal configuration of the building, and that there are only pop holes on one side, the building must be made slightly longer in order for there to be sufficient space to accommodate the number of birds proposed. The proposed expansion to the existing business will still be in the form of a 3,000 bird laying flock, as approved by the previous application. The eggs produced from these birds will be sold to local retailers or from the farm gate and surplus eggs will be sold wholesale to Rainfords.

Again, the three main issues arising from this application are the visual impact of another building at that location, any potential impacts on the amenity adjacent neighbouring dwellings and whether or not there is an agricultural justification for this new agricultural building.

With regards to the visual impact on the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, it must be noted that the existing buildings on site are reasonably well screened at present however they can be viewed from certain points within the surrounding area. As such, it must be considered as to whether or not this proposed larger building creates further prominence, or whether there will be only a minimal impact. I am aware that the applicants prefer the proposed site, as this will provide the hens with direct access to the wooded area where the applicants are intending the hens to range over. It is considered that the design and style of the building is appropriate for this type of area, however the colour of the cladding materials proposed are considered inappropriate in line with the comments from the Specialist Landscape Advisor. However, the colour of cladding for the building can be dealt with via a condition. Given that the building will mainly be viewed through an existing band of trees and against the backdrop of the existing agricultural building on site, the proposed site provides the most appropriate location in that it will create a nucleus of buildings and will not create further built development spread into the open areas surrounding the existing buildings. The Specialist Landscape Advisor mentions within his report the potential impact on these trees to the west of the site, and it is agreed that further mitigation planting is required along this boundary in order to provide satisfactory landscape screening. In addition, an arboricultural implications assessment on the potential impact on the existing trees to the west would indeed be helpful in line with the Specialist Advisors comments, and again this can be dealt with as a condition. Bearing in mind the above, and the relevant conditions required, I do not consider the building will be unduly prominent to the detriment of the visual amenity of the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.
With regards to whether or not there is a justification for this building, it was noted by the Rural Estates Manager on the previous application that the applicants are proposing to operate a free-range system at a significantly larger scale of production to that which currently exists. At present they use 4 small timber sheds to keep in the region of 150 laying hens and their proposed system is to operate 3000 hens. In order to keep 3000 hens adopting a free-range system the applicants will have to provide a range area of a minimum of 3 hectares. Whilst the floor area has increased by a further 13%, the Rural Estates Manager still considers the floor area to be appropriate and the proposed eaves height appropriate for the proposed use and feel that while the roof pitch is steeper than most modern agricultural portal framed buildings, i.e. 22.5o pitch compared with 15o pitch, that given the relatively low eaves height the steeper pitch will enable air to circulate within the building more freely. As such, it is still considered that there is a sufficient agricultural justification for this proposal.

In regards to any potential impact on the residential amenity of the nearby neighbouring dwellings, the nearest property is over 100m away from this site. However, bearing in mind the land on which the building will be sited is set at a much higher level, and bearing in mind the comments from the Specialist Landscape Advisor who mentions further mitigation planting would be required along this boundary in order to provide satisfactory landscape screening, providing that the site is sufficiently screened by trees, hedges and various types of planting on the boundary, the development will have little if no impact on the nearby residents. Objections from the nearby residents also include an increase in noise and smell to the area, however given that this is in a rural area, I do not consider this to be a material consideration. In addition, residents also raise concerns over the drainage of the site, in particular any potential run off into the nearby River Loud. The Environmental Health Officer too has raised this, and as such a relevant condition will be placed on the proposal to ensure that these details can be assessed effectively.
Finally, with regard to any other comments made by the objectors, I feel I have covered the majority of comments raised, within the above report. Therefore, whilst I am mindful of the comments from nearby neighbours, agricultural justification for a building of this size in this location has been demonstrated and, given its location adjacent to existing buildings, I consider the scheme to comply with the relevant policies, and as such to be acceptable.

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

The proposal represents an appropriate form of development and given its design, size and location would not result in visual detriment to the surrounding countryside, nor would its use have an adverse impact on highway safety.

RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be GRANTED subject to the following condition(s):

1.
Precise specifications or samples of the materials to be used for the walls and roof of the approved building, including their colour and texture, shall have been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority before their use in the proposed works.


REASON:  In order that the Local Planning Authority may ensure that the materials to be used are appropriate to the locality in accordance with Policies G1 and ENV1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan ensuring a satisfactory standard of appearance given the location of the site within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

2.
No development approved by this permission shall be commenced until a scheme for the containment and storage of litter/waste has been approved by the Local Planning Authority.  Such a scheme shall be constructed and completed in accordance with the approved plans.


REASON:  In accordance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan preventing pollution of the water environment.

3.
No development approved by this permission shall be commenced until the Local Planning Authority has approved a scheme for the disposal of foul and surface waters.  Such a scheme shall be constructed and completed in accordance with the approved plans.


REASON:  To ensure a satisfactory means of drainage in accordance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

4.
Prior to the commencement of development, an arboricultural implications assessment shall be carried out to assess the impact of the proposal on the existing trees adjacent to the western edge of the proposed building area, and shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.


REASON: In order to ensure that any trees affected by development and considered to be of visual, historic or botanical value are afforded maximum physical protection from the adverse affects of development, and in order to comply with planning policies G1 and ENV13 of the District Wide Local Plan.

5.
The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until details of the landscaping and screening of the site including wherever possible the retention of existing trees, have been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority.  The scheme shall indicate, as appropriate, the types and numbers of trees and shrubs, their distribution on site, those areas to be seeded, turfed, paved or hard landscaped, including details of any changes of level or landform and the types and details of all fencing and screening.  


The approved landscaping scheme shall be implemented in the first planting season following occupation or use of the development, whether in whole or part and shall be maintained thereafter to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority.  This maintenance shall include the replacement of any tree or shrub, which is removed, or dies, or is seriously damaged, or becomes seriously diseased, by a species of similar size to those originally planted.


REASON:  In the interests of the amenity of the area and to comply with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

6.
Prior to commencement of any site works, including delivery of building materials and excavations for foundations or services all trees identified shall be protected in accordance with the BS5837 [Trees in Relation to Construction] and which shall be agreed in writing. 


The root protection zone shall be 12 x the DBH and must cover at least the entire branch spread of the trees, [the area of the root soil environment from the trunk to the edge of the branch spread] and shall remain in place until all building work has been completed and all excess materials have been removed from site including soil/spoil and rubble.


During the building works no excavations or changes in ground levels shall take place and no building materials/spoil/soil/rubble shall be stored or redistributed within the protection zone, in addition no impermeable surfacing shall be constructed within the protection zone.


No tree surgery or pruning shall be implemented with out prior written consent, which will only be granted when the local authority is satisfied that it is necessary, will be in accordance with BS3998 for tree work and carried out by an approved arboricultural contractor.


REASON: In order to ensure that any trees affected by development and considered to be of visual, historic or botanical value are afforded maximum physical protection from the adverse affects of development, and in order to comply with planning policies G1 and ENV13 of the District Wide Local Plan.

NOTES


1.
Consent of the Environment Agency is required prior to the discharge of effluent to surface or underground waters.  Consent will only be considered if discharge to the foul sewer is not practicable, in which case the applicant should consider:

(i)   Construction of a soakaway area with no residual discharge to watercourse.

(ii)  Construction of a soakaway area with a high level overflow discharging to watercourse.


Direct discharge to watercourse which will only be considered where options (i) and (ii) are impracticable. The applicant should be advised to contact the Environment Agency, Area Planning Liaison Officer, Lutra House, Dodd Way, Off Seedlee Road, Walton Summit, Bamber Bridge, Preston PR5 8BX for any option not involving discharge to foul sewer.

2.
No building material or rubbish must find its way into the watercourse.

3.
The facilities must comply with the Control of Pollution (Silage, Slurry and Agricultural Fuel Oil) Regulations 1991 (as amended 1997)


Site operators should ensure that there is no possibility of contaminated water entering and polluting surface or underground waters.

4.
The foul drainage from the proposed development shall be discharged to a septic tank and soakaway system which meets the requirements of British Standard BS6297:1983, there shall be no connection to any watercourse or land drainage system and no part of the soakaway system is situated within 10m of any ditch or watercourse or within 50m of any well, borehole or spring.

5.
Under the terms of the Water Resources Act 1991, the prior written consent of the Environment Agency may be required for any discharge of sewage or trade effluent into water including groundwater and may be required for any discharge of surface water liable to contamination of such controlled waters or for any discharge of sewage or trade effluent from buildings or fixed plant or into waters which are not controlled waters.  Such consents must comply with the requirements of the Groundwater Regulations 1998 including prior investigation, technical precautions and requisite surveillance and may be withheld.  (Controlled waters include rivers, streams, groundwater, reservoirs, estuaries and coastal waters).

6.
The proposed development must comply fully with the terms of the Control of Pollution (Silage, Slurry and Agricultural Fuel Oils) Regulations 1991, (as amended 1997).

7.
The proposals must fully comply with the DEFRA “Code of Good Agricultural Practice for the Protection of Water”.  Guidance can be obtained from DEFRA or NFU.

APPLICATION NO: 3/2008/0325/P
(GRID REF: SD 362151 431257)

PROPOSED RESERVED MATTERS APPLICATION FOR THE MFST FACILITY BUILDING AT BRITISH AEROSPACE SYSTEMS, SAMLESBURY AERODROME, BALDERSTONE

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	No observations received at the time of preparing the report.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	No representations have been received.




Proposal

This is a reserved matters application for a building to provide support and capability for the production facilities at the British Aerospace site.  Outline planning permission was granted in June 2007 for major redevelopment of the site which included this building.  The building is located behind No. 2 shed and is effectively screened by existing buildings.  The overall footprint is approximately 31m x 32m and would have a maximum height to eaves of 8.5m.  It is to be predominantly cladded by a similar material to the existing buildings within the site with a small brick plinth at lower level.  The building would have a mezzanine floor which would provide additional accommodation.   

Site Location

The building is situated within the main complex of the British Aerospace site situated at Samlesbury.  

Relevant History

3/2006/0583 – Outline permission for expansion of existing aerospace business incorporating industrial buildings, office space, car parking, reception building and restaurant.  Approved with conditions.  

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy EMP8 - Extensions/Expansions of Existing Firms.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The main issues to consider relate to the design of the building and its visual impact given that the principle of development has been established under the outline consent reference 3/2006/0583.  I am satisfied that the building is subservient to the main complex and that this would not lead to any visual impact.

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

The proposal has no significant detrimental impact on nearby residential amenity nor would it have an adverse visual impact.

RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be GRANTED.

C
APPLICATIONS WHICH THE Director of Development Services RECOMMENDS FOR REFUSAL

APPLICATION NO:
3/2007/0984/P
(GRID REF: SD 377288 450452)

PROPOSED CHANGE OF USE OF REDUNDANT BARN TO AGRICULTURAL WORKERS DWELLING (RESUBMISSION) AT WYCONGILL FARM, HOLDEN LANE, BOLTON BY BOWLAND

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	No representations have been received at the time of report preparation.

	
	
	

	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY ARCHEOLOGIST):
	No objections subject to a condition requiring a programme of building recording and analysis.  

	
	

	COUNTY LAND AGENCY MANAGER:
	The County Land Agency Manager explains the background to this application and gives his assessment as follows.



	
	The applicants, Mr and Mrs Leeming, are applying for planning permission for the change of use of a traditionally constructed agricultural building into an agricultural workers dwelling.  As the current application constitutes a re-submission of application 07/363 for which I undertook a site inspection and met the applicants’ two sons, I have not done either of these in respect of this application.  The supporting information included with the current application and the information relating to two earlier applications form the basis of my appraisal.



	
	The basis of submission of the current application is that whilst there exists two agricultural workers dwellings on the unit there are not two dwellings available for occupation by the two key agricultural workers as Mr and Mrs Lemming (senior) wish to remain in occupation of the farmhouse.  Their son, Malcolm who is married and also lives in the farmhouse requires a separate living area to his parents.



	
	The following three issues are raised by the applicant’s agent in support of the application.



	
	· The principle issue raised is the lack of availability of accommodation at the farm given that there are three families who live at the farmstead i.e. Mr and Mrs J Leeming, Mr and Mrs S Leeming and Mr and Mrs M Leeming and two dwellings exist.  In support of the application three Appeal Decisions have been provided on the basis that these draw parallels with the applicants’ situation; in particular having regard to forcing a current occupier of a dwelling i.e. in this case a retired farmer to vacate it to allow its occupation by an agricultural worker.
· The fact that it is an existing building does not add to the built form of the farmstead site.
· Mr J Leeming’s ill-health requires 24 hour supervision which his wife provides most of the time, but his sons i.e. Messrs Malcolm and Steven Leeming also assist with their father’s care.


	
	Whilst the three appeal decisions might relate to similar cases, it is evident when reading the full contents of the Inspector’s decision that each of the cases referred to are not directly comparable in all respects to the applicant’s situation.



	
	With regard to the applicants’ situation, clearly Mr and Mrs J Leeming are retired from agricultural operations as this is now jointly managed by Steven and Malcolm Leeming.  I do not feel it should be over-looked that at the time when application 1999/0042 was being considered the two brothers planned their domestic arrangements around two dwellings at the farmstead i.e. the farmhouse and the one applied for, as their parents were intending to move off site to live near to Clitheroe.  I was advised that the circumstances which changed this was Mr J Leeming’s ill health.



	
	I would advise that it is personal circumstances/preferences which is determining Mr and Mrs J Leeming’s desire to remain living on the unit rather than agricultural operational associated issues.  Whilst Mr and Mrs J Leeming qualify to meet the criteria of the agricultural occupancy condition attached to the farmhouse, I do not feel the spirit of the wording of the condition or the advise of the National Planning Policy contained in Annex A of PPS 7 is intended to allow the applicant’s wish to remain in occupation when there is a clear functional need for a worker to occupy this property in order to provide effective management of the farm’s operations.



	
	The County Land Agency Manager also enclosed a copy of an appeal decision which also looked at a situation where an occupant of the agricultural dwelling was the retired worker and also a direct member of the applicant’s family.  That appeal was dismissed. 

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	None received.


Proposal

Permission is sought for the conversion of a detached stone built barn with a natural stone slate roof into an agricultural workers dwelling.  It has been established and accepted that the functional needs of this farm justify two agricultural workers dwellings on the holding.  Whilst there are two existing dwellings, the applicants contend that one of these (the original farmhouse) is unavailable as it is occupied by the applicants parents who are now retired from farming.  The applicants therefore claim that the proposed dwelling would represent the second agricultural workers dwelling which this enterprise justifies.  

The proposed conversion scheme involves alterations to the roof slope on the northern and southern elevations of the building in order to provide windows to the first floor rooms (rather than these rooms being illuminated by roof lights) and the demolition of a small store at the south western corner of the building.  Otherwise, as the building is structurally sound, no extensive rebuilding works are necessary.  The scheme makes full and appropriate use of existing openings, and the proposed new openings are considered to be appropriate in number design and position on the elevations such that the character of the existing building is properly respected.  Matching materials, including stone heads and sills to the windows, would be used throughout in the conversion works.  

Site Location

Wycongill Farm is situated off the northern side of Holden Lane to the north of Bolton-by-Bowland in the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  The barn to which the application relates is  within the existing farm buildings complex to the east of the existing farmhouse which is a Grade II listed building.

An agricultural workers dwelling, for which planning permission was granted in 1999, is sited to the south of the group of farm buildings.

Relevant History

3/1999/0042/P – Application for second agricultural workers dwelling.  Outline permission granted, subject to conditions, and a Section 106 Agreement which imposes an agricultural tie on the existing farmhouse.

3/2000/0891/P – Application for second agricultural workers dwelling.  Full planning permission granted, subject to conditions.

3/2007/0363/P – Outline application for proposed dwelling to form retirement accommodation or conversion of redundant barn within the same curtilage.  Refused.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV1 - Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Policy H2 - Dwellings in the Open Countryside.

Policy H3 - Agricultural Workers Dwellings.

Policy H4 - Occupancy Conditions.

Policy H5 - Proposals for New Agricultural or Forestry Workers Dwellings.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

There are presently two dwellings at Wycongill Farm.  The original farmhouse is occupied by Mr & Mrs Leeming (Senior) who are now retired from farming and by their recently married son, Malcolm and his wife.  Malcolm and his brother Steven now undertake the management of the farming unit and Steven occupies the second dwelling at the farm for which planning permission was granted under reference 3/199/0042/P.

Previous application 3/2007/0363/P sought outline planning permission for a proposed dwelling to provide retirement accommodation for Mr & Mrs Leeming (Senior) which could have been in the form of the conversion of the barn to which this current application relates.  In his report concerning that application, the Land Agency Manager referred specifically to paragraph 6 of Annex A of PPS7 which makes it clear that agricultural workers dwellings cannot be justified on the basis of providing retirement homes for farmers.  That application was refused by Committee on 14 August 2007 for the following reason:

· As the proposed dwelling is not justified by the agricultural needs of the farm enterprise (as that need is already satisfied by the two existing dwellings at the unit), the proposal is contrary to the advice comprised in Annex A to PPS7 Sustainable Development in Rural Areas.  The proposed dwelling would therefore represent unjustified and inappropriate residential development in the open countryside (and within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty) contrary to Policies G5, H2 and ENV1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.  

In a supporting letter submitted with the application, the applicant’s agent says that this current application is a resubmission of application 3/2007/0363/P but with a key difference.  The previous application, she says, sought to justify the conversion of the barn for a retirement dwelling, whereas the current application proposes that Mr & Mrs Leeming (Senior) remain in the existing farmhouse and the barn is to be converted to provide accommodation for their son, Malcolm and his wife. The agent says that, whilst the difference between the two applications may at first appear subtle, when viewed in conjunction with recent case law and appeal decisions on the subject, the difference has important ramifications. 

The agent states, correctly, that the Council has accepted that there is a need for two dwellings to serve the unit and that this is a proposition which she does not wish to change.  She says that, essentially the crux of the case lies with the fact that, in her opinion, the original farmhouse is not genuinely available to serve the needs of the holding because it is principally occupied by Mr & Mrs Leeming (Senior) who are retired from work on the farm.  

The agent refers to case law in order to support her client’s case.  In particular, she refers to the case of Keen v SSE and Aylesvury Vale District Council wherein the High Court quashed an appeal decision because the Inspector concluded that the needs of the enterprise could be met by an existing dwelling.  The Court held that it was unreasonable to expect that the appellant’s parents should vacate the existing farmhouse to make it available for an active agricultural worker.  The agent also refers to two appeal cases in which the Inspectors both considered that it would be unreasonable to expect the retired parents to vacate their homes in order to make them available for an agricultural worker.  In one of the cases, the Inspector also surmised that the existing farmhouse by virtue of its size and likely price had no realistic prospect of occupation by an agricultural worker should it come on to the market.  

The agent argues that the Keen case established that it is unreasonable to expect retired farm workers who have resided on the holding for many years to vacate their homes in order to make a dwelling available; and that this has been consistently relied upon by Inspectors in appeals where there is a dispute about the availability of existing accommodation.  Thus, she says, ‘the original farmhouse should be discounted from any assessment relating to the number of dwellings needed to serve the unit’.  She also claims that there are no other available dwellings in the immediate locality that would provide the essential on site supervision required for the livestock.  

As stated previously in the report, the County Land Agency Manager does not agree with the agent’s viewpoint.  He considers it to be worthy of note that when application 3/1999/0042 was being considered, the two brothers planned their domestic arrangements around two dwellings at the farmstead ie the farmhouse and the one applied for in that application, as their parents were intending to move off site to live near to Clitheroe, and that the circumstances which have changed this intention relate to the ill health of Mr Leeming (Senior).  He considers that it is the personal circumstances/preferences which is determining Mr & Mrs Leeming (Senior’s) desire to remain living on the unit rather than any agricultural operational issues.  Whilst, as retired farmers, Mr & Mrs Leeming (Senior) would satisfy the agricultural tie which was imposed on the original farmhouse in 1999, he does not feel that the spirit of the wording of the condition or the advice in PPS7 is intended to allow the applicants wish to remain in occupation when there is a clear functional need for a worker to occupy this property in order to provide effective management of the farm’s operations.  

To support his conclusion, the Land Agency Manager also referred to an appeal case which also looked at a situation where an occupant of the agricultural tied dwelling was a retired worker and also a direct member of the appellant’s family.  That appeal was dismissed.  The circumstances, however, are not directly comparable to this application because, in that case, the senior farmer occupied a new agricultural workers dwelling for a relatively short period of time before he retired.  The Inspector was, as stated in his decision letter, ‘inevitably concerned that the new dwelling was occupied by a person employed in agriculture for a very limited period’.  Because of this he regarded the occupancy of the new dwelling by the father as tantamount to the sale of the dwelling from the farm.  

I note the issued raised by the applicant relating to case law but in full knowledge of the case made by the appellant’s agent, the Land Agency Manager remains of the opinion that this application is based on the personal circumstances/preferences of the family rather than issues relating to the operation of the farm, and that it is therefore contrary to the spirit of the advice contained in Annex A of PPS7.  

I do not consider there is a significant difference between this application and the previously refused application.  Both proposals would result in three dwellings at the site with one of them occupied by the retired Mr & Mrs Leeming (Senior) and the other two by the agricultural workers (the two sons) which the functional needs of the enterprise justify.  In the previous application the Land Agency Manager referred to the sentence in Annex A of PPS7 that agricultural needs cannot justify the provision of isolated new dwellings as retirement homes for farmers.  It could be argued that this application seeks to achieve basically the same aim but in a different way.

I am advised by the Land Agency Manager that his position on this application is consistent with the stance which he has taken on similar cases throughout the County.  He also confirms that he would support the Council in defending any appeal if this application is refused.  A representative of the Land Agency Manager will be in attendance at the Committee meeting. 

Notwithstanding the case law referred to by the applicants agent, and in order to be consistent with the recommendation on the previous application (and also with the advice given by the Land Agency Manager in respect of similar applications throughout the County) I recommend that permission be refused for the same reason as that given in the previous application.

In the event that the Committee disagrees with this recommendation and considers the proposal to be acceptable in principle, I consider the detailed aspects of the proposal (ie design, effect on the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty etc) to be acceptable subject to appropriate conditions.

RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be REFUSED for the following reason(s):

1.
As the proposed dwelling is not justified by the agricultural needs of the farm enterprise (as that need is already satisfied by the two existing dwellings at the unit), the proposal is contrary to the advice comprised in Annex A to PPS7 Sustainable Development in Rural Areas.  The proposed dwelling would therefore represent unjustified and inappropriate residential development in the open countryside (and within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty) contrary to Policies G5, H2 and ENV1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.  

APPLICATION NO: 3/2008/0147/P (LBC) & 3/2008/0148/P (PA)  (GRID REF: SD 374 280 441 570)

PROPOSED CHANGE OF USE TO RESTAURANT – CLASS A3 USE, AT NATIONAL BUILDINGS, MOOR LANE, CLITHEROE

	TOWN COUNCIL:
	No objections.

	
	
	

	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY SURVEYOR):
	Concern at level of information submitted but final comments of 15 April 2008 - Recommend refusal on highway safety grounds as the means of access has not been resolved and the lack of any parking provision would be detrimental to road safety.  The unresolved highway issues are:



	
	1.
	There is no control of vehicular movement to/from Moor Lane along the “open” access.  This is out of character with other premises along Moor Lane.



	
	2.
	Pedestrians are particularly vulnerable along the “open” access, covering a distance of 19m.



	
	3.
	Are the kerbs to be dropped along this entire length?

	
	4.
	There is no off-street parking provided and no mobility provision.  There is no off-street parking within 200m of the site.  This would clearly lead to a significant increase in the attraction of vehicles and pedestrians to the site, which has no off-street parking or dedicated servicing facilities.  The development will therefore lead to an increase in demand for on-street parking, servicing and manoeuvring, which in close proximity to a road junction and on a busy road will increase conflict and therefore increase the risk of an accident to the detriment of road safety.



	
	5.
	Is the route for vehicle access a modelled swept path or a visualisation of an intended route for delivery/service vehicles?



	
	6.
	How is the entry/exit system to be identified on site and maintained?



	ENGLISH HERITAGE:
	Following receipt of amended plan still recommends refusal as the scheme would be detrimental to highway safety. Do not wish to offer any comments on this occasion.  Determine in accordance with national local policy guidance, and on the basis of RVBC specialist conservation advice.



	HISTORIC AMENITY SOCIETIES:


	Consulted, no representations received.

	RVBC ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH:
	The layout of the kitchen appears to be satisfactory.  All fixtures and finishes must comply with Regulation (EC) 852/2004 and the sanitary accommodation must comply with BS6465.



	
	To reduce the risk of slipping and tripping accidents to staff and customers, it is strongly recommended that a dumb waiter lift is provided in a suitable position.  This will negate the need for staff to have to carry hot food up to the first floor dining area and the associated risk of falling whilst carrying trays of food, whilst ascending the stairs or whilst carrying used plates and utensils whilst descending the stairs.  A dumb waiter will also reduce the risk of spillages on the stairs which may endanger the health and safety of customers and staff.  The duty to protect members of staff and the public are detailed in Section 2 and Section 3 of the Health and Safety At Work etc Act 1974.



	
	The floor surfaces in the kitchen restaurant must have a suitable grip co-efficient which must perform satisfactorily when contaminated with food debris and liquid.  A duty to provide a non-slip floor is covered in Regulation 12 of the Workplace Health, Safety and Welfare Regulations 1992.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	Clitheroe Civic Society do not object to the change of use.  However, there is objection to the following proposed alterations to the building:



	
	1.
	Window changes, particularly front elevations.  Removal of stone sills and lower jambs to create 6 French windows is totally unacceptable and would be vandalism, if allowed.  Existing character irrevocably changed.  Building was listed to prevent this.



	
	2.
	Changes to the number of panes in front windows.  The existing 8 and 6 pane pattern preserves the balance and symmetry of the original design and building character.



	
	3
	Loss of the large double window with original openings and catches and the deep internal window sills.



	
	4.
	Loss of the interesting internal beam which could be incorporated in internal alterations.



	
	5.
	Loss of the internal archway which could be incorporated in internal alterations.



	
	6.
	Loss of the existing door – glass doors would be totally inappropriate and would not retain the character of a 19th century school.



	
	7.
	The removal of irreplaceable and original (1839) architectural features is unacceptable to this historic listed building which is in a key position in the Clitheroe Conservation Area.


Proposal

Planning permission and listed building consent is sought for the change of use of the National Buildings to a restaurant (Class A3 Use) and associated works to the listed building.  The existing use of the premises is described as ‘electrical wholesalers’ on the application form.

The originally submitted plans proposed the demolition of a substantial amount of important historic fabric in the original (1839) build.  This included the dropping down of all six front elevation ground floor windows to form French windows, replacement of all historic school windows with double glazed windows to a different style, demolition of a large central section (3.5m x 9m) of historic first flooring and demolition of a 5m section of rear ground floor walling (containing two historic windows/openings).  Revised plans received 30 April 2008 have deleted the front elevation window drop downs from the scheme.  

The submitted scheme includes little information or justification as to the impact of works on the character and setting of the listed building.  A design and access statement has not been submitted.

The application form states that 18 staff will be employed as a result of the development.  Car parking and servicing arrangements will be as existing, there is to be no change to existing vehicular and pedestrian access and the estimated number of vehicles visiting the site each day is unknown.  

Site Location

The list description refers to the National Buildings as a Grade II listed junior school of 1839.  It is prominently sited within Clitheroe Conservation Area at the junction of Moor Lane, Woone Lane, Whalley Road and Lowergate and its elevation above general ground level makes it conspicuous in views on the approach to Clitheroe Town Centre.  The site adjoins Clitheroe Castle’s historic park and garden (Grade II listed) County Biological Heritage Site, essential open space (Policy G6 of the Local Plan) and public open space in recreational use (Policy RT10 of the Local Plan).

National Buildings is currently vacant but was last occupied by an electronics company.  The site is outside of the Clitheroe main shopping centre (Policy S1 of the Local Plan).

Relevant History

92/0328/P – Extension to rear of building and refurbishment of front elevation.  Listed building consent granted 7 July 1992.

92/0327/P – Extension and alterations to existing buildings and parking area and refurbishment of front elevation.  Planning permission granted 10 July 1992.

92/0326/P – Display of a freestanding painted sign.  Advertisement consent granted 7 July 1992.

83/355/P – Extension to existing premises to form micro processor development and manufacturing area.  Planning permission granted 15 July 1983.

6/2/890 – Outline application for extension to existing building, comprising ground floor – covered loading and parking space and first floor – commercial space.  Planning permission granted 7 February 1961.

6/2/1193 – Change of use from grocery warehouse to provision of internal fittings for grocery retail for pre-packed foods.  Planning permission refused 4 September 1964.

6/2/949 – Construction of external staircase and canopy to existing loading bay.  Change of use to first floor to social purposes.  Planning permission granted 5 October 1961.

6/2/1420 – Change of use from warehouse to club premises.  Planning permission granted January 1967.

6/2/1015 – Erection of staircase against gable wall and details of canopy construction.  Planning permission granted 6 June 1962.

6/2/28 – Garment workroom.  Planning permission granted 5 January 1949.

Relevant Policies

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Policy ENV20 - Proposals Involving Partial Demolition/Alteration of Listed Buildings.

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings.

Policy ENV21 - Historic Parks and Gardens.

Joint Lancashire Structure Plan Policy 21.

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy T7 - Parking Provision.

Policy EMP11 - Loss of Employment Land.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The main considerations in the determination of the listed building consent application are the impact of works on the listed building’s special architectural and historic interest (including fabric) and setting and the impact of works on the character and appearance of Clitheroe Conservation Area.  Additional considerations in the determination of the planning application are the impact of proposals upon adjoining and nearby uses and residents, the appropriateness of proposed land use change and highway safety.

The paucity of information submitted concerning the importance of historic fabric to be demolished/altered and the impact of proposed works on the historic fabric has made consideration of the applications difficult.  Furthermore, the substantial and significant changes proposed have not been justified in the context of the current scheme or the future use and occupancy of the building.

It is noted that PPG15 paragraph 2.11 states that “(local planning authorities) should expect developers to assess the likely impact of their proposals on the special interest of the site or structure in question, and to provide such written information as drawings or may be required to understand the significance of a site or structure before an application is determined”.

PPG15 is also relevant at paragraph C.2 “Each historic building has its own characteristics which are usually related to an original or subsequent function.  These should, as far as possible, be respected when proposals for alterations are put forward”.  Paragraph C.3 states that “Alterations should be based on a proper understanding of the structure.  New work should be fitted to the old to ensure the survival of as much historic fabric as is practicable.  Old work should not be sacrificed merely to accommodate the new”.

In my opinion, the works that can be ascertained (eg an air conditioning system is shown – what is its impact on the remaining historic first flooring?) from the submitted information would be very harmful to the character of the listed building.  Whilst windows may not be original they are historic and of a style typical for a school - PPG15 paragraphs C.5 (subsequent historic additions to historic buildings) and C.42 (proposals for the return of windows to an original style) both emphasise the importance of historic changes to historic buildings as part of their organic history.  The demolition of new walling and flooring has not been justified and I note that PPG15 paragraph C.58 states that “The plan of a building is one of its most important characteristics.  Interior plans and individual features of interest should be respected and left unaltered as far as possible”.

It is recognised that significant compromises including loss of historic fabric, often have to be made to secure the future use of historic buildings.  However, in this case, no information or justification has been provided to even consider the difficult balance of issues, including any possible less damaging alternatives.  Furthermore, I am concerned that whilst the works might meet the applicants immediate preferences, they do not result in a ‘loose fit’ re-use and prejudice the occupation of the building in the long term.

I am mindful of the comments of the County Highways Officer and would agree that the proposed development significantly compromises highway safety.  Mindful of the impact upon highway safety, and the effect on the listed building, I do not consider the change of use to be appropriate.

RECOMMENDATION: Refuse listed building consent for the following reason:

1.
The proposed works to important historic flooring, walling and fenestration would appear to be unnecessary and harmful to the character and setting of the listed building and the character and appearance of Clitheroe Conservation Area.

RECOMMENDATION 2: Refuse planning permission for the following reasons:

1.
The proposed works to important historic flooring, walling and fenestration would appear to be unnecessary and harmful to the character and setting of the listed building and the character and appearance of Clitheroe Conservation Area and as such be contrary to Policies G1, ENV16, ENV19, ENV20 and ENV21 of the Districtwide Local Plan and Policy 21 of the Joint Lancashire Structure Plan. 

2.
The proposed development would be detrimental to highway safety because of the means of access and lack of parking provision and as such be contrary to Policy G1 of the Districtwide Local Plan.

INFORMATION / DECISION
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