RIBBLE VALLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL

REPORT TO PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

                                             
  

                               Agenda Item No   
meeting date:
THURSDAY, 16 JULY 2009
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:

	3/2008/0756/P
	Make essential repairs to vaulted ceiling in cellar room, part of which is fallen in.  Number and lift flagstones in cellar, install damp proof membrane and relay as original.  Render cellar rooms 2 & 3 with sika waterproof render to protect from penetrating damp.  Extend block lining to cellar room 1, insulate, plasterboard and skim
	Huntroyd Hall East

Whins Lane

Simonstone

	3/2009/0119/P
	Change of use of land and buildings from restaurant with manager’s flat to 1 no. dwelling, and alterations to door and window openings
	De Tabley Arms

Ribchester Road

Clayton-le-Dale

	3/2009/0134/P

LBC
	Removal of balustrade to first floor and erection of stud partition to provide improved secondary means of escape and privacy 
	New Inn, Parson Lane

Clitheroe

	3/2009/0237/P
	Proposed erection of 6kw wind turbine on a 9m mast in field no. 3775 at field
	Fellside Farm, Catlow Road

Slaidburn

	3/2009/0239/P
	Discharge of condition no 5 in relation to landscaping on planning consent 3/2007/0287/P
	The Homestead

Long Row

Mellor

	3/2009/0240/P
	Discharge of condition No. 2 and No. 4 and 5 in relation to materials, landscaping and finished floor levels 
	Homestead, Barker Lane

Mellor

	3/2009/0285/P
	Proposed two storey side extension and single storey rear extension
	Ravenswing

Littlemoor Road, Clitheroe

	3/2009/0291/P
	Demolition of existing kitchen to be replaced on same footprint with two storey extension
	14 Bilsbery Cottages

Hurst Green

	3/2009/0295/P
	Chimney to approved extension and existing house lounge (Ref: 3/2008/0335/P)
	3 Gills Croft

Clitheroe

	
	
	

	
	
	

	3/2009/0310/P
	Demolition of existing single storey extension to be replaced with two-storey extension with lean-to creating a new kitchen, disabled W.C and extension to an existing kitchen 
	51 Colthirst Drive

Clitheroe

	3/2009/0312/P
	Garage extension and porch to front elevation 
	21 Elswick Gardens, Mellor

	3/2009/0315/P
	Proposed change of use of ground floor unit from residential flat to office  
	1A New Market Street

Clitheroe

	3/2009/0317/P
	Proposed addition of solar hot water panels to the roofs of two existing buildings to provide hot water to the existing café and for hand washing
	Bowland Wild Boar Park

Chipping

	3/2009/0319/P
	New triple bay cricket practice facility including 3m high fence to surround the entire area; existing Ash tree to be removed and existing Oak tree to be pruned in accordance with the report submitted by the tree specialist; and synthetic carpet playing area
	Whalley Cricket Club

Mitton Road

Whalley

	3/2009/0322/P
	Application for the discharge of condition 3 (relating to materials used), condition 5 (relating to landscaping), condition Nos 6 & 7 (resting to site drainage), condition 8 (relating to site layout), condition 9 (relating to renewable energy) and condition 12 (relating to wheel wash) of planning consent 3/2008/0661/P
	land at junction of 

Mellor Lane/Abbott Brow

Mellor

	3/2009/0327/P
	Proposed demolition and rebuild of garage
	3 Bowland Close, Longridge

	3/2009/0332/P
	Demolition and re-build of the existing attached outbuildings, and proposed first floor lean-to extension
	15 Preston Road

Longridge

	3/2009/0333/P
	Substitution of house type for 3 previously approved dwellings (ref 3/2008/0736/P)
	Chapel Hill Farm

Lower Lane, Longridge

	3/2009/0335/P
	Small extension to the existing utility room
	116 St Paul’s Street

Clitheroe

	3/2009/0336/P
	Proposed removal of the existing conservatory and erection of a two-storey rear extension and single storey with balcony
	7 The Woodlands

Brockhall Village

Langho

	3/2009/0338/P
	Replace existing field shelter with a new field shelter 
	Hollins Farm

Clerk Hill Road, Sabden

	3/2009/0339/P
	Construction of a building over the Haweswater aqueduct for maintenance purposes and to comply with current health and safety regulations at land off the B6478 following a minor road from which an existing track leads into a field.
	Haweswater Aqueduct

	3/2009/0342/P
	Erection of an infill canopy roof over a section of an existing storage yard
	Moreton Hall Farm

Whalley

	3/2009/0345/P
	Demolition of existing concrete garage, relocating of boundary line of curtilage to reduce width of garden. Reconstruction of new PC Concrete garage. Part renewal of existing boundary fencing. New fencing to incorporate 1.5m high and 1.8m high close board feather edge panels with concrete posts and concrete gravel boards 
	36 Henthorn Road

Clitheroe

	3/2009/0346/P
	Demolish rear porch and replace with a single storey kitchen extension. Re-submission
	12 Newlands Avenue

Clitheroe

	3/2009/0349/P
	Agricultural building and livestock handling pens. Resubmission at land adjacent 
	Forest Becks Brow

Bolton-by-Bowland

	3/2009/0356/P
	Demolition of existing dilapidated timber store and garage and construction of replacement double garage and associated works.  New timber external utility room side door and infill panel. 
	Ellerbeck Hall

Woodhouse Lane

Slaidburn

	3/2009/0357/P
	Rear conservatory
	2 St Mary’s Gardens

Mellor

	3/2009/0358/P
	New pitched roof over front first floor bay window and addition of pitched roof to current flat roofed extension at the rear.  Amend rear lounge windows to new patio doors and all existing windows to be replaced with uPVC windows
	10 Whinney Lane

Langho

	3/2009/0361/P
	Application for the discharge of conditions no. 5 (relating to materials), condition no. 6 (shop front details) and condition no. 7 (frame colour – canopy) of planning consent 3/2009/0027/P
	16 Berry Lane

Longridge

	3/2009/0365/P
	Two storey side and rear extension and two single storey extensions to the rear
	16 The Sands

Whalley

	3/2009/0366/P
	Alterations to create an additional bedroom and larger entrance hall and construction of a new detached garage and garden store (resubmission of an approved scheme with amendment to garage/garden store replacing the oak frame and boarded walls with natural stone to match the existing barn)
	Howgills Barn

Bolton-by-Bowland

	3/2009/0367/P

LBC

Cont/

Cont…
	Alterations to create an additional bedroom and larger entrance hall and construction of a new detached garage and garden store (resubmission of an approved scheme with amendment to garage/garden store replacing the oak frame and boarded walls with natural stone to match the existing barn) 
	Howgills Barn

Bolton-by-Bowland

	3/2009/0368/P
	Refurbishment of existing six form art and language facility
	Clitheroe Royal Grammar School

York Street, Clitheroe

	3/2009/0370/P

(LBC)
	Proposed internal alterations and improvements to the ground floor former kitchen and utility areas, and to the first floor bedroom to create an ensuite bathroom.  Demolition of dilapidated timber sheds and construction of a replacement garage.
	Ellerbeck Hall

Woodhouse Lane

Slaidburn

	3/2009/0371/P
	Form new porch to front elevation
	5 Peel Park Avenue

Clitheroe

	3/2009/0373/P
	Proposed single storey extension forming storage areas and external works forming additional playground space
	Alston Lane RC Primary School field adjoining Preston Road, Longridge

	3/2009/0375/P
	Proposed steel framed roof over existing collection/ feeding yard to reduce foul water
	Lower House Farm

Bezza Lane, Balderstone

	3/2009/0376/P
	Single storey extension to side and rear of the property 
	47 Littlemoor Road

Clitheroe

	3/2009/0377/P
	Garage extension
	The Cedars

34 Peel Park Avenue Clitheroe

	3/2009/0403/P
	Single storey extension to rear of dwelling and extension of house into barn (Re-submission)
	White Stones Farm

Bolton-by-Bowland

	3/2009/0407/P
	Erection of concrete built rendered shed with pitched tile roof in rear garden
	61 Pimlico Road

Clitheroe

	3/2009/0408/P
	Change of use from combined residential and commercial (A1) use to residential use only 
	Cheesie Tchaikovsky

York Street, Clitheroe

	3/2009/0420/P
	Extension to existing goat house building 
	Pasture House Farm

West Marton

	3/2009/0421/P
	Single storey dining room extension to rear of the property 
	3 Copster Drive, Longridge

	3/2009/0423/P
	Construction of a single garage at the front of the property
	3 Humber Street, Longridge

	3/2009/0425/P
	First floor extension over existing garage /utility to form bedroom with en-suite shower room
	22 Hayhurst Road

Whalley

	3/2009/0427/P
	Erection of roof over existing concreted and walled silage clamp within farmyard
	Little Town Farm

Chipping Road, Thornley

	3/2009/0437/P
	New door opening within existing window reveal to regain access from dining area to store area 
	The White Bull, Main Street

Grindleton

	3/2009/0453/P
	Single storey extension and infill of courtyard area to incorporate a children’s centre
	Whalley Library

Abbey Road, Whalley

	3/2009/0476/P

(LBC)
	Installation of six double glazed windows to replace single glazed windows 
	Downham Village Hall

Pendle Road, Downham

	3/2009/0504/P
	Application for discharge of condition no. 1 (commencement), no. 2 (protection of trees), no. 3 (scheme for private treatment plant) and no. 4 (programme of archaeological work) of planning consent 3/2009/0287P
	The Heaning

Dunsop Road

Newton-in-Bowland


APPLICATIONS REFUSED

	Plan No:
	Proposal:
	Location:
	Reasons for 

Refusal

	3/2009/0298/P
	Two storey side extension
	22 Copperfield Close

Clitheroe
	Policy G1 - it would lead to conditions to the detriment of highway safety.  
Policies G1, H10 and SPG “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings - It would result in the loss of amenity to the occupiers of houses in the immediate vicinity.

	3/2009/0318/P
	Demolition of single storey kitchen wing and rear porch, proposed new two storey rear wing extension to create large kitchen/utility/dining room and a first floor bedroom with en-suite
	The Hollies

York Lane

Langho
	G1, H10, SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ – detrimental to neighbouring amenity.



	3/2009/0329/P

Cont/

Cont…..  
	Extension off the kitchen to form a garden room 
	Little Blacksticks Lane

Chipping
	The proposal would be detrimental to the character and setting of the listed building because of its prominence and incongruity with the 17th century front elevation.  This would be contrary to Policies ENV19 and ENV20 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.



	3/2009/0330/P

(LBC)
	Extension off the kitchen to form a garden room 
	Little Blacksticks Lane

Chipping


	“               “              “       

	3/2009/0444/P
	Two storey extension to the dwelling
	Keepers Cottage

Wolfen Hall, Chipping
	The proposal would be harmful to the agricultural character and setting of the listed building and the landscape and character of the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty because of its domestic appearance and dominance in scale, massing and situation. This would be contrary to Policies ENV19 and ENV1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.



	3/2009/0445/P
	Two storey extension to the dwelling
	Keepers Cottage

Wolfen Hall

Chipping
	    “            “           “


SECTION 106 APPLICATIONS

	Plan No:
	Proposal/Location:
	Progress:

	
	None
	


AGRICULTURAL NOTIFICATIONS WHERE PLANNING CONSENT WILL NOT BE NECESSARY

	Plan No:
	Proposal:
	Location:

	3/2009/0360/N
	Slurry store roof
	Stakes Farm, Cow Ark

Clitheroe

	3/2009/0441/N
	Proposed cover over silage clamp
	Burholme Farm

Dunsop Road, Whitewell

	
	
	

	3/2009/0468/N
	Clear span steel kit frame building 15.84m x 21.36m, for the   

 storage of straw and machinery
	Harrop Hall Farm

Slaidburn


AGRICULTURAL NOTIFICATIONS WHERE PLANNING CONSENT WILL BE NECESSARY

	Plan No:
	Proposal:
	Location:

	3/2009/0436/N
	Proposed roof over existing manure store
	Mire Fold Farm

Longsight Road

Clayton-le-Dale


CERTIFICATE OF LAWFULNESS FOR A PROPOSED USE OR DEVELOPMENT

	Plan No:
	Proposal:
	Location:

	3/2009/0343/P
	Application for a Lawful Development Certificate for an extension to a previously approved dormer
	59 Hob Green

Mellor

	3/2009/0344/P
	Application for a Lawful Development Certificate for the proposed construction of a new garage to the rear of the dwelling 
	56 Chatburn Road

Clitheroe


REFUSAL OF CERTIFICATE OF LAWFULNESS FOR A PROPOSED USE OR DEVELOPMENT

	Plan No:
	Proposal:
	Location:

	3/2009/0348/P
	Application for Certificate of Lawfulness for existing use, this being engineering works resulting in the creation of a length of access track 
	Lambing Clough Barn

Lambing Clough Lane

Hurst Green


APPLICATIONS TO BE DETERMINED BY Lancashire County Council 

	Plan No:
	Proposal:
	Location:

	3/2009/0369/P
	Change of use from an existing skip yard and associated units to a waste transfer station
	Hickey’s Garage

Pendle Trading Estate

Clitheroe Road

Chatburn


APPEALS UPDATE

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

	3/2008/0496 & 0497

D
	29.9.08 & 30.9.08
	Mr J Houldsworth

One internally illuminated wall mounted sign (at first floor level) and two non-illuminated signs (at eye level)

2-4 Duck Street

Clitheroe
	WR
	_
	AWAITING DECISION

	3/2008/0204 & 0272

D
	21.10.08
	Mr D Outhwaite Bentley

Proposed roof alterations and construction of 4no dormers (2 front and rear) to provide bedroom and en-suite, with the addition of a staircase for access

Mellor Lodge

Preston New Road

Mellor
	WR
	_
	AWAITING DECISION

	3/2008/0667

D
	28.1.09
	Mr C Garth-Jones

Demolition of agricultural buildings and construction of two holiday cottages.  Construction of detached garage

Halsteads Farm

Rimington Lane

Rimington
	-
	Hearing – held 18.6.09
	AWAITING DECISION

	3/2008/0861

D
	29.1.09
	Mr & Mrs E Alcock

Proposed granny annexe and garage extension (Resubmission)

Ellis House

Kenyon Lane

Dinckley
	WR
	_
	APPEAL DISMISSED/ALLOWED 3.6.09

	3/2008/0459

D
	5.2.09
	Mr Colin Mustoe

Proposed ‘parkland’ extension to existing residential curtilage, for private domestic use

Salesbury Hall

Salesbury Hall Road

Ribchester
	-
	Hearing – held 2.6.09
	Appeal Dismissed

	3/2008/0753 & 0754

D
	1.4.09
	Mr J Dewhurst

Erection of two dwellings following conservation area consent for demolition of one dwelling and outbuilding and access alterations

The Cottage

Lower Lane

Longridge
	WR
	_
	Awaiting site visit

	3/2008/0743

D
	14.4.09
	Mr & Mrs Stuart

Single storey kitchen extension

The Barn

Hill House

Sawley Road

Grindleton
	Fast Track Householder Pilot
	_
	Appeal Dismissed

	3/2009/0151

D
	5.5.09
	Mr Karl Haslam

Re-roof existing shed to create pitched roof

56 Henthorn Road

Clitheroe
	WR
	_
	Site visit 2.7.09

AWAITING DECISION

	3/2008/0979

D
	19.5.09
	Margaret Hughes

Change of use of agricultural land to residential curtilage

Hollins Croft Cottage

Stopper Lane

Rimington
	WR
	_
	Awaiting site visit

	3/2008/1007

D
	27.5.09
	The Great Greendale Storage Co Ltd

Change of use from storage to a flat (Resubmission)

Greendale Mill

Brow Top

Grindleton
	WR
	_
	Awaiting site visit

	3/2009/0080

D
	29.5.09
	Mr & Mrs Waterhouse

Amendment to internal layout of the previously approved scheme (3/2008/0514P)

Rake Bottom

George Lane

Read
	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: 3/2009/0063/P
(GRID REF: SD 364839 430993)

PROPOSED CREATION OF TWO HOLIDAY COTTAGES AT HEY MOO, ELSWICK FARM, MELLOR

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	Objection on the grounds of an over intensification of an existing use and the fact that the site entrance continues to be problematic.

	
	
	

	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY SURVEYOR):
	No objections subject to the satisfactory provision of three parking spaces.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	Two letters (both from the same address) have been received from nearby residents who express objections to the application as follows:



	
	1.
	It is stated on the forms that three parking spaces would be provided but no indication as to where these will be.  As parking is already at a premium, it is essential that suitable parking is provided.



	
	2.
	Questions whether the three month maximum letting period has been complied with in respect of the applicant’s existing holiday cottages.  Also asks whether this has been achieved in part by moving the same residents from one unit to another.



	
	3.
	Questions whether each of the units would have three waste bins under the three stream system and, if so, where these would be placed for collection.



	
	4.
	Requests that the rear access to Elswick Terrace to be maintained during construction works as previously construction vehicles associated with Hey Moo have blocked it on numerous occasions.



	
	5.
	Are the drains and/or sewer pipes under the private access road safe from potential damage due to the extra traffic that would use the road.



	
	6.
	Does the proposal involve the removal of any trees?



	
	A letter has been received from a nearby resident who expresses support for the application in principle but would like to see some conditions imposed in relation to an existing barn.  This barn was shown to be demolished as part of a previous permission.  They would like to see it demolished and, in particular, would not wish it to be used for the storage and preparation of building materials during the new construction, should planning permission be granted.


Proposal

Permission is sought for the creation of two units of holiday accommodation to add to the existing four units at this site.

The first unit would be formed by the conversion and alteration of an existing single storey building to form a unit comprising one bedroom, bathroom, living area and dining kitchen.  As existing, this building has a mixture of stone, brick and render to its walls with a slate roof.  An existing brick extension on this building would be demolished and replaced with a stone and glass extension with a gabled roof, the roof being set below that of the main roof and comprising a mixture of blue slate and glass.  The maximum height of this building would be maintained at 3.5m, and the maximum dimensions of the footprint would be 9.8m x 5.8m.

The second unit would firstly involve the demolition of a garage and a stable building which are of modern construction with brick and timber walls and corrugated sheet roofs.  These buildings are of no benefit to visual amenity.  The unit would be built in the area presently occupied by these buildings, and would involve a net increase in footprint of approximately 28%.

This two storey unit would have two bedrooms and an ‘L’ shaped footprint, the maximum dimensions of which would be 10.4m x 8.4m; the height to the ridge of the two storey element would be 6.2m, and 4.1m on the single storey wing.  Natural stone and blue slate would be used throughout on this building, with its north-western elevation featuring a glazed curtain wall in order to take advantage of the views over the adjoining farmland.  This device also reduces the need for windows in other elevations, and so avoids any problems of overlooking.

One parking space would be provided for the small unit and two spaces for the larger unit.

Site Location

The site is located to the north of Mellor Brow.  It is served by a single width access track from Mellor Brow that runs parallel to the gable end elevation of a terrace of houses.  The access track coincides with the settlement boundary which includes the terrace of properties to the east of the farm, but excludes the farm itself and the properties to the west and south.  Accordingly the application site is located within the open countryside.

The complex of buildings at Elswick Farm is adjoined to the south, east and west by residential properties and to the north by farmland.

Relevant History

3/2002/0128/P – Change of use of tack room to general workers accommodation.  Refused.

3/2003/0055/P – Conversion of agricultural building to restricted business use, self catering accommodation.  Refused.

3/2003/0865/P – Conversion of barn to form four holiday lets.  Refused.

3/2004/0450/P – Change of use to form self-catering holiday accommodation.  Approved subject to conditions.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy RT1 – Recreation and Tourism.

Policy RT3 - Conversion of Buildings to Tourism Related Uses.

Policy ENV13 - Landscape Protection.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

Planning permission was granted by 3/2004/0450/P for the conversion of an existing barn into four self-catering units of accommodation as a farm diversification scheme.

In the Design and Access Statement submitted with this current application, the agents comment that the existing units have proved to be successful and that the farm would derive further benefit from the creation of two more units.  It is stated that high occupancy rates to date are in part attributable to needs arising from the nearby British Aerospace site, and it is anticipated that with the creation of substantial industrial and office floor space at that site, the requirement for short-term accommodation will inevitably increase.

The Council has previously confirmed to the applicant that the use of the existing units by business people rather than tourists does not represent a material change of use, and that providing condition no 17 of the existing permission (which stipulates a maximum 3 month occupancy period) is not breached, then the use complies with the terms of the permission.  The applicants therefore seek permission for the two additional units on the same basis.

The previous permission required the provision of dedicated parking spaces for use by the occupiers of 44 and 46 Mellor Brow in order that a Traffic Regulation Order could be implemented, which protects the visibility splay on egress from the farm.  This work has been completed and the development now proposed will therefore benefit from a safe means of access.  Subject to the provision of the three parking spaces specified in the application, the County Surveyor has no objections to this application on highway safety grounds.

The position, orientation and window positions of the proposed units is such that, in my opinion, they would not have any detrimental effects from the privacy and general residential amenities of any nearby residents.  The letters from nearby residents referred to earlier in the report do not contain any objections on the grounds of loss of privacy/amenity.

I consider the design and external materials of the two units to be appropriate for the locality, such that the buildings themselves would not have any detrimental effects upon visual amenity.

Another consideration in relation to visual amenity concerns the fact that there is a group of 9 trees close to the proposed buildings that form Group 1 of the Elswick Farm Tree Preservation Order 1989.  An arboricultural report submitted with the application concludes that these trees are not particularly worthy of retention and should be felled and replaced with appropriate stock in a more appropriate location.  The Countryside Officer has visited the site and provided a visual amenity valuation of the trees in which he generally concurs with the conclusions of the applicant’s arboricultural report.  He considers the trees to be of little importance to the landscape and of “some” visual amenity value to people.  Overall, the visual amenities of the locality would benefit by the felling and replacement of these trees.  In the event of planning permission being granted I would recommend a condition to that effect.

In policy terms, I consider that the addition of these two units to the existing business would extend the range of tourism and visitor facilities in the borough in compliance with Policy RT1 of the Local Plan.

With regards to the concerns/objections raised by the Parish Council and nearby residents, I have already addressed the parking/highway safety and tree issues.

As one of the units is to be formed by the conversion of an existing building, and the other would occupy the footprint of 2 existing buildings, I do not consider the development to represent over development of the site.

The applicant has provided her lettings records for the existing four units and they confirm that she is abiding by the conditions of the planning permission.

The applicant says that waste from the units will be recycled and privately taken away twice a week.  The units will not have their own three stream waste bins.

The applicant says that she will demolish the existing barn before September this year.  This is a matter that will addressed separately by the planning department and has no bearing on the consideration of this application.

Overall, subject to appropriate conditions, I consider this proposal to be acceptable and in accordance with the relevant policies of the Local Plan.

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

The proposed two additional holiday cottages at an existing business would not have any seriously detrimental effects upon visual amenity, the amenities of nearby residents or highway safety.

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

1.
The development must be begun no later than the expiration of three years beginning with the date of this permission.


Reason: Required to be imposed in pursuance to Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.  

2.
This permission shall be implemented in accordance with the proposal as amended by letter and plan received on the 15 May 2009.


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.

3.
Precise specifications or samples of walling and roofing materials and details of any surface materials to be used including their colour and texture shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority before their use in the proposed works.


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

4.
The units of accommodation shall not be let to or occupied by any one person or group of persons for a continuous period of longer than 3 months in any one year and in any event shall not be used as a permanent accommodation.  A register of all lettings shall be kept and made available to the Local Planning Authority to inspect on an annual basis.

REASON: In order to comply with Policies G1, RT1 and RT3 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.  The site is located in an area where the Local Planning Authority would not normally be minded to grant permission for a permanent residential accommodation.

5.
In the first planting season following the completion of the development or the first occupation of either of the units (whichever is the sooner) a replacement planting scheme shall be carried out on land within the applicants ownership to replace any trees felled as a result of the development.  Precise details of the number, species and location of the replacement trees shall first have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The replacement trees shall be maintained thereafter for a period of not less than 5 years to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority.  This maintenance shall include the replacement of any tree which is removed, or dies, or is seriously damaged, or become seriously diseased, by a species of similar size to those originally planted.


REASON: To replace trees removed in order to carry out the development in the interests of visual amenity and to comply with Policy ENV13 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

6.
Prior to the first use of the units of accommodation hereby permitted, three parking spaces shall be formed as shown on the approved plans.  Thereafter, the spaces shall be permanently retained and available for use by the occupiers of the units.


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

7.
Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (Amendment) (No 2) (England) Order 2008 (or any Order revoking or re-enacting that Order) any future extensions, external alterations to the buildings, including any development within the curtilage as defined in the Schedule to the Order Part 1, Classes A to H shall not be carried out unless a further planning permission has first been granted in respect thereof.


REASON: In order that the Local Planning Authority can retain effective control over the development to ensure compliance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

APPLICATION NO:
3/2009/0162/P
(GRID REF: SD 375006 441975) 

PROPOSED RESUBMISSION OF APPLICATION 3/2008/0939/P FOR PROPOSED ERECTION OF A STEEL PORTAL FRAMED BUILDING FOR LIGHT INDUSTRIAL USE AT UP BROOKS MILL, TAYLOR STREET, CLITHEROE 

	TOWN COUNCIL:
	Objection as the proposal will result in a loss of amenity for surrounding properties.  

	
	
	

	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY SURVEYOR):
	No objections on highway safety grounds.

	
	

	UNITED UTILITIES:
	Comment that a public sewer crosses the site, that they will not permit building over it and that a 6m wide access strip (3m on each side of the centre line) must be provided.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	Letters have been received from the owners/occupiers of three nearby dwellings who express objections to the application on the following grounds:



	
	1.
	Loss of light due to the height of the building and its proximity to their houses and gardens.  The height of the building does not appear to have been reduced very much from the recently refused application.  



	
	2.
	Noise nuisance.  Residents have already had to complain about noise since the applicant acquired the site whereas they never had cause to complain about the previous owner.



	
	3.
	Nuisance of fumes/pollution.  



	
	4.
	Harm to children’s health by noise pollution, loss of light to their play area and loss of a scenic view.



	
	5.
	The building would be close to a stream and could exacerbate existing flooding problems.



	
	6.
	Harm to trees on the site boundary that are covered by a Tree Preservation Order.  



	
	7.
	Security lights on this site have been a nuisance to neighbours in the past.  Any lighting associated with this building should be first agreed by the Council.



	
	8.
	No hours of operation are stated in the application hence fears about noise nuisance during the night.



	
	9.
	There have not been any major changes to the previous application and so this application should therefore be refused for the same reasons.  

	
	10.
	The applicants state that jobs will be created.  Less people, however, are now employed at the site than was the case under previous owners.



	
	11.
	The applicants have already shown a lack of consideration to their neighbours.  


Proposal

Previous application 3/2008/0939/P sought permission for an industrial building with a maximum length of 46.5m, a width of 12.5m, an eaves height of 5.5m and a ridge height of 7.2m.  The external materials were to comprise profiled sheeting to the walls and roof in a colour that was still to be agreed with the Local Planning Authority but generally to match existing adjacent buildings.  

The building was to be sited close to the southern boundary of the site which adjoins the side and rear gardens of residential properties at Highmoor Park.  

A number of trees within the application site and adjoining that southern site boundary form Group G2 of the north of Pendle Road, Clitheroe TPO No 8 1982.  The existence of these protected trees was not acknowledged in the forms and plans for application 3/2008/0939/P.  

That previous application was refused for the following reasons:

1.
The proposed building due to its site, its length and its proposed industrial use would be seriously detrimental to the amenities of the occupiers of residential properties immediately adjoining the site in the form of noise nuisance, loss of light and a general oppressive/overbearing effect, contrary to Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.  

2.
The proposal would be seriously detrimental to the health of trees that form Group G2 of the north of Pendle Road TPO No 9 1982.  As such, the proposal would be detrimental to the visual amenities of the locality and contrary to Policies G1 and ENV13 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

In this resubmission application, the applicants have sought to address the reasons for refusal of the previous application.  The protected trees are now indicated on the submitted plans, and the building is shown to be sited 3m away from the southern boundary of the site.  

The footprint and the eaves height of the building remain the same as in the previous application.  By using a shallower roof pitch, however, the ridge height has been reduced from 7.16m to 6.31m.  It is also now proposed to lower the existing ground level by 1m.  In relation to the ground level of the adjoining houses, therefore, the eaves height will now be 1m lower than previously proposed and the ridge height will be approximately 1.8m lower.  The eaves would now be less than 4m above the neighbour's’ ground level and the ridge would be less than 5m above that level.  

Since the previous refusal, conifers have been planted to infill gaps in the existing trees on the southern boundary of the site.  

Site Location

The land is set to the south of Up Brooks within Clitheroe between existing commercial development fronting this road and residential properties at Highmoor Park to the south.  It is presently in commercial use for the parking of trailers.  

Relevant History

3/2008/0342/P – Portal framed building for the covered loading and unloading of trailers on a different part of the site.  Approved subject to conditions.

3/2008/0939/P – Proposed erection of steel portal framed building for light industrial use.  Refused.  

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV13 - Landscape Protection.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

In the light of the more accurate plans submitted with this current application, and the additional planting that has been carried out since the previous refusal, the Countryside Officer has reassessed the proposal.  He now considers that, subject to appropriate conditions, the proposed building would not seriously prejudice the health of the existing trees.  In a supporting statement submitted with this new application, the applicant points out that some of the existing buildings at Highmoor Park (especially garages) are much closer to the protected trees than the proposed building would be.  He also comments that some of these trees are dead but that he would be willing to replant them and to add further screening if necessary in order to protect the adjoining houses from noise pollution and from seeing the new building.  

With the recent infill planting that has already been carried out, and the reduction in the height of the building, I consider there to be a considerable degree of screening between the adjoining houses and the proposed building.  However, and in accordance with the second condition recommended by the Countryside Officer, this could be supplemented by further landscape planting, as offered by the applicant.  Therefore, subject to appropriate conditions, I consider that this resubmission has satisfactorily addressed the second reason for refusal of the previous application.  

I also consider that the reduction in the height of the building would significantly reduce its effects upon the amenities of nearby residents.  Added to this improvement to the previous proposal, the opportunity could also be taken to further protect the amenities of the adjoining residents by the imposition of conditions concerning the types of business that could occupy the building (ie quiet uses within Use Classes B1 – Business and B8 – Storage and Distribution) and a restriction on the hours of use and the hours for deliveries etc.  The site is not currently subject to such conditions so its use for industrial purposes that do not require a building could have more seriously detrimental effects upon the amenities of the neighbours.

Overall, having given this resubmitted application careful consideration, I conclude that the amenities of nearby residents could best be protected by a permission subject to appropriate conditions.  I therefore recommend accordingly.

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

Subject to appropriate conditions, the proposed development will not result in any serious detriment to visual amenity, the amenities of nearby residents or highway safety.  

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

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


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

2.
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] the details of which shall be agreed in writing, implemented in full and inspected by the local planning authority before any site works are begun. 


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


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


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


Reason: In order to ensure that trees affected by development and included in the  1976 Pendle Road Tree Preservation Order [7/19/3/41] considered to be of visual amenity value  are afforded maximum physical protection from the adverse affects of development in order to comply with Policies G1 and ENV13 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

3.
The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until details of the landscaping of the site have been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority.  The scheme shall indicate, as appropriate, the types and numbers of trees and shrubs, their distribution on site.


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


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

4.
The building hereby permitted shall only be used for purposes falling within Use Classes B1 (Business) and B8 (Storage and Distribution) of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 2006.


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

5.
The use of the premises in accordance with this permission shall be restricted to the hours between 0700 and 2000 Monday to Saturday with no working on Sundays and Bank Holidays.  There shall also be no deliveries made to the building outside these specified hours.


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

6.
Prior to the commencement of the development, precise details of any flood lighting/security lighting for the building shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  Any such lighting shall thereafter be installed and permanently maintained in accordance with the approved details.


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: 3/2009/0233/P
(GRID REF: SD 365047 435759)

PROPOSED DETACHED DWELLING AND REPLACEMENT DRIVE AT 17 CHESTERBROOK, RIBCHESTER

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	No objections in principle to this application.  However, there are some concerns about the design and positioning of the property entrance.  The proposed site entrance is positioned very close to the junction of Chesterbrook with Eastgate.  There is a fear that a vehicle travelling down Chesterbook and turning a corner at Eastgate might be faced immediately with a vehicle emerging from the property.  In any decision in respect of this application the Borough Council is asked to take particular account of the proposed property entrance and associated sightlines and to consider and impose necessary conditions.

	
	
	

	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY SURVEYOR):
	No objections in principle to the application but required clarification in respect of parking arrangements as originally submitted.

The originally proposed garage for the existing property number 17 was substandard in size.

The access to the driveway for the new property needed defining by a low wall or fence rather than having an open area that opens almost directly onto the junction of Chesterbrook and Eastgate.  Therefore an amended site plan is required indicating access improvements to the detached garage and a more clearly defined entrance to the driveway for the proposed new dwelling.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	Three letters have been received from nearby residents, who object to the application for the following reasons:



	
	1.
	The development would increase traffic on an already busy road and would make a blind corner even more dangerous.  This junction is unmarked, can be difficult to navigate due to parked cars and visibility is poor due to a high Leylandii hedge.



	
	2.
	The letters of support submitted with the application stating that the dwelling would obstruct the view of the substation for the residents of Chesterbrook is no reason for planning permission to be granted.  The residents of Eastgate have to look at the substation and would also have to look at the proposed dwelling.



	
	3.
	This area is already built up enough without trying to shoehorn another property onto a corner plot.


Proposal

Permission is sought for a two storey house with a single integral garage.  The first floor accommodation of two bedrooms and a shower room would be within the roof space with the light provided by a window in the front facing gable and four roof lights.

The external materials comprise facing bricks and concrete roof tiles (although precise details have not been submitted in the application).

As originally submitted, the application showed an open parking area extending across the whole of the site frontage to Eastgate.  In response to the comments of the County Surveyor however (and also addressing concerns expressed by the Parish Council) amended plans were received on 9 June 2009, that show a 3.5m access into the site at the point furthest away from the Chesterbook/Eastgate junction, with brick piers either side and a dwarf wall to the west side of the opening.

As originally submitted, the plans also showed a detached garage for the existing property number 17 Chesterbrook.  This was considered by the County Surveyor to be of inadequate size and was deleted on the amended plans leaving a driveway to satisfy the parking needs of the existing property.

Site Location

The application site comprises the southern part of the garden area of 17 Chesterbook which stands on the corner of Chesterbook and Eastgate.  The plot is presently used as garden and hardstanding for cars and is bounded by a dense mature hedge.  The dwellings on the estate are a mixture of detached and semi-detached bungalows and houses.  To the north of the plot is 17 Chesterbrook which is a semi-detached bungalow, and to the east is a single storey flat roofed electricity sub-station adjacent to which is a detached bungalow, number 6 Eastgate.

Relevant History

3/2003/`1059/P – Detached dwelling and replacement drive and detached garage.  Refused and appeal dismissed.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G4 - Settlement Strategy.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

Previous planning application 3/2003/1059/P also sought planning permission for a detached house on this plot.  Permission was refused for two reasons.  The first reason was that the proposal would add to the over supply of housing in the borough contrary to the housing policies of the Joint Lancashire Structure Plan that were applicable at that time.

The second reason was that the proposal represented an over intensive form of development resulting in a visually cramped appearance to the detriment of visual amenities contrary to Policy G1 of the Local Plan.

In dismissing the subsequent appeal, the Inspector considered that the proposal would add to the considerable over supply position, thus adding to the Council’s difficulties at the time of managing housing land release in a way that reflected wider strategic planning objectives.  He did not, however, agree with the Council’s arguments that the appeal site is such an important open space that its loss would be harmful in its own terms, although he did consider the relationship of the building with the rest of the Eastgate frontage to be awkward and dislocated.

As the Joint Lancashire Structure Plan has now been superseded by the Regional Spatial Strategy for the North West, the issue of over supply cited in the Council’s first reason for refusal, that was also the main reason for the appeal being dismissed, is no longer relevant.

In the Design and Access Statement, the agents say that they have revised the elevation to Eastgate by removing a prominent vertical feature on that elevation and replacing it with a ground floor bay window that is similar to bay windows on the projecting gabled elements of other bungalows on Eastgate.

A dwelling on this site is now, therefore, acceptable in principle, and I consider that the alterations to the Eastgate elevation have addressed the one minor concern of the appeal Inspector.  I therefore consider the proposal to be acceptable with regards to its effects on the appearance of the street scene.

I consider that there are no effects on privacy or residential amenity given the position of the building relative to neighbouring properties, and the positions of windows and roof lights.

The concerns about highway safety expressed by the Parish Council and the neighbours (and initially by the County Surveyor) have been addressed by amended plans.  Subject to conditions concerning the satisfactory provision and retention of the proposed driveway for number 17 and the access, parking spaces and garage for the new dwelling, I can see no objections to the proposal on highway safety grounds.

Overall, I can see no sustainable objections to this application. 

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

The proposed development would have no seriously detrimental effects upon visual amenity, the amenities of nearby residents or highway safety.

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

1.
The development hereby approved shall be completed to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority within 6 months of the date of this permission.


Reason: In the interest of visual amenity and to ensure the development is implemented within an appropriate timescale.  

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


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

3.
Prior to the first occupation of the dwelling hereby permitted, the replacement driveway for the existing property, number 17 Chesterbrook, and the access, parking area and garage for the new dwelling shall all have been provided and shall be available for use to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority.  Thereafter, these facilities shall all be kept permanently clear of any obstruction to their designated use.


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

4.
Except for an access point not exceeding 3.5m wide at its eastern edge, the frontage of the site to Eastgate shall be enclosed by a wall not exceeding 1m in height in accordance with details which have first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  This wall shall be completed prior to the first use of the dwelling hereby permitted and, thereafter, shall be retained permanently to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority.


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

APPLICATION NO: 3/2009/0306/P
(GRID REF: SD 366890 430847)

PROPOSED SUBSTITUTION OF HOUSETYPE AT HOMESTEAD, BARKER LANE, MELLOR

	PARISH/TOWN COUNCIL:
	Object to the application on the following grounds:



	
	1.
	Incongruous with the surrounding properties.



	
	2.
	Ridge height not in keeping with adjacent properties.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	Nine letters of objection have been received.  Members are referred to the file for full details which can be summarised as follows:



	
	1.
	Reference to how a previous application for the access track was dealt with and issues regarding the legality of that access as it would be a breach of a 1947 Conveyance (the Peacock Case).



	
	2.
	Concern over access for construction traffic and highway safety issues.



	
	3.
	Concerns over impropriety.



	
	4.
	Noise disturbance.



	
	5.
	Properties on Long Row would be at risk from construction traffic.



	
	6.
	Trees and wildlife will be destroyed.



	
	7.
	The property should be stone built.



	
	8.
	The building is not in keeping with the area – it looks like a unit that belongs to an industrial site.



	
	9.
	De-value properties in the area.



	
	10.
	Concerns over the height of the building – it should be the same as the existing property.



	
	11.
	The original plans were for a single storey building.  The new plan increases this by approximately 60%.

	
	12.
	Concerns over demolition as there is hazardous material in its construction (asbestos).



	
	13.
	The main front entrance is now shown as north facing.



	
	14.
	Reference to previous documents submitted claiming no objections from the residents of Sheriton, which was not the case and should be excluded from your records.



	
	15.
	Refuse wagons cannot get up Long Row so where is the application going to put his waste?



	
	16.
	The Council have left residents with no other option than to take legal action against the applicants to seek compensation for whatever is necessary.



	
	17.
	Question the accuracy of information submitted on the application form and on previous documents.



	
	18.
	Reference to an ongoing complaint – both through the internal complaints procedure and Ombudsman Office.



	
	19.
	Question lack of publicity of the application in the wider area.



	
	20.
	The application shows garage and hard standing yet there is currently no vehicular access to the property.



	
	21.
	Reference to all the objections to the development of this property and a request that all these be taken into consideration again as objections to this application.

For Members information, previous application no’s for this site are 3/2008/0211/P, 3/2008/0853/P relating to replacement dwelling and 3/2007/0287/P relating to the formation of an access track – objections relating to these can be found on the relevant planning files which are public documents.



	
	22.
	Approval for the access track must be revoked.


Proposal

This application is for a substitution of house type for a replacement dwelling that was previously granted approval under 3/2008/0853/P.

The dwelling proposed would have approximate dimensions of 14.9m x 8.3m x 6.6m to the apex of its pitch, constructed of a mix of brickwork, white render and cedar cladding under a concrete tiled roof.  An attached single storey flat roofed garage is shown on the northern elevation.

The dwelling would have its main openings on the southern and western elevations with the roofscape of the south elevation punctuated by Velux openings and solar panels.  On the northern elevation 1 Velux, a doorway into the property from the parking area and small window that would serve a downstairs wc are shown.

Although the proposal does not include the vehicular access, planning permission has been previously granted for an access onto Long Row under application 3/2007/0287/P.  The proposed scheme shows provision for a parking area and driveway at the northern part of the site as well as the aforementioned garage.

Site Location

The site is situated in the Green Belt.  The existing property is located between Glyfada and Sunnyside, with the proposal to be accessed off Long Row which itself is accessed from Barker Lane, Mellor.

Relevant History

3/2009/0240/P – Application for discharge of conditions 2 (relating to materials to be used), 4 (relating to landscaping of the site) and 5 (relating to details of proposed floor levels) of planning consent 3/2008/0853/P.  Decided 8 June 2009.

3/2009/0239/P – Application to discharge condition 5 (relating to landscaping of the site), to planning consent 3/2007/0287/P.  Decided 30 June 2009.

3/2008/0853/P – Demolition of existing property and rebuilding a 2 bedroom dwelling (re-submission).  Approved with conditions 26 November 2008.

3/2008/0211/P – Demolition of existing property and replacement with a two storey dwelling.  Withdrawn.

3/2007/0287/P – Laying out of access track between Homestead 1 and Long Row including engineering operations.  Approved with conditions 20 June 2007.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy ENV4 - Green Belt.

Policy H14 - Rebuilding/Replacement Dwellings - Outside Settlements.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The matters for consideration in the determination of this application are the impact of the revised design on Green Belt and impact on visual and neighbouring residential amenity.

As stated previously, consent has already been granted for a replacement dwelling on this site with the application before Committee seeking to alter the design of the dwelling.  The main living accommodation would be on the same footprint area of the site as approved previously but with the addition of an attached flat roof garage on the northern elevation.

In respect of the garage, I do not consider that this would prove significantly detrimental to the visual amenities of the area as it is a low level structure that meets the dwelling at eaves level thus appearing subservient to the main structure on site.  Whilst it would extend the built form in a northern direction, I do not consider that the residential amenities of properties to the north and east would be significantly affected by this addition.

The other key difference from the scheme already approved is a proposed increase in the ridge height from approximately 6m to 6.6m ie an increase of 600mm.  This increase in height has enabled the formation of 2 bedrooms with en suite facilities in the roofspace with Velux windows in both elevations.  I note the building is in an elevated location and that this increase in height would make the roof pitch visible in the wider area.  However, I am of the opinion that having regard to the site’s relationship with surrounding properties and the style, design and respective height of those buildings, this scheme would not adversely affect the openness of the Green Belt or visual amenities of the area.

In respect of residential amenity, I do not consider that a higher ridge height in itself would prove detrimental – it is the potential impact of the Velux in the southern roofscape and that relationship with the property known as Downings.  That dwelling and its garden area is set to the immediate south of the application site and whilst openings at ground floor in the replacement dwelling would not prove to have a significantly different impact over and above that experienced from the existing dwelling, the Velux require further consideration.  The application site is set higher than the Downings and I am of the opinion that whilst 2 of the Velux would face towards that property’s front garden area, given the relative heights, views would be at such a high level as to not significantly affect privacy levels.  In terms of the insertion of the solar panels, I do not believe that these would prove significantly detrimental to visual amenities.

In respect of comments received from nearby residents, it is clear that many of the issues raised relate to highway safety and the legality of the right of access.  I am of the opinion that given the previous consent for an access track submitted and approved under 3/2007/0287/P these issues are not relevant in the consideration of this proposal.  It is important to emphasise that any planning permission does not override a restrictive covenant that may affect this property and any determination would not affect the rights of any individuals in relation to the control of the access track.

Concerns regarding wildlife and landscape are noted, but I am satisfied that this proposal would not have a significant impact.

As regards asbestos this is not a planning consideration, nor is it something which the Council’s Building Control Section would become involved with.  It is up to the developer to use an approved contractor to demolish and dispose of the materials in accordance with the relevant Regulations – if not it would be a matter for the HSE and not the Borough Council.

Therefore having carefully considered this scheme insofar as the aspects which are different from the previously approved dwelling, I do not consider that the revisions would prove significantly detrimental to visual and residential amenity nor would they adversely impact on the openness of the Green Belt.  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.
This permission shall be implemented in accordance with the proposal as amended by letter and plan received on the 5 June 2009 which indicate the Velux upstands and provide technical specifications for the photovoltaic modules and Velux roof windows.


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

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


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

3.
Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995 (or any Order revoking or re-enacting that Order) any future extensions and/or alterations to the dwelling including any development within the curtilage as defined in Schedule 2 Part 1 Classes A to H shall not be carried out without the formal written consent of the Local Planning Authority.


REASON:  In the interests of the amenity of the area in accordance with Policies G1 and H14 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

4.
The approved landscaping scheme shall be implemented in the first planting season following occupation or use of the development and shall be maintained thereafter for a period of not less than 5 years to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority.  This maintenance shall include the replacement of any tree or shrub which is removed, or dies, or is seriously damaged, or becomes seriously diseased, by a species of similar size to those originally planted.


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

APPLICATION NO:
3/2009/0313/P
(GRID REF: SD 364097 436173)

MODIFICATION OF CONDITION NO. 9 OF PLANNING CONSENT 3/2008/0916/P TO ALLOW USE OF THE HARDSTANDINGS BETWEEN THE DATES OF 1ST DECEMBER TO 30TH SEPTEMBER (10 MONTHS) AT DALE HEY FARM, PRESTON ROAD, RIBCHESTER
	PARISH COUNCIL:
	The Parish Council object to this proposal and raise the following points:

· The PC previously objected to the earlier application on five grounds, with the most concern being had towards the site being open throughout the year. Consent was granted with conditions imposed reflecting the PC concern about the use of the site.

	
	· Less than two months later the applicant has submitted an application that seeks consent to waive restrictions in usage without any cogent reasons for doing so,

The PC believes that there are strong and valid reasons for restricting the use of the site, and that nothing has changed in the last two months to argue otherwise, and urge the Borough Council to refuse this application.

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	No letters have been received.


Proposal

This application seeks permission to vary an existing condition imposed on the planning consent, ref. no. 3/2008/0916/P, in relation to the recently approved use of agricultural land for 16 no. hard standings at Dale Hey Farm, Preston Road, Ribchester. The existing condition currently limits the use of the hard standings for the siting of touring caravans for holiday accommodation only and not for the occupation of a caravan for a person’s primary residence. It also restricts the use of the hard standings between the 1st of March and the 31st of October. It is this section of the condition that the Applicant is wishing to vary. The Applicant seeks to increase the opening of the site to a period of ten months from the existing eight months, and change the dates to between the 1st of December and the 30th of September.

Site Location

The site is located to the north west of Ribchester off Preston Road, on land designated as open countryside within the Districtwide Local Plan.

Relevant History

3/2008/0916/P - Proposed use of agricultural land for 16 no. hard standings for touring caravans (incorporating access roads and car parking areas). Proposed change of use of part of existing workshop to toilet block. Proposed use of agricultural building as meeting room. Proposed lean-to vehicle store – Granted Conditionally.

3/2003/1040/P – Convert existing outbuilding to granny annexe plus septic tank – Refused.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy RT1 - General Recreation and Tourism Policy.

Policy RT6 - New Touring Caravan Sites and Extensions to Existing Sites.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

This application seeks permission to vary an existing condition imposed on the planning consent, ref. no. 3/2008/0916/P, in relation to the recently approved use of agricultural land for 16 no. hard standings at Dale Hey Farm, Preston Road, Ribchester. The existing condition currently limits the use of the hard standings for the siting of touring caravans for holiday accommodation only and not for the occupation of a caravan for a person’s primary residence. It also restricts the use of the hard standings between the 1st of March and the 31st of October. It is this section of the condition that the Applicant is wishing to vary. The Applicant seeks to increase the opening of the site to a period of ten months from the existing eight months, and change the dates to between the 1st of December and the 30th of September. The period of ten months is requested so that the number of days the site is allowed to open is equal to that of many other caravan sites within the Ribble Valley, currently granted site licences to open for a maximum of ten months. As such, the main consideration in respect of the proposed variation in the days of opening is whether or not the increase in opening will detrimentally affect the amenity of nearby neighbours.

When permission was granted for the proposed 16 hardstandings at the site, consideration was taken in regards to the impact on the amenity of the nearby neighbouring properties. At that time, given the distance in-between the nearby properties and the proposed hard standings, and the boundary treatments proposed, it was considered to have an acceptable impact. As such, the question is whether the increase in the comings and goings of caravans for an additional two months a year would cause a more significant impact on the amenity of the nearby neighbours. With regards to the current Local Plan, Policy RT6 notes that any proposal must include a close period in winter months of not less than eight weeks, and as such the principle of being open almost all year round would appear to acceptable, subject to it agreeing with other criteria, from a Policy point of view. It must also be noted that the current policy of the Council, in relation to approving Caravan Site Licences, is that they will normally allow an opening period of ten months and one week, between the 7th of January and the 28th of February. These dates are standard dates across the Borough, however following a conversation with the Applicant, he noted that the reason he has requested different dates to those at other sites was to provide tourists a variation in accessibility to the Ribble Valley at slightly different times of the year.

The proposed variation must be considered on its own merits, and bearing in mind the above, I cannot find any extenuating circumstances that would not allow the proposed variation of the condition. As such, the proposal to vary Condition No. 9 is recommended accordingly.

SUMMARY REASONS FOR APPROVAL

The original proposal represents an appropriate form of development and the variation of Condition No. 9 will not lead to conditions that would be to the detriment of the amenity of nearby neighbouring properties.

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

Ribble Valley Borough Council in pursuance of its planning powers, hereby varies Condition No. 9 of planning permission Ref. No. 3/2008/0916/P:

REVISED CONDITIONS AND REASONS:

9.
The hard standings hereby approved shall be used for the siting of touring caravans for holiday accommodation only and under no circumstances whatsoever shall they be used for the occupation of a caravan for a person's primary residence. Use of the hard standings shall be limited to between the dates of the 1st of December to the 30th of September with none of the hard standings being occupied outside these dates.


REASON: In accordance with Policies G5, RT1 and RT5 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan, in order to limit occupation of the site ensuring it remains for touring caravans for holiday accommodation only.

APPLICATION NO: 3/2009/0314/P (LBC)
(GRID REF: SD 360829 437380)

PROPOSED REPLACEMENT OF SINGLE GLAZED SOFTWOOD CASEMENT WINDOWS TO FRONT AND REAR ELEVATIONS WITH DOUBLE GLAZED SOFTWOOD WINDOWS, AND REPLACEMENT OF SOFTWOOD DOORS TO FRONT AND REAR WITH NEW SOFTWOOD DOORS OF SIMILAR DESIGN.  REPLACEMENT OF CRACKED LINTELS TO CELLAR DOOR AND WINDOW AND INCREASING THE SIZE OF BOTH OPENINGS AT 24 HIGHER ROAD, LONGRIDGE

	TOWN COUNCIL:
	Longridge Town Council have no objection, providing conservation rules are met.

	
	
	

	COUNCIL FOR BRITISH ARCHAEOLOGY:
	Are concerned at the proposals to make the cellar door and window larger.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	None received.


Proposal

Listed Building Consent is sought to replace existing single glazed modern style windows at front and rear with double glazed vertical sliding sash and casement windows; to replace existing front and back doors with similar; and to enlarge rear cellar window and door openings with the incorporation of new stone surrounds (in part to replace existing broken lintels).

Site Location

No 6-44 Higher Road, Longridge, is a row of Grade II listed houses dating from 1793 within Longridge Conservation Area.  The list description notes that the row was built by the Longridge Building Society, one of the earliest terminating building societies in the country.  It also refers to windows (front elevation) having plain reveals and projecting stone cills, modern windows and a keyed joint between no 24 and 26, indicating a break in construction.

Relevant History

3/2004/0665/P – Replacement of single glazed timber windows (to the front and rear of the house) with double glazed “light oak effect” uPVC windows.  LBC refused 26 August 2004.

Relevant Policies

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act ) 1990.

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

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings (setting).

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The main considerations in the determination of this listed building consent application are the impact of the works on the character (including historic fabric and features of special architectural and historic interest) and setting of the listed building.

The Government’s Planning Policy Guidance Note 15 (PPG15) “Planning and the Historic Environment” (1994) states at paragraph C.49 that “the insertion of factory made standard windows of all kinds, whether in timber …. is almost always damaging to the character and appearance of historic buildings …. such alterations should not be allowed …”

PPG15, Paragraph C.50 suggests that: “It is usually impossible to install double glazed units in existing frames or to replicate existing frames with new sealed units without making noticeable changes to the profile of glazing bars, styles and rails.  The new glass in such units may also significantly alter the appearance of the window.  Such changes are rarely acceptable in listed buildings”.  However, I am also mindful of the apparent recent shift in approach to fenestration in listed buildings as evidenced in recent appeal decisions at 31 Wellgate, Clitheroe and Coach House Barn, Bolton-by-Bowland.  I also note that some Local Planning Authorities eg Edinburgh City Council, allow double glazing in some window types in lower grade listed buildings.  Furthermore there are some double glazed window systems on the market which significantly minimise the impact upon historic character, eg those having a 4mm cavity between glass panes.

PPG15, paragraph 3.37, Doors and doorways, states that: “unpainted hardwood or stained or varnished softwood doors are rarely suitable”.

PPG15, paragraph C.47 states that: “paint is usually the correct finish for timber windows; staining is not a traditional finish and should not normally be used”.

PPG15, paragraph C.9, Openings, states that: “door and window openings establish the character of an elevation; they should not generally be altered in their proportions or details, especially where they are a conspicuous element of the design … historic cill and lintel details should be retained”.

The concerns of officers and the Council for British Archaeology have been discussed with the applicant (letters of 16 June 2009).  The applicant has agreed to the modification of the proposals in most respects but insists on rear door height being increased by 3 inches.  Whilst mindful of the uniqueness of this row, the comments of the Council for British Archaeology and the guidance at PPG15, paragraph C.9, I am not confident that a decision to refuse consent would be sustained at appeal, particularly as the cellar door and window openings have already been modified to some degree.

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

The proposals, subject of modification by condition, would have an acceptable impact upon the character and setting of the listed building.

RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent be GRANTED subject to the following conditions:

1.
Notwithstanding that shown on the originally submitted plans the proposed replacement stone lintels shall be like for like in material, size, proportion and dressing.
Reason:  In order to safeguard the character of the listed building by ensuring repairs are like for like.

2.
This consent includes for the replacement of the new door lintel three inches higher than its existing position.

Reason:  For the avoidance of doubt.

3.
Notwithstanding that shown on the submitted plans this consent does not include the proposed introduction of stone door jambs or changes to opening size or dimension other than that referred to at condition 3.

Reason:  In order to safeguard the character of the listed building in accordance with paragraph C.9 of Planning Policy Guidance Note 15.

4.
Notwithstanding that shown on the submitted plans all new doors and windows shall be painted within one month of their installation in accordance with details which shall have been previously submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority.

Reason:  In order to safeguard the character and setting of the listed building in accordance with paragraphs C.37 and C.47 of Planning Policy Guidance Note 15.

5.
Precise specifications including cross-sectional drawings of window frame and glazing bar form, sizes and moulding details shall have been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority before their use in the proposed works.

Reason:  In order to safeguard the character and setting of the listed building in accordance with paragraph C.50 of Planning Policy Guidance Note 15.

6.
Notwithstanding that shown on the submitted plans revised details of double glazed unit cavity depth which minimises the impact of the introduction of double glazing on the listed building shall have been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority before installation of the windows.

Reason:  In order to safeguard the character and setting of the listed building in accordance with paragraph C.50 of Planning Policy Guidance Note 15.

7.
Precise specifications of proposed new doors shall have been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority before their use in the proposed works.

REASON:
  In order to safeguard the character and setting of the listed building.

NOTE(S):

1.
For rights of appeal in respect of any condition(s)/or reason(s) attached to the permission see the attached notes.

2.
The applicant is advised that should there be any deviation from the approved plan the Local Planning Authority must be informed.  It is therefore vital that any future Building Regulation application must comply with the approved planning application.

APPLICATION NO:
3/2009/0326/P
(GRID REF: SD 360194 437569)

PROPOSED CHANGE OF USE TO FORM A1 USE AND FLAT OVER AT FIRST FLOOR LEVEL INCLUDING TWO STOREY REAR EXTENSION AT 85 BERRY LANE, LONGRIDGE, LANCASHIRE, PR3 3WH.

	TOWN COUNCIL:
	No objection providing there are no overlooking issues for the properties in Sharples Court and that it meets Conservation Area requirements.



	LCC TRAFFIC AND DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER:
	No objections to this proposal on highway safety grounds.

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	Two letters have been received from nearby neighbours regarding the proposed application at the site, with the following points of objection being raised;

1. The proposal will overlook my garden and kitchen area giving me little, if not any privacy,
2. Passageway at the side of no. 83 is to allow occasional access only to the back entrance of no. 85, and is not a public right of way. If allowed this will mean a fundamental change in the nature of the access and I would not agree to it,
3. I find it inconceivable that there would be no side windows in the first floor or ground floor?  Any such windows would cause a major intrusion in my privacy,
4. Additional lighting will be required and I will not allow such lighting attached to my premises,
5. I object to any interference with the party walls between the properties,
6. No account is taken of the disruption that will take place when work takes place, and my business will be greatly affected by this work.


Proposal

The application seeks permission for the change of use of an existing dwelling into a shop (A1 use) at ground floor and a self-contained flat at first floor, and the erection of a two storey extension to the rear of the property.

Site Location

The property in question is a mid-terraced property within the residential settlement of Longridge, and within the Longridge Conservation Area, as defined by the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

Relevant History

3/2008/0428/P - Change of use of residential house to shop (class A1) – Granted Conditionally.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

Permission was granted in June 2008 for the proposed change of use from residential to a shop (A1 use), and as such this is accepted in principle. This proposal seeks consent for the retention of the residential unit by creating a self-contained flat at first floor by virtue of adding a two storey, rear extension to create a larger floor area at both ground and first floor. The main issue with regards to this application relates to any possible affect the proposed extension may have on the residential amenity of the adjoining neighbours, through a loss of light, or any possible affect the proposed extension may have on the residential amenity of the adjacent neighbours by loss of privacy. 

The scheme has been subject to discussion both at the pre-application stage and indeed following the submission of the current application. The proposed two-storey extension will project approx. 6.02m at ground floor level at 3.95m at first floor, measuring 3.73m in width, and set in from the boundary with no. 83 Berry lane by approx. 1m. The eaves of the extension will match those of the existing property, but the ridge is set significantly lower than the main roof ridge. Access to the flat is by a new open staircase to the side of the extension through a doorway on the rear of the extension enclosed by a handrail. There are no windows in the side elevations of the extension, at ground or first floor, however there is a kitchen window in the rear elevation of the extension. With regards to the adjoining objectors concerns regarding loss of light and amenity, that the only ‘habitable’ room potentially affected by the rear elevation is a bedroom at first floor, however in assessing the scheme against the BRE 45 degree test, the proposal passes. In addition, the properties are southwest facing and as such their rear elevations will be afforded more natural daylight than for example those on the opposite side of the road. As such, it is considered that the proposal will have no significant impact on the amenity of the adjoining neighbours and it will not cause a significant amount of light to be lost to any habitable rooms.

With regards to concerns of loss of privacy, it must be noted that a scheme of a similar nature was approved to the rear of no. 87 Berry Lane in August 1997, with an access door and kitchen window in the rear elevation of a two storey extension. Given the small area available for waiting outside the access door, I do not consider this will create cause for concern for adjoining/adjacent neighbours through a significant loss of privacy. In addition, as the window in the rear elevation will again be that for a kitchen, and therefore not considered a habitable room, again I do not consider that this will create a significant cause for concern for adjoining/adjacent neighbouring properties. As such, the proposal is considered to have no significant impact on the amenity of the nearby neighbouring properties by virtue of a loss of privacy. 

Finally, in respect of the other points of objection raised, the Agent has provided details confirming that the owner of no. 85 has a legal right of way through the rear yard are of no. 83, and as such concerns regarding both this issue and regarding works involving party walls and any subsequent building work should the application be approved, are considered to be legal matters and not for the concern of the Planning Committee. Bearing this in mind, the proposal is not considered to have a detrimental impact on the visual amenity of the Conservation Area, nor will its approval cause significant detriment to the enjoyment or residential amenity of the occupiers of the adjoining or adjacent dwellings, and as such the application is 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.

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

1.
The development must be begun no later than the expiration of three years beginning with the date of this permission.


Reason: Required to be imposed in pursuance to Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.  

2.
All doors and windows shall be in timber and retained as such in perpetuity.


REASON:  To comply with Policies G1 and ENV16 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan to ensure a satisfactory standard of appearance in the interests of visual amenity.

3.
Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995 (or any Order revoking or re-enacting that Order) the building shall not be altered by the insertion of any window or doorway without the formal written permission of the Local Planning Authority.


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

4.
The proposed access stairs and rear door at first floor level within the two storey extension hereby approved, does not permit access to use the flat roof area of the single storey rear extension as an additional patio/garden area.

REASON: In order to safeguard the residential amenity of the occupiers of the neighbouring dwellings 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".

5.
This permission shall be implemented in accordance with the proposal as amended by letter and plan received on the 25 June 2009.


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

APPLICATION NO: 3/2009/0331/P
(GRID REF: SD 377295 434509)

PROPOSED CHANGE OF USE OF DOMESTIC GROUND FLOOR ANNEX INTO A BEAUTY SALON WITH NO EXTERNAL OR INTERNAL CHANGES TO THE PROPERTY AT 6 SCOTT AVENUE, SIMONSTONE

	PARISH/TOWN COUNCIL:
	Objects to this application for the following five reasons:



	
	1.
	As this is a residential area the operation of a business is not conducive to fostering good neighbourly relations.



	
	2.
	Hours of operating are not stated in sufficient detail and the very nature of the business suggests that it will be when most residents in Scott Avenue will be at home and when car parking is at a premium, particularly on Saturdays.



	
	3.
	From information given to the Parish Council there are currently three cars permanently and sometimes four cars associated with this property.  One is garaged, there is space for a maximum of two on the driveway and one on the road.  This will prevent residents parking near to their own properties.



	
	4.
	There are complaints about congestion on the roadway by vehicles parked sometimes on both sides and covering pavements preventing people using prams and wheelchairs from getting through.  This is already a cause for concern in this area.



	
	5.
	Concern has been expressed regarding the possibility of the devaluation of neighbouring properties, having to declare a business being in the vicinity.



	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY SURVEYOR):
	Has no objections subject to appropriate conditions concerning the scale of the business, its means of operation (ie appointments only and no party bookings) and hours of use.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	Five letters have been received from nearby residents who object to the proposal for the following reasons:



	
	1.
	Highway safety.  There are already five vehicles used by the occupiers of this property when there is only space for one in the garage and two on the drive.  This will mean that clients of the business will have to park on the road, leading to a danger of double parking and increasing the risk of collisions due to parked vehicles obstructing the view of drivers.



	
	2.
	Noise and inconvenience.  Contrary to what is stated in the application about restricted hours of opening, the leaflet advertising the business states that appointments will be made to suit clients’ needs and that parties will be catered for.  This could therefore result in noise and disturbance to residents outside the stated hours.  Catering for parties would also add to the highway safety concerns.



	
	3.
	Precedent.  This is a residential area and a permission in this case could lead to more applications for other properties to be used for businesses where clients visit and disrupt the quality of life for others in the area.



	
	4.
	Covenants.  As a residential area, all properties have covenants that state that they should not be used for any noisy, dangerous or offensive trade or business.  This proposal would contravene such a covenant.  (The compliance or otherwise with private covenants is not a planning consideration.)



	
	5.
	Property values.  The establishment of a business in this residential area will reduce property values.  (The effects of a proposed development on property values is not a planning consideration.)


Proposal

Planning permission is sought for the use of an existing self-contained annex at lower ground floor level into a beauty salon.

Details of exactly how and during what hours the business would operate were sparse and confusing in the application as originally submitted.  Following a request for more precise details, the applicant responded as follows:

1.
The beauty treatments will be on an appointment basis only with one client at a time, for which a parking space is available outside my property.

2.
It will be just myself working part-time hours with no employees.

3.
I expect on average 3-4 clients each day.

4.
Operating times will be as follows:

· Sunday, Monday and all Bank Holidays – closed.

· Tuesday – 3pm – 6.30pm.

· Wednesday – 3pm – 7.00pm.

· Thursday – 3pm – 7.30pm.

· Friday – 3pm – 7.00pm.

· Saturday – 10.00am to 2.00pm.

Site Location

The application relates to a property on the west side of Scott Avenue, Simonstone.  It is a split‑level semi-detached property that includes a garage and an annex at lower ground floor level.  The main room of the annex has approximate dimensions of 10.3m x 3.5m in addition to which is a 2m x 1.2m x toilet/shower room.  The application relates only to the annex.

The locality in general is a residential area comprising detached and semi-detached properties which all have off-street parking facilities.

Relevant History

None.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The matters for consideration in the determination of this application relate to the effects of the proposed use on the amenities of nearby residents, the character of the locality and highway safety.

With regards to the first issue, the proposal relates to a quiet use within a relatively small part of the dwelling that does not immediately adjoin any of the neighbours.  The use itself therefore (ie once the clients are inside the building) would not, in my opinion, have any detrimental effects on the amenities of any of the neighbours.

With regards to the second issue, the application does relate to the establishment of a business within a dwelling in a residential area.  Given the nature and scale of the proposed business, however, I do not consider that it would result in any serious harm to the character of the locality.

In respect of the third issue, the County Surveyor has no objections to the proposal subject to conditions that clearly define the scale, hours of operation and nature of the use (ie appointment basis only) and require an off-street parking space (ie on the driveway) to be available for all clients during the time of their appointments.  Subject to such conditions, I do not consider that the proposal would result in any serious detriment to highway safety.

I also consider it appropriate in this case for the permission to be granted for 1 year only in order that its effects upon residential amenity, the character of the area and highway safety can be monitored and reassessed in the event of a renewal application being submitted.

I recommend accordingly that planning permission be granted subject to appropriate conditions.  

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

If operated in accordance with the conditions, the proposed use would not have any seriously detrimental effects upon the amenities of nearby residents, the character of the locality or highway safety.

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

1.
The development must be begun no later than the expiration of 3 years beginning with the date of this permission.


Reason: Required to be imposed in pursuance to Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.  

2.
This permission relates only to the use of the existing annex at lower ground floor level as a beauty salon.  The existing garage, and all of the accommodation on the main ground floor of the property shall not at any time be used in connection with this business.


REASON: To comply with the terms of the application and to ensure that the scale of the business is retained at a level that will not cause undue harm to the amenities of nearby residents, the character of the locality or highway safety as required by Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

3.
The business shall operated on an appointments only basis with one client at a time (ie no party bookings) and one parking space shall be available on the driveway of the property for all clients throughout the period of their appointment.


REASON: To comply with the terms of the application and in the interests of the amenities of nearby residents, the character of the locality and highway safety as required by Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

4.
The business shall only be operated between the hours of 3pm to 6.30pm on Tuesdays; 3pm to 7pm on Wednesdays; 3pm to 7.30pm on Thursdays and 3pm to 7pm on Fridays.  There shall be no business operated from the site on Sundays, Mondays and all Bank Holidays and no clients shall be present on the premises outside the stated operating hours.


REASON: To comply with the terms of the application and in the interests of the amenities of nearby residents, the character of the locality and highway safety as required by Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

5.
The use hereby permitted shall cease on or before 31 July 2010 after which the whole of the property shall be reverted to use as a single dwellinghouse unless a renewal of this permission has first been granted.


REASON: In order that the effects of the proposed use on the amenities of nearby residents, the character of the locality and highway safety can be monitored and reassessed in a years time in the event of a renewal application being submitted, to ensure continued compliance with the requirements of Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

APPLICATION NO: 3/2009/0334/P
(GRID REF: SD 367534 433910)

PROPOSED DETACHED GARAGE AT BLUE TREES, COPSTER GREEN

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



	
	1.
	The garage is grossly oversized:



	
	2.
	This is a further attempt to obtain planning permission for a dwelling in the future, as was the case with previous application 3/2008/1004/P to which the Parish Council also objected.



	
	3.
	The access to the garage would encroach onto common land and would therefore require the permission of the Lord of the Manor and the Salesbury and Copster Green Commons Management Committee.  Such permission has not been sought by the applicant in respect of the previous permission (3/2008/1004/P) even though obtaining such permission was made a condition of the planning permission.



	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY SURVEYOR):
	No objections on highway safety grounds as the proposed garage is designed to suitable specification and is served by an access that is suitable for purpose.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	A letter has been received from a nearby resident who raises a strong objection to the application for the following reasons:



	
	1.
	A detached garage of this size and positioning on the site is no more than a blatant attempt to create a mini housing estate in Copster Green.



	
	2.
	If a garage is to be built, it should be a single garage adjacent to “Blue Trees” the house that it would serve.



	
	3.
	The comment in the Design and Access Statement that the garage will not have any adverse impact on the outlook from the rear of Portelet and its garden (his property) is not correct as – how can a building of over 1,000 square feet have no adverse impact?



	
	4.
	The Council should seek to protect the rural environment when considering haphazard proposals, but this has not been the case in the past.



	
	5.
	No permission has been given by the Lord of the Manor for the new access onto Copster Green that was a condition of a recent planning permission.


Proposal

Permission is sought for a detached triple garage with external dimensions of 12m x 9m with an eaves height of 2.4m and a ridge height of 4.4m.  The external materials comprise rendered and painted walls with a blue slate roof.

Site Location

The application site comprises the majority of the large curtilage of Hill Top Bungalow, a semi-detached property that faces the western side of Copster Green.  The application site extends from the rear boundary of the curtilage that is to be retained for Hill Top Bungalow through to the A59.  Within this area is a former annex to Hill Top Bungalow that is now an independent dwelling known as Blue Trees.

The proposed garage is to be sited to the north east of Blue Trees adjoining the rear gardens of the neighbouring properties Portelet and Sungarth.

Relevant History

3/1991/0670/P – Outline application for detached bungalow in the rear garden of Hill Top Bungalow.  Refused and appeal dismissed.

3/2001/0507/P – Erection of detached garage.  Approved.

3/2001/0647/P – Building containing swimming pool, gym, sun lounge and shower room.  Approved with conditions.

3/2004/0742/P – Building containing swimming pool, gym, sun lounge and shower room.  Approved with conditions.

3/2008/1004/P – Change of use from annex accommodation to dwelling.  Approved with conditions.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G4 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

On 5 March 2009, Committee considered application 3/2008/1004/P which sought permission for the change of use of a detached annex to Hill Top Bungalow into an independent dwelling.  Following an examination of the proposal in relation to the relevant policies of the Local Plan, the opinion was expressed in the report that the proposal was in accordance with those policies and was therefore acceptable in principle.  It was also considered to be acceptable with regards to highway safety and its effects upon the amenities of nearby residents.  Committee resolved in accordance with the officer’s recommendation that planning permission be granted subject to a condition requiring the satisfactory provision of the new driveway and parking/turning area prior to the first use of the annex as an independent dwelling.

Following that permission, the former annex is now known as Blue Trees and the proposed garage is intended to serve that new dwelling.  The existing garage will continue to serve the original dwelling, Hill Top Bungalow.


The matters for consideration in the determination of the application relate to highway safety and the effects upon the amenities of nearby residents.  In respect of the first of these considerations, the County Surveyor has expressed no objections to the application.

With regards to the amenities of nearby residents, it cannot be denied that the proposal relates to a relatively large garage.  It is stated in the Design and Access Statement that a triple garage is required in order to accommodate two cars and grass cutting machinery which is used to keep the large areas of lawn around the house cut and in good condition.  It is stated that tools and gardening equipment which is currently stored in the outbuildings marked cabin and shed on the submitted plans will be stored in the new building; and that it is intended to remove the cabin and shed once the new garage is built.

The garage would be sited 6m away from the rear boundary fence of Portelet which would give a distance between the garage and the rear elevation of that neighbouring property of approximately 22m.  The ground floor level of the garage would also be approximately 1m below the level of the rear garden of Portelet.  Given these separation distances and the screening provided by the existing garden fence and trees/shrubs, I do not consider that the propose garage would have any seriously detrimental effects upon the amenities of the adjoining property, Portelet.  The proposed garage would also be 4m away from the side boundary of the garden of Sungarth that extends right down to the A59.  The garage would be further away from Sungarth than it would be from Portelet.  Consequently, I do not consider that the garage would have any detrimental effects on the amenities of Sungarth.

A neighbour and the Parish Council have expressed a fear that the garage will at some time in the future be converted into another house, in a similar way to how the property, Blue Trees, came into existence as an independent dwelling.  Given the history of the site, that fear is understandable.  However, the application can only be determined on the basis of what is actually applied for and, for the reasons explained above, I can see no sustainable objections to the proposed garage.  However, any permission should be subject to a condition that the garage is used only for the parking of private domestic vehicles and for domestic storage purposes, and that it shall not be used for any other purpose (including use as ancillary living accommodation) unless a further planning permission has first been granted.  This will prevent a repeat of what happened with the swimming pool/gymnasium etc building being converted into an annex without any planning permission being necessary.

The Parish Council and neighbour also refer to the need to obtain the consent of the Lord of the Manor and of the Salesbury and Copster Green Common Management Committee in respect of the access onto The Green.  The agent has confirmed that the applicant is in written discussions with the Lord of the Manor and has also raised this issue with the Chair of the Parish Council.  This, however, is a separate matter to be resolved by the applicant and has no relevance to the determination of this planning application.  The previous permission was not subject to any condition concerning this particular issue. 

Overall, subject to appropriate conditions, I can see no sustainable planning objections to this application.

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

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

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

1.
The development must be begun no later than the expiration of 3 years beginning with the date of this permission.


Reason: Required to be imposed in pursuance to Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.  

2.
The garage hereby permitted shall be used only for the parking of domestic vehicles and for private domestic storage purposes ancillary to the use of the dwelling known as Blue Trees.  It shall not be used for any trade or business purposes, nor shall it be converted and used as ancillary living accommodation, unless a further planning permission has first been granted in respect of the use of the building for any such purposes.


REASON: To comply with the terms of the application and because any alternative uses of the building could be detrimental to the character of the locality and the amenities of nearby residents contrary to Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

3.
Within 1 month of the completion of the building, or its first use, whichever is the sooner, the buildings shown as “Cabin” and “Shed” on the submitted plans shall both be demolished and the resultant debris removed from the site.


REASON: To comply with the stated intention in the Design and Access Statement to remove these buildings and in the interests of visual amenity and compliance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

APPLICATION NO:
3/2009/0355/P
(GRID REF: SD 377567 433279)

PROPOSED BOX SIGN; FOUR FLAGS (TWO EITHER SIDE OF THE ENTRANCE CLOCK AT THE ENTRANCE) AND SEVEN INTERNAL TRIANGULAR SIGNS ON THE LIGHT POSTS AT TIME TECHNOLOGY PARK, BLACKBURN ROAD, SIMONSTONE.

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	Objects to the application on the following grounds:

· The abundance of signs and flags is excessive and out of keeping with the rural nature of the area.

· The flags and hoardings would obstruct the view along the road and are overly large. They would cause a distraction to passing drivers, at the junctions of both Simonstone Lane and the entrance points of adjacent car parks.

· The internal triangular signs would be excessive in number and create a precedent.

· They would cause a distraction to passers-by and road users.

· There is no objection to the back lit sign at the entrance.



	COUNTY SURVEYOR:
	No objection to the proposal on highway safety grounds.  The proposed locations for the signs, flags and hoardings have been set well back from the edge of the carriageway and do not interfere with any visibility splays affecting access to these premises. Furthermore, the design and construction of the proposed items will not distract or mislead motorists or present a hazard to road safety.



	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	No observations received within the 21 day statutory period.


Proposal

The application in its totality is to remove the existing ‘To Let’ hoardings to the frontage of the business park and erect in total fourteen signs (one illuminated and thirteen non-illuminated). Under the Town and Country Planning (Control of Advertisments) Regulations 1992 the Local Planning Authority may grant consent whole or in part and as such only twelve of the proposed signs are considered acceptable and will be discussed in this report, whereas the remaining two signs are presented for consideration in the refusal section of the agenda. 

This report relates to the following proposed signs only:

· One internally illuminated box sign (indicated as sign 3 on the application) fixed to the ground measuring approx. 0.9m in width, 30cm in depth and 2.4m in height constructed of steel and acrylic, set back approx. 8m from the road frontage on a triangular shaped grassed area at the main entrance to the site.

· Four flags (indicated as sign 2 on the application) all measuring approx. 1.1m in width and 3.3m in height comprising of white and green lettering on a black background. They will be double sided and mounted on approx. 5.4m poles.

· Seven triangular flags erected on the existing light posts just behind the main entrance within the site all with a maximum height of approx. 1.5m.

Site Location

The proposed signs are to be located on the Blackburn Road frontage to Time Technology Park and just behind the main entrance. Sign 3 will be sited on a grass verge to the main entrance of the site, two flags (sign 2) will be located either side of the main entrance on an existing grass verge and the seven triangular signs will be erected on the existing light posts just behind the main entrance to the site.

Relevant History

3/1998/0263 – Proposed advertisement consent for internally illuminated pole sign and 3 flagpoles at Time Computers – Refused 21/05/1998 – Appeal 08/10/1998, pole sign refused and flag signs approved.

3/2006/0331 – New signage at Time Technology Park – Refused on highway safety grounds 08/08/2006

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 – Development Control

PPG19 – Outdoor Advertisement Control

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

Matters for consideration in respect of advertisement applications relate to matters of highway safety and visual amenity.

In respect of the first issue I note the concerns raised by the Parish Council in that the signs would cause a distraction to passers-by and motorists. The County Surveyor is of the opinion that as the signs are set well back from the carriageway and the design and construction of the signs will not distract or mislead motorists they will therefore not present a hazard to road safety. I also consider that as the signs relating to this application will not be sited at the junction to Simonstone Lane or the adjacent industrial building to the east of Time Technology Park their effect upon passing motorists will be minimal.

With regards to visual amenity I consider firstly that the internally illuminated box sign (Sign 3) is appropriate in its scale, size and design and will not prove visually prominent within this location. Whilst the four flags (Sign 2) erected on approx. 5.4m poles are large, they will be seen against the backdrop of the building and will be spaced approx. 20 metres apart either side of the main entrance, and as such I do not consider that when viewed cumulatively from either long range view down Blackburn Road the proposed signs would be deemed as over prominent or excessive. 

With regards to the proposed seven triangular signs I consider that as these will be sited within the confines of the site they will not prove visually prominent.

I also consider that, as the signs will be seen in close association with the extensive frontage of the business park they will not appear out of place in the context of this substantial business park and will therefore be seen as appropriate in their context 

In summary, and for the reasons outlined above, I recommend that Advertisement Consent is granted for signs 2, 3 and the seven triangular signs.

In relation to the two hoarding signs I consider them to be inappropriate. 

With regards to visual amenity guidance on the control of advertisements is provided in PPG19 which states that ‘’all outdoor advertisements are intended to catch the eye of passers-by, if only fleetingly’’ and that LPAs “will therefore consider what impact the advertisement, including its cumulative effect, will have on its surroundings’’ . The sheer size and amount of information on each of the proposed signs I consider is excessive.

PPG19 also makes reference to the following;

“Large poster hoardings situated at the back-edge of the pavement, or in other prominent locations, usually have a dominant visual impact upon their surroundings, and they therefore need to be sited with particular care to ensure that their effect on pedestrians is not overwhelming”.

I consider that the proposed signs located on these roadside positions are excessive in size and will therefore represent an over prominent and discordant feature to the detriment of the visual amenity of the area. 
RECOMMENDATION 1: 

That Advertisement Consent be GRANTED subject to the following condition(s): 

1.
Prior to the approved signs being erected all existing ‘To Let’ signs shall be removed.

REASON: In the interests of visual amenity

2.
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.

3.
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.

4.
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.

5.
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.

RECOMMENDATION 2:

That Advertisement Consent for the two hoarding signs be REFUSED for the following reasons: 

1.
The proposed advertisements are considered contrary to Policy G1 of the Council’s Districtwide Local Plan and PPG19 by virtue of their size and siting at this prominent roadside location having a detrimental impact on the visual amenities of the area.

APPLICATION NO: 3/2009/0362/P
(GRID REF: SD 374398  444320)

RE-SUBMISSION OF PLANNING APPLICATION 3/2008/0230P FOR A NEW GARAGE ADJACENT TO AND MATCHING THE EXISTING GARAGE AT 1 MEADOW CROFT, WEST BRADFORD.

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

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	Three letters of objection have been received which raises the following:

· If the new plans are adopted the drive to 1 Meadow Croft will be nearer to the entrance of Clitheroe Road and will not only visually affect the access to the development, but will particularly be of danger to incoming traffic approaching from Clitheroe.

· The extension of the forecourt, will  further extend the facility to park cars. There are at present, 7 cars at 1 Meadow Croft and will encourage more vehicles to be parked. The contrast with a drive width of more than four vehicles would not be in keeping with this housing development.



	
	· The proposed new plans will result in a further metre being taken from the existing lawned area, therefore having a visual impact to the open frontage to Meadow Croft.

· With the new garage built as proposed together with the extended apron, when a vehicle is being driven onto or off the new extended apron near the junction, this would block the access.

· There may be the temptation to use the second garage to run a car repair/dealing business from the premises and are concerned about noise levels should activities increase.

· The proposed development would be incongruously large overall, closer to Clitheroe Road and inappropriate in the small close in which it sits.


Proposal

This application is a re-submission of a previous application (3/2008/0230) for a new detached single car garage adjacent to but at a distance of approx. 1m from the existing garage with approx. dimensions of 6m x 5.3m x 4m in height with a pitched roof to match the existing garage. The application also requests the permission for an existing approx. 2.5m fence to be retained adjacent to the proposed garage and the extension of the existing concreted forecourt area to the front of the existing garage by removing part of the existing hedge and lawned area to the entrance of the estate.

Site Location

The proposal relates to a detached property with an existing detached garage within a cul-de-sac off Clitheroe Road within the settlement boundary of West Bradford.
Relevant History

3/2008/0230 – New garage (adjacent and matching existing garage) – Approved with Conditions 

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.

I note the concerns of neighbouring residents with regards to the visual impact of the proposed garage and additional works including the increased forecourt area and the erection of the existing fence, which is considered by neighbouring residents to be an unsightly and incongruous feature, but I consider that the scale, size and design of the proposed garage is acceptable.  However, in order to safeguard the visual amenity of the area due to the prominent location of the proposed development I consider that an appropriate condition is placed on the decision notice requesting both materials of the proposed garage and that the existing fence be removed after completion of the garage.

I also note the concerns from neighbouring residents with regards to highway safety and the potential of the additional cars at the premises blocking the access. As the County Surveyor has not been consulted on this application I cannot comment as to whether the proposal would cause any concern from a highway safety perspective. However it should be noted that the County Surveyor had no objection to the previously approved application 3/2008/0230.

With regards to the possibility of the applicant running a car repair business or any other sort of business from the garages and the resultant noise disturbance this would be dealt with as a separate planning issue and is not classed as a material consideration in the determination of this application. 

The effect on residential amenity would be minimal as the proposal would be a sufficient distance from neighbouring properties and as there is an existing large hedgerow to the rear of the proposal it will provide sufficient screening from adjacent property Brook Cottage.

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 development must be begun no later than the expiration of three years beginning with the date of this permission.


Reason: Required to be imposed in pursuance to Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.  
2.
The proposed garage shall be for private and domestic purposes only and no trade or       business whatsoever shall be carried out from within the building.


REASON: In order to safeguard nearby residential amenities as provided for within             Policies G1 and H10 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and the adopted             Supplementary Planning Guidance “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.

3.
Precise specifications or samples of walling and roofing materials and details of any Surface materials to be used including their colour and texture shall have been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority before their use in the proposed works.


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

4.
Upon completion of the proposed garage and prior to its use the existing boundary fence shall be removed.


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

APPLICATION NO:
3/2009/0372
(GRID REF: SD 374591 441849)

CHANGE OF USE FROM INDIAN RESTAURANT TO LAUNDRY AND IRONING COMPANY. NEW ACCESS DOOR AND REPLACEMENT OF PANEL FOR EXISTING ACCESS DOOR AT THE STABLES, DUCK STREET, CLITHEROE.

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	Clitheroe Town Council – No Objections.



	COUNTY SURVEYOR:


	No objections in principle to this proposal on highway safety grounds, with the provision of appropriate highway conditions.

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

· Vehicles parking / manoeuvring on and around land within the ownership of neighbouring businesses.

· Use of the area at the southern end of the building (that facing the inner by-pass) as one of the proposed parking spaces will block the proposed new entrance.

	
	· If visitors and deliveries are going to make use of a new side door facing onto the inner by-pass, vehicles will inevitably park along the road, if they do not try to block the car park and entrance .

· The proposed use will result in a far greater use of water than has been used previously, putting greater strain on the existing shared water supply.

· Increased strain on the existing drainage system.


Proposal

Permission is sought for the change of use of what was formerly the Indian Restaurant ‘Water Lilly’s’ to a laundry and ironing business. Permission is sought for the laundry business to open from 8am – 8pm Monday to Saturday and closed on Sundays and Bank Holidays. The application also includes alterations to the exterior of the building with the provision of a parking space in front of the south-eastern elevation of the building.

Site Location

The application relates to The Stables on Duck Street Clitheroe, the front and side elevation of which fronts Waterloo Road within a designated Conservation Area.

Relevant History

None

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 – Development Control

Policy ENV16 – Development Within Conservation Areas

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The main issues to be considered upon the determination of this planning application are the implications of the proposal upon neighbouring residential amenity and commercial businesses as well as any highway implications and visual amenity.

The applicant has confirmed that the business will run solely as a ‘collection and delivery service’ and therefore the business will collect and return laundry direct to the customers house via their van. Customers will not be accessing the site directly to use the facilities.

In light of the above I consider that the use of the building is appropriate and the hours of operation between 8am – 8pm will not prove significantly detrimental to neighbouring amenity due to the limited use of the facilities directly by the public.

With regards to the visual impact of the proposal I consider that the proposed cedar cladding to the front elevation as well as the proposed alterations to the windows will provide a visual improvement upon the existing building.

I note the concerns from neighbouring businesses of the potential impact the use of the building will have upon existing car parking arrangements and highway safety. I acknowledge that the applicant does not have any right of way over the existing car park to the front elevation of the building and that only one parking space is to be provided. However I consider that the parking provision can adequately satisfy the needs of the business as the only proposed vehicle that will be visiting the premises is the van which will be out the majority of the day either collecting or delivering. Also as the business is located within the town centre the applicant has stated that the staff and any members of the public who happen to visit the premises will be advised to use existing car parking arrangements in the town centre.

The County Surveyor raises no objection to the proposal with appropriate conditions which shall include identifying that the one off street parking space attached to the property must be identified for the sole use of the Applicant’s vehicle and that all customers must utilise the existing parking facilities and walk to the site with any items for cleaning.

With regards to the impact of the proposal upon existing water supplies and drainage systems this is a private matter and not classed as a material consideration in the determination of this application.

Therefore, whilst I am mindful of the objections from nearby businesses, it is considered that the proposal will cause no significant visual impact upon the Conservation Area, will not cause significant impact on highway safety or be to the detriment of both residential and adjacent business amenity, and as such this application is granted accordingly. 

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

The proposal has no significant detrimental impact on nearby residential amenity, nor would it have an adverse impact or be to the detriment of highway safety.

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

1.
The development must be begun no later than the expiration of 3 years beginning with the date of this permission.


Reason: Required to be imposed in pursuance to Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.  
2.
Prior to commencement of use one off street parking space attached to the property shall be identified for the sole use of the Applicant’s vehicle by appropriate signage to be submitted and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 


REASON: To comply with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and in the interests of highway safety and to minimise the number of turning vehicles from the A671 Waterloo Road

3.
Precise specifications or samples of walling materials and details of any surface materials to be used including their colour and texture shall have been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority before their use in the proposed works.


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

4.
This permission shall be implemented in accordance with the proposal as amended by letter and plan received on the 1st of July 2009.


REASON: For the avoidance of doubt since the proposal was the subject of agreed amendments and in accordance with Policy G1 of the Districtwide Local Plan. 

NOTE(S):

1. You are advised that notwithstanding the details shown in the application, a separate application for advertisement consent will need to be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority before any signs are erected.

APPLICATION NO:
3/2009/0388/P
(GRID REF: SD 376942 434306)

PROPOSED TWO STOREY EXTENSION TO SIDE ELEVATION AT 2 WESTMINSTER CLOSE, SIMONSTONE

	PARISH/TOWN COUNCIL:
	No objections.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	A letter has been received from an adjoining resident who says that the extension is not on the side of the property as stated in the application, but on the front, and that he objects because it is in front of the building line.


Proposal

Permission is sought for an extension on to the rear part of the eastern side elevation of this dormer bungalow.  It would project 4.2m from the side elevation and would be 6m long.  The extension would be set back 4.6m from the front elevation and inset 0.7m from the rear elevation.  The eaves height of the extension would be approximately 2.5m (the same as the existing property) and its ridge height would be approximately 6.8m (about 0.4m lower than the existing ridge).  The external materials would comprise facing bricks and roof tiles to match the existing property.

The extension would comprise a study on the ground floor with a fourth bedroom within the roof space.  The proposed bedroom would have a window in the eastern facing gable elevation and a roof light in the north facing roof slope.  

Site Location

The application relates to a dormer bungalow on the corner of Furness Avenue and Westminster Close.  It has a gable elevation facing Furness Avenue, although its main entrance door is in the elevation that faces Westminster Close.  As its gabled elevation is the same as the front elevation of the adjoining houses on Furness Avenue, I would class that as the front elevation of this property also.  The proposed extension is on to the side elevation that faces Westminster Close.

On the opposite side of Westminster Close there is a raised area of open space.  The locality generally comprises detached properties of various sizes and designs.  

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

The considerations relevant to the determination of this application concern the effects of the proposed extension upon the appearance of the property itself and street scene in general, and upon the amenities of nearby residents.  

This is a dormer bungalow with a steeply sloping roof.  There are two bedrooms within the roof space which have windows in the front and rear facing gables, plus a bathroom that has a small dormer window in the western facing roof slope.  There is a third bedroom on the ground floor and there are presently no dormers in the eastern facing roof slope.  The proposed extension on to the eastern side elevation would match the design of the existing property and would be constructed using matching materials.  The proposal would therefore, in my opinion, have no detrimental effects upon the appearance of the existing property itself.  

The eastern side elevation of the property is approximately 9.5m away from the side boundary of the curtilage.  Following the construction of the proposed extension there would still be a clearance of approximately 5.3m to the side boundary.  Additionally, the extension is set back a considerable distance from the front elevation.  The openness of this corner plot would therefore be maintained such that, in my opinion, there would be no detrimental effects upon the appearance of the street scene.  

The extension is sufficiently far away from the detached house in Westminster Close at the rear of the site that it would have no overbearing or over shadowing effects on that property.  The proposed roof light in the rear facing roof slope would face the front garden of that adjoining property but would not result in any direct overlooking into its front elevation windows.  Overall, I consider the proposal to be acceptable with regards to its effects upon the amenities of the adjoining property to the rear.  In my opinion, the extension would not have any effects upon the amenities of any other neighbouring properties.  

The owner/occupier of the property at the rear has objected to the application, but only because, in his opinion, ‘it is in front of the building line’.  He does not express any objections concerning the effects upon his privacy/amenities.  In common with most of this residential development, the properties on the western side of Westminster Close do not have a common building line as they follow the outside of a bend.  For reasons expressed above, I do not consider the projection of the extension towards the eastern boundary of the site to be seriously detrimental to the appearance of the street scene.

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

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

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

RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be GRANTED subject to the following condition.

1.
The development must be begun no later than the expiration of 3 years beginning with the date of this permission.


Reason: Required to be imposed in pursuance to Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.  

APPLICATION NO: 3/2009/0389/P & 3/2009/0402/P (LBC)  (GRID REF: SD 363971 429761) 

PROPOSED APPLICATION FOR FULL PLANNING PERMISSION AND APPLICATION FOR LISTED BUILDING CONSENT FOR ALTERATIONS TO AND REBUILDING OF EXISTING BOUNDARY WALL (RESUBMISSIONS) AT THE STUD FARM, WOODFOLD PARK, FURTHER LANE, MELLOR

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	Objects to the applications on the following grounds:



	
	1.
	The boundary wall was listed.  Greater weight should be attached to this than just the tree loss.  What has happened to the original stone, which was removed without permission?



	
	2.
	The walls should be rebuilt to the original height of approximately 2m in that material.  



	
	3.
	The blue line wall behind Huntsman Cottage should be rebuilt using exiting materials to an acceptable height without damaging the trees.  

	
	
	

	ENGLISH HERITAGE:
	Recommend that the applications should be determined in accordance with national and local policy guidance and on the basis of the Council's own specialist conservation advice.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	A letter has been received from a nearby resident who objects to the proposal commenting that the developer should be compelled to return the historic wall to the height, proportions and style of the original, using all the original materials, which he understands are stored and available.  


Proposal

The applications relate to a length of approximately 260m of the grade II listed boundary wall of Woodfold Hall.  The entire wall has a length of approximately 4.5km.  

The length of wall to which the applications relate is situated on the southern edge of a new access track that leads to a dwelling and stud farm for which planning permission was granted in December 2006 under reference 3/2006/0302/P.  

Much of the wall over this length has either fallen down or been taken down over a period of years, and much of the stone has been removed.  At other locations, the wall has apparently been pushed over by trees growing right up against it.  During the building of the house and stud farm, some remaining sections of wall next to the driveway were taken down to a height of approximately 1m.  The developers claimed that this was for safety reasons and that the stone had been stored for future use.  

The developers were advised that these unauthorised works to the listed boundary wall represented a breach of planning control for which they were liable to enforcement action.  They sought to resolve the situation by the submission of applications for planning permission and listed building consent for the rebuilding of the wall but only up to a height of 1m (3/2008/0674/P and 3/2008/0675/P).  

The applicants gave two reasons for not applying to rebuild the wall to its original height of approximately 2m.  Firstly, they claimed that, even though they had stored all the stone from the sections of wall that they demolished, there would still be insufficient original stone to rebuild to a height of 2m.  Secondly, they said that a 2m high wall would require foundations that would result in the loss of a considerable number of trees that are protected by a Tree Preservation Order.  The planning application also sought retrospective permission for an unauthorised access track which passed through a demolished section of the listed wall to join the authorised access track.  

Following advice from English Heritage and the Council's own Conservation and Design Officer, the planning application was refused on 2 April 2009 for the following reasons:

1.
The proposal, by virtue of the reduction in the height of the wall and the introduction of an unnecessary opening, would not be a faithful repair of the historic Woodfold Park boundary wall. As such, the proposal would have a harmful impact upon the character and setting of the listed building and upon the appearance and character of the Woodfold Park Historic Park and Garden contrary to Policies EVN19, ENV20 and ENV21 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.  

2.
The proposed access track, which the Council considers to be unnecessary, would have a detrimental impact upon the appearance of the locality in general and upon the appearance and character of the Woodfold Park Historic Park and Garden contrary to Policies G1, ENV3 and ENV21 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.  

The Listed Building Consent application was refused on the same date for the following reason:

1.
The proposal, by virtue of the reduction in the height of the wall and the introduction of an unnecessary opening, would not be a faithful repair of the historic Woodfold Park boundary wall.  As such, the proposal would have a harmful impact upon the character and setting of the listed building.

These refusals still left the matter unresolved.  The applicants agents were therefore advised by the Council of two alternative courses of action as follows:

1.
That their clients do nothing further, in which case Enforcement Notices would be served in respect of the unauthorised works to the listed wall and they could then, if they wished, appeal against both the planning refusals and the Enforcement Notices.

2.
That their clients did not carry out any further unauthorised demolition or development works, removed the unauthorised track, and submitted new planning and listed building consent applications that sought permission for the rebuilding/reinstatement of the wall to its full original height with no gaps.  

The applicants chose option 2 by the submission of the two applications to which report relates.  

Permission/consent is now sought for the reinstatement of the wall to its original height of 2m with a foundation complying with modern standards.  This would involve the use of all the retained stone, but some new stone would also be required.  The submitted plans also identify 37 trees that would need to be removed in order to rebuild the wall to this height with the required foundations, and a hatched area on the plans indicates further trees that would be put at risk by the proposed works.

Site Location

The defined application site comprises the area occupied by the new house and stud farm, the area of woodland between the house/stud farm and the listed boundary wall and the authorised track on the other (northern) side of the wall.  

The site is adjoined to the south and east by other areas of Woodfold Park, to the west by houses within the Woodfold Park development and to the north by farmland.  

Woodfold Park is designated as a historic park and the site is within the greenbelt.

Relevant History

3/2001/0672/P – Conversion of Woodfold Hall to residential apartments and dwellings and development of racehorse training facilities with associated buildings.  Approved subject to conditions.

3/2006/0302/P – Dwelling and stud farm buildings and hay store.  Approved subject to conditions. 

3/2008/0674/P – Alterations to existing listed boundary wall including creation of a new access track.  Planning permission refused.

3/2008/0675/P – Alterations to existing listed boundary wall including creation of new access track.  Listed building consent refused.  

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy ENV4 - Green Belt.

Policy ENV13 - Landscape Protection.

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings.

Policy ENV20 - Proposals Involving Partial Demolition of Listed Buildings.

Policy ENV21 - Historic Parks and Gardens.

PPG2 – Greenbelts.

PPG 15 - Planning and the Historic Environment.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The background to these applications has been explained in the ‘proposal’ section of this report.  

In considering the previous applications to rebuild the wall, but to a lower height, (and therefore not needing foundations that would necessitate the removal of trees) the Council had to weigh the benefits of retaining the trees against the harm caused to the appearance of the listed boundary wall.  The Countryside Officer considered that the loss of some trees closest to the wall would not be seriously harmful to visual amenity subject to the retention of trees further away from the wall and the planting of new trees to replace those that would be lost.

In relation to those previous applications, English Heritage commented as follows:

We would like to point out that traditionally foundations for such structures were never deep.  Those at Woodfold Park are not unusual for their date.  Many similar walls have been repaired in situ allowing for some of the irregularities which give them special character to be retained.  A good firm of specialist wallers would be able to advise on this project and to repair the wall without the need for the level of intervention proposed in this application.  We therefore object to permission being granted for the work and suggest that specialist services are sought to find an alternative, less destructive, solution.  

Taking all relevant considerations into account, those previous applications were refused as it was considered to be of prime importance for the wall to be rebuilt to its original height.  These current applications seek permission and consent for such a development.  

Whilst the applicants say that the materials from the sections of wall that they demolished have been retained, there were some sections of the wall that were missing prior to the demolition works and it is alleged that the stone from those sections have been removed from the site over the years by others.  Some additional stone will therefore be required.  Subject to samples of any new stone being submitted for the Council's approval, it is still considered that this proposal is a considerable improvement on the alternative of building the wall to a lower height but using only materials reclaimed from the original wall.  

The Countryside Officer has no objections to the applications subject to conditions relating to a replacement planting scheme and the protection during development works of all trees that are to be retained.  Subject to such conditions plus a condition requiring the Council's approval for any additional materials, I can see no objections to these applications that will achieve the Council's objective of the wall being fully reinstated to its original height.  

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

The proposal relates to a faithful repair of the grade II listed Woodfold Park boundary wall, as such it would have a positive impact upon the character and setting of the listed building.

RECOMMENDATIONS: 3/2009/0389/P – That planning permission be granted subject to the following conditions:

1. 
The development hereby approved shall be completed to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority within 6 months of the date of this permission.


Reason: In the interest of visual amenity and to ensure the development is implemented within an appropriate timescale.  

2.
The wall shall be rebuilt using all the reusable stone that has been retained from the original wall.  Samples of any additional stone should be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to its use in the approved development.


REASON: In order to ensure that any additional materials matches closely as possible the original stone in the interests of the appearance and character of the grade II listed boundary wall and to comply with Policies ENV19, ENV20 and ENV21 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

3.
Prior to the commencement of any site works a tree protection monitoring procedure including a time scale for site visits and remedial tree works shall be agreed in writing with the local planning authority.


Prior to commencement of any site works, including delivery of building materials and excavations for foundations or services all trees identified to be retained on the drawing number 6566/P13 and included in the Woodfold Tree Preservation Order [W11/W12] shall be protected in accordance with the BS5837 [Trees in Relation to Construction] the details of which shall be agreed in writing, implemented in full and inspected by the planning authority before any site works are begun.


A protection zone 12 x the DBH covering at least the entire branch spread of the tree/s, [the area of the root soil environment measured from the centre of the trunk to the edge of the branch spread] shall be physically protected and remain in place until all building work has been completed and all excess materials have been removed from site including soil/spoil and rubble.


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


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


REASON:  In order to ensure that any trees affected by development and included in a Tree Preservation Order and considered to be of visual amenity, historic or botanical value are afforded maximum physical protection from the adverse effects of development, in order to comply with Policies G1 and ENV13 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

4.
A replacement woodland tree planting scheme shall be implemented in the first planting season following completion of the rebuilding of the boundary wall and shall be maintained thereafter for a period of not less than 5 years to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority.  This maintenance shall include the replacement of any tree, which is removed, or dies, or is seriously damaged, or becomes seriously diseased, by a species of similar size to those originally planted.


The tree-planting scheme shall consist of 50 8/10cm light standards planted at 3.5 to 5m centres, of following tree species mix:

Ash – Fraxinus excelsior

Common lime – Tilia vulgaris

Sessile oak – Quercus petrea

Sycamore – Acer pseudoplatanus 


Reason: To replace trees removed in order to rebuild the boundary wall, in the interests of the amenity of the area and to comply with Policy ENV13 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

RECOMMENDATION 2: 3/2009/0402/p – that listed building consent be granted subject to the following condition:

1. 
The development hereby approved shall be completed to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority within 6 months of the date of this permission.


Reason: In the interest of visual amenity and to ensure the development is implemented within an appropriate timescale.  

2.
The wall shall be rebuilt using all the reusable stone that has been retained from the original wall.  Samples of any additional stone should be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to its use in the approved development.


REASON: In order to ensure that any additional materials matches closely as possible the original stone in the interests of the appearance and character of the grade II listed boundary wall and to comply with Policies ENV19, ENV20 and ENV21 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

APPLICATION NO:
3/2009/0390/P
(GRID REF: SD 370526 433948)

TWO STOREY SIDE EXTENSION WITH SINGLE STOREY REAR EXTENSION AT 53 ST MARYS DRIVE, LANGHO, LANCASHIRE, BB6 8DL

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



	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	One letter has been received from a nearby neighbour, with the following points of objection being raised;

1.
The proposed extension will block some of our view,
2.
Extension will affect the neighbour at no. 51 more,
3.
Concerns regarding noise if approved, and
4.
Inappropriate design of extension.


Proposal

The application seeks permission for a two-storey extension to the side of the bungalow, a single storey extension to the rear of the bungalow and the insertion of dormer windows within the rear elevation of the roof. Permission is also sought for french windows in the front elevation of the new side extension to the property to create a small balcony area.

Site Location

The property in question is a semi-detached bungalow within the residential settlement of Langho, as defined by the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

Relevant History

3/2002/0976/P – Demolition of existing garage, erection of new garage and formation of bedrooms in roof space – Granted Conditionally.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The application seeks permission for a two-storey extension to the side of the bungalow, a single storey extension to the rear of the bungalow and the insertion of dormer windows within the rear elevation of the roof. Permission is also sought for french windows in the front elevation of the new side extension to the property to create a small balcony area. The two-storey side extension will project approx. 2.475m from the side elevation, but set back from the front elevation by approx. 3.3m. It has its ridgeline running straight through in line with the existing. The proposed rear extension projects approx. 3.4m, and has almost a flat roof appearance due to the extremely low pitch. The proposed dormer window to the rear measures approx. 7.6m in width and is set in from the new side extension by approx. 0.75m. The materials proposed are to match the existing.

The main issues with regards to this application relate to any possible loss of light or affect the proposed extension may have on the residential amenity of the adjacent neighbours and whether or not the proposal will have a detrimental, visual impact on the streetscene.

The proposed two storey side extension has been designed to blend in with the existing roofline of the main property, and in order to minimise any visual impact on the streetscene, it is set back substantially from the front elevation of the property. The proposed dormer window and rear extension will not be significantly visible from the main street elevation, and as such will have no significant, detrimental impact on the streetscene. Therefore, the proposal is considered to comply with the relevant Policies and the SPG note ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’.

With regards to the potential impact on the adjacent neighbours in respect of amenity and loss of light, given the low pitch of the roof of the rear extension, I do not consider that the proposal will cause a significant amount of light to be lost to any habitable rooms of the adjacent property. In addition, having the assessed the proposed dormers to the rear and bearing I mind they could be constructed under the properties Permitted Development allowance, I do not consider that the scheme will have a significant impact on the amenity of the occupiers of the two adjacent properties.

The proposal also provides an acceptable level of off-street parking to the front of the property, and as such will have no impact on highway safety.

Bearing in mind the above, and whilst I am mindful of the points from the objector, the proposal is not considered to have a detrimental impact on the visual amenity of the streetscene, it will cause no significant loss of light to either adjacent property, nor will its approval cause significant detriment to the enjoyment or residential amenity of the occupiers of the adjoining dwellings. As such, this application is 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.

RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be granted subject to the following condition:

1.
The development must be begun no later than the expiration of three years beginning with the date of this permission.


Reason: Required to be imposed in pursuance to Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.  

APPLICATION NO:
3/2009/0406/P
(GRID REF: SD 370417 436452)

PROPOSED GARAGE BUILDING OF APPROXIMATELY 75M2 ON LAND AT REAR OF LARKHILL COTTAGES, OLD LANGHO

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	The Parish Council objects to this application saying that this is more like an industrial sized development that is out of keeping with the neighbourhood.  They also question the applicants statement that he could use his permitted development rights.

	
	
	

	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY SURVEYOR):
	No representations have been received at the time of report preparation.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	A letter has been received from the owners/occupiers of a dwelling at the rear of the site on Pendle Drive, Brockhall Village who say that they have no objections to the garages and that they agree to the proposed ridge height of 4m.  


Proposal

Permission is sought for a garage/storage building with approximate dimensions of 12.2m x 6.3m with an eaves height of 2.5m and a ridge height of 4m.  On the submitted forms and plans it is stated that the front wall is to be facing bricks whilst the rear and side walls would be blockwork.  The building is, however, partly constructed and the side walls have also been constructed in facing bricks.  The roof is to be either natural slates or grey coloured flat profile concrete tiles.  There would be four garage doors on the front elevation of the building.

Site Location

The application relates to an end terraced house that is one of 10 properties across the northern end of Larkhill Cottages.  It has gardens to the front, side and rear, then at the rear, there is a back street, on the opposite side of which each of the houses has an additional piece of curtilage.  The proposed garage is to be constructed on the applicants detached piece of curtilage that is adjoined to the north by the rear gardens of detached houses on Pendle View, Brockhall Village.  

Relevant History

3/1997/0012/P – Front porch, single storey side extension and two storey rear extension.  Refused. 

3/1997/0382/P – Front porch and rear extension.  Approved.

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 matters relevant to the determination of this application relate to visual amenity, the amenities of nearby residents and highway safety.  

With regards to visual amenity, the application relates to a piece of land that is served by a back street that runs between residential properties at Larkhill Cottages and Brockhall Village.  On the other similar pieces of land belonging to the other properties at the northern end of Larkhill Cottages, there are a number of garages, most of which are of prefabricated concrete construction which do not in any way enhance the appearance of the locality.  The proposed garage, although larger and higher than those existing garages, is to be of brick construction (except for the largely hidden rear wall) with either a natural slate or a grey tiled roof.  As such, I consider that the proposed garage would not seriously detract from the appearance of the locality.  

With regards to residential amenity, the owners/occupiers of the nearest properties in both Larkhill Cottages and Pendle View have been notified of the application.  The immediately adjoining owners in Pendle View (ie the property most likely to be affected by the proposal) have confirmed in writing that they have no objections to the application.  Although the maximum height of the garage is to be 4m, that height would be at the apex of the roof which would be approximately 3m away from the rear boundary wall of the Pendle View properties.  I therefore do not consider that the proposal would result in any seriously overbearing effects or any significant loss of light to the adjoining properties at the rear.  In my opinion, the building would have no effects on the other properties in Larkhill Cottages.

Although no observations have been received from the County Surveyor at the time of report preparation, I consider it unlikely that he will express any objections to this application on highway safety grounds as the garage is located off a very quiet back street.

The Parish Council objected to the application as reported earlier in the report.  For the reasons stated above, although a relatively large building, I do not consider the proposed garage to be so inappropriate to the locality as to warrant refusal of the application.  

The point that the applicant makes about permitted development rights is that he could erect a building not exceeding 2.5m high (which would probably have to have a flat roof) that did not cover more than half of his curtilage without requiring planning permission.  I have explained this to the Parish Council and confirmed that what the applicant says is correct.  It is on this basis that the applicant has already built the walls of the garage because, if permission is refused, he will complete the building with a flat roof at a height of not more than 2.5.  In my opinion, such a building would be more harmful to the locality in visual terms than the pitched roofed building for which permission is sought.

Overall, subject to a condition to prevent any confusion over the external materials, plus one to restrict the use of the building to private domestic purposes only, I consider the proposal to be acceptable and in accordance with the relevant policies of the Local Plan.

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 development must be begun no later than the expiration of three years beginning with the date of this permission.


Reason: Required to be imposed in pursuance to Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.  

2.
The external materials of the building hereby permitted shall comprise facing brickwork to the front wall and both side walls and concrete blocks to the rear wall only; and the roof shall be either natural slate or grey coloured flat profile concrete tiles.


REASON: For the avoidance of doubt as these materials have been agreed by the applicant, but differ from what is stated on the submitted forms and plans; and in the interests of visual amenity and compliance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

3.
The proposed garage building shall be for private and domestic purposes only and no trade or business whatsoever shall be carried out from within the building.  


REASON:  In order to safeguard nearby residential amenities as provided for within Policies G1 and H10 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and the adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.

C
APPLICATIONS WHICH THE Director of Development Services RECOMMENDS FOR REFUSAL

APPLICATION NO: 3/2009/0135/P
(GRID REF: SD 372799 435722)

OUTLINE APPLICATION FOR DEMOLITION OF EXISTING COMMERCIAL BUILDING AND REDEVELOPMENT OF CLEARED SITE AND AJOINING LAND FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT COMPRISING 14NO DETACHED DWELLINGS TOGETHER WITH GARAGES AND GARDENS AT THE OLD MANCHESTER OFFICES, WHALLEY NEW ROAD, BILLINGTON

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



	
	1.
	We object to the type and spread of the housing.



	
	2.
	The houses on Painterwood are not in keeping with the other houses on Painterwood and would create a particularly jarring note in the street scene.  Painterwood is an attractive collection of old weavers cottages which, while perhaps not qualifying for Conservation Area status, certainly deserves to be conserved.  If this part of the site is included in the overall scheme, the current proposals should definitely not go ahead but be replaced by something that would blend in and be much more sympathetic to the existing houses on Painterwood.



	
	3.
	There would be a considerable loss of green space.



	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY SURVEYOR):
	Has no objection to this proposal on highway safety grounds.

Two of the properties associated with this development are accessed directly from Whalley Old Road and the remaining new residents may also utilize this route to the development.  This is a sensitive location given the severe bend at the Whalley New Road junction and the ongoing record of access problems.  In view of the additional activity generated by this development, including anticipated deliveries and other general traffic matters, I would be looking for a contribution to the improvement of the existing traffic management measures on Whalley Old Road in order to address this detriment.



	
	The junction radii to the Whalley New Road site is shown at 10m.  I am concerned that this will lead to vehicles turning into this small development at inappropriately high speed.  Accordingly, I would recommend that the radii be reduced to 6m.

	
	
	

	LANCASHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL (PLANNING CONTRIBUTIONS OFFICER):
	Comments that there may be a requirement for a contribution towards sustainable transport measures (although this is not yet confirmed) and that there will be a requirement for £6,720 towards waste management.



	UNITED UTILITIES:
	Object to the proposal as a public sewer crosses the site and they will not permit building over it.  They will require an access strip of 6m comprising 3m on either side of the centre line of the sewer.  Therefore, either a modification of the site layout or a diversion of the public sewer at the applicants expense will be necessary.  (This response was copied directly to the agent by United Utilities.)

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	21 letters have been received from nearby residents who object to the application for reasons that are summarised as follows:



	
	1.
	Loss of privacy.



	
	2.
	Loss of light.



	
	3.
	Loss of view.



	
	4.
	All 14 houses would be visually intrusive and out of character with the adjoining characterful Old Weavers Cottages.



	
	5.
	Plots 13 and 14 in particular are totally out of character with the other houses in Painterwood.



	
	6.
	Green spaces close to where people live should be preserved not built upon.



	
	7.
	This development, if built, would not enhance the area but would be another blot on the landscape.



	
	8.
	Detriment to highway safety.  Plots 13 and 14 in particular with drives directly onto Painterwood will lead to an increase in traffic on the already dangerous stretch of road.  Negotiating out of the steep driveway onto Painterwood will be a serious hazard in itself.



	
	9.
	If the front edge of the house on Plot 10 follows the existing conifers (which it appears to do) that house would be closer to the houses in Painterwood than appears to be the case.



	
	10.
	Whilst appreciating the need for affordable housing (and would have no objections to such a development on the footprint of the existing building) there are plenty of houses at Brockhall and Calderstones of the type proposed in this application.  This development will not benefit the residents of Billington.



	
	11.
	Noise nuisance to existing residents caused by increased traffic to and from the proposed houses.



	
	12.
	Disruption of what is a busy wildlife corridor.



	
	13.
	Natural drainage problems may arise.



	
	14.
	Possible subsidence.



	
	15.
	Loss of open space.



	
	16.
	Damage to foundations of existing houses during construction of dwellings on what is a steeply sloping site.



	
	17.
	Retaining walls would appear to be necessary on land at the rear of the property in Whalley Road to the detriment of light and the occupiers’ enjoyment of their home.



	
	18.
	Some houses are far too close to existing houses resulting in a seriously overbearing effect.



	
	19.
	Security issues as a result of development on what is presently enclosed land at the rear of existing properties.



	
	20.
	Risk of flooding, either of the new properties by water draining off Whalley Nab or of existing properties as a result of the development.


Proposal

The land that is the subject of the application has two distinct areas.  Part is currently in commercial use as a coach builders and associated yard area and the remainder is vacant land which is down to grass.

Outline permission is sought for the demolition of the existing commercial building and its associated yard areas and the construction of a development of 14 detached houses, together with garages and gardens.

Although precise design details are not included in this outline application, the properties are all to be two storey houses with external floor areas ranging from 88m2 to 156m2.

The majority of the development is to be served by an access road off Whalley Road, although two properties would have individual access onto Painterwood.

Although this is an outline application, it is stated in the Design and Access Statement that all dwellings would be constructed of natural stone with slate roofs and would therefore be in keeping with the locality.

Site Location

The site has an area of approximately 0.76 hectares.  It is presently occupied by the buildings and yard areas of a coachbuilders business, with the remainder being land that is grassed.

It is a sloping site with the higher land to the south adjoining Painterwood and the lower ground to the north fronting Whalley Road.

The majority of the southern boundary of the site adjoins the rear gardens of terraced houses in Painterwood.  Approximately half of the northern boundary is directly onto Whalley Road, whilst the rest is to the back gardens of 5 properties on Whalley Road.  To the west the site is adjoined by a public footpath beyond which is agricultural land.  Its short eastern boundary adjoins a small piece of open land, beyond which is a row of cottages on the northern side of Painterwood.

The whole of the site is within the settlement boundary of Billington which is defined by Policy G2 of the Local Plan as a main settlement.

Relevant History

Whilst there have been numerous applications relating to the existing business on the site, none are considered to be of any relevance to the consideration of this application for residential development.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G2 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy EMP11 - Loss of Employment Land.

Policy L4 of the Regional Spatial Strategy.

PPS3 – Housing.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The key issues with regards to this proposal are discussed below under appropriate headings.

Compliance with Settlement Strategy Policy

Policy G2 of the Local Plan states that development will be directed mainly towards land within the main settlement boundaries.  In respect of Billington, the Policy states that the scale of development that will normally be approved comprises “development wholly within the built part of the settlement or the rounding off of the built up area”.

As a development wholly within the settlement boundary, I consider that the proposal complies with Policy G2.

Compliance with Housing Policy/Guidance

Members will be aware of the consultation document Draft Affordable Housing Memorandum of Understanding” that was reported to Committee in March of this year.  This suggests that in all locations except Clitheroe and Longridge (including the other main settlements such as Billington) in developments of 3 or more dwellings, the Council will require 51% affordable units on site.  However, whilst this might be given some consideration, the scheme needs to be considered under the current saved Policy G2, with which it complies.  Members may be aware that the consultation period has finished and the Council’s housing work group has considered the responses and any revisions will be taken into account as adopted document.

The other issue that I would mention under this heading relates to density.  The number of dwellings at 14 sits just below the 15 dwelling threshold for affordable housing.  Based on a density threshold of 30 dwellings per hectare (as set out in PPS3 as the national indicative minimum) it would be possible to accommodate 30 dwellings on this site.  The development as proposed, however, is closer to a density of only 18 dwellings per hectare.

Loss of Employment Land – EMP11

Policy EMP11 of the Local Plan states that proposals for the conversion or redevelopment of industrial or employment generating sites will be assessed with regards to the following criteria:

1.
The provisions of Policy G1.

2.
The compatibility of the proposal with other polices of the plan.

3.
The environmental benefits to be gained by the community.

4.
The potential economic and social damage caused by loss of jobs in the community.

5.
Any attempts that have been made to secure an alternative employment generating use for the site.

Policy G1 specifies a number of general development control criteria with which all developments are expected to comply.  A particular detailed aspect of the proposal is considered to not comply with the requirements of Policy G1.  This was discussed later in the report under the heading “Amenity Considerations”. The proposal is also considered to be compatible with other policies of the Local Plan.

With regards to the environmental benefits to be gained by the community, the applicants agent (in a letter dated 8 April 2009) makes a number of comments as follows:

· In terms of assessing the environmental benefits to be gained by the community, it is necessary to look beyond the negative aspects of the current use of the site because, in the event that our clients are unable to sell the land for residential development, they would be forced to stay at the site and make changes to accommodate changing legislation affecting their business and also further development to ensure the viability of the business.  Therefore an expansion of an industrial use at this location has to be weighed against a removal of the industrial use and its replacement with a residential use.

· If our clients were applying for a general industrial use at the location then we believe that this would not be supported by the Council who would prefer a B1/light industrial use at the site because this would restrict the type of activity undertaken to those which would be compatible with the adjoining residential use which general industrial use would not be.

· We believe that there would be environmental benefits to the surrounding community which outweigh the negative impact of a loss of employment land.

With regards to the potential economic and social damage caused by loss of jobs in the community, the agent comments that, in order to maintain the level of employment that they currently provide and potentially increase that level, they need to relocated to more suitable premises.  To remain viable on this site, they may need new buildings to which the topography of the site does not lend itself particularly well.  If they are unable to relocate then this will potentially result in the loss of jobs.  The agent claims that the sale of the site for business purposes would not enable the applications to relocate due to the costs that would be incurred and the inability of them to plan and manage their business with no clear knowledge of what is likely to happen during the next 6 – 12 months.  This could potentially be fatal to the business.

The agent therefore considers that there would be far greater economic and social damage caused by the inability of the existing business to relocate and expand and develop as a consequence of a refusal of the application than would be likely to result from any loss of the particular site for residential use.

The final, and important element of Policy ENV11 relates to “any attempts that had been made to secure an alternative employment generating use for the site”.

In respect of this criterion, the agent comments that the sale of the site for industrial use would not enable the existing business to relocate, would not safeguard jobs and would not remove an inappropriate use from the land in question.   Furthermore, he considers that the potential sale of the site for the existing or alternative industrial uses would be prejudiced by the restrictions that the site presents to the applicants in terms of its general suitability for industrial use, disturbance to neighbours, access problems and inadequate turning and manoeuvring facilities.  

For the reasons put forward by the agent, it would appear that no attempts have been made (either through marketing or any other means) to secure an alternative employment generating use for the site.  In the Employment Land Consultancy Report that was recently endorsed by the Council, the need to protect employment sites, especially industrial ones, is emphasised.

The agent claims that the relocation of his clients business and its replacement with the housing development would result in environmental benefits to the locality and its residents.  The Council does not dispute this.  However, such a scenario would result in the loss of an existing employment site.  Environmental benefits could also be brought about by the relocation of the existing business and its replacement by a cleaner and quieter employment generating use.  This possibility, however, does not appear to have been investigated. 

Notwithstanding the environmental benefits of the proposal, it is considered that, in the absence of evidence of any attempts to secure an alternative employment use of the site, the requirements of Policy EMP11 have not been fully satisfied.  This represents a sustainable reason for refusal of the application.  

Amenity Considerations

Nearby residents have expressed objections regarding issues such as loss of light and privacy in relation to the whole of the development.  As the land slopes downwards from Painterwood, I consider the separation distances between the terraced houses on Painterwood and the proposed houses on plots 10, 11 and 12 to be acceptable.  The large houses on plots 13 and 14, however, are on considerably higher ground than the adjoining houses on Whalley Road.  Notwithstanding that the separation distances would satisfy normal requirements on a flat site, I consider that these houses would have seriously overbearing effects on their neighbours on lower ground.  I consider this to represent another sustainable reason for refusal of the application.

Whilst it is difficult to make aesthetic judgements on an outline application (ie with no elevational details) I consider that the two large detached houses on plots 13 and 14 would detract from the existing appearance and character of Painterwood and that this represents a third reason for refusal of the application.  

Other Issue

In the event of planning permission being granted, the agent has advised that the comments of United Utilities would be addressed by a partial relocation of the sewer.

Conclusion

For the reasons explained in the report, it is considered that there is an overriding ‘policy’ objection to the application and two aspects relating to the details of the proposed layout/house types that are unacceptable.  It is therefore recommended accordingly that planning permission be refused.

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

1.
In the absence of evidence of any attempts that have been made to secure an alternative employment generating use of the site, the proposal would result in the loss of an employment site contrary to the requirements of Policy EMP11 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

2.
Due to the topography of the site, it is considered that the houses on plots 13 and 14 would have seriously overbearing effects on the adjoining properties on Whalley Road that are on lower ground to the detriment of the amenities of the occupiers of those neighbouring properties contrary to Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

3.
The two large detached houses on plots 13 and 14 would have a detrimental impact on the appearance and character of the locality contrary to Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

D 
APPLICATIONS ON WHICH COMMITTEE 'DEFER' THEIR APPROVAL SUBJECT TO WORK 'DELEGATED' TO THE DIRECTOR OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES BEING SATISFACTORILY COMPLETED

APPLICATION NO: 3/2009/0374/P
(GRID REF: SD 373426 436178)

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OF TWO RETAIL UNITS AT GROUND FLOOR AND CONSTRUCTION OF TWO FLATS AT FIRST FLOOR (LIVE/WORK UNITS) AT CENTRAL GARAGE, MANOR ROAD, WHALLEY

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	Object as they consider that retail units will attract a higher number of motorists to an area with extensive parking problems.  Previous applicants to the area have received permission with the proviso that yellow lines restrict parking especially in Manor Road.  This has yet to be done.  Double parking can restrict access for refuse and emergency vehicles.  It is particularly disingenuous to replicate parking provision with previous applications.

	
	
	

	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY SURVEYOR):
	No formal observations received at time of report preparation but has informally expressed no objections in principle to the development.  

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	Five letters of objection have been received.  Members are referred to the file for full details which can be summarised as follows:



	
	1.
	Inadequate parking provision.



	
	2.
	A business use of any kind on this road will increase vehicle activity – loading/unloading/parking – it is the only access road to serve residential properties, many of which are occupied by elderly people.



	
	3.
	The easy access for emergency services along this road is a major concern.



	
	4.
	Concerns over a party wall with No. 1. 



	
	5.
	Question what kind of shops they will be.


Proposal

This application details the demolition of an existing single storey commercial garage premises and replacement by a building that will provide two retail/business units at ground floor within Use Classes A1, A2 or B1 and two affordable rental apartments above.  Approximate dimensions of the building are 11.1m x 11.3m x 8.7m to the apex of its pitch with construction materials of artificial stone under an artificial slate roof with uPVC windows.  The retail units would have a traditional shop frontage onto Manor Road comprising doorway and large shop window with fascia above for any advertisement.  Access to the apartments would be at the rear of the property with a small lean-to positioned centrally to provide access to both the rear of the retail/business premises and residential accommodation above.  Approximate dimensions of this element are 5.9m x 1.2m x 3.1m in height  in the same materials as stated previously.  

Site Location

The site lies to the west of Manor Road within Whalley and is presently occupied by a vacant commercial garage premises.  There are residential properties to its immediate north and south with land directly opposite to the east (formerly parking for the garage) having recently received consent for four affordable flats (3/2008/0643/P).   The extended Conservation Area boundary runs alongside the southern boundary.  

Relevant History

None.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G2 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV17 - Details Required with Proposals in Conservation Areas.

Policy H21 - Affordable Housing - Information Needed.

Policy S4 - Shopping Policies - Longridge and Whalley.

Policy EMP10 - Employment Uses in Mainly Residential Areas.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

Matters for consideration in the determination of this application are the principle of development, highway safety, residential amenity and the visual impact of the works having regard to the site’s location on the edge of the Conservation Area as extended.  

Principle of Development 

In terms of the principle of development the site is an existing employment site within Whalley with this scheme seeking to provide modest retail/office and residential accommodation.  Therefore, whilst it would result in the loss of one employment use, ie the garage, the scheme is retaining employment opportunities on the ground floor of the development in the form of two A1, A2 or B1 units with approximately 53.24m2 floor space.  These are all uses which can be accommodated in areas where housing is the principal use subject to further consideration on general amenity matters.  Indeed, it could be argued that such uses may bring environmental benefits to the area when considered against the existing use as a repair garage.  Policy S4 of the plan concerns itself with small scale shopping developments and, given the close proximity of the site to the existing shopping areas of Whalley and the amount of floor space to be created, I am of the opinion that the employment aspect of this proposal accords with the adopted saved policies of the Districtwide Local Plan.  With regard to the residential element of the scheme, the applicants have submitted a draft Section 106 Agreement that outlines two units being available for social rental and an affordability statement that outlines how this development will contribute to meeting the needs identified in the Housing Needs Survey for Whalley and Wiswell.  This element of the proposal has been discussed with the Council’s Housing Strategy Officer and it is concluded that this development would meet identified needs and thus is in accord with the provisions of the Districtwide Local Plan.

Highway Safety

Next it is important to have regard to matters of highway safety and it is on this issue that many of the objectors have made comments.  Members will see that whilst the formal observations of the County Surveyor had not been received at the time the report was prepared, informally he has expressed no objection to the principle of development and thus, notwithstanding the comments received from nearby residents, I must be guided by him on this matter.

Residential Amenity

With regards to residential amenity as stated previously the employment use outlined are those which can be accommodated in residential areas without detriment to that area by reason of noise, vibration, smell, fumes, smoke, soot, ash, dust or grit.  I am satisfied that the uses proposed would not, in themselves, impact significantly on the amenities of existing residents.  In respect of the relationship with commercial ground floor uses and residential accommodation directly above, I have been advised by one of the Council’s senior environmental health officers that in order to limit any potential future nuisance for occupiers of the flats a condition should be attached to any consent granted to the effect that any fixed plant/machinery installed shall be acoustically insulated.  On this basis they conclude that amenities should be sufficiently safeguarded.  

In terms of how the built form itself will impact on adjacent properties, I am mindful of the observations received from the occupier of No. 1 Manor Road who has expressed concerns regarding light loss and a party wall.  With regard to potential light loss this relates to a first floor gable window that serves what is believed to be a landing area which, as Committee are aware, is not classed as a habitable room.  Therefore, whilst the proposed building will be higher than that which exists at present (8.7m as opposed to the 5.13m existing), I do not consider that the impact on this non habitable space would be so significant as to warrant an unfavourable recommendation.  It is noted that the proposed building has a first floor window in both of its gables to serve a kitchen area in each unit and these would not compromise existing amenities.  Whilst the site to the opposite side to Manor Road is, at the time of this application, vacant I am mindful of the approval for the creation of four flats.  In respect of the distances between the two proposed buildings, this is approximately 20m and 19.5m which is slightly below the distance given in the SPG on Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings with regard to facing habitable room windows at first floor.  However, this is only an indicative distance and, having regard to the characteristics of the wider area, where there are examples of relationships between properties of similar distance or even less than proposed here, in this particular instance I am minded to conclude that no significant detriment would be caused.   

Visual Impact 

With regard to the visual impact of the works proposed, I am mindful of the location of the site on the fringe of the Conservation Area and the design of properties in the immediate environment.  The design put forward is similar to that which has been previously approved to the opposite side of the road both in terms of materials and fenestration detailing.  I do not consider the scheme would prove significantly detrimental to the visual amenities of this part of Whalley or the setting of the Conservation Area and 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 or be to the detriment of highway safety.

RECOMMENDATION: Committee be MINDED TO APPROVE the application subject to the following conditions and therefore DEFER AND DELEGATE to the Director of Development Services to negotiate the satisfactory completion of a Section 106 Agreement.  

1.
The development must be begun no later than the expiration of 3 years beginning with the date of this permission.


Reason: Required to be imposed in pursuance to Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.  

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


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

3.
The use of the ground floor  premises in accordance with this permission shall be restricted to the hours between 0800 hours and 1800 hours.


REASON:  In order 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.

4.
The two ground floor units shall be used for any use falling within classes A1, A2 and B1 of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 (as amended).


REASON:  The permission granted is for specific uses, and it is considered that other uses  may give rise to adverse effects on the locality, contrary to the provisions of Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

5.
No development approved by this permission shall be commenced until a desk study has been undertaken and agreed in writing 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.

6.
This permission shall be read in conjunction with the Section 106 Agreement dated … which concerns itself with the affordable housing element of the scheme.


REASON:  For the avoidance of doubt as the permission has been subject of an agreement.

7.
Before any fixed plant or machinery is installed and used in connection with the proposed ground floor units they shall be acoustically insulated in accordance with a scheme that meets the requirements of BS4142 to the written satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority. 


REASON:  In accordance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan in the interest of general amenity of the area and to safeguard residential amenity. 

8.
No deliveries shall be taken at the site outside the hours of 0800-1800 nor at anytime on Sundays or public/bank holidays.


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

APPLICATION NO:
3/2009/0399/P
(GRID REF: SD 3621044327)

PROPOSED ERECTION OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING COMPRISING OF 11 UNITS AND 4 FOUR BEDROOM HOUSES, 3 TWO BEDROOM FLATS AND 4 ONE BED FLATS AND PARKING AT LAND OFF KIRKLANDS, CHIPPING

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	No formal observation received but on the previous   application welcomed the development at the old village hall site as does the whole village.  It is felt that a range of affordable low cost housing is what is required in the village.

	
	

	COUNTY PLANNING:
	Request financial contribution to waste management scheme and may request funds for sustainable transport measures.

	
	
	

	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY SURVEYOR):
	Previously no objections subject to amended plans showing a 2m footway to ensure adequate sight lines and parking bays amended to 5.6m and 10.6m to increase manoeuvring space.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	No representations.


Proposal

This application is a renewal of a previous approved scheme dated April 2007.  Consent is sought for a mixture of affordable units and associated car parking and landscaping.  The detailed scheme includes a mixture of housing and flats with four houses and seven flats.  The units comprise of 4 four bedroom houses with separate porch entrances, 3 two bedroom apartments and 4 one bed apartments.  The only difference involves the retention.

The parking area is accessed by an arched link building with vehicular access through the archway of which above the arches is one of the one bedroom units.  There is also a parking area at the front for the houses.

The dwellings have a roadside frontage along Kirklands and is a linear development with a mixture of two storey and three storey at the front and predominately three storey at the rear due to the difference in road levels.

The apartments have a communal area for meetings on the ground floor.  

The maximum height of the apartment buildings is 11m with a maximum height of the houses at 9.5m.  Two of the houses have traditional porches where another two have two storey porches to facilitate a small study area at the first floor.  

The parking is provided for houses at the front with rear courtyard parking for the apartments.  Private garden areas are provided for the houses with limited communal area for the flats at the rear.  

The proposed materials are a mixture of stone and render with blue slate or appropriate artificial slate.  

Site Location

The site is located within the settlement boundary of Chipping on the footprint of the old village hall.  The site is currently accessed of Club Lane with there being a mix of detached and terraced properties from the site boundary to the south east.  To the north west of the site are the semi-detached properties on Kirkland Road. 

Relevant History

3/98/0730/P – Demolition of existing hall and construction of 7 affordable housing units.  Withdrawn.

3/2003/0450/P – Proposed build of 7 houses on a brownfield site of the old village hall.  Refused. 

3/2007/0083/P – Demolition of old village hall and erection of affordable homes comprising 11 units of 4 four bed houses, 3 two bedroom approved flats and 4 one bed flats.  Approved. 

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G4 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy G10 - Legal Agreements.

Policy ENV1 - Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

Matters for consideration are compliance with housing policy given the present restrictive policy   towards new residential development, visual impact, neighbouring amenity and highway safety.

In terms of the principle of the development, the applicant has submitted a draft legal agreement to ensure that the level of accommodation provided will meet the needs of identified in housing needs survey for Chipping.  This report in March 2006 concluded that there was approximately a need for 50 units of a mix range of households from single people to families.  The Council's Principal Housing Officer was primarily is satisfied that the units can meet the housing needs survey.  However, it should be noted that the draft Section 106 Agreement relating to the previously approved scheme was for a shared equity arrangement.

In relation to highway matters, there is formal comments but previously raised no objection to the scheme subject to the provision of a 2m footway along the Kirkland frontage and amendments to the parking bays.  This has been agreed.  

The dwellings are designed to give appropriate privacy distances and, as such, would have no significant impact on residential amenity.

The units make use of the existing topography with the site sloping from Kirklands to Club Lane.  I am satisfied that having regard to the locality the proposal relates sufficiently to the local architectural style and would enhance the visual character of the area.

Members may note that there is little amenity space within this scheme but I consider that given its location next to significant recreational facilities and that the scheme fulfils a key objective of the Council a request for possible open space condition would limit the viability of the scheme and a such is not necessary in this instance.

The properties are located so as to have no significant impact on residential amenity and would not lead to a loss of light or privacy of adjoining dwellings.  I note the concerns expressed in relation to the Section 106 Agreement but I am satisfied that given the advice of the Housing Department it is a suitable Agreement and if necessary could be amended to reflect some of the minor concerns.

I note the previous request of £11,000 from LCC to improve the local bus services and waste transfer request, but in this instance I consider, given the proposal site fulfilling a key objective of the Council, I consider it inappropriate to impose further obstacles that may limit the implementation of the scheme.  This is in line with Committee report in December 2008 which considered the request for commuted sums and the relevant priorities with the main priority being the objective of providing affordable housing.

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 Committee be Minded to Approve the application subject to the following conditions and expiration of statutory consultation period and therefore Defer and Delegate to the Director of Development Services to negotiate the satisfactory completion of a Section 106 Agreement:

1.
The development must be begun no later than the expiration of three years beginning with the date of this permission.


REASON:  Required to be imposed in pursuant to Section 91 of the Town and County Planning Act 1990..  

2.
Prior to commencement of development, amended plans detailing revised footways and parking bays and manoeuvring spaces shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 


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

3.
Precise specifications or samples of walling and roofing materials and details of any surface materials to be used including their colour and texture shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority before their use in the proposed works.


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

4.
The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until details of the landscaping of the site, including wherever possible the retention of existing trees, have been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority.  The scheme shall indicate, as appropriate, the types and numbers of trees and shrubs, their distribution on site, those areas to be seeded, turfed, paved or hard landscaped, including details of any changes of level or landform and the types and details of all fencing and screening.  


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


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

5.
Prior to commencement of development a scheme identifying how a minimum of 10% of the energy requirements generated by the development will be achieved by renewable energy production methods shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The scheme shall then be provided in accordance with the approved details prior to occupation of the development and thereafter retained.


REASON:  In order to encourage renewable energy and to comply with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

APPLICATION NO:
3/2009/0552/P
(GRID REF: SD 370456 436433)

PROPOSED TWO STOREY SIDE EXTENSION PARTLY RETROSPECTIVE (RESUBMISSION) AT 8 LARKHILL COTTAGES, OLD LANGHO

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	No representations received at the time of report preparation but on the initial application objected to the development on the grounds that the application would affect    the overall look of Larkhill since the area is of conservation interest.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	Two letters have been received from adjacent residents raising no objection.


Proposal

Permission is sought for a part retrospective application for a two storey extension measuring approximately 5.3m x 3m x 7.8m in height.  The proposal is to have a pitched roof and is on the gable elevation.  Materials to be used are to match existing property.

Site Location

The proposal relates to an end terrace property to the north eastern side of Larkhill Cottages which is to the east of the Brockhall village development.  

Relevant History

3/2008/0600/P – Two storey side extension.  Approved.

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 in this application relate to the visual impact of the proposal  and residential amenity. However, in terms of residential amenity regard should only be given to the impact of the change in setback as the existing consent could still be implemented. I consider this impact to have no significant impact on adjacent residential amenity.  

In terms of visual impact, regard must be given to the existing consent which is materially the same with the exception of the setback from the main wall.  Previously planning permission was granted which was subject to amended plans which involved a setback of approximately .5m from the main wall.  Due to various reasons, the building has been built as per the original plan and  only have a setback of .26m.  I have visited the site and although had initial concerns regarding the limited setback, on the basis that it did not comply with the revised plan, I consider that in this instance, the visual harm is not significant.  The setback would still be noticed and therefore the extension is still slightly subservient to the main dwelling.

Initially there was a complaint regarding that the development was not in accordance with the approved plan and it is for this reason that a retrospective application has now been submitted.  The Council's Enforcement Officer was involved with the initial discussions and the developer was led to believe that the amendment would not be significant and continued to commence work.  Although this is regrettable, in this instance I consider that the developer acted on good faith and there was some confusion as to whether or not the building was substantially complete.  

Although it would be normal to ask for a more significant setback, each application must be considered on its merits and as I have previously indicated having visited the site, I do not consider there to be significant harm to warrant either a recommendation of refusal and a subsequent Enforcement Notice to secure an additional setback of approximately .24m.  

Therefore, having regard to all issues, I am of the opinion that the proposed works would not be significantly detrimental to visual amenity of the area or building.

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 the application be Deferred and Delegated to the Director of Development Services to await statutory consultation period and on the basis that no new issues that are relevant to this case are raised.

INFORMATION / DECISION
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