RIBBLE VALLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL

REPORT TO PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

                                             
  

                               Agenda Item No   
meeting date:
THURSDAY, 11 SEPTEMBER 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:

	3/2008/0174/P
	Demolition of existing garage and rebuild
	Plane Tree Cottage

56 Fell Brow, Longridge

	3/2008/0234/P
	Construction of new boy’s changing accommodation linking to the existing girls changing rooms and sports hall.  Provision of associated external works 
	The Old Gymnasium

St Mary’s Hall

	3/2008/0235/P

(LBC)
	Extension of existing girl’s changing accommodation to construct new boys changing accommodation and associated external works to form paths, wheelchair access, ramps, steps and low walls with railings 
	The Old Gymnasium

St Mary’s Hall

	3/2008/0398/P
	Two storey extension to provide additional kitchen space, utility room and sunlounge at ground floor and a master bedroom with en-suite at first floor.  A single car detached garage is proposed off Sutherland Close set into banking
	16 Sutherland Close

Wilpshire

	3/2008/0426/P
	Remove existing pine cladding, bench seat and cupboard from internal studded wall, and replace the plasterboard keeping the existing door 
	The Old Reading Room

Newton-in-Bowland

	3/2008/0433/P
	Single storey rear extension to create family kitchen and sitting room
	11 Hippings Way, Clitheroe

	3/2008/0467/P
	Proposed two storey side extensions to residential dwellings
	1 and 2 Park Gate Cottages

Whitewell Estate, Cow Ark

	3/2008/0473/P
	Proposed extensions to form new garden room to rear and entrance porch to front
	Polperro, Ribchester Road

Dinckley

	3/2008/0481/P
	Rear dormer 
	59 Hob Green

Mellor

	3/2008/0484/P
	Two totem pole signs advertising Clitheroe Auction Mart and Silverwoods Auctioneers
	Clitheroe Auction Mart

Lincoln Way

Clitheroe

	
	
	

	
	
	

	3/2008/0485/P
	Relaxation of condition 2 of 3/2007/0227/P.  The new condition to read “these are the premises in accordance with this permission shall be restricted to the hours between 0800 and 0030 Sunday to Thursday and 0800 to 0130 Friday and Saturday 
	Carlito’s

Bank House

York Street

Clitheroe

	3/2008/0488/P
	Proposed dormer window to existing bedroom
	14 Bryers Croft

Wilpshire

	3/2008/0489/P
	The removal of the existing conservatory and the construction of a new lounge/ day room using masonry construction and a traditional pitched roof, all to match the existing property
	3 Chestnut Crescent

Barrow

	3/2008/0490/P
	Proposed family room extension and construction of a single garage to replace existing
	1 Manor Avenue

Ribchester

	3/2008/0491/P (LBC)
	Insertion of a new rear elevation window and the addition of one window to the side of the proposed single storey extension as permitted by the planning consent granted 3/2006/0927/P
	1 Edisford Hall Cottages

Edisford Bridge

Clitheroe

	3/2008/0494/P
	First floor extension with balcony
	37 Kenilworth Drive

Clitheroe

	3/2008/0495/P
	Extension to existing lairage building providing offices and amenities at existing meat processing factory creating 179m2 additional floor area
	Rose County Foods

Gisburn Road

Sawley

	3/2008/0497/P
	One square shaped non-illuminated sign (dimensions 0.54m x 0.62m)
	Houldsworth Solicitors

2-4 Duck Street, Clitheroe

	3/2008/0504/P
	Proposed two storey side and single storey rear extensions 
	97 Ribchester Road

Clayton-le-Dale

	3/2008/0506/P
	Extension above garage
	18 Berkeley Drive

Read

	3/2008/0509/P
	Removal of condition 5 and condition 6 of planning consent 3/2005/0783/P relating to personal and specific consent
	Field Barn

Old Langho Road

Old Langho

	3/2008/0510/P
	Single storey rear extensions and porch including demolition of existing outbuilding 
	Smithy Cottage, Walker Fold

Chaigley

	3/2008/0513/P
	Two storey extension to side of property.  Work to include demolition of existing garage  
	Mire Wood Barn

Osbaldeston Lane

Osbaldeston

	3/2008/0515/P
	Formation of new glazed link building and alteration of existing garage
	Lowergate Barn

Twiston Lane

Twiston

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	3/2008/0517/P
	Erection of replacement dwelling, following demolition of the existing farmhouse and former agricultural buildings. Access improvements. Re-submission of approved scheme incorporating design amendments (App No. 3/2007/1115/P)
	Fields House Farm

Edisford Road

Waddington

	3/2008/0519/P
	Proposed single storey rear extension 
	41 West View

Clitheroe

	3/2008/0520/P
	It is proposed to erect a hardwood ‘C’ shape conservatory on the rear elevation of the dwelling. Re-submission 
	80 Downham Road

Chatburn

	3/2008/0522/P
	Amendments to existing driveway route, and relocated access feature to front forecourt

	Chadswell Hall

Chipping Road

Chaigley

	3/2008/0524/P
	Detached double garage with storage in loft area
	2 The Cottages

Mitton Road, Whalley

	3/2008/0525/P
	Extension to existing surface yard canopy
	Homebase

Queensway, Clitheroe

	3/2008/0527/P
	Agricultural building (resubmission) 
	Horton Grange Farm

Horton-in-Craven

	3/2008/0535/P
	Demolish rear porch and replace with a new conservatory 
	68 Pimlico Road

Clitheroe

	3/2008/0537/P
	Single storey rear and side extension providing enlarged living room, kitchen and a utility room
	1 Queen Street

Clitheroe

	3/2008/0539/P
	Proposed two-storey side extension, rear conservatory and front entrance canopy 
	108 Preston Road

Longridge

	3/2008/0543/P
	Conversion/extension of garage to form living accommodation (Granny Annex type)
	Myre Fold House

Longsight Road

Clayton-le-Dale

	3/2008/0500/P
	Change of use of unmarked section of car park to create an outside dining area  
	Swan Hotel, 62 King Street

Whalley

	3/2008/0552/P
	Proposed Garden Room extension at rear of the dwelling and associated building works 
	23 Somerset Avenue

Wilpshire

	3/2008/0554/P
	Proposed dormer to the rear of the property. Conversion of the loft space into a bedroom at the front of the property incorporating two Velux windows. Extension to kitchen. Re-submission 
	51 Castle View

Clitheroe

	3/2008/0556/P
	General purpose portal frame building
	Alker Bottoms Farm

Clayton-le-Dale

	3/2008/0555/P
	Rear conservatory 
	44 River Lea Gardens

Clitheroe

	3/2008/0566/P
	Extension of existing agricultural building 
	Mason House Farm

Bashall Eaves

	
	
	

	3/2008/0572/P
	Proposed kitchen/siting room extension
	1 Vicarage Lane, Wilpshire

	3/2008/0573/P
	Remodelling of front entrance and extension to form enlarged cloakroom and store
	Pendle CP School

Princess Avenue

Clitheroe

	3/2008/0576/P
	To vary Condition no. 5 of Planning Consent 3/2008/0091/P, to allow the end cottage to be used as a holiday let as it has parking facilities
	Deerstones

Newton-in-Bowland

Clitheroe

	3/2008/0578/P
	Single storey garden room extension to rear of property
	Ease Farm House

Gallows Lane, Ribchester

	3/2008/0587/P
	Proposed double garage 
	Myre Fold House, Longsight Road, Clayton-le-Dale

	3/2008/0595/P
	Ground floor extension to rear of the property to provide kitchen and dining room and office/study. Roof works to the rear of the property to provide headroom over the stairs and to accommodate ground floor extension
	Astley House

Parsonage Lane

Chipping

	3/2008/0602/P
	Proposed bedroom extension over existing kitchen
	83 Ribchester Road

Clayton-le-Dale

	3/2008/0619/P
	Proposed wall mounted perspex signboards with overhead longitudinal tubular light fittings (re-submission)
	53 Higher Road, Longridge

	3/2008/0620/P
	Utility room extension and garden room
	High Royd, Cunliffe Lane

Wiswell

	3/2008/0626/P
	Erection of a single storey unheated garden room to rear of property
	Snodworth Farm

Snodworth Road, Langho

	3/2008/0632/P
	Change of use of outside area to seating area 
	National Buildings

Moor Lane, Clitheroe

	3/2008/0633/P
	Change of use of outside area to seating area 
	National Buildings

Moor Lane, Clitheroe


APPLICATIONS REFUSED

	Plan No:
	Proposal:
	Location:
	Reasons for Refusal

	3/2008/0361/P
	To fit a satellite dish, mesh type 0.74m elliptical and grey colour, to the south facing wall of the building, (front elevation)  
	Martins 

27-29 Castle Street

Clitheroe
	ENV16 & ENV19 – Incongruous element to the detriment of a listed building and street scene in general.

	3/2008/0372/P
	To fit a satellite dish, mesh type 0.74 metres elliptical and grey colour, to the south facing wall of the building, (front elevation) at 
	Martin

27-29 Castle Street

Clitheroe
	ENV16 & ENV19 – Incongruous element to the detriment of a listed building and street scene in general.

	3/2008/0496/P

(LBC)
	Three advertising signs (one illuminated) on the Duck Street elevation 
	Houldsworths Solicitors

2-4 Duck Street

Clitheroe
	G1, ENV19 – detrimental to character and setting of listed building.

	3/2008/0497/P
	One internally illuminated wall mounted sign (at first floor level) and one non-illuminated sign (at eye level)
	Houldsworths Solicitors

2-4 Duck Street

Clitheroe
	G1, ENV16, ENV19 – detrimental to visual amenities of the Conservation Area and character of listed building.

	3/2008/0507/P
	Retrospective application for a replacement fence erected on top of an existing wall
	4 Moorland Road

Langho
	The proposed fence by virtue of its scale is considered detrimental to the visual amenities of the street scene due to the change it will have on the open plan character of the area and is therefore contrary to Policies G1 of the Districtwide Local Plan.  

	3/2008/0516/P

(LBC)
	Two storey extension to the north side of the property to provide a study and utility at ground floor and an en-suite shower room at first floor
	Marl Hill Barn

Easington Road

Cow Ark
	The proposed extension would be harmful to the character and setting of the listed building because the projecting extension would be prominent, residential in character and disruptive to the historic agricultural character of the site.

	3/2008/0518/P
	Creation of a stable block and access track 

(Re-submission of 3/2007/1080/P)
	Land adjacent Briar Cottage, Knowle Green
	Policies G1, G5 and ENV1 – harmful and adverse impact on the visual amenity of the A.O.N.B.

	3/2008/0530/P


	Bedroom extension above existing rest room and new kitchen/dining lean-to extension at 
	Fell View Barn

Baygate

Bolton-by-Bowland
	G1, H10 and ENV1 - Extension to the detriment of character of building and visual amenity, bearing in mind the location within the AONB.

	3/2008/0534/P
	Two storey extension to the north side of the property to provide a study and utility at ground floor and an en-suite shower room at first floor
	Marl Hill Barn

Easington Road

Cow Ark
	The proposed extension would be harmful to the character and setting of the listed building because the projecting extension would be prominent, residential in character and disruptive to the historic agricultural character of the site.
 

	3/2008/0541/P
	Construct rear conservatory. Part re-submission of application 3/2008/0271
	5 Kiln Close

Clitheroe
	G1, H10 and SPG “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings” – Prominent and incongruous feature to the detriment of the appearance of the property itself and the street scene in general.



	3/2008/0545/P
	Extension of existing staff room with installation of new lift and female toilet
	Whalley C of E School

Church Lane

Whalley
	G1, ENV16, ENV19 – over dominant extension to detriment of visual characteristics of Conservation Area and setting of listed building.


CERTIFICATE OF LAWFULNESS FOR AN EXISTING USE OR ACTIVITY IN BREACH OF PLANNING CONDITION 

	Plan No:
	Proposal:
	Location:

	3/2008/0441/P
	Certificate of Lawfulness for an existing use or operation for the use of 6 no. chalet style houses as holiday cottages at Chalets 
	Haggs Hall Fields forming part of Ramsgreave Hall Farm, Ramsgreave Road

Ramsgreave

Blackburn


APPLICATIONS WITHDRAWN

	Plan No:
	Proposal:
	Location:

	3/2008/0457/P
	Single storey garden room extension and associated external works
	Rodhill House

Smalden Lane

Grindleton

	3/2008/0523/P
	Retrospective approximately for change of use of agricultural land to residential curtilage and alterations to access
	Charnley Cottage

Preston Road

Longridge


APPEALS UPDATE

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

	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
	_
	
	AWAITING DECISION

	3/2007/0736 & 0737

D
	11.4.08
	Mr & Mrs H Johnston

Proposed conservatory to side elevation (Resubmission)

Rodhill Lodge

Bolton-by-Bowland
	WR
	_
	APPEAL DISMISSED 8.8.08

	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
	_
	APPEAL ALLOWED

12.8.08

	3/2007/1146

D
	21.4.08
	Mark Bowie

Rear entrance porch

Riddings Farm

Birdy Brow

Chaigley
	WR
	​_
	AWAITING DECISION

	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
	_
	APPEAL DISMISSED 12.8.08

	3/2007/1071

C
	2.6.08
	Langtree Homes Ltd

7no. detached dwellings each with associated work unit together with associated infrastructure (resubmission)

Land at Cherry Drive, Brockhall Village, Old Langho
	_
	Hearing – date to be arranged
	

	3/2008/0008

D
	25.6.08
	Miss Kathryn McNicholas

Demolition of two storey rear extension and erection of three storey rear extension, and internal alterations (resubmission)

57 Mellor Lane

Mellor
	WR
	_
	Awaiting site visit

	3/2007/0911

D
	3.7.08
	Mr & Mrs K Sanderson

Retrospective application for the siting of a mobile home for a three year period for use as a temporary farm workers dwelling

Brookside Farm

Moss Side Lane

Thornley
	_
	Hearing – date to be arranged
	

	3/2008/0301

D
	3.7.08
	Mr D Simpson

Proposed first floor extension and small ground floor extension

Smithy Cottage

Settle Road

Bolton-by-Bowland
	WR
	_
	Awaiting site visit

	3/2007/0046

D
	9.7.08
	David Sunderland

Extension of residential curtilage and formation of new driveway to house

Land west of

Bramley Farmhouse

Clerk Hill Road

Wiswell
	WR
	_
	Awaiting site visit

	3/2008/0264

D
	18.7.08
	Sally Thorogood

Extension over garage

14 Back Lane

Rimington
	WR
	_
	Awaiting site visit


LEGEND

D – Delegated decision

C – Committee decision

O – Overturn

PLANNING APPLICATIONS UNDER THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990:

APPLICATION NO:
3/2008/0186/P
(GRID REF: SD 376498 434502)

PROPOSED REDEVELOPMENT OF SITE WITH GROUND FLOOR RETAIL UNIT AND FOUR APARTMENTS AT FRIENDSHIP GARAGE, WHALLEY ROAD, READ

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	Has viewed the application and has no observations to make.

	
	
	

	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY SURVEYOR):
	Has no objections in principle to the application on road safety grounds subject to a condition to require a dwarf wall or similar to be erected along the edge of the parking areas to help define the adjacent pedestrian space as distinct from areas with vehicle manoeuvring.  

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	Two letters have been received from nearby residents in which objections are made on the following grounds:



	
	1.
	Highway safety concerns as the proposed parking provision is inadequate to serve a shop and four flats.  George Lane and Church Street are both too narrow for parking.  The proposal is therefore likely to lead to customers to the shop parking on Whalley Road.  This will mean that visibility for drivers exiting George Lane and Church Street on to Whalley Road will be very poor.  



	
	2.
	Concern expressed about the proposed use of the retail unit and its opening hours, and the resultant effects on nearby residential amenities.


Proposal

Outline planning permission 3/2002/0911/P and reserved matters approval 3/2003/0620/P have been granted for the demolition of the petrol filling station and the erection of a ground floor retail unit with a first floor flat above, the provision of car parking and the construction of a detached dwelling at the rear.  The dwelling has been completed and consent for the rest of the development therefore remains extant.  

That approved scheme includes a ramped access to the front of the shop which is visually rather dominant. In this current application, the proposed building is to be dug into the slope of the land at the rear thereby eliminating the need for the ramp at the front.  In this way, and without raising the overall height of the building, planning permission is now sought for the construction of a two and a half storey building with accommodation at second floor level within the roof space.  Light to the rooms at this level would be provided by pitched roofed dormers on the side elevations, and windows in the gables of all four elevations.  

The internal accommodation would still include a retail unit on the ground floor.  Above this there would now be four apartments each comprising an open plan lounge/kitchen/dining area, bathroom, study and bedroom.  

Site Location

The application relates to the site of the recently demolished petrol filling station on the north side of Whalley Road at the western end of Read within the defined settlement boundary.  The site is bounded to the west and east by the residential streets of George Lane and Church Street.  The commercial properties of Friendship Mill are on the opposite side of Whalley Road.  

Relevant History

3/2002/0911/P – Retail unit with residential flat over and dwelling at the rear.  Conditional outline planning permission granted.

3/2003/0620/P – Retail unit with flat over and dwelling at the rear.  Reserved matters approved subject to condition.

3/2007/0915/P – Proposed re-development of site with ground floor retail unit and 2 No duplex apartments.  Deferred and delegated to approve subject to a Section 106 Agreement which has still not been finalised.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G3 - Settlement Strategy.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The first two applications referred to in the ‘relevant history’ section above related to a development scheme comprising a shop with flat over on the front part of the site, and a dwelling on the rear part of the site.  As the dwelling has been constructed, the permission remains extant such that the shop and flat could be constructed at any time.  

The other application referred to above (3/2007/0915/P) sought planning permission for an alternative re-development of the site, still comprising a retail unit on the ground floor.  Above this it was proposed to provide two duplex apartments each comprising a living room, kitchen/dining area, bathroom, and bedroom at first floor level with two further bedrooms, both with en-suite facilities, at second floor level.  

That previous application was considered by the Committee on 17 January 2007.  It was stated in the report that the only relevant consideration in the determination of the application related to the various effects of the provision of two duplex apartments within a two and a half storey building as opposed to the one flat within a two storey building.  

At that time, the application also had to be considered in relation to the general housing policies which were applicable during the period of the housing moratorium.  In that regard, the additional residential unit was considered to be acceptable because it was to be affordable, and an appropriate draft Section 106 Agreement had been submitted with the application.  However, it was necessary for a decision to be deferred and delegated to officers pending the signing of the Section 106 Agreement by the relevant parties. That Agreement, however, has not been finalised and the application remains undetermined, and will be withdrawn in the event of this current application being approved.  

The applicants agent considers that there would not be any demand for what amounted to two family sized residential units with no outdoor amenity space.  This current application was therefore submitted for four one bedroomed flats, initially on the understanding that three of them would be affordable units subject to an appropriate Section 106 Agreement.  The application was therefore made invalid because it did not include an appropriate draft Agreement.

In the light of recent changes to the Council's housing policies, the applicant now requests that all four flats be regarded as open market units, thereby obviating the need for an Agreement.

Policy G3 of the Local Plan, which is now again applicable, states that within the settlement boundary of Read (and also Mellor Brook and Simonstone) planning permission will be granted for the development and re-development of land wholly within the settlement boundary, not defined as essential open space except that, on large sites, the Council will negotiate to secure an element of affordable housing in accordance with Policy H19 of the Local Plan.  As the site is within the settlement boundary, is not essential open space, and is a small site, the proposal complies with the requirements of Policy G3.  

The footprint of the building will be similar to the existing permission, and its height remains the same as the adjoining terraced house to the east.  In order to overcome building regulations problems with the original roof design, however, amended plans have been received which incorporate gables to the front and rear elevations.  The building will be faced in natural stone and will have a blue slate roof to be in keeping with existing adjoining properties.  I consider the proposal to be acceptable in respect of its design and appearance.  

With regards to impact on adjoining residential amenity and privacy, the only windows in the rear elevation facing the bungalow will be bedroom windows as on the approved scheme.  Windows in the side elevations are mainly secondary windows.  Subject to a condition requiring certain specified windows in the eastern side elevation to be obscure glazed, the amended scheme would not result in any significant overlooking of neighbouring properties and is therefore considered to be acceptable in respect of this particular consideration.  

A nearby resident has expressed concerns about the proposed provision of only four parking spaces at the rear of the building, and the likely consequences of this in respect of highway safety.  The plans, however, show six spaces and, subject to appropriate conditions, the County Surveyor considers the proposal to be acceptable in respect of highway safety considerations.

Another neighbour has expressed concerns about the likely use and opening hours of the retain shop.  Whilst the Planning Authority cannot specify the precise use of the shop, the original permission was subject to an hours of use condition.  I recommend that the same condition be imposed again in the event that this application is approved.  

Overall, therefore, subject to appropriate conditions, the proposal is considered to be acceptable and in accordance with the relevant policies of the Local Plan. 

I therefore recommend accordingly.

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

The proposed development accords with the relevant policies concerning housing provision and would not have any detrimental effect on visual amenity, nearby residential amenity or highway safety.  

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

1.
This permission shall be implemented in accordance with the proposal as amended by letter and plan received on 1 August 2008.


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

2.
No development approved by this permission shall be commenced until a desk study has been undertaken and agreed by the Local Planning Authority to investigate and produce an assessment of the risk of the potential for on-site contamination.  If the desk study identifies potential contamination a detailed site investigation should be carried out to establish the degree and nature of the contamination and its potential to pollute the environment or cause harm to human health.  If remediation measures are necessary they will be implemented in accordance with the assessment and to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority.


REASON:  To ensure a safe form of development that poses no unacceptable risk of pollution to water resources or to human health in accordance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

3.
Prior to the first use of the shop comprised within the development hereby permitted, the existing vehicular accesses from George Street and Church Street shall be physically permanently closed, and the footway and kerbing shall be reinstated in accordance with the Lancashire County Council Specification for Construction of Estate Roads.  Thereafter, there shall be no vehicular access at any time to the forecourt area.


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

4.
There should be no outside storage for the display of any goods for sale on the forecourt area at any time, and this area shall be kept permanently clear of any obstructions whatsoever above footway level.


REASON:  In order to ensure the retention of appropriate highway visibility splays in the interests of highway safety and to comply with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.  

5.
Prior to the first use or occupation of the shop, or any of the residential units comprised in the development hereby permitted, the six car parking spaces shown on the approved plans shall be formed in permanent paving materials to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority.  The access to the parking area shall be ungated and the parking area shall be permanently retained clear of any obstruction to its designated purpose.


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

6.
Prior to the first use of the parking area, a dwarf wall or barrier shall be erected along its edges in accordance with precise details which have first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  


REASON:  In order to define the adjacent pedestrian space as distinct from areas with vehicle manoeuvring in the interests of the highway safety and to comply with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.  

7.
The first floor study and bedroom windows and the second floor study window, all on the rear part of the eastern side elevation, shall all be fitted with obscured glazing to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority, and shall remain in the manner in perpetuity, unless the Local Planning Authority gives written permission for any variation of this requirement.


REASON:  In the interests of the privacy of adjoining residents and to comply with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.  

8.
The retailing use of the premises in accordance with this permission shall be restricted to the hours between 0730 hours and 2200 hours Monday to Saturday and 0800 hours to 2100 hours on Sunday and Bank Holidays.  Deliveries to the site shall not take place within the hours 2100 hours to 0630 hours Monday to Friday and 1700 hours to 0630 hours Saturday, Sunday and Bank Holidays.  


REASON:  In the interests of the amenities of nearby residents and to comply with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.  

APPLICATION NO:
3/2008/0532/P (LBC) & 3/2008/0533/P (ADVERTISEMENT CONSENT) (GRID REF: SD 374535 441994) 

PROPOSED RETROSPECTIVE APPLICATIONS FOR LISTED BUILDING CONSENT AND ADVERTISEMENT CONSENT FOR THREE ILLUMINATED SIGNS TO THE FRONT AND REAR ELEVATIONS AT THE GRAND, 18 YORK STREET, CLITHEROE 

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	No objections to either application.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	A letter has been received from a resident of Whalley Road, Clitheroe who makes the point that the photographs submitted with the application show more illumination points on the rear elevation than the one required to illuminate the sign, and this detracts from the historic skyline viewed from the inner bypass.

A letter has been received from the owners/occupiers of a property on York Street which is directly opposite The Grand.  The family objects to the application for reasons which are summarised as follows:



	
	1.
	Applications for signs at the front and rear with back lit static illumination were submitted in 2007.  Bearing in mind objections made by themselves and others, those applications were refused.  Notwithstanding this, such lighting has since been fitted to the fascia canopy which, when illuminated, causes severe disruption to the family.  This installation was in clear disregard of the previous decisions of the Council. 



	
	2.
	Any further lighting on the front of the building is unnecessary, extremely obtrusive and will have a significant detrimental effect on the quality of life of the family.  Their house is literally ten metres across from The Grand and any lighting shines directly into the three bedrooms and their living room which all face directly on to the front of The Grand.  They already suffer from the interior lighting which is disruptive for watching television or trying to sleep.  This is in addition to the increased levels of noise which the household has to endure, again disrupting work, sleep and leisure.



	
	3.
	As a community and arts centre there is no need to have ‘flashy’ exterior lighting, as any events are well publicised and do not reply on passing trade. 


Proposal

The application seeks Listed Building Consent and Advertisement Consent for three signs.  Although described in the submitted applications as ‘retrospective’ at the time of the preparation of this report, only the proposed means of illumination for the signs at the front was in place.  The signs themselves at the front had not been fitted, and, at the rear, neither the sign or its means of external illumination were in place (although there are other lights affixed to the side and rear elevation of the building).  The signs comprise the following:

1.
Two signs both reading ‘The Grand’ in lower case stainless steel letters affixed to the existing front entrance canopy.  Each sign has a maximum height of 0.39m and an overall length of 1.46m.  Static illumination for these signs would be provided by two low intensity blue LED lighting strips which have already been fitted into the recesses above and below the sign panel.

2.
A sign on the rear elevation with its lowest point approximately 4.8m above ground level.  This would also comprise the words ‘The Grand’ in lower case stainless steel letters.  The maximum height of this sign is 0.78m and its overall length is 2.93m.  It would be externally illuminated from above by a single spotlight.  

Site Location

The applications relate to The Grand Community & Arts Centre which is a grade II listed building within the Clitheroe Conservation Area on the south east side of York Street.  

The immediate vicinity comprises a mixture of commercial and residential properties including dwellings on the opposite side of York Street at the front and on Albion Street at the rear.

Relevant History

3/2002/0314/P & 3/2002/0320/P – Applications for planning permission and listed building consent for demolition works, extensions and alterations to provide a performing arts centre and cyber café.  Both approved subject to conditions.

3/2003/0995/P – Listed building consent application for three security cameras.  Approved subject to conditions.

3/2005/0046/P – Restructuring of roof.  Approved subject to conditions.

3/2007/0423/P & 3/2007/0424/P – Applications for Listed Building Consent and Advertisement Consent for external signs with backlit illumination.  Both refused.

Relevant Policies

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings.

Policy ENV20 - Proposals Involving Alteration of Listed Buildings.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The Grand was built as a civic hall in 1873 and converted to a cinema in 1921.  It was listed at grade II in 2000 and is prominently sited within the Clitheroe Conservation Area.  

In March 2003, Listed Building Consent and Planning Permission was granted demolition works, alterations and extensions to create a performing arts centre and cyber café.  At that time the materials for the fascia canopy on the York Street elevation extension were shown as enamelled sheet steel panels supporting cold cathode advertising neon lighting tubes to give illumination of The Grand logo.  No signs were shown to the rear of the building at that time.

Previous applications 3/2007/0423 and 3/2007/0424 related to a scheme of backlit illuminated signs at the front and rear of the building.  At the front it was proposed that the words ‘The Grand’ would be formed three times on the existing canopy in individual backlit letters in a colour and font type which was still to be determined at the time of those applications.  At the rear it was proposed that the words ‘The Grand’ be formed twice at high level in backlit individual letters of unknown colour and font type.

Even though it was difficult to assess fully due to the lack of detail, it was considered that the backlit signs would have detrimental effects on the character of the listed building, the setting of nearby listed buildings and the character and appearance of the Clitheroe Conservation Area.  The applications were both refused accordingly.  

These current applications include the required details of the colour of the letters and their font type.  There is now just one sign at the rear which is to be illuminated externally from above by a single spotlight, and the signs on the fascia canopy are to be illuminated only by the LED strip lights, and not by any back lighting.  The Conservation and Design Officer now considers the type, number and means of illumination of the signs to be appropriate for this listed building within a Conservation Area.  

A Clitheroe resident has referred to the numerous spotlights on the building which are not related to the proposed advertisements.  These do require listed building Consent which has not been sought or granted.  This matter is being addressed separately with the applicants agent.

A family living opposite The Grand have objected strongly to the LED strip lighting on the front canopy due to its detrimental effects on their residential amenities.  They refer to the previously refused applications but I would advise Members that those applications were refused because of detrimental effects upon the listed building and the Conservation Area.  There is no mention in the stated reasons for refusal of any detrimental effects upon the amenities of any nearby residents.  In this town centre location, with street lighting and the predominately glazed frontage of the building, I do not consider that the additional effects of the two LED strip lights on the amenities of those neighbours would represent a legitimate and sustainable reason for refusal of these current applications.  Whilst appreciating the comments of the nearby residents, I therefore consider the current applications to be acceptable.  I therefore recommend accordingly.

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

The proposed signs would not have any seriously detrimental effects upon the character and setting of the listed building or the appearance and character of the Conservation Area.

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

3/2008/0532/P – That Listed Building Consent be granted subject to the following note being included on the Decision Notice:

· This consent relates only to the advertisement signs detailed in the application.  No consent is implied or granted for the spotlights, unrelated to any signs, which have been affixed to the rear and side elevations of the building.

3/2008/0533/P – That Advertisement Consent be granted subject to the following four conditions and one note.

1.
Any advertisement displayed, and any site used for the display of advertisements, shall be maintained in a clean and tidy condition to the reasonable satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority.


REASON:  In the interests of visual amenity and in accordance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

2.
Any structure or hoarding erected or used principally for the purpose of displaying advertisements shall be maintained in a safe condition.


REASON:  Required by the Town and Country Planning (Control of Advertisements) Regulations 1992.

3.
Where an advertisement is required under these Regulations to be removed, the removal shall be carried out to the reasonable satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority.


REASON:  Required by the Town and Country Planning (Control of Advertisements) Regulations 1992.

4.
No advertisement shall be sited or displayed so as to obscure, or hinder the ready interpretation of, any road traffic sign, railway signal or aids to navigation by water or air, or so as otherwise to render hazardous the use of any highway, railway, waterway or aerodrome (civil or military).


REASON: Required by the Town and Country Planning (Control of Advertisements) Regulations 1992.

NOTE

· This consent relates only to the advertisement signs detailed in the application.  No consent is implied or granted for the spotlights, unrelated to any signs, which have been affixed to the rear and side elevations of the building.

APPLICATION NO: 3/2008/0540/P
(GRID REF: SD 379386 451749)

PROPOSED REMOVAL OF CONDITION NO 3 OF PLANNING PERMISSION 3/1982/0592/P RELATING TO AGRICULTURAL OCCUPANCY TO ALLOW OCCUPANCY OF THE PROPERTY WITHOUT RESTRICTION AT LOWER MONUBENT FARM, HELLIFIELD ROAD, BOLTON-BY-BOWLAND

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	Objects to the application for the following reasons:



	
	1.
	This was a farm with permission in 1982 for improvements and extensions into the adjoining shippon subject to a condition that it would be used solely or mainly for a person employed in agriculture as defined in the Town and Country Planning Act and Policy H6 of the Local Plan.



	
	2.
	We believe the condition was properly imposed, appropriate and necessary, and there was no appeal made against it at the time, and the applicant purchased the property with the intention of complying with the condition two years ago.  



	
	3.
	A need in the locality, in the future, could not be ruled out, and an intensive farming system could be adopted which would have a higher labour demand. 



	
	4.
	The price guide with 2.5 acres appears to be over valued.  It has not been marketed to include the option for the land to be purchased as well, as little attempts if any have been made to sell the dwelling together with the whole land holding of 33 acres.



	
	
	

	
	5.
	We believe the essential need for a condition that originally required the extensions and improvements, still applies.

	
	
	

	COUNTY LAND AGENCY MANAGER:
	Makes the following comments as conclusions at the end of a comprehensive report:

· The measures taken to advertise the property, ie ‘for sale’ board, frequency of inserts in the classified sections of the Farming Press and local newspaper, displaying the sales particulars in the office window and the companies internet website are, I feel, sufficient to satisfy the recognised requirement for this type of application.

	
	· I queried previously the advertised market price and whilst a small reduction has been made, the original price was considered by the applicant to be generally appropriate and has provided a second independent valuation to support this view.  On this basis, I feel the price must be appropriate.  

· I feel the survey of farms in the locality has not been undertaken in accordance with the recognised procedures which I have been involved with.  However, I note from the schedule of people who were sent particulars that this appears to be comprehensive and, if there had been interest from any of these, then further contact would have been made by Silverwoods, which does not appear to be the case.

· In view of the above, I feel the measures undertaken before submission of the current application have been sufficient to demonstrate that there is no demand for the property subject to the occupancy condition.  As such, I feel it is reasonable to assume that the occupancy condition has outlived its usefulness.


Proposal

Planning permission 3/1982/0592/P for the extension of the dwelling into an attached shippon was conditional upon the occupation of the dwelling being limited to a ‘person solely or mainly employed or last employed in the locality in agriculture as defined in section 290(1) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1971, or in forestry, or a dependant of such a person residing with him (but including a widow or widower of such a person)’.  The reason given for the condition was that the Council would not have been prepared to grant permission for the use of the dwelling on this site unconnected with the use of the land for agriculture.  

This application seeks the removal of that condition in order to allow occupancy of the property without restriction.  

Site Location

Lower Monubent Farm is one of a group of three dwellings in an isolated location at the end of a very long access track off the western side of Hellifield Road, north of Bolton-by-Bowland.  

Relevant History

3/1982/0592/P – Extension of dwelling into an attached shippon.  Approved subject to conditions.

3/2007/0592/P – Removal of the agricultural occupancy condition on permission 3/1982/0592/P.  Refused.

Relevant Policies

Policy H6 - Removal of Occupancy Conditions.


Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The application needs to be considered in relation to Policy H6 of the Local Plan which is as follows:

Where existing dwellings are subject to conditions restricting occupancy to those employed in agriculture or forestry, applications to remove such conditions will not be permitted unless it can be demonstrated that:

a)
The essential need which originally required the dwelling to be permitted no longer applies in relation to the farm unit and the dwelling will not be required similarly in the longer term on either the holding or in the area.

b)
Reasonable attempts have been made to dispose of the dwelling for occupation in compliance with the original condition.  

Previous application 3/2007/0592/P sought permission for the removal of the agricultural occupancy condition on this property.  That application followed advertising of the property which had been carried out during 2007.  However, in accordance with a recommendation of the County Land Agency Manager that application was refused in August 2007 for the following reason:

1.
In the opinion of the Local Planning Authority insufficient attempts have been made to sell the property for occupation in compliance with the agricultural occupancy condition.  As such, the application is contrary to Policy H6 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan, and its approval would, in essence, amount to the creation of a dwelling, unrelated to agriculture, in the open countryside where such dwellings would not normally be allowed.


The applicants agent says in a supporting document submitted with the application, that the reason for refusal of the previous application has guided the attempts of the present owner to sell the property prior to the submission of this current application.  She says that this advertising was first discussed with the County Land Agency Manager and comprises the following:

1.
The particulars of the property are displayed at the offices of Silverwoods which are at Clitheroe Auction Market and therefore are particularly well placed to attract the attention of someone who was occupied in agriculture.

2.
Advertisements have been placed in the Farmer’s Guardian and the Clitheroe Advertiser & Times.

3.
The sales particulars have been sent directly to farms in the district.  

4.
There is an agent’s ‘for sale’ sign at the property.

5.
The property is on Silverwoods website.  

The agent considers that these efforts to sell the property more than satisfy the requirements of Government advice and planning policy in this regard.  Furthermore, she says, that the asking price of £412,000 in 2007 and now £395,000 reflects the fact of there being an occupancy condition.  As a result of the press advertisements, the agent says that a number of people expressed interest in the property but the majority did not comply with the agricultural restriction and the rest did not fully understand the implications of that restriction at the time they requested particulars.  No potential purchasers have therefore come forward and no offers for the property have been received.

The agent considers that the current advertising together with that undertaken in relation to the previous application has demonstrated a total absence of any interest amongst those who would comply with the occupancy condition.  The agent says that she is fully aware of government advice and planning policy in respect of applications seeking consent for the removal of occupancy conditions and understands the need to ensure that such conditions are not removed unless it is demonstrated that the need no longer exists.  In her opinion, the application has done that comprehensively.  

Whilst appreciating the comments of the Parish Council, the applicant has sought through rigorous and appropriate advertising to sell the property for occupation in compliance with the occupancy condition.  These efforts, however, have been unsuccessful and the County Land Agency Manager has concluded that ‘the measures undertaken before submission of the current application have been sufficient to demonstrate that there is no demand for the property subject to the occupancy condition’ and that ‘it is reasonable to assume that the occupancy condition has outlived its usefulness’.  

I concur with the views of the County Land Agency Manager and consider, accordingly, that the requirements of policy H6 have been fully satisfied.  I therefore consider that the application for the removal of the agricultural occupancy condition should be approved.  I therefore recommend accordingly.

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

The advertising of the property for sale has demonstrated that the need for the agricultural occupancy condition no longer exists, and the requirements of Policy H6 of the Local Plan have been satisfied.

RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be granted for the removal of condition No 3 of planning permission 3/1982/0592/P.

APPLICATION NO: 3/2008/0551/P
(GRID REF: SD 368871 433122)

ERECTION OF TWO STOREY EXTENSION ON SIDE ELEVATION WITH CONSERVATORY BEHIND AT 42 DURHAM ROAD, WILPSHIRE

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	No Objections.

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

· Loss of view.

· Blockage of drains.

· Increase of traffic to property will be detrimental to highway safety.


Proposal

Consent is sought for the removal of the existing garage and the construction of a two-storey side extension to facilitate a lounge at ground floor level and bedroom with en-suite at first floor level. Approx dimensions at ground floor level are approx. 6.8m x 4.8m. At first floor level the extension will be set back by approx. 0.9m and set down from the main ridge height by 0.5m and have approx. dimensions of 6.8m x 4.8m, with a maximum height from ground floor level of approx. 7.0 metres. Materials to be used will match those of the existing property. Consent is also sought for a conservatory to the rear of approx. dimensions 3.7m x 3m x 3.1m in height to the ridge. 

Site Location

The application relates to a detached dwelling bounded to the rear by open fields on Durham Road adjacent to the junction of Shetland Close within the settlement of Wilpshire.

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 visual impact the scale, size and design of the proposed two storey side extension is appropriate, would not dominate the existing building and as the proposed extension at first floor level would be set back by 0.9m and down by 0.5m it would provide some relief from the existing build line and would therefore satisfy the requirements of the Council’s SPG “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”. Materials to be used will match those of the existing property.

With regards to any adverse impact on residential amenity the proposed two-storey extension has no windows in the side elevation and an appropriate condition will be imposed to ensure that none are inserted without the submission and approval of a further planning application.  I also consider that the extension will have minimal impact upon the window to the side elevation of the adjacent property No. 44. as there is sufficient distance between them.  I note the concerns of a neighbouring resident regarding loss of view and increased pressure to existing drains on the estate, but these are not legitimate planning considerations. I also note their concerns regarding the potential of increased parking at the premises, but I do not consider that the proposal would contribute to any significant increase of cars parked at the property.

Therefore, having regard to all the above, I am of the opinion that the proposal would not be 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:


1.
This permission shall be implemented in accordance with the proposal as amended by letter and plan received on the 16 July 2008.

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

APPLICATION NO: 3/2008/0561/P
(GRID REF: SD 374291 441102)

TO REPLACE OLD WOODEN POLES AND LIGHTING/WIRING WHICH HAS BECOME A HEALTH AND SAFETY CONCERN. ALSO TO SAVE ON ELECTRIC AS NEW LIGHTS ARE 55% ECONOMICAL. TO IMPROVE THE LEVEL OF LIGHT ON THE GREEN FOR OUR 43 MEMBERS AT RIBBLESDALE WANDERERS CRICKET & BOWLING CLUB, CHURCH MEADOW, BROWNLOW STREET, CLITHEROE.

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	Wish to object on the following grounds:

· Light from the new poles, which have already been erected and are at least two feet higher than the old ones and will cause a nuisance to surrounding households from light pollution.



	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	Two letters of objection have been received which raise the following:

· The height of the new lights are some 3 to 4 feet higher than the old lights.

· The number of lights, one pylon more than before and with three lights on each, surely it is much more than needed.

· The strength and nature of the light; fierce, harsh and very dazzling.



	
	· The direction of the lights, shining far too much onto and into all the adjacent properties.

· The lights are usually switched on in the early evening when you wouldn’t normally draw the curtains.

· The new lighting was turned on a few weeks ago for a short period so we have already had experience of the increase in light through the windows and feel it unnecessary to have the addition of three large lamps per post.

· We feel the lamps and posts are unsightly compared to the existing poles and rather extreme for a small bowling green.


Proposal

Consent is sought for the replacement of existing wooden poles and lighting around the perimeter of the Bowling Green at Ribblesdale Wanderers cricket and bowling green with the erection of six floodlight columns approx. 5.8m high, each with three floodlights having maximum power of 250W. This is a retrospective application as the six lighting columns have already been erected. Three lighting columns are evenly spaced to the northern perimeter of the bowling green and three to the southern perimeter and are constructed of galvanised steel to the column with aluminium housing to the floodlights.

Site Location

The Bowling Green is to the west of Ribblesdale Wanderers Cricket Ground on Littlemoor Road and is adjoined to the north by St James’s Church and to the west by residential properties at the top of Hall Street. To the south the site is adjoined by the rear of houses on Copperfield Close which are approximately 35m away from the southern edge of the bowling green.

Relevant History

None.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 – Development Control.

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.

With regards to visual impact the site is well screened by existing residential properties to the west and south with the church to the north.  Therefore the lighting columns will not be clearly visible within the immediate locality. I also consider that the height, and materials used for the lighting columns are wholly appropriate and will have minimal visual impact.

I note the concerns of neighbouring residents with regards to the new lighting columns being a few feet higher than the wooden poles previously erected (which were still present on site on the date of my site visit), and with the introduction of three floodlights to each column the concern regarding increased light spillage into their properties. The site has previously had the benefit of floodlights around the perimeter of the green with only one floodlight to each and I do not consider that the columns that have been erected with the additional floodlights will significantly increase the impact of light spillage upon neighbouring properties. It is also recommended that the removal of the existing wooden poles with floodlights prior to the use of the proposed floodlights should be the subject of a planning condition to safeguard the amenities of the neighbouring residents. 

I also consider that the siting of these columns to the north and south perimeter of the green only will ensure that any light spillage to neighbouring residential properties will be minimal. The properties closest to the columns on Hall Street and St James’s Street will be at an oblique angle and the Environmental Health Officer has also indicated that the design of the lighting installation (ie the fact that the lights can be angled) should be sufficient to prevent light nuisance to neighbouring residential properties. This coupled with a condition restricting the hours of use will help to protect the amenities of nearby residents. 

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.
The floodlights hereby permitted shall not be used outside of the hours 0900 and 2200.


REASON: In the interests of the amenities of the area in accordance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

2.
The existing wooden poles with light fittings shall have been removed within two months of the date of this permission.


REASON: In the interests of both visual amenity and in order to protect the amenities of adjoining occupiers in accordance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.
APPLICATION NO: 3/2008/0563/P
(GRID REF: SD 360647  437585)

PART SINGLE STOREY PART TWO-STOREY EXTENSION TO REAR AT 84 MERSEY STREET, LONGRIDGE.

	TOWN COUNCIL:
	No Objections.



	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	Two letters of objection have been received which raise the following;

· Loss of light

· Loss of privacy


Proposal

Permission is sought for a single storey rear extension of approx. dimensions 4.5m x 3.8m with a sloping roof and a maximum height of approx. 3.8m on the western part of the rear elevation and a two-storey extension to the eastern rear elevation of approx. dimensions 3.3m x 2.3m x 6m in height to the ridge with a pitched roof. Materials to be used will match those of the existing property.

Site Location

The application relates to a terraced house on the eastern side of Mersey Street just off Berry Lane, adjacent to the junction of Eden Gardens within the settlement limit of Longridge.

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 visual impact, as the proposed extension is to the rear of the property and has a substantial rear garden, it will not be seen in the wider locality. Similar two-storey extensions to the rear have also been granted on Mersey Street.

I note the concerns of neighbouring residents with regards to the effect of the proposal on their  privacy and loss of light. I have assessed the proposal using the BRE methodology detailed in the Council’s SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ to consider potential loss of light to both adjoining properties. In terms of No. 83 to the west, any potential loss of light would be minimal as that property has an existing single storey extension, and an existing single storey extension has been demolished to be replaced by this proposal. In terms of No. 86, the submitted plans indicate that it passes the BRE guidelines and whilst some loss of light will occur to the ground floor window nearest to the proposal I consider this will not be significant as to warrant refusal. The impact of the rear two storey extension is further reduced due to it being set back from the single storey addition by approx. 1.3m, the roof is pitched and the window at first floor level nearest to the proposal, is obscure glazed. I consider that an appropriate condition be placed advising that no window or door is to be inserted to either side elevation of the proposal without the permission of the Local Planning Authortiy, which should safeguard the privacy of neighbouring properties.

Therefore, having regard to all the above I am of the opinion that the proposal 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.
This permission shall be implemented in accordance with the proposal as amended by letter and plan received on the 13 August 2008.


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

2.
Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995 (or any Order revoking or re-enacting that Order) the extension shall not be altered by the insertion of any window or doorway to either side elevation unless a further planning permission has been submitted and granted by 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”.

APPLICATION NO: 3/2008/0579/P
(GRID REF: SD 381897 446902)

PROPOSED OAK FRAMED GARAGE/STABLE AND NEW DRIVEWAY AT THISTLEBER FARM, RIMINGTON LANE, RIMINGTON

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	Comment as follows in respect of the buildings:



	
	1.
	Whilst not objecting, the Parish Council were concerned that no elevations with dimensions were submitted and they had to make their decision on the strength of a photocopied illustration.  Further there were no illustrations to show what the garage and storage blocks are replacing.



	
	2.
	The question was asked, and your officers will need to know, if these developments fell outside the designated domestic curtilage.  If they do the Parish Council would object to such development.



	
	
	In respect of the developed drive, the new drive is definitely not on currently domestic curtilage and needs to be assessed accordingly.

The overall view was that the ongoing development of this site fall under the category of suburbanisation to which your officers have objected in the past.



	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY SURVEYOR):
	No objection on road safety grounds.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	No comments received.


Proposal

This application has three component parts.  Firstly a new detached garage is shown to the north-west of the dwelling having approximate overall dimensions of 12.6m x 6.2m x 4.4m in height.  It would be a timber framed structure under a slate roof and sited on part of the existing driveway.  The existing driveway will remain but will be gated for service use only.  A new drive is shown to exit onto Rimington Lane to the east of the existing driveway through an existing field gate.  The new driveway would then be taken through a field for approximately the first 20m of its length then cross onto a woodland area which the applicants claim is part of the curtilage to the house.  The driveway would then follow the route of an existing footpath through that woodland area.  The final part of the proposal is the erection of a stable building within the wooded area having approximate dimensions of 10.3m x 5m x 4.5m in height, being constructed in timber.

Site Location

Thistleber is a detached dwelling set outside any defined settlement limit lying within open countryside.

Relevant History

3/99/0050/P – Change of use from agricultural land to domestic curtilage.  Approved with conditions 19 March 1999.

3/98/0732/P – Certificate of Lawfulness for use of land as residential curtilage.  Approved 8 February 1999.

Numerous consents for extensions to the dwelling.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy RT16 - Development Involving the Keeping or Riding of Horses.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The matters for consideration are the principle of development, visual impact and highway safety.  Members will note from the observations received from the County Surveyor that no objections to the proposal are raised on highway safety grounds.

The Parish Council have raised questions over whether the developments fall outside the designated curtilage area to the dwelling.  From an examination of the planning history it is evident that a Certificate of Lawfulness was submitted in 1998 to establish the exact extent of residential curtilage to the property and if the approved plans for that application are taken as the lawful curtilage area, then it is apparent that it is only the garage element of this proposal that lies within that land.  The garage would not, I believe, prove significantly detrimental to visual amenity.  There is a public footpath that runs down the existing driveway and around the south of the dwelling but provided a note is attached to any consent granted about the need not to obstruct this right of way I believe this aspect of the proposal is acceptable.

To the north of the dwelling is a grassed area and then a wooded area throughout which runs a gravel pathway.  The land is not within that defined as curtilage on the 1998 application but it is evident that in the numerous applications for extensions to the house since that time the land has been included within the red edge of those applications.  In my mind this does not indicate that the land is established curtilage moreover it has been shown to be within the applicants ownership and thus I am assessing the appropriateness of a new driveway and stable as if the land were not curtilage.  Policy RT16 of the Districtwide Local Plan allows for developments associated with horsiculture and typically these are found in open countryside settings.  I am satisfied that in principle a stable building in the location shown complies with policy and thus consideration needs to be given to visual impact.  The stable would be set in an area surrounded by trees with a field to its north, separating it from Rimington Lane.  I am of the opinion that a building of the dimensions shown would not prove to be detrimental to the visual qualities of the area.

Finally, regard should be had to the formation of the driveway.  If the application had been put forward as an extension of curtilage then consideration would need to have been given to the visual impact of the domestication of the grassland and woodland area.  However that is not the case and Committee should only consider the formation of a driveway which does not need to fall within domestic curtilage to be acceptable in principle.  In assessing the track I am mindful of the need to consider its visual impact and given that the majority of it is within a wooded area it would not prove detrimental to visual amenity.  Part of it would be outside of the wooded area at a field boundary leading up to the existing field gate entrance (this itself would be remodelled to have stone gateposts set slightly further back from the carriageway edge) but again in terms of the visual amenities of the wider area, I do not believe these will be significantly compromised.

Therefore having very carefully assessed all the above, I am of the opinion that a garage within established curtilage would not prove detrimental to visual amenity or have the suburbanising effect that the Parish Council have raised.  As for the other two aspects of the proposal, notwithstanding the fact that they do not fall within established curtilage as identified as part of 3/98/0732/P, I am of the opinion that they comply with planning policy and would not significantly compromise the visual characteristics of the area.  I thus 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.
The proposed stables shall be for private and domestic purposes only and no trade or business whatsoever should be carried out from within the building.


REASON: In order to safeguard amenities as provided for within Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

2.
This permission shall not inure for the benefit of the land but shall operate for the benefit of the occupants of Thistleber and shall in no case be used as separate DIY stabling.


REASON: In accordance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan in the interests of amenity and highway safety.

3.
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 tree details attached to this decision notice. 

The protection zone must cover 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 are afforded maximum physical protection from the adverse affects of development.

4.
No excavations, soil stripping or site regrading shall be carried out within root protection zones.  The driveway shall be constructed above the existing ground level in accordance with the details of the arboricultural practice notes APN1 Driveways Close to Trees.


REASON: In accordance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan to ensure successful retention of screening trees and their long term survivability in the interests of visual amenity.

5.
No development approved by this permission shall be commenced until a scheme for the containment and storage of manure has been approved by the Local Planning Authority.  Such a scheme shall be constructed and completed in accordance with approved plans.


REASON:  To prevent pollution of the water environment in accordance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

6.
Prior to commencement of development, precise details of the gateway in particular the height and design of any gateposts as well as the gates shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.


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

NOTE(S):

1.
The granting of planning permission does not entitle a developer to obstruct a right of way and any proposed stopping up or diversion of a right of way should be the subject of an Order under the appropriate Act.  

APPLICATION NO:
3/2008/0600/P
(GRID REF: SD 370456  436433)

TWO STOREY EXTENSION TO THE GABLE ELEVATION AT 8 LARKHILL COTTAGES, OLD LANGHO

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	No representations received.



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

· The plans show the extension as being only 1 metre from our boundary.

· Loss of light and overshadowing to our garden.

· Proposed extension would be intrusive and overbearing when seen from our sitting room window to the gable elevation.

· Proposed extension would be out of keeping with the surrounding cottages and street scene.


Proposal

Permission is sought for the removal of the existing conservatory and the construction of a two-storey extension to the gable elevation with approx. dimensions of 6.0m x 3.0m x 7.8m in height to the ridge with a pitched roof. Materials to be used will match those of the existing property.

Site Location

The proposal relates to an end of terraced property to the north-eastern side of Larkhill Cottages, to the east of the Brockhall Village development.

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 visual impact, the scale, size and design of the proposed two storey extension is appropriate, would not dominate the existing building and, as the proposed extension would be set back approx. 500mm and set down approx 400mm, it would provide some relief from the existing build line and would therefore satisfy the requirements of the Council’s SPG “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”. I am satisfied that the extension would be a subservient addition and would therefore be in-keeping with the surrounding cottages and street scene.
I note the concerns of a neighbouring resident with regards to potential loss of light and overshadowing to their garden, and the overbearing impact of the proposal upon their property. Whilst some loss of light may occur to the garden area I do not consider this to be sufficient as to warrant refusal as the extension will not extend beyond the existing buildline and the window to the side elevation of the adjacent property is a secondary window at ground floor level which is screened by an existing fence and boundary treatments. I also consider that the distance of 1 metre between the extension and the boundary fence will have minimal impact upon the adjacent property and therefore the extension will not have a significant overbearing impact upon them.

A bat survey was carried out at the property and it was concluded that the impact of the proposed roofing work and building alterations is likely to result in the loss/disturbance of a known bat roost and it is recommended that building operations should be carried out at an appropriate time of year to minimise the impact of the work on bat populations or individuals. I therefore consider that an appropriate condition is attached to this decision with a number of mitigation guidelines to ensure that no bat species are destroyed.

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.
Building operations should be carried out at an appropriate time of year to minimise the impact of the work on bat populations or individuals.  Timing of the roofing work in the area around the gable apex/upper chimney should avoid the critical months (May to August inclusive) when bats are more likely to be present. It is an offence to exclude bats from a known roost whether bats are present or not. Therefore the existing entrance to the roost should be preserved and an access made available between 13mm and 20mm wide, i.e., large enough to allow bats to enter but too small to allow access to birds. Avoid using mastics or other sealants around this part of the structure.


The development shall be carried out in strict accordance with the recommendations of the bat survey and report submitted with the application dated 31st July 2008. 


REASON: To comply with policies G1 and ENV7 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan ensuring that no species/habitat protected by the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 are destroyed.

2.
This permission shall be implemented in accordance with the proposal as amended by letter and plan received on the 21st August 2008. 


REASON: For the avoidance of doubt since the proposal was the subject of agreed amendments and to comply with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

APPLICATION NO:
3/2008/0604/P
(GRID REF: SD 360196 437651)

CHANGE OF USE TO DOG TRAINING FACILITY (NO STRUCTURAL CHANGES) AT UNIT 5, 90 BERRY LANE, LONGRIDGE, PRESTON, LANCASHIRE, PR3 3WH.

	TOWN COUNCIL:
	No objection.

	ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH:
	In view of the proximity of the proposed dog training school to residential premises, I am concerned about possible noise nuisance, and would therefore ask for a mid-evening time limit for the activity of dog training, e.g. 2100hrs. It may also be appropriate to keep doors and windows closed.



	COUNTY SURVEYOR (LCC):
	I have no objections to this proposal on road safety grounds.


	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	Three letters have been received from nearby neighbours, and the following points of objection have been raised;

1. Concerns regarding parking as there does not appear to be sufficient space or room for adequate parking facilities at the site,

2. Concerns about dog fouling at and surrounding the site,

3. No idea on the hours of opening as this could be a concern, and

4. Concerns regarding noise from the dogs barking, as this is near a residential area and there are concerns over the hours of opening during the week and at weekends.


Proposal

The application seeks permission to allow the use of Unit 5, 90 Berry Lane as a dog training facility, which falls under the Use Class ‘Sui Generis’, with no structural changes involved.

Site Location

The site is located off Berry Lane, Longridge, just outside the new Conservation Area boundary as designated within the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

Relevant History

3/2002/0919/P – Proposed change of use to restaurant – Refused.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G2 - Settlement Strategy.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The application seeks permission to allow the use of Unit 5, 90 Berry Lane as a dog training facility, which falls under the Use Class ‘Sui Generis’, with no structural changes involved in regards to the building. The building itself has a floor area of approx. 625 sq.m. and is of single storey construction. There are spaces for 12 cars at the site, which can be accessed off Berry Lane.

With regards to the principle of the development, Policies G1 and G2 of the Districtwide Local Plan, positively promote the development of sites like this providing the development complies in regards to impact on residential amenity and highway safety, and as such, these are the main considerations with this application.

With regards to any potential impact the proposal may have on the residential amenity of the occupiers of the adjacent properties, the Environmental Health Officer raises concerns with regards to possible noise created by the proposed use of the building itself, i.e. through dogs barking. He does, however, suggest this can be reduced by ensuring all windows and doors are closed during training session, and also by limiting the hours of use of the building throughout the week. Bearing in mind the location of the building within a site adjacent to an existing noisy, working garage, I would agree to this sensible suggestion of suitable conditions, which should ensure that the proposal will have no significant, detrimental impact on the residential amenity of the occupiers of the adjacent dwellings, and as such is considered to comply with the relevant Policies.

With regards to any potential impact the proposal may have on highway safety, the LCC County Surveyor has no objections on highway safety grounds, and considers there to be sufficient parking at the site.

Therefore, bearing in mind the above comments and whilst I am mindful of the comments from the nearby neighbours, given its location within an existing industrial quarter of Longridge, I consider the scheme to now comply with the relevant policies, and as such be recommended 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 or be to the detriment of highway safety.

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

1.
The use of the premises in accordance with this permission shall be restricted to the hours between 0900 to 2100 on weekdays and 0900 to 1900 on Saturdays and there shall be no operation on Sundays or bank holidays.

Reason:  To comply with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.  The use of the premises outside these hours could prove injurious to the character of the area and in order to safeguard residential amenities.

2.
During each training session, all external windows and doors shall remain fully closed.

Reason:  In accordance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and in the interests of the general amenity of the area and to safeguard, where appropriate, neighbouring residential amenity.

3.
Prior to the commencement of the proposed use hereby permitted at this site, the applicant shall provide a specialist bin for the collection of dog waste outside the building, and the bin shall be emptied on a regular basis, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: In accordance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and in the interests of the general amenity of the area and to safeguard, where appropriate, neighbouring residential amenity.

APPLICATION NO: 3/2008/0623/P
(GRID REF: SD 364029 430824)

PROPOSED OUTLINE APPLICATION FOR ERECTION OF A DETACHED HOUSE AND DOUBLE GARAGE AT 62 BRANCH ROAD, MELLOR BROOK

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	No objection.

	
	
	

	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY SURVEYOR):
	No objection.

	
	
	

	COUNTY PLANNING OFFICER:
	Considers that the proposed development is contrary to Policy 12 of the Joint Lancashire Structure Plan as it would contribute to the over supply of housing.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	Two letters have been received which make the following comments:



	
	1.
	We are under the impression that as of the present date a moratorium exists on the building of new properties.

 

	
	2.
	Any development of this site would set a precedent.  A new dwelling would have to keep exactly to the existing building and roofline.



	
	3.
	Reference to a previous consent granted to the applicant and maintenance of that plot of land.



	
	4.
	The permission should require the building site to be accessed from Branch Road and not Bosburn Drive to the rear.


Proposal

This is an outline application for the erection of a detached house and garage with matters of access and layout being applied for at this time.  The dwelling would be set back from the frontage by approximately 9m to match the newly constructed dwelling of number 60 and set 1m from the northern boundary.  A new vehicle and pedestrian access would be created to serve the property sited adjacent to the southern boundary.

Site Location

The application site comprises part of the north side garden of number 60 Branch Road within the settlement limit of Mellor Brook.

Relevant History

3/05/0467/P – Outline application for detached house.  Refused 10 August 2005.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G3 - Settlement Strategy.

Interim SPG – Housing.

Policy 12 Housing Provision.

Joint Lancashire Structure Plan.

Regional Spatial Strategy.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

Given this is an outline application the key issues for consideration are principle of development and potential impact on highway safety.

In terms of principle Members will be aware that the Council has been operating a policy of housing restraint in recent times given the oversupply of housing the borough had when measured against the target set in Policy 12 of the Joint Lancashire Structure Plan.  However Planning and Development Committee agreed that as of 1 September this year, the Council would use the draft RSS housing figures as a baseline for any application submitted or determined after that date.  As a result on sites where less than 15 dwellings are proposed, no affordable housing element will be required and the proposals will be acceptable in principle, provided they comply with the limits of development as identified in the saved settlement hierarchy of the Districtwide Local Plan.  This is a scheme for a single dwelling and Mellor Brook is a settlement which allows for the development and redevelopment of land wholly within the settlement boundary, not defined as essential open space.  Thus given the scheme is to be determined after 1 September I am satisfied that the principle of development is in accordance with plan policy.

In respect of highway safety the County Surveyor has stated that he has no objection in principle subject to the imposition of conditions.

Objectors have made reference to the need to keep to the existing building line.  The siting shown is for the dwelling to be set the same distance back into the plot as number 60 and the three pairs of semi-detached dwellings to its south.  Number 64 to the north is set back marginally from these but in terms of siting I do not consider that the street scene or adjacent residential amenity would be significantly compromised.

In terms of approximate height of development, the applicant’s agent has indicated that the height would be the same as that at number 60 which again I do not consider would be out of keeping with the existing street scene.  I thus 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.
Before the access is used for vehicular purposes, any gateposts erected at the access shall be positioned 5m behind the nearside edge of the carriageway and visibility splay fences or walls shall be erected from the gateposts to the existing highway boundary, such splays shall be 45o to the centre line of the access.  The gates shall open away from the highway.  Should the access remain ungated 45o splays shall be provided between the highway boundary and points on either side of the drive measured 5m back from the nearside edge of the carriageway.

REASON:  To comply with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and to permit vehicles to pull clear of the carriageway when entering the site and to assist visibility.

2.
Before the access is used for vehicular purposes, that part of the access extending from the highway boundary for a minimum distance of 5m into the site shall be appropriately paved in tarmacadam, concrete, block paviors, or other approved materials.


REASON:  To comply with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and to prevent loose surface material from being carried on to the public highway thus causing a potential source of danger to other road users.

3.
The layout of the development shall include provisions to enable vehicles to enter and leave the highway in forward gear and such provisions shall be laid out in accordance with one of the examples indicated on the attached plan and the vehicular turning space shall be laid out and be available for use before the development is brought into use.

REASON:  To comply with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.  Vehicles reversing to and from the highway are a hazard to other road users.

NOTE(S):

1.
This consent requires the construction, improvement or alteration of an access to the public highway.  Under the Highways Act 1980 Section 184 the County Council as Highway Authority must specify the works to be carried out.  Only the Highway Authority or a contractor approved by the Highway Authority can carry out these works and therefore before any access works can start you must contact the Environment Directorate for further information by telephoning Area Surveyor East 01254 823831 or writing to the Area Surveyor East, Lancashire County Council, Area Office, Riddings Lane, Whalley, Clitheroe BB7 9RW quoting the planning application number.

APPLICATION NO:
3/2008/0653/P
(GRID REF: SD 372656 436829)

RESUBMISSION OF PLANNING APPROVAL 3/2008/0248/P TO INCREASE WIDTH OF EXTENSION FROM 3120MM TO 3670MM AND ADD 1M X 1M WINDOW IN LOUNGE GABLE WALL AT 1 MOOR EDGE, WHALLEY, NR CLITHEROE, LANCASHIRE, BB7 9RZ.

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



	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	No observations or comments have been received at the time of the reports submission.


Proposal

The application seeks permission for an amendment to a previous approved proposal for a two-storey side extension to an existing dormer bungalow, by virtue of the demolition of an existing single storey garage. The amended scheme involves increasing the width of the proposed side extension by a further 0.5m approx.

Site Location

The site is located outside the actual settlement boundary of Whalley, as defined by the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan, but within the built up residential area of Nethertown, near the Calderstones development.

Relevant History

3/2008/0248 – Demolish existing garage and build two-storey extension (dormer window). Add two dormer windows to existing roof – 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 relates to a detached bungalow outside the actual settlement boundary of Whalley, as defined by the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan, but within the built up residential area of Nethertown, near the Calderstones development. The proposal seeks amendments to a previously approved permission to demolish an existing single storey garage and erect a two-storey side extension in its place. The proposal also seeks permission for the insertion of three dormer windows on the front elevation of the property.

The two-storey extension projects only 0.5m further to the side of the existing dwelling than the site of the garage that will be demolished, and given the boundary treatments that are to remain, it is considered that the extension will blend in with the existing dwelling, and will therefore comply with the relevant local Policies.

The streetscene at present includes a mixture of properties with and without dormer windows on the front elevation. As such, the insertion of front dormer windows at this property will have little if no impact on the streetscene. The Supplementary Planning Guidance ‘Extension and Alterations to Dwellings’ also states that ‘It is important that dormer windows compliment the character of the original building, and as such the main roof should remain the dominant feature with dormers set into it.” As such it is considered that by virtue of:

· the dormers being three separate windows spread out over the roofscape and therefore minimising the visual impact of the extension,

· the proposed materials to be used, and

· that there are no neighbour implications,

the proposal is considered to cause no detrimental impact on the character of the dwelling or on the street scene on which the dwelling is sited.

Therefore considering the above points, it is recommended that this application be granted.

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.
Unless otherwise agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority the development shall be carried out in strict accordance with the recommendations of the bat survey and report submitted with the application dated 31 March 2008.


Reason:  To comply with policies G1 and ENV7 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan ensuring that no species/habitat protected by the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 are destroyed.

APPLICATION NO:
3/2008/0655/P
(GRID REF: SD 368376  431713)

SIDE BEDROOM EXTENSION AT 25 PARIS, RAMSGREAVE, BLACKBURN.

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	No representations received at the time of writing this report.



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

· Close proximity of extension to boundary of neighbouring property.

· Detrimental visual impact exacerbated by No. 25 occupying its moderately elevated position over No. 23.

· Overlooking from side window of extension.


Proposal

Permission is sought for a single storey side extension with approx. dimensions of 7m x 3.6m x 4.7m in height to the ridge with a hipped roof. Materials to be used will match those of the existing property.

Site Location

The application site is to the west of No. 23 Paris, which is the end property on Paris Road just off Ramsgreave Road within the settlement of Ramsgreave.

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 visual impact, as the proposed extension is to the side elevation of the property which is to the very north of Paris Road and the landform slopes downwards towards Ramsgreave Road it will not be seen in the wider locality. I also consider that the scale, size and design of the extension is acceptable. The proposal will also compliment the design of the property and will not be unduly dominant.

I note the concerns of a neighbouring resident with regards to the close proximity of the proposal to their boundary and the overbearing impact it may have due to its elevated position in relation to their property. I consider however that, as the extension is adjacent to the rear garden of No. 23 Paris, and there is a distance of approx. 11.6 metres between the proposal and that property, that any impact of this proposal on the adjacent property will be minimal. As the roof of the extension is hipped this will further mitigate any overbearing impact upon them. With regards to the close proximity of the extension to the boundary fence, I consider that the proposal will have minimal impact upon it as the amended plans (27/08/2008) indicate the proposal will not abut the fence but there will be a distance of approx. 1 metre between the proposal and the boundary fence which should also leave adequate room for necessary maintenance.

I also note the concerns of the neighbouring resident regarding the window to the side elevation of the proposal nearest to their property, which would overlook into their property. Amended plans have been received (27/08/2008) which have removed this window and therefore the issue has been resolved. I also consider that an appropriate condition be imposed to ensure that no window or doorway is inserted to the side elevation of the proposal without the permission of the Local Planning Authority, which should safeguard the privacy of the neighbouring property. 

A bat survey was carried out and it was considered that the proposed building/demolition operations are unlikely to cause any disturbance to bats or result in the loss of a bat roost or cause injury or death to bats.

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 extension shall not be altered by the insertion of any window or doorway to the side elevation unless a further planning permission has been submitted and granted by 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.
This permission shall be implemented in accordance with the proposal as amended by letter and plan received on the 27 August 2008.


REASON:  For the avoidance of doubt since the proposal was the subject of agreed amendments and to comply with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

APPLICATION NO:
3/2008/0666
(GRID REF: SD 374939 443049)

SINGLE STOREY REAR EXTENSION PROVIDING A GARDEN ROOM AND EXTENDED KITCHEN AT 14 MOORLAND AVENUE, CLITHEROE

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	No representations received at the time of writing this report.

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	No representations received at the time of writing this report.




Proposal

Permission is sought for a single-storey rear extension providing a garden room and extended kitchen with approx. dimensions of 8.4m x 3m x 3.7m in height to the ridge with a sloping roof and the insertion of four velux roof lights. Materials to be used will match those of the existing property.

Site Location

The proposal is to the rear of a detached property towards the eastern side of the cul-de-sac on Moorland Avenue surrounded by other residential properties within the settlement limit 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 visual impact the scale, size and design of the proposed single storey extension is appropriate, would not dominate the existing building and, as it is to the rear, it will not be seen in the wider locality.

With regards to any adverse impact on residential amenity, the proposal has no windows in the side elevation facing the neighbouring property and, as it is bordered to both the side and rear by existing boundary treatments, it will have minimal impact upon adjacent residential properties. 

Therefore, having regard to all the above I am of the opinion that the proposal 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.

C
APPLICATIONS WHICH THE Director of Development Services RECOMMENDS FOR REFUSAL

APPLICATION NO: 3/2008/0415/P
(GRID REF: SD 373404 436429)

PROPOSED PROVISION OF ADDITIONAL 12 BEDROOMS WITH EN SUITES, WC AND LIFT TO EXISTING RESIDENTIAL CARE HOME, INCLUDING CONSERVATORY AT CROFT CARE HOME, 84 KING STREET, WHALLEY

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	Objects to the original plans on the following grounds:



	
	1.
	The removal of mature trees and the impact on the environment.



	
	2.
	The size and scale of the proposed extensions on the limited acreage available.



	
	3.
	The impact in the increase in road traffic not only during construction but after when deliveries/visitors increase.



	
	4.
	The lack of consultation on the proposals.



	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY SURVEYOR):
	No objections to the revised plan dated 14 May which indicated that access to the site from Brookes Lane would be prevented for general traffic and its use be restricted to emergency vehicles.

No formal observations have been received to the revised plans dated 1 August at the time of report preparation but had informally expressed no objections to the revisions.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS & STATUTORY NOTICE:
	21 letters of objection have been received to the original and two sets of amended plans.  Members are referred to the file for full details which can be summarised as follows:



	
	1.
	Noise disturbance from increase of traffic.



	
	2.
	Brookes Lane is also a public footpath and is not wide enough to accommodate extra traffic – access should be from King Street.



	
	3.
	Gates which were previously on Brookes Lane entrance have recently been removed.



	
	4.
	All residents on Brookes Lane should have been notified.



	
	5.
	Concern over the loss of trees which should be inspected and pruned if necessary.  None of the Horse Chestnuts and Sycamores should be destroyed and should be protected.



	
	6.
	Question the accuracy of the plans in respect of showing the true relationship with the neighbouring property.



	
	7.
	Loss of privacy to a neighbouring garden from windows shown in the originally submitted design.



	
	8.
	The extension would fill the whole of the back of the plots to the extent that all of the large trees on Brookes Lane and between the care home and adjacent dwelling would be lost.



	
	9.
	The development is not in keeping with the area – it will be a dominant overbearing structure.



	
	10.
	Devaluation of surrounding properties.



	
	11.
	If access is allowed on to Brookes Lane, this would lead to further applications to develop the remainder of the land at the end of Brookes Lane as a dangerous precedent would have been created in allowing further access to an already over used single track unadopted road.



	
	12.
	The Council have insufficient information on which to make its decision – there is no tree report and the design and access statement incorrectly states the site is not within a conservation area.



	
	13.
	The works will take up much of the present garden limiting the ability of residents to enjoy the garden as outdoor therapy.



	
	14.
	Restricting access to ambulances only is wholly unenforceable.



	
	15.
	The amendment is a poor design which has an ugly frontage onto Brookes Lane with the projection and fire escape which is intrusive to the character of the conservation area.



	
	16.
	The extension is too large for the space available and relates poorly to its context and the trees.


Proposal

This application details an extension to the rear of a care home.  In its final revised form (plans dated 1 August 2008) a two storey extension is shown running north to south with an overall length of approximately 34m.  The width and height of the works vary along the length of the building but at their maximum are approximately 5.9m in width and 8.3m in height.  The plans denote a two storey section set to the southern end of the extension that runs east-west, thereby forming a courtyard with the original care home building.  The works would project forward of the existing building line to Brookes Lane by approximately 5.3m forming bedrooms over two floors with external fire escape staircase.  In its revised form the eastern elevation would have three first floor windows, three ground floor fire escape doors and walkway.  Construction materials would be render under a blue slate roof.

Within the grounds it is proposed to form a turning area to the north western corner of the site and reconfigure the vehicular access onto Brookes Lane so that it is angled to enable easier egress by ambulances only.

Site Location

The property is a large detached house surrounded by trees at the junction of Brookes Lane and King Street.  It is within the recently extended Whalley Conservation area and has extensive tree planting within its grounds.

Relevant History

3/04/911/P – External lift shaft.  Approved 20 October 2004.

3/89/0905/P – Single storey extension.  Approved 15 February 1990.

3/88/0497/P – Dining room extension.  Approved 18 August 1988.

3/86/0010/P – Demolish bay window and erect conservatory.  Approved with conditions 17 February 1986.

3/81/1018/P – Extensions refused 25 February 1982.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Policy ENV17 - Details Required with Proposals in Conservation Areas.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

Matters for consideration in the determination of this application are the visual impact on the character and appearance of the conservation area and the street scene, potential highway safety implications and impact on neighbouring amenity.  In assessing the visual impact of the works, it is firstly important to address some of the objectors comments regarding potential impact on trees and in particular the removal of the mature Chestnut which is set to the east of the vehicular access onto Brookes Lane.  This is included within an identified group of trees G35 of a Tree Preservation Order dating from 1957.  However that tree together with one fronting Clitheroe Road has become infected, is decayed, has recently started shedding branches and is considered to pose a risk.  Thus consent has, irrespective of these proposals, been granted for its felling.  There is also a Conifer that will be materially affected by the proposed turning area which as a consequence will result in substantial root damage and therefore also have to be felled.  The fact that the overall site has been included within the extended conservation area means that all trees on site with a DBH of greater than 3” are afforded a degree of protection and it is the potential impact on these that needs further consideration.  In order to minimise the impact on the Cypress hedge which runs along the site’s eastern boundary the building is proposed to be constructed on piers with floor construction by pre-cast concrete beams which would be craned into position.  Wall construction would be timber frame again to be craned into position.  All this is intended to minimise potential impact on root zones.  However despite this it is the opinion of the Council’s Countryside Officer that the works would still be in such close proximity to that boundary screening that its survival cannot be guaranteed.  The edge of the building would be between approximately 1.5m to 2m from the screen planting but there is a walkway to be formed that would be within 500mm of the boundary planting.  It is felt unreasonable to impose conditions regarding the retention of this planting and thus its potential loss needs to be considered.  There are also concerns regarding the Acer Crimson King and Contorted Hazel at the north-eastern boundary of the site and indeed the Cypress hedge on the northern boundary with Brookes Lane.  The loss of the mature Chestnut trees and the Conifer as well as the potential impact on the established hedge and specimen tree explained above, will have a significant impact in visual terms and open up the remainder of the site and its planting to closer scrutiny.  The revised plans show a projection towards Brookes Lane beyond the existing building line and this combined tree loss and potential impact upon the aforementioned areas of planting will impact adversely on the street scene.  Whilst these areas of planting are not subject to the TPO in their own right they do make an important visual contribution to the character of the site and are protected given the extended conservation area boundary.  Their loss would be to the visual detriment of the area and notwithstanding the lengthy consultations between the Council’s Countryside Officer and applicants agent there still remains concern over the viability should their scheme be implemented.

The scheme has been revised since the original submission in order to accommodate concerns over trees and to try and respect the character of the existing care home building.  The extension is substantial in size with varying roof heights and profiles in an attempt to reduce its massing and potential impact on neighbouring properties.  However, as objectors have commented, the works are, I would argue, disproportionate to the area of available land.  It appears as a cramped form of development between the existing building and neighbouring detached dwelling which itself is less than 1m away from the common boundary.  The impact is exacerbated by the two storey nature of development and the fact that it extends towards Brookes Lane thereby increasing its visual dominance in the street scene.  Whilst there is tree coverage at the boundary at the moment, for the reasons explained above, I am mindful that should the scheme proceed the current screening would be compromised.  Again the loss of the Chestnut would open up the site to views from the roundabout at the junction of Brookes Lane, King Street and Station Road.  It is therefore important to ensure that any addition is in keeping with the scale and character of not only the care home itself but wider area.  The conservation area appraisal in recommending a boundary review to incorporate the site made the following comments:  “the Croft was built before 1892 and is a substantial building surrounded by important trees.  Despite later additions, it is considered to be of sufficient importance to merit inclusion within the conservation area, not least because its garden contains a number of mature trees which are extremely significant in views along King Street.

The later additions referred to have been respectful of the history of the building and do not dominate that which was the original house.  The use of varying ridge heights as part of this proposal does assist in breaking up the overall massing of the extension but I do not consider that the site can accommodate an extension of this scale, in this location without compromising the visual qualities of the wider area and having an adverse impact on the care home which was identified as a building of townscape merit in the conservation area appraisals.

Turning to potential impact on neighbouring amenity there are properties immediately opposite on Brookes Lane to the side and indeed to the rear.  With regard to the dwellings to the immediate east (ie side) the extension will project approximately 19m beyond the rear of their house and be at a height of approximately 7.3m falling to 6.4m.  There would be three first floor windows of obscure glazing serving a corridor area.  Having carefully assessed the impact on that property, I do not consider that it would suffer from loss of light so as to fail the BRE test which is normally applied to household extensions in assessing potential light loss to neighbouring dwellings.  However I do believe that a structure of this scale in such close proximity to the common boundary would represent an over-dominant and oppressive structure.  I am mindful that there is a Cypress hedge and present but this is a natural boundary screen of a lower height than building works proposed.  Even if it were to survive the extension being built, those works would be evident above its height and I do not consider this to be a satisfactory relationship.

As for the potential impact on the dwellings to the south-east, I do not consider them to suffer significant detriment from overlooking/loss of privacy or overbearing nature of development.  There is a dwelling which faces towards the works on the opposite site of Brookes Lane and there would be a distance of approximately 13m between the fire escape staircase and their front building line.  No windows are proposed in the extension facing that property and thus I consider that the existing amenities in terms of privacy would not be significantly affected.

The final consideration is highway safety and it is not the intention that Brookes Lane would become the main entrance to the site.  Revisions are proposed to an existing vehicular access in order to make egress by ambulances easier.  The exit point would have a barrier and be for use by ambulances only with the County Surveyor having raised no objections to such a proposal.

Therefore having carefully assessed all the above I am of the opinion that the works would have an unacceptable impact on existing tree coverage throughout the site as the proposed extension would be within influencing distance of individual trees and the screen hedge, in some instances inside root protection zones, resulting in root damage and ground compaction which could result in further tree loss.  Due to the proximity of the works the remaining surviving trees post development tree resentment issues are anticipated.  The extension would also result in a cramped form of development to the detrimental of the visual amenities of the conservation area, Brookes Lane and impact adversely on neighbouring amenity.  I thus recommend accordingly.

RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be REFUSED for the following reason:

1.
The proposal by virtue of its scale, design and massing would result in an over-dominant and overbearing structure which would impact unduly on the residential amenities currently enjoyed by number 4 Brookes Lane, comprise the visual amenity value of the existing tree coverage within the site, prove seriously detrimental to the character of the conservation area and be to the visual detriment of the street scene.  It is therefore considered contrary to Policies G1 and ENV16 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

INFORMATION / DECISION
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