RIBBLE VALLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL

REPORT TO PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

                                             
  

                               Agenda Item No   
meeting date:
TUESDAY, 9 OCTOBER 2007
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:

	3/2007/0500/P
	Proposed extension of existing business – demolition of existing cow shed to be replaced with new building to the exact dimensions as the previous building 
	Bashall Barn

Twitter Lane

Waddington, Clitheroe

	3/2007/0537/P
	Extension to existing swimming pool to provide a fitness room, all weather changing facility and staff office.  An additional entrance gives access to the extension and provides circulation to the existing pool viewing area.  To improve the sports facilities within the college and meet DDA compliance
	Swimming pool building

Stonyhurst College

	3/2007/0541/P (PA)
	Extension of existing girls changing accommodation to construct new boys changing accommodation store and associated external works to form paths, wheelchair access ramps, steps and low wall with railings at land adjacent 
	Sports Hall

St Mary’s Hall

Stonyhurst College

	3/2007/0542/P (LBC)
	Extension of existing girls changing accommodation to construct new boys changing accommodation store and associated external works to form paths, wheelchair access ramps, steps and low wall with railings at land adjacent 
	Sports Hall

St Mary’s Hall

Stonyhurst College

	3/2007/0546/P
	Roof covering between two existing buildings and a weather screening in front of loose boxes
	Cragg House Farm

Chipping

	3/2007/0581/P
	7.2m (24ft) gated access required off Clitheroe Old road for agricultural vehicles to access meadow and pasture land at Land between High House and 
	Fell Barn

Clitheroe Old Road

Dilworth, Longridge

	3/2007/0656/P
	Kitchen extension and proposed rear dormer window and loft conversion 
	7 Radeclyffe Street

Clitheroe

	
	
	

	
	
	

	3/2007/0659/P
	Change of use from former farm complex to visitor centre to include farm shop, café, retail unit, health spa, dog’s hotel and ancillary car parking 
	Higher Whitewell Farm

Dunsop Bridge

	3/2007/0666/P
	Family room and facility extension 
	4 Walmsley Brow, Billington

	3/2007/0668/P
	The demolition of a single storey outbuilding and the erection of a single storey side and rear extension 
	9 Bilsberry Cottages

Hurst Green

	3/2007/0675/P
	Replacing windows and new entrance doors at formally 
	Duckworth’s Coaches

Mill Lane, Gisburn

	3/2007/0687/P
	Front and Rear Bay Window Extension
	Fawna Lodge

Greenmoor Lane

Hurst Green

	3/2007/0691/P
	Personal storage facility (re-submission of application 3/2007/0539/P)

	Greendale Mill

Buck Street

Grindleton

	3/2007/0695/P
	Alterations to window openings on front elevation and new window to rear elevation
	Oak Farm Barn, Longridge Road, Clayton-le-Dale

	3/2007/0696/P
	Erection of clear span apex agricultural building with a total floor area of 420 sq. m.
	Lower Edge Farm

Tinklers Lane, Slaidburn

	3/2007/0700/P
	Replacement of existing front door with a painted, plank ‘cottage’ style door, as the existing door is in very poor condition 
	18 Higher Road

Longridge

	3/2007/0704/P
	Demolition of existing garage and workshop, new garage and workshop and new single storey extension to create dining/kitchen/utility room 
	16 Mitton Road

Whalley

	3/2007/0709/P
	Relocation of 18 touring caravan pitches, new access track and shower and WC block on land adjacent 
	Bridge Hey Wood Caravan Park, Dunkirk Farm

Read

	3/2007/0710/P
	Installation of a rear dormer and enlargement of door opening to meet fire regulations
	8-10 Eshton Terrace

Clitheroe 

	3/2007/0712/P
	Utility room extension

	Beamsley, Parsonage Lane

Chipping

	3/2007/0713/P
	Front porch
	Yorkstone

Osbaldeston Lane

Osbaldeston

	3/2007/0714/P

(LBC)
	Partial demolition and rebuilding of front wall (additional to that covered by LBC 3/2006/0508/P)
	Higher Core Farmhouse

Chipping

	3/2007/0715/P
	Proposed screen wall to patio/yard (2.7m high) and proposed extended kitchen extract ductwork and mock mansard roof/screen 
	The Spread Eagle Hotel

Mellor Lane

Mellor

	
	
	

	
	
	

	3/2007/0717/P
	Fit flue liner to existing multi fuel stove in kitchen/dining room.  Fit anti blow back cowl to both existing chimney pots to promote more efficient combustion and reduce existing chimney erosion due to waste products of combustion 
	The Old Reading Room

Newton-in-Bowland

	3/2007/0719/P
	Erection of general purpose portal framed building for farm implement storage
	Alker Bottoms Farm

Clayton-le-Dale

	3/2007/0720/P
	Erection of summer room with store on land to the rear 
	9 Pendle Street East

Sabden

	3/2007/0722/P
	Variation of condition no 7 of planning permission 3/2006/0429/P to alter the hours of operation to 0730 to 1900 Monday to Saturday
	Henthorn Landfill Site

Henthorn Road

Clitheroe

	3/2007/0723/P
	Single storey front and rear extension to create larger kitchen and garage 
	84 Mellor Brow, Mellor

	3/2007/0726/P
	Construction of temporary car park to accommodate the impact on existing car park caused by the re-roofing of 3B Shed at land adjacent to 3A12 Shed 
	British Aerospace

Samlesbury

	3/2007/0729/P
	Conservatory to rear elevation
	1 Gleneagles Drive

Brockhall Village

	3/2007/0730/P
	Conservatory to rear elevation
	25 Church Lane, Mellor

	3/2007/0735/P
	Two storey side extension 
	9 Mearley Syke, Clitheroe

	3/2007/0738/P
	Extension to form new library and entrance and new pedestrian access
	Grindleton CE School

Sawley Road, Grindleton

	3/2007/0742/P
	Extension of existing domestic outbuildings
	Timothy Cottage

Whalley Road, Hurst Green

	3/2007/0746/P
	Erection of a lean-to roofed garden room at rear of dwelling 
	11 Westfield Drive

Calderstones Park, Whalley

	3/2007/0750/P
	Lean to garden room on north east elevation (re-submission)
	Moorstones Barn

Knotts Lane, Tosside

	3/2007/0757/P
	Single storey rear extension and internal spatial remodelling (resubmission)
	The Old Farmhouse

Norcross Wood

Hothersall Lane, Hothersall

	3/2007/0761/P
	Change of use from vacant agricultural building to use for the storage of classic and specialist cars
	Blue Butts Farm

Newton Road, Slaidburn

	3/2007/0773/P
	Proposed two storey extension to the side and sun room to the rear 
	40 Eastfield Drive

West Bradford

	3/2007/0785/P
	Single Storey Extension to be used as children’s centre and gym
	Longridge Civic Hall

Calder Avenue, Longridge

	3/2007/0856/P
	Single storey rear extension and internal alterations
	90 Mitton Road, Whalley

	3/2007/0857/P
	Erection of retractable canopy 
	British Aerospace Social Club, Samlesbury

	
	
	

	3/2007/0859/P
	Erect single storey extension to rear 
	37 King Street, Whalley


APPLICATIONS REFUSED

	Plan No:
	Proposal:
	Location:
	Reasons for Refusal

	3/2007/0670/P
	Kitchen/utility room extension, dormers to attic room
	1 Springs Road

 Longridge
	By virtue of its design, scale and massing is considered to be an incongruous, unbalanced and unsymmetrical addition that would be detrimental to the visual amenities of the area and to the streetscene, and cause an overbearing impact on the rear garden areas of two adjacent houses, that would result in a significant loss of residential amenity.



	3/2007/0688/P
	Extension to existing stables and storage area to create family office and extra storage
	Good Heys Farm

Thornley-with- Wheatley
	G1, ENV1, H10 and SPG “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings” – The proposal by virtue of its design, scale and massing, is considered an unsympathetic, modern extension that is out of character with the style of the original outbuilding, and will have a detrimental impact on the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty in which it is set.



	3/2007/0697/P

Cont/

Cont…..
	Proposed two-storey side extension and rear garden room (Re-submission)
	18 Redwood Drive

Longridge
	The proposal by virtue of its design, scale and massing, is considered unsympathetic to the existing dwelling and would result in the loss of the visual gap between the application building and no. 20 Redwood Drive, and is therefore contrary to Policies G1, and H10 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and the adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance "Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings".



	3/2007/0708/P
	Proposed replacement of existing shop front window and entrance door 
	2a Whalley Road

Hurst Green
	The proposal does not comply with Policies ENV16, ENV18 and S13 and by virtue of its design and size, is considered unsympathetic to the existing property. The single wide window on the front elevation would create a modern and elongated appearance to what is essentially a traditional frontage, that would be considered to be to the detriment of the character of the building, on the character of the adjoining Listed Buildings and on the Conservation Area.



	3/2007/0725/P
	Two storey side extension 
	1 The Grove

Whalley
	G1, H10 and SPG: Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings – Extension too large for the property and out of character with the locality to the detriment of visual amenity.



	3/2007/0727/P (PA) & 3/2007/0728/P

(LBC)

Cont/

Cont…..
	Change of use from existing shop and dwelling to shop with living accommodation and separate dwelling 
	1 and 3 Windy Street

Chipping
	The proposal would be harmful to the character of the listed building because of the unnecessary loss of historic fabric including the basement corridor, the historic back door and the historic first flooring.  



	3/2007/0736/P

(LBC) &

3/2007/0737/P

(PA)
	Construction of a conservatory to side elevation to provide additional living space.  The property has only one living room with little natural light.  
	Rodhill Lodge

Bolton-by-Bowland
	The proposal would be harmful to the character and setting of the listed building because the conservatory and patio would be incongruous in the agricultural context of the historic building and its site and would exacerbate the domestication of the historic building and its site.



	3/2007/0739/P
	Extension and alteration to out-building to create granny annex
	Cuttock Clough House

Mill Lane

Waddington
	Policy H9 – proposed development is detached and too large such that it would not constitute a modest level of accommodation which could be integrated back into the main dwelling when circumstances change.  



	3/2007/0744/P
	To remove octagonal conservatory and add a traditional glass/timber orangery to be painted in an agreed historic colour at 
	Dove Syke Farm

Eaves Hall Lane

West Bradford
	The proposal would have a detrimental impact upon the character and setting of the listed building because of its bulk and incongruity at the most important elevation of the historic house.



	3/2007/0745/P
	To remove octagonal conservatory and add a traditional glass/timber orangery to be painted in an agreed historic colour at 
	Dove Syke Farm

Eaves Hall Lane

West Bradford
	The proposal would have a detrimental impact upon the character and setting of the listed building because of its bulk and incongruity at the most important elevation of the historic house.



	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	3/2007/0789/P and 

3/2007/0801/P (LBC)

(CDA)
	Non illuminated projecting sign and fascia sign to advertise existing beauty therapy business 
	10 Duck Street

Clitheroe
	Harmful to the character and setting of the listed terrace and the character and appearance of Clitheroe Conservation Area.  The projecting sign would be detrimental to highway safety.


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

	Plan No:
	Proposal:
	Location:

	3/2007/0748/P
	Application for Certificate of Lawfulness for the existing use of Selborne Bungalow as a separate independent dwelling since 1989 at Back Commons Lane, off Kirkmoor Road, Clitheroe
	Selborne Bungalow

Back Commons Lane

off Kirkmoor Road

Clitheroe


APPLICATIONS WITHDRAWN

	Plan No:
	Proposal:
	Location:

	3/2007/0706/P
	Erection 185.6m2 new midden
	Hareden Farm, Trough Road

Dunsop Bridge

	3/2007/0740/P
	Seven No. detached dwellings each with associated work unit, together with associated infrastructure
	Land at Cherry Drive

Brockhall Village

Langho


APPLICATIONS TO BE DETERMINED BY Lancashire County Council 

	Plan No:
	Proposal:
	Location:

	3/2007/0783/P and 3/2007/0784/P
	Erection of a foam mix asphalt plant and ancillary facilities at a concrete batch plant and ancillary facilities 
	Bank Field Quarry

Pimlico Link Road, Clitheroe


APPEALS UPDATE

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

	3/2006/0879

D
	15.3.07
	Paul Hensey

Addition of rear dormer to terraced property

8 West View

Clitheroe
	WR
	_
	APPEAL ALLOWED 3.9.07

	3/2006/1038

D
	12.4.07
	Ray Standring

Repairs: renovate existing windows to rear, front windows to remain, plaster patching to existing and internal decoration (Listed Building Consent)

58 Moor Lane

Clitheroe
	WR
	_
	Site visit 27.9.07

AWAITING DECISION

	3/2006/0849

O
	9.5.07
	Mr A and Mrs A M Spencer

Conversion of workshop/office into two affordable flats

G D Porter

Woone Lane

Clitheroe
	WR
	_
	AWAITING DECISION

	3/2006/0715 & 0718

D
	11.5.07
	Mr M R Haston

Substitution of house type to incorporate porch/boiler house extension

Substitution of house type to incorporate double garage and garden paraphernalia storage 

Carr Meadow Barn

Carr Lane

Balderstone
	WR
	_
	Awaiting site visit

	3/2006/0993

D
	12.6.07
	A Kinder

Erection of 2no. one bedroom apartments on domestic garden area

Land adjacent

16 Colthirst Drive

Clitheroe
	_
	Hearing – date to be arranged
	Awaiting date for Hearing

	3/2007/0065

D
	20.6.07
	Paul and Louise Lupton

Single storey side extension

2 Chaigley Court

Chaigley
	WR
	_
	Awaiting site visit

	3/2006/1056

O
	14.9.07
	Mrs Kathryn Stratton

New first floor extension over garage and dining room

20 Woodlands Park

Whalley
	WR
	_
	Notification letter sent 17.9.07

Questionnaire sent 26.9.07

	3/2007/0449

D
	14.9.07
	Mr P Street

Proposed conversion of 2-bedroom flat to 2no. 1-bedroom flats

3 Accrington Road

Whalley
	WR
	_
	Notification letter sent 17.9.07

Questionnaire sent 25.9.07

	3/2007/0460

D
	17.9.07
	Mr R Hargreaves

Proposed stables for private use (resubmission of application 3/2006/0572)

Land adjacent to

Valle Vista

Barker Lane

Mellor
	WR
	_
	Notification letter sent 17.9.07 

Questionnaire sent 25.9.07


LEGEND

D – Delegated decision

C – Committee decision

O – Overturn

PLANNING APPLICATIONS UNDER THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990:

APPLICATIONS WHICH THE DIRECTOR OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES RECOMMENDS FOR APPROVAL

APPLICATION NO: 3/2007/0425/P
(GRID REF: SD 3636 3803)

PROPOSED DEMOLITION OF PART OF BAKERY AND EXTENSION OF FLAT INTO REST OF BUILDING, CONSTRUCTION OF CAR PARK AND DECK AT TIME HOUSE, LOWER ROAD, KNOWLE GREEN

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	No objection.

	
	
	

	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY SURVEYOR):
	No objection to the development as revised.

	
	
	

	ENVIRONMENT AGENCY:
	Following receipt of the applicant’s flood risk assessment we withdraw our objection to the development.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	One letter has been received expressing the following concerns:



	
	1.
	If there is to be no loss of employment a new bakery should be up and running before this change of use is granted.



	
	2.
	Flooding in the area of the proposed house – the area has flooded on three occasions within the last year and the development could enhance this problem.



	
	3.
	Reference to rights of access within Deeds.



	
	4.
	The property is only listed as a business property not residential.  


Proposal

Consent is sought for the demolition of the eastern end of Time House and occupation of the remainder of the building as a dwelling.  Presently the ground floor of the premises is in use as a bakery with a self contained flat at first floor level.  That flat would therefore be extended into the remainder of the building with no increase in the number of residential units on site.  A new timber deck would be provided to the rear of the building with the forecourt area providing a total of two parking spaces for this development and space for six cars for a potential future development to the mill on the other side of Lower Road within the applicant’s ownership.

Site Location

The premises lie to the south of Lower Road within land designated open countryside.   There are residential properties opposite with the premises backing directly onto a stream.  The plot is roughly triangular in shape with the building being of one and two storey construction.  

Relevant History

None of particular relevance to this application.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy EMP11 - Loss of Employment Land.

Interim SPG “Housing”

Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan Alterations Review 1st Deposit Edition

Policy 12 Housing Provision Joint Lancashire Structure Plan

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

Matters for consideration are the principle of development, its effects on visual and residential amenity and issues of highway safety.  

With regards to the principle of development there is a self contained first floor flat and thus I would conclude an existing residential unit on site.  The proposal seeks to extend this across the rest of the site and thus, given there will be no increase in housing numbers, the scheme would not conflict with the current policy of housing restraint.  It is also important to consider the lost of the employment land, ie the bakery at ground floor.  However, this is being relocated elsewhere within the Borough within purpose built premises currently under construction.  Whilst I am not aware of any attempts that have been made to secure an alternative employment generating use from this site I am mindful that there are residential properties opposite and the site is within open countryside.  In this instance I consider that change of use away from mixed use, ie employment and residential to purely residential, is acceptable.

In visual terms the building is of little architectural merit and I do not consider the revisions proposed to its external appearance would have a significantly detrimental visual impact.  The use as residential as opposed to a commercial activity at ground floor could be argued to be an improvement to the existing situation for dwellings opposite.  

I note the application involves parking spaces for a potential future development at the applicant’s mill directly opposite.  The area of land in question is already part hard surfaced (the remainder being where the demolition is to take place) and could be used for parking of vehicles.  If Committee were minded to approve this planning application it would not, I believe, be expressing support for the potential future use across the road.  That application, when submitted, will stand on its own merits.  This application is making clear that part of this site may be utilised as parking for another development with the plans submitted providing a comprehensive overview of this triangular piece of land and requisite highway improvements, ie footway across frontage and sightlines.  Indeed, the County Surveyor raises no objections to the development as outlined in the revised plan received on 25 June 2007.

The objector has expressed concerns over potential flooding but a flood risk assessment has satisfied the Environment Agency that the proposed development would not be at an unacceptable risk of flooding, nor would it exacerbate flood risk elsewhere.  They have commented that in respect of highway drainage these works would not increase the volume of surface water entering the highway drainage system.  They are aware of a capacity problem at present due to siltation within the gulleys but this outside the control of applicant and the development would not exacerbate the problem.

Therefore, having considered all the above, I am of the opinion that the scheme accords with policy 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 or be to the detriment of highway safety.

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

1.
This permission shall be implemented in accordance with the proposal as amended by letter and plan received on 25 June 2007 which show revisions to the access and parking arrangements.


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

APPLICATION NO:  3/2007/0436/P
(GRID REF: SD 7189 4271)

PROPOSED USE OF STONE BARN FOR TEA ROOM, DISPLAY AND TRADE COUNTER AT BACKRIDGE FARM, TWITTER LANE, WADDINGTON

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



	
	1.
	The use of the café facilities will not be restricted to use of the adjacent units and will become a destination in its own right.  This will increase traffic along Twitter Lane where previous highway concerns have been raised.



	
	2.
	A number of the existing units are quasi retail.  The travel plan presented completely ignores the number of journeys created by visitors to the site.  For example patients visiting the physiotherapist who operates from one of the units must generate significant journeys throughout the day.



	
	3.
	Previous applications have been for workshop facilities and we would support the consent already given for this purpose.  However, we have seen a gradual creep in way the Backridge development is operated moving away from the pure workshops envisaged.  The proposed café will only continue this trend and is therefore unwelcome.



	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY SURVEYOR):
	Further to my previous comments regarding the expansion of this development site I am recommending refusal of the application on highway safety grounds.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	No representations have been received.




Proposal

This application details the proposed change of use of an existing stone barn into a tearoom which would also have display areas and trade counter sales in conjunction with the existing business development at Backridge Farm.   Minimal external alterations are shown to the building, the most notable being insertion of rooflights.  

Site Location

The site is to the south of Twitter Lane within open countryside.  The farm complex consists of a number of buildings of varying sizes and designs some of which have been converted to business use.

Relevant History

3/04/1224/P – Proposed use of farm building for business use (Class B1), form parking area.  Approved with conditions 27 April 2005.

3/02/0382/P – Proposed conversion of building to workshop and offices.  Approved with conditions 18 July 2002.

3/00/0806/P – Use of farm buildings for business use (Class B1), form parking area, alter access.  – Approved with conditions 23 April 2001.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

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

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy EMP9 - Conversions for Employment Uses.

Policy EMP12 - Agricultural Diversification.

Policy 5 - Development Outside Urban Areas - Joint Lancashire Structure Plan

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The key issues for consideration are the principle of the development and matters of highway safety, visual and residential amenity.  The building has already had consent for B1 Use with this application forming a response to existing occupiers of the business units to provide a facility tearoom.  This would complement the existing uses of site, providing enhanced facilities for people already visiting the site.  I am satisfied with the principle of development.

In visual terms the scheme does not adversely affect the building’s character and would reflect the design of the units on this complex.  Matters of residential amenity were discussed under the previous application with it considered that given properties were 80 -100m away and the existing level of activity from the existing units they would not be adversely affected by the redevelopment of this barn.  I would conclude that the same could be said in relation to the building’s proposed use as tearoom and that it would not significantly affect the degree to which nearby properties are already affected by this development.  

Therefore, the remaining issue is highway safety and it is clear from the observations of the County Surveyor that he is maintaining his objection to further development at this site.  However, Committee have previously taken the view that the creation of additional jobs at this site would be to the benefit of the social and economic well being of the area and I can see no justifiable reason to argue against that.  Thus, whilst being mindful of the County Surveyor’s objection I consider it would now be unreasonable to raise concerns for a development that would create six to eight jobs when the previously approved application 3/04/1224/P which covered this same building along with a new build was for up to 40 jobs and approved by Committee contrary to the Highway Officer’s recommendation.

Therefore, having considered all of these factors I recommend accordingly.

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

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

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

1.
Before any works to implement this permission are commenced, details of any external alterations to the building, including any flue to dispose of fumes from the cooking process shall be submitted to and approved by the local planning authority.


REASON:  In order that the Local Planning Authority can be satisfied that the details are not injurious to the visual amenity and in accordance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and to safeguard, where appropriate, neighbouring residential amenity.

2.
Before the use commences or the premises are occupied, the building(s) shall be insulated in accordance with a scheme to be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority.


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

3.
No works can begin until a survey has been conducted by a person, the identity of whom has been previously agreed in writing by the English Nature Species Protection Officer and the Local Planning Authority, to investigate whether the barn is utilised by bats or any other protected species, and the survey results passed to English Nature and the Local Planning Authority.


If such use is established, a scheme for the protection of the species/habitat shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by English Nature and the Local Planning Authority before any work commences on site.


REASON: To comply with Policies G1, ENV7 and H16 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan ensuring that no species/habitat protected by the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 are destroyed.

4.
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.

5.
Prior to the occupation of the building, a travel plan, which has measurable objectives, which are capable of being monitored, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.


REASON:  To reduce dependence upon the private motor vehicle in accordance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

6.
The display areas and trade counter sales from within the approved building shall only be used for use in conjunction with those businesses operating from Backridge Farm.  They shall not be available to a separate independent retail users. 


REASON:  In order to limit traffic movements in accordance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and in the interests of amenity as regard has been had to the complimentary nature of development.  

APPLICATION NO: 3/2007/0459/P
(GRID REF: SD 7354 3777)

PROPOSED ERECTION OF AGRICULTURAL BUILDING AT MARWIN, HIGHER FOAL FARM, CLITHEROE ROAD, BARROW

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	No observations.

	
	
	

	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY SURVEYOR):
	I am recommending refusal of this application on highway grounds based on the substandard design of the access and the need to provide safe sightlines.  



	RURAL ESTATES OFFICER.
	The need for the building is concerned with providing undercover facilities for storing hay, tractor and agriculture equipment.   Currently the applicants produce haylage which is wrapped and stacked outside.  The tractor and equipment is stored outside and, up to present, there has not been a requirement to house ewes for lambing purposes.   



	
	I feel although the applicants are not operating a commercial agricultural activity their use of the land is in accordance with conventional agricultural practices which I feel could justify undercover storage in the case of commercial activities.  It was evident that the applicants were in the process of increasing the scale of their use of land and, at present, I feel the land is not being farmed to its optimum potential.  It was evident from my discussions with the applicant that they envisage increasing the number of ewes they keep and, although they are inexperienced in this matter, I feel the area of land they own could sustain between 20 and 30 ewes.  

I am of the opinion that in principle the building is justified for the identified uses but feel most agricultural activities on land can justify some form of undercover facilities.

	
	
	

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



	
	1.
	The land is not a farm but used exclusively for keeping horses on and having weekend long gymkhanas.

 

	
	2.
	The owners have already erected stables further down the field so why do they need another very large building?



	
	3.
	Question whether the building will be used for its stated purpose or commercial use.  


Proposal

It is proposed to erect a steel portal frame building measuring approximately 18.2m x 12.2m x 5.3m to the apex of its pitch.  It would be constructed of 2.4m high concrete block walling with timber space boarding above under a sheeted roof with 8 rooflights.  There would be a roller shutter door on one gable and personnel door to the other.  The building would be used to house the existing farm machinery and provide storage for haylage.

Site Location

The site is set to the west of Whalley Road approximately 180m to the north of the Whalley Industrial Park on the opposite side of the road.  The proposed site of the building is adjoining the northern boundary edge of the field with the building being set back approximately 30m from the road edge.  

Relevant History

None on this particular parcel of land.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy SPG – Agricultural Buildings.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

Matters for consideration are whether there is an agricultural justification for the building and matters of highway safety and visual amenity.

With regard to the justification the Rural Estate Officer at Lancashire County Council has been consulted and his comments contained earlier within this report.  He is of the opinion that a building of this size and design can be justified by the applicants and thus, in principle, the proposal would accord with policy.

Turning to the visual impact of the works, the building, whilst set back from the roadside, has been positioned to run parallel to a field defined by an existing hedgerow and interspersed with mature trees.  These would assist in offering some screening to the building and, given this and the building’s relationship to other built development I do not consider it would appear isolated or significantly detrimental to the visual amenities of the area.

The remaining issue therefore is highway safety and the County Surveyor has recommended refusal for this scheme.  However, in this particular instance I am mindful that there is an existing field access onto this agricultural piece of land and the land could be put to the uses covered by this application without actually needing consent.  He has commented that this application will lead to a focus of agricultural activity at this point and, thus, the existing access is not appropriate.  The use is already underway and the machinery proposed to be housed within the building is, at present, in the open air at this location.  Therefore, it must be questioned whether a refusal on the highway grounds suggested would be reasonable and defensible at an Appeal.  Given the uses are existing and this proposal is not intended to intensify the level of activity at this site, merely to provide suitable shelter for agricultural machinery and haylage I am minded to recommend against the advice of the County Surveyor.  

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

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

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

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


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

APPLICATION NO:
3/2007/0533/P & 3/2007/0606/P (LBC) (GRID REF: SD 74410 41753)  

PROPOSED SMOKING SHELTER ATTACHED TO THE SIDE OF THE BUILDING AT ST MICHAEL & ST JOHN’S SOCIAL CLUB, LOWERGATE, CLITHEROE 

	town COUNCIL:
	Objects to this application on the ground that the proposal to provide a corrugated roof to the smoking shelter area will not be in-keeping with the character of the other buildings in the vicinity.  

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	None received.


Proposal

As the development has been carried out since the applications were submitted, planning permission and listed building consent are now sought retrospectively for the erection of a smoking shelter on the northern side elevation of the St Michael & St John’s Social Club at Lowergate, Clitheroe.  

Although the originally submitted plans showed a larger structure, the shelter which has been erected is in accordance with amended plans received on 2 July 2007.  It is a very simple structure comprising a corrugated clear plastic sheet supported by a timber framework affixed to the side wall of the Social Club building.  It is 2.4m long and projects 1.2m from the wall of the building.

Site Location

The existing Social Club on the east side of Lowergate opposite the public car park and within the Conservation Area.  

Relevant History

04/1128/P – Access ramp for use by disabled persons.  Approved. 

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The Town Council has objected to this application on the grounds that the corrugated roof of the smoking shelter is not in-keeping with the character of the other buildings in the vicinity.  This viewpoint is understood and appreciated.  

However, the structure to which these applications relate is small in size and somewhat temporary by virtue of its materials and means of construction.  Although attached to a Listed Building within a Conservation Area it is within an enclosed courtyard area such that, visually, it does not have any seriously detrimental effects on the wider locality.  Additionally, due to its insubstantial form, it would not have any permanent or irreversible detrimental effects on the character of the Listed Building.  

The Conservation and Design Officer has viewed the structure and, for the above reasons, considers the development to be acceptable in principle.  He has, however, suggested that the visual impact of the shelter would be further reduced if the timber were to be painted a colour to match as closely as possible the stone walls of the building.  

Subject to a condition, in respect of both applications, regarding the painting of the timber, it is considered that planning permission and listed building consent should be granted retrospectively for the smoking shelter.  

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

The proposed development does not have any seriously detrimental effects upon the appearance and character of either the Listed Building or the Conservation Area.

RECOMMENDATION 1: That planning permission be GRANTED subject to the following condition(s):

1.
This permission shall relate to the development as amended by plans received by the Local Planning Authority on the 2 July 2007.


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

2.
Within one month of the date of this permission, the timber framework of the structure shall be painted a colour to match the stone walls of the building.  The precise colour shall have first been agreed by the Local Planning Authority.


REASON: In the interests of the appearance and character of the Listed Building and the Conservation Area.

RECOMMENDATION 2: That Listed Building Consent be granted subject to the following condition(s):

1.
This consent shall relate to the development as amended by plans received by the Local Planning Authority on the 2 July 2007.


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

2.
Within one month of the date of this consent, the timber framework of the structure shall be painted a colour to match the stone walls of the building.  The precise colour shall have first been agreed by the Local Planning Authority.


REASON: In the interests of the appearance and character of the Listed Building.

APPLICATION NO:
3/2007/0535/P
(GRID REF: SD 373898 441397)

PROPOSED TWO-STOREY BLOCK OF APARTMENTS (TOTAL – 16 UNITS) AT MITCHELL STREET, CLITHEROE, LANCASHIRE

	TOWN COUNCIL:
	No objections.



	CHIEF PLANNING OFFICER (LCC):
	The Director of Strategic Planning and Transport considers that the proposed development conforms to the Joint Lancashire Structure Plan 2001-2016 (JLSP).



	TRAFFIC AND DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER (LCC):
	With regards to the application as originally submitted, the Highways Officer had recommended refusal of the proposal on the basis of the vehicular movements over a footway, reduced visibility by the proposed landscaping and by virtue of cars having to reverse out of spaces onto a highway.

Plans were re-submitted on the 9 September 2007, showing the landscaping removed and a footway now around the parking bays, however he still raised concerns regarding reversing vehicular movement onto the highway, and as such still considered that the parking movements were detrimental to pedestrian safety and would introduce potential hazards to other road users.



	
	Following further discussions with both the applicant and the Highways Officer, the potential for parallel parking bays adjacent to the new building was raised. Whilst this would only create a possible 8 parking bays, in principle, the Highways Officer considered this would certainly prevent irregular vehicular movements along this road, and considering the nearby car park and availability of on street parking in the vicinity, he would have no objections to a proposal of this nature. Further plans showing this parallel parking were submitted on the 25th of September 2007, however at the time of the reports submission, the Highways Officer had been unable to formally respond to the new plans. 



	UNITED UTILITIES:
	No objections to the proposal in principle. A public sewer crosses the site and previously a building over agreement has been agreed. A water supply can be made available to this development, however water mains may need extending to serve any development, although this can be agreed with them.



	NETWORK RAIL:


	No objections in principle to the development, however due to the close proximity to the operational railway they requested that various points be taken into consideration. These points have been considered and the majority of them are details that would need to be discussed between the applicant and Network Rail should planning permission be granted.



	HOUSING MANAGER (RVBC):
	Apartment sizes are good, and although there is little amenity space, given the location of the site close to the park and the anticipated market of first time buyers, I don’t see this as an issue.

With regards to the pricing, they are very competitive.



	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	Six letters of objection has been received from nearby neighbours who wish to raise the following points of objection;



	
	1.
Concerns regarding loss of light and privacy to bedrooms.

2.
Concerns regarding overlooking of rear garden area.

3.
Concerns regarding loss of view.

4.
The other adjacent site promised fencing and landscaping, this has never happened and I have views into their bedrooms.

5.
Devaluation of property.

6.
Increase in traffic around the site, including loss of on street parking for existing house owners by visitors parking.

7.
Proposed French doors and windows will look odd in a built up area.

8.
The proposal is an un-neighbourly development due to the close proximity with other houses nearby.

9.
Concerns regarding the creation of an echo effect from trains.

10.
Development doesn’t take into account future recycling in the Ribble Valley.

11.
Concerns regarding future change of use for properties as proposed plans are for affordable housing. When passed the applicant may change their use, as the ones previously approved were for the elderly but were then changed to be for people with mental health.

12.
Site has been a building site for last 4 years and I am opposed to further upheaval. 

13.
Over development of the small site with such a larger development.


Proposal

The application seeks permission for a two storey block of apartments, comprising 16, 2 bedroom, affordable residential units, that will be for sale upon completion. There will be 8 units at ground floor, and 8 units at first floor level, with two of the ground floor units available for disabled owners.

Site Location

The site is located on Mitchell Street, within the settlement boundary of Clitheroe, as defined by the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (adopted June 1998). It is a Brownfield site adjacent to a recently erected block of 10 single room apartments for persons with learning disabilities, part of the proposal granted permission by Application No. 3/2003/0571/P.

Relevant History

3/2003/0571 – Residential Development of 10 no. single room apartments for persons with learning disabilities and 14 no. 2 bedroom apartments for sheltered support to the elderly inc staff support unit – Granted Conditionally.

3/2003/0187 – Residential Development of 10 no. single room apartments for persons with learning disabilities and 16 no. 2 bedroom apartments for sheltered support to the elderly – Withdrawn.

3/1997/0097 – Insertion of access gate – Granted Conditionally.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G2 - Settlement Strategy.

Interim SPG “Housing”

Alterations 1, 5, 11 and 12 Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan Alterations Review First Deposit Edition

Policy 12 – Housing Provisions – Joint Lancashire Structure Plan 2001 – 2016

PPG 3 Housing

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The application seeks permission for the erection of a two-storey block of 16 affordable, residential units on a Brownfield site on Mitchell Street in Clitheroe. The site is currently vacant and is adjacent to the recently erected block of 10 single room apartments for persons with learning disabilities, part of the proposal granted permission by Application No. 3/2003/0571/P. This portion of the site was to be used for the proposed 14 no. 2 bedroom apartments for sheltered support to the elderly including staff support unit.

The area is a predominantly residential area, however there are examples of small businesses nearby. To the North East of the site is a small pay and display car park.  Surrounding buildings are of varying size and type, however the majority of houses are stone built, terraced properties, however to the south west of the proposed building, and on the opposite side of the railway, are a number of new dwellings.

In terms of the principle of the development, this is an affordable housing scheme on a Brownfield Site within the centre of Clitheroe. The Council’s Housing Manager, with responsibility for strategic housing, supports this development as it makes good use of a redundant Brownfield Site and will contribute to one of the Council’s ambitions of matching housing supply and demand, and will also assist in meeting some of the needs identified in the Clitheroe Housing Needs Survey undertaken in 2004. All 16 Units are to be sold on a shared ownership basis and will provide much needed low-cost housing opportunities for local people. Shared ownership allows purchasers the opportunity to obtain a minimum 25% stake in their home via the traditional mortgage route whilst paying a rental amount on the remaining un-purchased equity. The rental charged is subsidised by the Housing Corporation grants to ensure that overall monthly charge is significantly cheaper than 100% mortgages. Purchasers can staircase up to full ownership in 10% tranches. The Section 106 Agreement that forms part of the planning application will ensure that the properties are allocated to those identified as being in local housing need. On the basis of this it is considered that, in terms of the principle of the development, the scheme, as put forward, complies with the requisite local and strategic planning policies.

With regards to matters of highway safety, as originally submitted, the Highways Officer had recommended refusal of the proposal on the basis of the vehicular movements over a footway, reduced visibility by the proposed landscaping and by virtue of cars having to reverse out of spaces onto a highway. Plans were re-submitted on the 9 September 2007, showing the landscaping removed and a footway now around the parking bays, however he still raised concerns regarding reversing vehicular movement onto the highway, and as such still considered that the parking movements were detrimental to pedestrian safety and would introduce potential hazards to other road users. An amended plan has been submitted incorporating parallel parking bays. Whilst this would only create a possible 8 parking bays, in principle, the Highways Officer considered this would certainly prevent irregular vehicular movements along this road, and considering the nearby car park and availability of on street parking in the vicinity, he would have no objections to a proposal of this nature.  The reduction in parking spaces may create more concerns from local residents regarding lack of parking spaces. 

With regards to any potential impact on neighbouring amenity, as mentioned before, the site is surrounded by residential properties. The distance between the front elevation of the new properties and the front elevation of the existing properties on Mitchell Street is 17 metres. The distance between the rear elevation of the new properties and the garden boundaries of properties on Brown Street and Barn Croft is approx. 16 metres, and to the rear elevation of properties on Barn Croft is 29 metres. The Supplementary Planning Guidance “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings” notes that ‘Except in special circumstances, windows to habitable rooms at first floor level should be a minimum of 21 metres from any such facing windows in neighbouring houses. There may be cases where intervening land uses mean that the 21 metre rule is less relevant, and these cases will be assessed on their own merits.’ At present there is approx. 19 metres between the majority of rear elevation of the properties on Mitchell Street, and the rear elevations of the properties on West View, and in some cases less. On other roads nearby, there is less of a gap between other rear elevations, and other front elevations. As such, bearing in mind the intervening land uses of both the railway line and the adjacent highway, the proposed landscaping between the properties and that the windows in the front elevation of the new properties are for the kitchen and lounge areas, I consider that privacy levels are acceptable, and I do not consider that the proposal will cause any significant impact on neighbouring amenity.

With regards to the visual impact of the proposal and its design, I refer to the design and access statement submitted with the application. The materials to be used for the external walls and roof will reflect those used in the nearby vicinity, however vernacular features such as exposed rafters and parapets off set from the ridgeline are used to give the development its own identity whilst respecting the local character. In addition, the window openings are of a more modern design in order produce a more contempory, modern development, similar to the one at Barn Croft, across the railway lines. With regards to the scale of the development, the new block will be roughly the same height as the terraced row on Mitchell Street, and its massing has been broken up by the insertion of the raised parapets on the ridgeline. The site is visible from various nearby vantage points, and after careful consideration, I do not believe that these works would appear unduly conspicuous either in the immediate or wider street scene.

The remaining issues, therefore, are the other comments raised by objectors. I have covered the majority of comments raised within the above report, and a couple of the remaining points are not material planning considerations. 

I note the concern regarding over dev but having regard to existing consents and existing locality I do not consider it to be over developed. 

Having regard to all the issues I consider a recommendation of approval to be appropriate. 

Therefore, having regard to all of the above, I am of the opinion that the redevelopment of this site for residential purposes does accord with plan policy and is acceptable from a highways stance. Whilst this development will change the outlook for dwellings adjacent to the site, I do not consider that, as proposed, the scheme would cause significant harm to those residents and thus recommended accordingly.

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

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

RECOMMENDATION:  That planning permission be GRANTED subject to the following condition(s):
1.
Precise specifications and samples of walling and roofing materials and details of any window and door surrounds including materials to be used shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority before their use in the proposed works.


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

2. 
This permission shall be implemented in accordance with the proposal as amended by the site layout plans received on the 25th of September 2007, which shows the highway revisions as required by the County Surveyor.


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

3.
The parking spaces shall be provided in accordance with the approved plans and shall be available for use prior to the first occupation of any of the residential units within the development.  Thereafter, these facilities shall be kept clear permanently of any obstructions to their designated use. 


REASON:  For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of highway safety, and to comply with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan. 

4.
Any external source of lighting shall be effectively screened from view of a driver on the adjoining public highway.


REASON:  To comply with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and to avoid glare, dazzle or distraction to passing motorists.

5.
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.

6.
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 additional structures, hard standing or fences as defined in Schedule 2 Part I Classes E, F and G, and Part II Class A, shall not be carried out without the formal written consent of the Local Planning Authority.


REASON:  In order that the Local Planning Authority shall retain effective control over the development in accordance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and in the interests of safeguarding any adjacent residential amenity or visual amenity.

7.
Prior to the commencement of development, details of the boundary fencing surrounding the site on the northeast, northwest and southwest boundaries shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.


Reason:  In order that the Local Planning Authority may ensure that the materials to be used are appropriate to the locality in accordance with Policy G1, and to provide a satisfactory barrier between the rear amenity space and the adjacent railway line.

8.
Prior to commencement of development, details of a mechanism showing how the units are to be retained as affordable housing including pricing, rental, occupancy and enforcement of occupancy, shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.


REASON:  In order do ensure that the houses are affordable and comply with Policy H20 of the Districtwide Local Plan.  

APPLICATION NO:
3/2007/0547/P
(GRID REF: SD 7480 4136)

PROPOSED TWO STOREY SIDE EXTENSION WITH SMALL DORMER WINDOW TO REAR ELEVATION AND THREE ROOFLIGHTS IN REAR ROOF AT 43 STANDEN ROAD, CLITHEROE 

	TOWN COUNCIL:
	No objections.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	One letter has been received from a neighbour expressing concerns over loss of light from a two storey extension.  


Proposal

This application details a two storey extension to the gable of the property having approximate dimensions of 3.1m (tapering to 1.8m) x 8m x 7.8m in height.  To the rear of the property a single storey extension is shown approximately 4.5m x 2.7m occupying part of the footprint of an existing detached out-house.  This single storey addition would have a lean-to roof with that part of the works on the south eastern corner aligning with the two storey extension having a roof profile continuing that of the main ridge, ie a catslide type profile with a piked dormer inserted.  The plan also denotes the provision of three velux roof lights to the rear.

Site Location

This is an end of terrace property within the settlement limit of Clitheroe.  The semi-detached dwellings to its immediate south are set at an angle to this property with the semi-detached dwellings of Moorend to its east backing on to the application site but at a higher level.  

Relevant History

None. 

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

Matters for consideration are the visual impact of the works and whether there would be any adverse impact on neighbouring amenity.  

In terms of the visual impact of the works I am mindful that the Council's SPG on Extensions to Dwellings advocates a set down and set back which this scheme does not have.  However, in this instance, I do not consider that a continuation of the established front building line of the terraced row would prove significantly detrimental to the street scene.  The properties to the immediate south being set at an angle to the application dwelling means that the potential for a terracing effect is much reduced.  For these reasons I conclude that the street scene would not be significantly affected.  

The works represent roughly a 50% increase in size over the original dwelling which is within the indicative limit expressed in the SPG.  Comments have been raised from a neighbour to the rear about light loss from the two storey extension but given they are set approximately 20m away and at an angle and on a higher level, I do not consider that these works would have so significant an effect as to warrant an unfavourable recommendation.  In terms of potential impact on privacy of neighbouring dwellings, again I conclude that there would be no significant detriment caused as a result of this scheme’s implementation.  

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.

APPLICATION NO:  3/2007/0555/P
(GRID REF: SD 7094 3490/P

PROPOSED 45 NEW BUILT RESIDENTIAL UNITS AT PETRE WOOD FARM, WHALLEY ROAD, LANGHO

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	The Parish Council is in favour of this application provided that these new houses will belong to a housing association and be available for rent and not put up for sale as this may result in them being altered in the future.  The only problem the Parish Council can foresee is that of an increased volume of traffic emerging out onto Whalley Road, but they expect that this would be manageable.  

	
	
	

	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY SURVEYOR):
	The County Surveyor has no objections in principle to the application on highway safety grounds subject to appropriate conditions concerning improvements to the junction of Longsight Road with Whalley Road.  

	
	
	

	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY PLANNING OFFICER):
	The County Planning Officer has assessed the proposed development against the provisions of the adopted Joint Lancashire Structure Plan 2001 – 2016 (JLSP).  

In respect of housing, the County Planning Officer comments as follows:

Paragraph 6.3.13 of the JLSP states that where there is a significant supply of housing permissions, planning applications for further residential development may not be approved unless they make an essential contribution to the supply of affordable or special needs housing or form a key element within a mixed use regeneration project.

If your Council considers that the proposed dwellings meet an identified need for affordable housing I consider that they would qualify as an exception under Paragraph 6.3.13.



	
	In respect of archaeology, the County Planning Officer comments as follows:

The existing barn on the site is considered as being of historical interest.  Therefore, should the planning authority be minded to grant permission for this development it is recommended that the recording of the building be secured by means of an appropriate condition.



	
	In respect of landscape, the County Planning Officer comments as follows:

The site is situated in an area of undulating lowland farmland landscape character type as detailed in the Landscape and Heritage Supplementary Planning Guidance 2006 and Policy 20 of the JLSP.  

One of the key recommendations for such areas is that new development on the edges of villages reflects the characteristic clustered form.  This is supported with a recommendation which encourages tree planting as an integral part of new development, creating links with farm woodlands and the network of hedgerows.  The proposed housing development should take account of these recommendations.  The “landscaping” section of the submitted Planning Statement is broadly in line with the strategy and recommendations for the undulated lowland farmland landscape.  The proposed boundary treatment however would need more than just indigenous hedging, particularly along the northern and eastern boundaries.  The hedging should be inter-planted with native trees. 



	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(WASTE MANAGEMENT OFFICER):
	The County Waste Management Officer objects to the proposal because the site adjoins the Household Waste Recycling Centre (HWRC) which has been in operation since the mid 1970s and currently operates between the hours of 0800 – 1900 seven days a week, 362 days a year.  This service involves members of the public delivering waste to the site via road, which is then removed from the site using heavy goods vehicles. 

Whilst all practical measures are taken to minimise nuisance to the environment and neighbouring properties, these sites, by their very nature, have problems associated with their operation such as litter, odours, vermin and noise.  



	
	There is also the issue that when we exchange a skip container on the site, the gates have to be closed for safety reasons.  This causes a queue of traffic on the access road which could cause potential conflict and blocking of access to the residential development.  We are therefore concerned that if the development goes ahead, we may be inundated by complaints at a later date that may cause difficulties for our operations.   We therefore believe that the current HWRC operation, of which there are no plans to close or move at present, will not be in the best interests of the new residents of the proposed development and there could be future conflict if the development is allowed to proceed.



	
	The Waste Management Officer also refers to the possibility that a small part of the application site might be owned by Lancashire County Council.  This issues is being investigated between the County Estates Department and the applicants.

A letter has also been received from SITA who are responsible to Lancashire County Council for the operation of the HWRC.  They make similar comments to those made by the Waste Management Officer, but add that further noise nuisance would be caused to neighbours due to the reversing alarms which are fitted to all of their vehicles.  



	ENVIRONMENT AGENCY:
	Has no objections in principle to the proposed development subject to the inclusion of a condition which states that no development approved by the permission shall be commenced until a scheme for the provision and implementation of a surface water regulation system has been approved by the Local Planning Authority, and that the scheme shall be completed in accordance with the approved plans.  



	UNITED UTILITIES:
	Has no objection to the development provided the site is drained on a separate system with only foul drainage connected into the foul sewer.  Surface water should be discharged to the water course/soakaway/surface water sewer and may require the consent of the Environment Agency.  If surface water is allowed to be discharged to the public sewerage system we may require the flow to be attenuated to a maximum discharge rate determined by United Utilities. 

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	Letters have been received from two neighbouring residents who express observations/objections about the proposal which are summarised as follows:



	
	1.
	The site is being over developed.  45 units on the site seem to look on the plans as rather excessive.  This has a potential for at least 45 vehicles needing access but, more likely, a lot more.  The only access is regularly blocked when the recycling centre closes its gates to change containers.  Often at weekends the line of cars backs out onto the main road and can cause traffic problems.



	
	2.
	The stone barn presently on site could have bats roosting in it.  



	
	3.
	If permission is granted, the site will generate a great deal of noise, so it would be appreciated if it could be a condition that construction works were only carried out between the hours of 9am to 5pm. 



	
	4.
	Following demolition of the barn, can the new hedge/fence line be confirmed as to be following the line of the existing rear wall of the barn.



	
	5.
	It appears that the development is taking place on part of the green field site not granted planning permission to the garden centre site.  



	
	6.
	There is a mature Oak tree on the site which is worthy of retention.



	
	7.
	Our mains sewage drain runs straight across the proposed site towards the roundabout.  The building of a housing estate will interfere with this.  This aspect would need resolving to our satisfaction.



	
	8.
	The applicants do seem to have designed the site with consideration to the outlook of ourselves and our neighbours for which we are grateful.  This application is a great improvement on the previously proposed industrial development on this site which was refused planning permission and a subsequent appeal was dismissed.  


Proposal

The proposals involve the redevelopment of a brown field site located on the outskirts of Langho into a range of affordable houses of varying size and type.  Specifically, the scheme proposes a total of 45 residential units consisting of 24 apartments and 21 two storey houses.  A new access road off Longsight Road would curve through the site towards its western edge with the semi detached houses on either side and two three-storey apartment blocks at its western end.  All of the houses would have private rear gardens and off-street parking spaces.  The apartments would have a communal parking area at the rear, and a communal public open space area is proposed in the centre of the site.

The proposed external materials comprise brickwork and render, and artificial roof slates; and the windows are to have stone heads and sills and stained or painted timber frames. 

Site Location

The application relates to the former Petre Wood and Garden Products site which is accessed via Longsight Road from Whalley Road.  The approximately one hectare site is bounded to the northwest and west by the A59 and the Langho roundabout; to the southwest by the Household Waste Recycling Centre; to the south by Longsight Road; to the east by residential properties; and to the northeast by open agricultural land.  The site is generally at a lower level than the adjoining A59 and roundabout from which it is also screened by a belt of existing trees.  Also in the immediate vicinity of the site are further dwellings, a petrol filling station, the Petre Arms public house and St Leonard’s Church and Primary School.

The site is within the open countryside, outside the settlement boundary of Langho.

Relevant History

91/0663/P – Change of use of land for relocation of storage areas and additional car parking facilities.  Approved.

93/0072/P – Steel framed storage building.  Approved.

3/03/0892/P – Erection of industrial units, conversion of barn to office use, access and associated engineering works for roads and drainage.  Refused and subsequent Appeal dismissed.  

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Interim SPG Housing.

Alts 1, 5, 11 and 12 Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan Alterations Review 1st Deposit Edition.

Policy 12 - Housing Provisions – Joint Lancashire Structure Plan 2001 – 2016

PPG3 – Housing.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The application seeks permission for the erection of 45 residential units comprising a mixture of two bedroomed and three bedroomed dwellings.  All 45 units are to be sold on a shared ownership basis and will provided much needed, low cost, housing opportunities for local people.  Shared ownership allows purchasers the opportunity to obtain a minimum 25% stake in their home via the traditional mortgage route whilst paying a rental amount on the remaining un-purchased equity. The rental charged is subsidised by the Housing Corporation grants to ensure that overall monthly charge is significantly cheaper than 100% mortgages.  Purchasers can staircase up to full ownership in 10% tranches.  The Section 106 Agreement that forms part of the planning application will ensure that the properties are allocated to those identified as being in local housing need.  

The Council’s Housing Manager considers this to be a particularly attractive proposed development, with a considerable amount of open amenity space, particularly bearing in mind the number of properties which have private gardens.  She considers the houses to be of a good size and says that the range of properties would appeal to a variety of clients in housing need from first time buyers to those looking to move on from their first terrace to something with a garden, and that the apartments would also appeal to the over 55s.  From these comments of the Housing Manager it would appear that the proposal will satisfy an identified need for affordable dwellings in this locality.  In such circumstances, the County Planning Officer has stated that the development would qualify as an exception (to the existing moratorium) as allowed for by paragraph 6.3.13 of the adopted Structure Plan.  In view of this opinion expressed by the County Planning Officer, I consider the proposal to comply in principle with the housing policies of the Structure Plan, and that, as such, it does not represent a departure from the Development Plan.

Having concluded that the development is acceptable in principle, the next issue relates to the location of the site outside any settlement boundary and, therefore, whether the development is acceptable for this particular site.  It cannot be denied that ideally, developments of affordable housing should be within existing settlements and therefore close to local amenities etc.  This, however, is a brownfield site, which is available for development.  Although not within a settlement boundary, the site is not in an isolated location, but is close to the residential areas of Langho, Billington and Whalley, is on a bus route, and is ideally located close to the A59.   As such, although not an ideal site, as a means of providing 45 affordable housing units, I consider the proposed development to be acceptable for this site.

With regards to detailed considerations, I consider the design and layout of the development to be acceptable.  The layout is such that there would be no detrimental effect on the privacy or residential amenities of any nearby residents.  

Due to the low lying nature of the site, the development would not have any significant effects upon the appearance of the general locality.  Any effects would also be further reduced by a proposed landscaping scheme which is shown in indicative form on the submitted plans.  A fully detailed landscaping scheme will, however, need to be submitted for approval.  

Subject to a number of conditions, the County Surveyor has not objections to the proposal on highway safety grounds.

Some of the units will be relatively close to the Household Waste Recycling Centre (HWRC) which undoubtedly will have some effects on the amenities of those units.  However, being a publicly controlled facility (ie Lancashire County Council) it is unlikely that there would be any activity or disturbance at unsociable hours.  Additionally, any purchasers of those units, would obviously be aware of the existence of the HWRC.  For these reasons, I do not consider the proximity of the HWRC to represent a reason for refusal of the application.  

The land ownership issue raised by the County Waste Management Officer falls to be resolved between the two parties, and does not have any bearing on the determination of this planning application. 

Overall, subject to appropriate conditions, I consider the proposal to be acceptable.

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL 

The proposed development of affordable dwellings will not have any seriously detrimental effects upon the amenities of any existing nearby residents, the appearance of the locality or highway safety.  

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

1.
Prior to commencement of development, details of a mechanism showing how the units are to be retained as affordable housing, including pricing, rental, occupancy and enforcement of occupancy, shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.


REASON:  In order to ensure that the houses are affordable and comply with Policy H20 of the Districtwide Local Plan.  

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


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

3.
The parking spaces shall be provided in accordance with the approved plans and shall be available for use prior to the first occupation of any of the residential units within the development.  Thereafter these facilities shall be kept permanently clear of any obstructions to their designated use.


REASON:  For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of highways, and to comply 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.
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 and to ensure that the dwellings remain affordable in accordance with Policies G1 and H20 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

6.
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 additional structures, hard standing or fences as defined in Schedule 2 Part I Classes E, F and G, and Part II Class A, shall not be carried out without the formal written consent of the Local Planning Authority.


REASON:  In order that the Local Planning Authority shall retain effective control over the development in accordance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and in the interests of safeguarding any adjacent residential amenity or visual amenity.

7.
No works of demolition of the existing barn on the site shall be carried out until a survey to investigate whether the barn is utilised by bats or other protected species has been carried out by a suitably qualified person, and the survey results passed to the Local Planning Authority.  If such a use is established, a scheme for the protection of the species/habitat shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority before any demolition work is commenced on site.


REASON:  To ensure that no species/habitat protected by the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 are destroyed in accordance with Policies G1, ENV7 and ENV8 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

8.
No development approved by this permission shall be commenced until a scheme for the provision and implementation of a surface water regulation system has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The scheme shall be completed in accordance with the approved details.  


REASON:  To reduce the risk of flooding and to comply with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.  

9.
No part of the development hereby permitted shall commence until a scheme for the construction of the site access and off-site highway improvement works has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority in consultation with the Highway Authority.  None of the residential units within the development shall be occupied until the approved scheme has been constructed and completed fully in accordance with the approved details.  


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

10.
The new estate road and the access into the site shall be constructed in accordance with Lancashire County Council Specification for Construction of Estate Roads to at least base course level before any development takes place within the site.  


REASON:  To ensure that satisfactory access is provided to the site before the development is commenced, in the interests of highway safety and to comply with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

11.
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 which shall be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority.  The scheme shall then be provided in accordance with the approved details prior to occupation of development and thereafter retained.


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

APPLICATION NO: 3/2007/0628/P
(GRID REF: SD 7429 4257)

PROPOSED SINGLE STOREY EXTENSION TO EAST FACING ELEVATION CREATING GARDEN ROOM AND WC.  REMOVE EXISTING CONSERVATORY, DEMOLISH EXISTING NORTH FACING LEAN-TO AND REBUILD AS KITCHEN EXTENSION.  DOUBLE STOREY EXTENSION TO WEST FACING ELEVATION CREATING DOUBLE BEDROOM AND LOUNGE AT SUNNYMEDE COTTAGE, HAWTHORNE PLACE, CLITHEROE

	TOWN COUNCIL:
	No objection.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	One letter of objection has been received which expresses concern about daylight being blocked from a ground floor room.  


Proposal

Consent is sought for a number of extensions to a detached property.  To the eastern elevation a single storey dining room extension would be formed with approximate dimensions of 4.8m x 4.2m x 3m in height.  To the north an existing lean-to kitchen annex would be replaced by a structure of identical footprint.  The conservatory is to be removed from the southern elevation with a two storey extension proposed to the western gable.   Two additional dormer windows will be provided to the south face of the roofscape.

Site Location

The property lies within a sizable curtilage to the north of the extension of residential development to Hawthorne Place.  There are properties to its immediate north and west.

Relevant History

3/98/0735/P – Retrospective application for a single storey utility room.  Approved with conditions 1 December 1998.

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 works and whether there would be any detriment to residential amenity as a result of them.  In terms of compliance with the SPG the scheme represents roughly an 85% increase over and above that which exist on site at present.  

The SPG has an indicative figure of 70% for sites within the settlement boundary but to be able to substantiate a refusal there needs to be demonstrable visual harm caused.  The building at present is of limited architectural merit.  The extensions would not, therefore, I believe prove significantly detrimental to visual amenity.  Turning to residential amenity regard should be had to the plots to the immediate north and those to the west.  The proposed dining room extension would extend in front of the side elevation to No. 4 The Orchard which has a window at ground floor level in that elevation.  Their ground floor has a kitchen through to the dining area with lounge to the rear and thus light enters this ‘through’ ground floor area from three elevations.  The property is set relatively close to an existing timber fence boundary with that and a tree already diminishing the amount of light that room receives.  The dining room would be set approximately 2m away from that boundary and whilst it may have some impact on the area of the neighbour’s dwelling the question is would it worsen the existing situation so significantly as to warrant an unfavourable recommendation.   Having given this matter careful consideration I am of the opinion that it would not.  I am also mindful of the relationship with the properties to the west which back onto the application site, but given that the scheme would not propose any first floor windows in the extended gable I do not consider there to be any significant privacy issues.  Nor do I consider the scheme to have an overbearing/oppressive impact on those residents.

Therefore, having considered all of the above I am of the opinion that the works would not prove significantly detrimental to visual or neighbouring 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.
Precise specifications or samples of walling and roofing materials and details of any surface materials to be used including their colour and texture shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority before their use in the proposed works.


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

2.
Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995 (or any Order revoking or re-enacting that Order) the building(s) shall not be altered by the insertion of any window or doorway in the western elevation facing Northmede 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”.

APPLICATION NO:
3/2007/0657/P
(GRID REF: SD 372274 434641)

PROPOSED AGRICULTURAL BUILDING – CALF REARING UNIT AT LAND OFF MOOR LANE, BILLINGTON MOOR, WHALLEY, LANCASHIRE.

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	The Parish Council objects to this proposal as it has done to the previous applications on the site. We believe that the existing buildings are visually intrusive in the open countryside (Green Belt) and can be seen from many directions. The proposed building although somewhat lower than the building previously allowed has a slightly larger footprint and will increase the sense of visual intrusion.

The Parish Council believes there is no agricultural case for a further new building on this holding. The proposed usage is for calf rearing (number of calves unspecified) which we take to be a ‘factory farming’ type of enterprise where the calves will be permanently enclosed, not allowed out onto the pasture. If the land is also used for its original stated purpose of general stock rearing, which gave rise to the need for winter housing for the cattle concerned, there would be no land left available for further stock numbers.



	
	An additional concern we have is that the ‘winter housing’ building nearing completion may not be used for its original stated purpose but will also be used for calf rearing. Its internal configuration suggests this may be the case. Ownership of a plot of this relatively small size on marginal land should not be used as the ‘gateway’ to an industrial type of agricultural enterprise that could more properly and appropriately be sited elsewhere.

We would welcome the Rural Estates Officer’s views on our concerns. If both buildings were given over to intensive calf rearing, what other facilities might need to be provided on site. Also, speculatively, whether an intensive use such as calf rearing could generate a case for a permanent worker to be on hand, thereby making an opening for a dwelling on the site at some future date?

If permission were granted, which we fervently hope it will not be, then we think many stringent conditions would need to be put in place. If there is a prospect that this type of intensive agricultural operation might eventually lead to a residential application, then it should most definitely be refused.

	
	Upon receipt of the Rural Estates comments the Parish Council submitted further comments reiterating the above, and again questioned the weighting behind the justification for the building in such a prominent, remote and divorced location when existing buildings on site could surely be used for the business in question. And finally, although not in relation to this application, they raised concerns regarding a slurry pit that had been created on site without permission, and questioned its safety so close to a water spring and supply for residents in Billington.



	ENVIRONMENT AGENCY:
	The Agency has no objection in principle to the proposed development but wishes to make the following comments;

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

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

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



	LCC RURAL ESTATES:
	When commenting on the applicant’s earlier application I considered whether an agricultural justification existed having regard to “need” “design” and ”siting”. The applicant intends to expand the scale of his beef enterprise. His system of farming is semi intensive as the cattle are housed for most of the duration they are kept. His proposed system is a recognised one undertaken by other commercial beef enterprises but I am aware that there are other alternatives, which could be adopted by the applicant, which would not necessitate the same building requirements as proposed.

I feel it is relevant to refer to this if the scale of buildings on the site is of concern from a planning perspective. I feel the floor area of the building is potentially slightly excessive when compared to the other building it will be used in conjunction with and I consider this could be used reduced by one bay.

However, I recognise that additional undercover area could be justified under animal welfare grounds such as to provide an isolation area for sick or injured animals.



	
	I feel the design is appropriate and feel its height has been kept below the typical heights used for general-purpose agricultural buildings (ie 3.6m to the eaves).  The types of cladding materials are appropriate to its use and I expect you will have your own views as to the suitability of the colour of the roof cladding.

The proposed site provides the most appropriate location given that it will create a nucleus of buildings.



	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	Three letters of objection have been received from nearby residents. The following points of objection have been raised;



	
	· Highway safety issues as there have been numerous instances of cattle escaping onto Whalley Old Road, which has a limit of 60 mph,

· The present buildings are on a plateau, unscreened to the north by any nearby trees and are clearly visible over a wide area of Billington Parish and much of the surrounding countryside. Is this really the proper place for further large-scale developments?

· The colouring of the roof and walls of the existing buildings stand out starkly against the predominantly dark green background, and the new development proposes similar materials which will create a further visual impact.

· The curtilage shown on the previous application has now been enlarged to accommodate the new building. How big will the developed area become?

· The farm referred to in the planning submission is in fact a field. There is no farmhouse. If this calf-rearing unit proceeds in an isolated location away from any dwelling, the question of security will arise, as will the need to be on site more frequently, and then subsequently the need for a house may become necessary.

· The comments from Rural Estates raise no direct reference to what the previously approved buildings were to be for. It appears that the applicants business had not changed much except he requires a new shed for his intensive cattle rearing business.




	
	· It would appear that the comments from Rural Estates place a disproportionate emphasis on those Policies that favour the applicant, and not those that favour the sensitive location,

· The Rural Estates Manager notes that the applicant intends to intensively rear over 140 cattle, which suggests he has hope of more buildings. At what point is the destruction of Billington Moor going to be considered unacceptable?

· If the applicant had applied for an the erection of two large sheds for an intensive cattle rearing undertaking at this location, prior to their being any buildings on the site, would the Local Authority have approved this?


Proposal

The application seeks permission to erect an agricultural building for housing calves, which will be utilised in conjunction with the applicant’s use of an existing building on the unit. The proposed building would occupy a space between two existing agricultural buildings and would use the existing service road. The steel portal framed building will measure 23m x 12.8m x 2.7m eaves height. The building will be fully enclosed consisting of concrete block walling up to 1.2m high and timber space boarding above to roof height. There will be provision for vehicular access through each gable end.
Site Location

The site is located on the north side of Moor Lane and the building would be approximately 60m from the highway. The land slopes down from Moor Lane to the site before continuing to slope down towards Whalley Old Road. There are nearby footpaths linking Whalley Old Road and Moor Lane. The area is designated as both open countryside and Green Belt.

Relevant History

3/2006/0126 – Proposed Agricultural Building to provide winter housing for cattle. (Re-submission) - Granted Conditionally.

3/2005/0967 – Agricultural Building to provide winter housing for cattle – Refused.

3/2005/0184 – Agricultural Building for winter housing for cattle – Granted Conditionally.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy ENV4 - Green Belt.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The application seeks permission to erect an agricultural building for housing calves, which will be utilised in conjunction with the applicant’s use of an existing building on the unit. The proposed building would occupy a space between two existing agricultural buildings and would use the existing service road. The applicant intends to operate a beef rearing system on site, rearing calves through to strong store weight. He does operate a beef rearing enterprise but the buildings on site prevent him operating at a scale, which provides a continual through put of mixed ages of cattle. The building which was granted permission in respect of application 05/0967 has been equipped internally to house cattle using cubicle beds and can accommodate between 70 and 80 head of cattle up to 2.5 years of age. This method of housing though is not suitable for rearing calves as they are reared in groups in a straw bedded system. Whilst the existing monopitch roof building is suitable for this purpose its size is not sufficient to house the number of cattle which will be proportionate to the number housed in the recently erected building.

The applicant intends to use the existing monopitch roofed building for storage purposes in particular straw. In addition to the 16 hectares (40 acres) of land owned, the applicant rents 30 acres from his parents, which he took for the first time this year. His occupation of this land is not taken on a formal basis although I was advised that he does not foresee any changes as far as him being able to utilise this land. The applicant also has use of 50 acres of land located at Bashall Eaves where he lives with his partner. Again he has not taken the land on a formal agreement nor does he have exclusive use of the land. The applicant has in the region of 40 head of beef bred cattle of store weight between 10/15 months of age. Up to springtime this year he had 70-80 head of cattle but the older ones were sold. It is the intention to manage a beef enterprise consisting of two groups of cattle each group with 70+ head and consisting of one group up to approx 12-14 months of age and one 15+ months of age. The cattle may be continually housed for the time they are kept on the unit. In addition to the cattle, a flock of 40 commercial breeding ewes that lamb from April onwards are kept. The agricultural operation undertaken from the application site is not a full time commitment for the applicant as his regular employment is a farm labourer at Withgill Farm. However, I am informed it is his aspiration to run the unit as a full time business in the future and hence his reason to expand the scale of the operation.

The two main issues arising from this application are the visual impact of another building at that location, and whether or not there is an agricultural justification for this new agricultural building.

With regards to the visual impact on the open countryside and Green Belt this proposal may have, it must be noted that the existing buildings on site are already visually prominent from the surrounding area. As such, it must be considered as to whether or not this proposal creates further prominence, or whether there will be a minimal impact. It is considered that the design and style of the building is appropriate for this type of area, and feel its height has been kept below the typical heights used for general purpose agricultural buildings (i.e. 3.6m to the eaves). The types of cladding materials are appropriate to its use, and the colour of cladding for roof can be dealt with via a condition. As such, with regards to the location of the building, the proposed site provides the most appropriate location given that it will create a nucleus of buildings, and will not create further built development spread into the open areas surrounding the existing buildings.
With regards to whether or not there is a justification for this building, it was noted by the Rural Estates Manager that the applicant currently operates a beef rearing enterprise at present, but the buildings on site prevent him operating at a scale which provides a continual through put of mixed ages of cattle. When commenting on the applicant’s earlier applications he considered whether an agricultural justification existed having regard to “need” “design” and ”siting”. The applicant intends to expand the scale of his beef enterprise. He notes that his system of farming is semi intensive as the cattle are housed for most of the duration they are kept, and his proposed system is a recognised one undertaken by other commercial beef enterprises, however he is aware that there are other alternatives which could be adopted by the applicant which would not necessitate the same building requirements as proposed. He mentions this in case the scale of the building on the site is of concern from a planning perspective, as he feels the floor area of the building is potentially slightly excessive when compared to the other building it will be used in conjunction with. He does recognise though that additional undercover area could be justified under animal welfare grounds such as to provide an isolation area for sick or injured animals. As such, it is considered that the Rural Estates Manager has found agricultural justification for the proposal by virtue that the existing buildings on site will not provide a continual through put of mixed ages of cattle, and as there are no concerns from a planning point of view of the size of building proposed.

Finally, with regard to the comments of objection by both the Parish Council and the objectors. I have covered the majority of comments raised, within the above report. In addition, I wish the Committee to note the following. The application must be considered and dealt with on the basis of the information submitted, and following the receipt of comments from the Rural Estates Manager, the concern regarding whether there is an agricultural justification for this building has been satisfied. As mentioned above, the other main issue is regarding the visual impact. The existing buildings on site are already visually prominent from the surrounding area, and as such, the decision must be made as to whether or not this proposal creates further prominence, or whether there will be a minimal impact. It is considered that the design and style of the building is appropriate for this type of area, and feel its height has been kept below the typical heights used for general purpose agricultural buildings.
Therefore, whilst I am mindful of the visual impact and the comments from both objectors and the Parish Council, agricultural justification for a building of this size in this location has been demonstrated and, given its location adjacent to existing buildings, I consider the scheme to comply with the relevant policies, and as such to be acceptable.

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

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

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

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


Reason:  In order that the Local Planning Authority may ensure that the materials to be used are appropriate to the locality in accordance with Policies G1, ENV3 and ENV4 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan ensuring a satisfactory standard of appearance given the location of the site within the Green Belt.

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


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

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


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


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

NOTE(S):

1.
The facilities must comply with the Control of Pollution (Silage, Slurry and Agricultural Fuel Oil) Regulations 1991 (as amended 1997)


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

2.
The proposals must fully comply with the DEFRA “Code of Good Agricultural Practice for the Protection of Water”.  Guidance can be obtained from DEFRA or NFU.

3.
The proposed development must comply fully with the terms of the Control of Pollution (Silage, Slurry and Agricultural Fuel Oils) Regulations 1991, (as amended 1997).

APPLICATION NO:
3/2007/0693/P
(GRID REF: SD 7402 4191)

PROPOSED DORMER EXTENSIONS TO FRONT AND REAR OF PROPERTY AT 11 CARDIGAN AVENUE, CLITHEROE 

	TOWN COUNCIL:
	Concerned regarding the proposal to erect a rear dormer as elsewhere in Clitheroe they have not been allowed and there are currently none on this block of properties.

	
	
	

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

	
	

	
	1.
	Works to the rear of the property will block the back of Castle View and Cardigan Avenue, thereby restricting access.



	
	2.
	Impact on privacy for peoples back gardens.


Proposal

Consent is sought for front and rear flat roof dormers that will project approximately 2.5m from the existing roof slope.  The front dormer would have the width of approximately 3.1m and the to the rear approximately 3.5m.  They would be clad in slate to the dormer cheeks and either slate or shiplap boarding to the dormer face.

Site Location

The property is a mid terraced dwelling within the settlement limit of Clitheroe.

Relevant History

None. 

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

Matters for consideration are effects on street scene and potential impact on neighbouring residential amenity.  

The Town Council commented that there are no other rear dormers on this row and that the Council have sought to resist them elsewhere in the town centre.  They are correct in stating that there are no other dormers to the rear on this terrace but that is not a justifiable reason for withholding consent.  Indeed, the Council has recently lost a planning appeal for a rear dormer where it was held that the rear roofscape was less exposed to public view than the front because it faced on to a narrow rear entry between two streets which was primarily used for access to the yards behind the houses.  I am of the opinion that the same rationale could be applied here.  The rear dormer would extend across roughly the entire width of this mid terraced property – it being set in approximately 500mm from the boundary with No 13 but I do not consider it would appear over dominant on the roofscape.  Views along the back alley are limited by properties fronting Kirkmoor Road and Members should note that there are similar rear dormers on properties fronting Kirkmoor Road to its north west that are more exposed to public view.  

Turning to the works to the front the dormer would be set in from both sides and for Members’ information there are two other front dormers on this terrace row.  Again I do not consider that there would be any significant detriment to the street scene as a result of these works – the dormer would not have a jarring effect as the terrace’s roofscape has already been subject of similar works.  

With regard to privacy levels, the rear garden areas of properties fronting Castle View to the rear are already overlooked to a degree by existing first floor rear windows to habitable rooms.  I do not consider that these works would so significantly increase this overlooking to warrant an unfavourable recommendation on that ground alone.  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.
Precise specifications or samples of walling and roofing materials and details of any surface materials to be used including their colour and texture shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority before their use in the proposed works.


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

APPLICATION NO:  3/2007/0699/P
(GRID REF: SD 7561 3705)

PROPOSED INSTALLATION OF A 10 KILOWATT WIND POWERED GENERATOR ON A 12M FREE STANDING COLUMN ON LAND TO THE NORTH OF CLERK HILL ROAD, AND TO THE REAR OF THE ABATTOIR (RESUBMISSION OF 3/2007/0388/P), THE ABATTOIR SITE OFF CLERK HILL ROAD, WISWELL

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	The Parish Council object to the proposal.  They comment that the turbine is already in place and is totally out of keeping in the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  They say that granting permission could set a dangerous precedent for any such future applications which could then prove difficult to resist.    The Parish Council adds that the turbine is very visible from many public rights of way and is in close proximity to a residential dwelling.  

	
	
	

	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(AONB OFFICER):
	Having visited the site, the County AONB Officer has no objections to this application on landscape grounds.  

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	Letters have been received from the owners/occupiers of the nearest dwelling to the site, the Ramblers’ Association, and three residents of Great Harwood, Old Langho and Padiham, in which objections to the proposal are made on the following grounds:



	
	1.
	The turbine is too close to the neighbouring dwelling such that it is a significant visual intrusion to that property and causes a noise nuisance and annoying “flicker” as the moving blades intermittently block out light from the sun.



	
	2.
	The neighbours are concerned about the safety of the turbine due to its proximity to their house and because the blades rotate very quickly.



	
	3.
	A permission could set a precedent as a nearby landowner has already said that he will install a similar turbine if this application is successful.



	
	4.
	The turbine will cause disturbance and danger to livestock in the vicinity and also to horses and their riders on the nearby bridleway.

	
	
	

	
	5.
	The turbine is in an elevated location within an AONB and is close to a number of public footpaths and bridleways.  It is highly visible and unsightly over a wide area and its white colour is inappropriate, as a natural colour to blend in with the background of the hills would be more acceptable. It is therefore seriously harmful to the appearance of the AONB .  


Proposal

Planning permission is sought retrospectively for the erection of a 10kw wind turbine.  It comprises a turbine with three blades (of 8m dia) affixed to the top of a 12m column, giving a maximum height to the structure of 16m.  The column is hinged at the bottom so that the whole structure can be lowered to the ground when not in use.  The turbine and blades are white in colour and the column has a galvanised steel external finish.  

Site Location

The wind turbine has been erected to the rear of the abattoir buildings which are on the north west side of Clerk Hill Road in a rural location between Sabden and Wiswell and within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  In addition to the abattoir building, the applicant’s own dwelling is to the south west of the turbine and another dwelling in separate ownership is approximately 55m to the north east.  This group of buildings is surrounded by open fields.  The Wiswell Wireless Station mast is on higher ground approximately 220m to the west of the turbine.  

Relevant History

3/2007/0388/P – Proposed 10kw wind turbine on 12m tower.  Refused.

Relevant Policies

Policy 20 Joint Lancashire Structure Plan – Lancashire’s Landscapes.

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV1 - Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Policy ENV24 - Renewable Energy.

Policy ENV25 - Renewable Energy.

Policy ENV26 - Wind Energy.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The previous planning application 3/2007/0388/P sought permission for a similar (but not identical) wind turbine in the same location as that which is the subject of this current application.  In that application the proposed turbine comprised 8m long blades affixed to the top of a 12m tower giving a maximum height of 16m.  The tower and blades were to be white in colour and the tower was to be supported by wires extending up to 8m from its base.  There was very little information submitted with that previous application with regards to its likely noise impact on the adjacent dwelling or appropriate photo montages etc in order for its effects on the appearance of the locality (which is within the AONB) to be properly assessed.  The County Council AONB Officer had expressed concerns about the effects of that previously proposed turbine on the local landscape, but had requested that a decision be deferred in order for more information to be requested and subsequently considered.  However, before such information was received, the applicant’s chose to erect, without planning permission, a wind turbine of an entirely different design.  In these circumstances the decision was taken to refuse that previous application under delegated powers as it related to a development which the applicant obviously had no intention of implementing.  

This current application seeks retrospective permission for the turbine which has been erected.  Photo montages were submitted with the application which were sent to the County AONB Officer who has also taken the opportunity to visit the site.  Following his visit, the AONB Officer has stated that he has no objections to the application on landscape grounds.  Having viewed the structure from many nearby and more distant locations, I also consider that it does not have a seriously detrimental effect on the appearance of the AONB .  From vantage points where it is visible, it is more often than not viewed against the sky rather than against the surrounding higher ground.  For this reason, I consider its existing white external colour to be appropriate.  With regards to its effect upon the appearance of the AONB, therefore, I consider the development to be acceptable.  


The other relevant consideration relates to its effects upon the amenities of the nearby residential property.   At a distance of approximately 55m from its side elevation, I do not consider that the turbine has any detrimental effects upon that dwelling by reason of its mass/bulk (ie it is not overbearing) or loss of light.  The fact that the neighbours can see the structure, and that it might adversely affect their view, is not a material consideration.  I do not consider the “flicker” effect to represent a nuisance to the neighbours which is so serious as to represent a sustainable reason for refusal of the application. 

The neighbour’s fears over the safety of the structure are not relevant to the consideration of this planning application.  

With regards to the issue of noise, the following points are made in a “planning statement” submitted with the application:

· As this turbine does not have a mechanical gearbox it is quieter in operation than many other turbines;

· The turbine also works on an intelligent control basis which means that the dog vane senses wind direction and the anemometer senses wind speed.  As wind speed increases beyond the turbine rates wind speed, an electric motor turns the turbine out of the wind to a maximum angle of 90o to the wind in gale force conditions.  The advantage of this type of control over a tail fin turbine is that the movement into and out of the wind is gradual and controlled and avoids frequent swings resulting from gusts which cut power production.  The other advantage of this method of operation is that the turbine speed is controlled by the angle of inclination to the wind which makes the turbine quieter in operation in gusting winds than some other turbines which are controlled by other means.  

The Environmental Health Officer has only had the opportunity to witness the noise from the turbine at times when the incinerators at the abattoir are also in operation.  At these times any noise from the turbine was not heard above the noise of the incinerators.  The Environmental Health Officer will continue to monitor noise from the turbine and will respond to any complaints received from the neighbouring residents.  During daytime hours it is not considered that any noise from the turbine would be seriously detrimental to the amenities of those neighbours.  In the event of noise nuisance being experienced at night, Environmental Health legislation could be used to place a restriction on the hours when the turbine could be used.  In all of these circumstances I consider the turbine to be acceptable with regards to its effects on the amenities of neighbouring residents, and that any night time noise nuisance which may arise can be and would be addressed by other legislation.

Overall, I can see no objections to the retention of this wind turbine.

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

The wind turbine does not have any seriously detrimental effects upon the appearance of the locality or the amenities of any nearby residents.

RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be GRANTED.

APPLICATION NO:
3/2007/0705/P
(GRID REF: SD 374906 442942)

INFILL REAR PORCH TO CONNECT SIDE EXTENSION TO GARDEN ROOM/CONSERVATORY AT 24 MOORLAND CRESCENT, CLITHEROE, LANCASHIRE, BB7 4PY

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	No objections.



	ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH:
	No objections to the development. The proximity of the proposed chimney to the adjacent property 26 Moorland Crescent, is of concern. It is possible the local weather conditions may hinder the dispersion of smoke and investigate and thus cause a nuisance to occur. In which case, powers are available to the Local Authority to investigate and confirm the occurrence of statutory nuisance and take remedial action should nuisance be proven.



	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	One letter of objection has been received from a nearby neighbour objecting to the application on the following grounds;

1. The proposed plans are misleading as the applicant does not have a rear porch, and clarification of this could be useful,

2. In principle we do not have objection to the joining of the two buildings however we do object to the design of the plan, as we consider the finished building is aesthetically displeasing and would class it as bad planning,

3. Concerns regarding loss of light, and

4. We strongly object to the proposed chimney for a wood burning stove, as the location of the proposed flue may cause environmental problems in the vicinity from fumes and smoke, and consequently impact on the streetscene and neighbourhood.


Proposal

The application seeks permission to erect a single storey extension in between an existing side extension and a detached garden room to the rear of the property.

Site Location

The site is located on Moorland Crescent, within the settlement boundary of Clitheroe as defined by the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (adopted June 1998).

Relevant History

3/2006/0142 – First Floor Side Extension - Refused.

3/2005/0490 – 1) Modify Garage to Garden Room. 2) New Conservatory attached to rear of Garage - Granted.

3/2002/0028 – Single Storey Side Extension – Granted Conditionally.

3/2001/0330 – Front Porch Extension and Two Storey Side Extension – Refused.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The application seeks permission to erect a single storey extension in between an existing side extension and a detached garden room to the rear of the property.

The main issues with regards to this application are the impact of the extension on the residential amenity of the neighbours, and any visual impact on the area. With regards to the visual impact, the proposal seeks to infill between and existing side extension and a garden room in the rear garden area at single storey. As such, I consider it will have no visual impact on the locality, as it will not be seen.

With regards to any impact on the nearby neighbours, the design of the proposed is considered to be acceptable and will have little impact, and due to the proposal being single storey, there will be no significant amount of light lost to the neighbours that would be to their detriment. With regards to the proposed wood burning stove/flue, the Environmental Health Officer was consulted on the proposal and they have no objection to the proposed development. They do however, have slight concerns with regards to the proximity of the flue to the adjacent property as local weather conditions may hinder the dispersion of smoke, which may cause a nuisance to occur. It must be noted that this is a possibility of the development but there is no evidence to suggest it would be a consequence. There are powers available to the Local Authority to investigate and confirm the occurrence of statutory nuisance and take remedial action should nuisance be proven, and as such consider the proposal to be acceptable from a planning point of view.

As such, bearing in mind the above and taking into account the letter of objection from the nearby neighbour, I consider that the proposed extension will have no significant visual impact on the area or have a detrimental impact on the residential amenity of the nearby neighbours. The application is therefore 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.
Precise specifications or samples of walling and roofing materials and details of any surface materials to be used including their colour and texture shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority before their use in the proposed works.


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

APPLICATION NO: 3/2007/0707/P
(GRID REF: SD 7259 3535)

PROPOSED TWO STOREY EXTENSION WITH REDESIGN AND ROOF LIFT AND BALCONY (RESUBMISSION) AT LYNBROOK, PAINTERWOOD, BILLINGTON 

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	Wish to object to this application because, although the roofline seems to have been lowered in an attempt to reduce the visual impact of this development, they feel that they need to reiterate their original objections in that the development will contravene Policies H10, H14, ENV3 and ENV4.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	A letter has been received from the nearest neighbour to the application site who comments that he has no objections to what he considers to be much needed improvements which would be an asset to the property and the surrounding area.  


Proposal

The existing dwelling is ‘L’ shaped and split level in form.  Its two storey and widest part is at its north eastern end.  Its narrower south western part comprises accommodation on the higher ground level only.  

Previous application 3/2007/0201/P sought permission for a scheme of extensions and alterations comprising a forward extension, cut into the ground to regularise the shape of the building and provide accommodation at the lower level across the whole width of the property.  That scheme would have given the appearance of a two storey house at the front and a bungalow at the rear.  That previous proposal involved a reduction 0f 3.3m in the overall length of the front elevation, but an increase of 1.2m in the overall height of the building.  The officers considered application 3/2007/0201/P to be acceptable but, on 24 May 2007, contrary to their recommendation, Committee resolved to refuse permission for the following reason:

1.
The proposed extension, by virtue of its size and location, will result in conditions to the detriment of the visual amenity of the locality and impact upon the openness of the Green Belt and, as such, be contrary to Policies G1, ENV3, ENV4, H10, H14 and SPG Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings of the Districtwide Local Plan.  

This current application seeks planning permission for a similar scheme of extensions and alterations to that which was previously refused.  The roof design, however, has been amended such that the eaves height remains the same as the existing dwelling but, due to its increased span, the ridge height is just 0.7m higher than the existing. 

Site Location

The application site comprises a dwelling within a curtilage, which rises upwards away from the road, on the south eastern side of Whalley Old Road.  There are no properties immediately opposite the site, or immediately to the north east.  The nearest dwelling to the south west is also set a considerable distance away from the application dwelling.

The site is within the Green Belt approximately 320m outside the settlement boundary of Billington as defined in the Local Plan. 

Relevant History

3/1978/1097/P – Extensions and alterations to bungalow.  Approved.

3/1981/0839/P – Detached games and hobbies room.  Approved.

3/2004/0201/P – Single storey extension.  Approved.

3/2007/0201/P – Two storey extension and redesign of existing dwelling.  Refused.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy ENV4 - Green Belt.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

As the application relates to an extension to a dwelling which is within the Open Countryside and the Green Belt, the relevant Local Plan policies are H10, ENV3, ENV4 and the adopted  Supplementary Planning Guidance:  Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings.

Policy ENV3 is a general policy which requires development in the Open Countryside to be in keeping with the character of the landscape area and to reflect local vernacular, scale, style, features and building materials.  As proposed, the dwelling would have the appearance of a two storey house with a front elevation of natural stone, rendered end elevations and a grey tiled roof.  I consider a dwelling of this appearance to be more typical of the Ribble Valley countryside than the existing pebble dashed split level bungalow.  As such, I consider that the proposal satisfies the requirements of Policy ENV3.

Policy ENV4 requires proposed developments to preserve the openness of the Green Belt, and is more commonly applied in respect of more major applications than extensions to dwellings.  Having said that, I consider that the proposal does not, even in a small way, detract from the openness of the Green Belt.  Although the proposal is quite correctly described as a two storey extension, the majority of the accommodation is provided by excavating the sloping ground in front of the existing accommodation which is on the higher ground level.  The eaves height of the extension will be the same as existing, and the ridge height will only be 0.7m higher than the existing.  The length of the front elevation will be 3.3m shorter than the overall length of the existing building, and the overall width would be 0.6m shorter than the existing.  

Policy H10 states that proposed extensions to dwellings will be considered on the basis of scale, design and massing of the proposal in relation to the surrounding area.  By making use of the ground levels as described above, and thereby avoiding the need to extend either upwards or by increasing the length or width of the building.  I consider that the proposal satisfies the requirements of Policy H10.  With regard to this particular property, I consider it entirely appropriate to extend the property by infilling its existing ‘L’ shape.  

In the Open Countryside, the SPG relating to extensions and alterations to dwellings gives 33% as a guideline as the maximum permissible increase in floor space.  In this application, the increase in floor space is approximately 70%.  Much of this increase, however, is formed by cutting into the existing sloping ground rather than extending above ground.  In the precise circumstances of this proposal, I therefore consider the floorspace increase to be acceptable.

A bat survey submitted with the application concludes that the proposed development does not pose any threat to roosting bats, and that there is no evidence to suggest either current occupation by bats or that bats have used the building previously.  This matter will still need to be the subject of an appropriate condition in the event of planning permission being granted.

For all the reasons stated in the report, I consider this proposal to be acceptable subject to appropriate conditions.

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

The proposal represents an appropriate extension for this property which does not have any seriously detrimental effects upon the appearance of the dwelling itself or the locality in general, the openness of the Green Belt, the amenities of any 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 and the adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.

2.
Unless otherwise agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority the development shall be carried out in strict accordance with the recommendations of the bat survey and report submitted with the application dated 7 March 2007.


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

APPLICATION NO: 3/2007/0721/P
(GRID REF: SD 7431 4189)

PROPOSED CHANGE OF USE OF GARAGE TO GENERAL STORE AND ASSOCIATED VEHICLE TURNING AREA TO EXTERNAL LICENSED SPACE AND ERECTION OF DOORS IN ALLEY TO FORM ENTRANCE LOBBY TO BAR (RESUBMISSION) AT SO BAR, REAR OF KING STREET, CLITHEROE

	TOWN COUNCIL:
	Still have concerns regarding the level of noise likely to emanate from the premises which are near to residential property.

	
	
	

	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY SURVEYOR):
	No objection.  

	
	
	

	ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH OFFICER:
	The ban on smoking indoors has increased the number of people wishing to use the balcony.  This has had health and safety implications.  Therefore use of the rear ground floor yard would relieve this pressure and enable a separate space to accommodate smokers to be provided.  Environmental Health would therefore support this development.  

I understand that additional CCTV cameras are about to be installed and suitable signs erected to assist in the management and control of the ground floor yard area.

Existing curfew for use of balcony is 2300 hours and Environmental Health have no reason to recommend changing this time.  

The creation of a porch to form a double door arrangement would improve the noise attenuation of the building and is therefore supported by Environmental Health.  

Environmental Health have received a number of complaints relating to a range of minor alleged non conformity with the premises licence.  These have been investigated and appropriate changes to the management initiated.  

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	Five letters of objection have been received which can be summarised as follows:



	
	1.
	Concerns regarding proposed extended opening hours.



	
	2.
	Concerns regarding safety for neighbouring businesses with customers leaving the premises in late evening.



	
	3.
	The change of use request is just a skilful rewording of a previous application to extend the outside area for drinking.  If permitted it will bring late night intrusion even nearer to a neighbour’s bedroom window.



	
	4.
	There is nothing within the application to address the problem of noise disturbance from the external seating areas.



	
	5.
	The owners have lapsed in the management of the premises. 



	
	The applicant has also submitted a written response to the objections received and Members are referred to the file for details of this.  


Proposal

This application has three component parts as follows.  

Change of use of garage
Planning consent was originally granted for the wine bar under 3/06/0004/P.  There was a garage at the rear which was to be retained for the benefit of the Post Office flat.   That garage is no longer in use for that purpose and has been leased to the wine bar for use as a general store.  It is currently in use for such a purpose and thus this part of the application is retrospective.

External vehicle turning area to be used as licensed space

The external area of land outside the former garage was conditioned on the previous approval to be kept free of obstructions and made available for the parking of a car at all times.  Given the garage is no longer in use for that purpose the applicant seeks to use the area in front of the former garage for additional external seating with an hour’s restriction as applicable to the balcony and use of the garage as storage area.

Formation of lobby

In order to limit the potential for noise to escape from inside the premises when the main door is opened this application proposes the formation of a lobby area. Double doors would be set approximately 8.5m distant towards King Street from the existing entrance door and another set near to the other side of the doorway.  These works are below the existing canopy but the area between the top of the boundary wall and underside of the canopy would be in-filled for the extent of the lobby area.  In practice the outer doors (towards King Street) would be opened to allow access to the lobby, these door would then be closed before opening the main doors into the building.  The doors facing towards King Street would be glazed with those providing refuse bin access and emergency exit from the lower level being solid.  

Site Location

The site is to the rear of the Post Office, which fronts onto King Street, within the Conservation Area of Clitheroe. 

Relevant History

3/2007/0037/P – Proposed expansion of external seating area into yard and change of use of garage to form beer/general store.  Retrospective.  Refused 27 April 2007

3/2006/0004/P – Conversion of former sorting office to form wine bar and extensions.  Resubmission.  Approved with conditions 9 March 2006.

3/2005/0592/P – Proposed conversion of former sorting office to form wine bar and extensions.

Approved with conditions 5 October 2005.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Policy ENV17 - Details Required with Proposals in Conservation Areas.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

Matters for consideration are whether extending the outside seating area would have a significantly detrimental impact on nearby residential amenity, the visual impact of the lobby and whether there are any highway impacts as a result of the loss of an off-street parking facility.  

We regard to the latter, the County Surveyor has raised no objections.  In respect of the visual impact of the works to form the lobby area, I do not consider that the provision of glazed doors set into a painted plywood frame extending to the underside of the existing canopy, coupled with the works to provide a solid infill between the top of the boundary wall and underside of the canopy would prove significantly detrimental to the visual amenities of the Conservation Area.  Indeed, the creation of a porch to form double door arrangements is welcomed by colleagues in Environmental Health.

The remaining issue therefore is potential impact on neighbouring amenity.  Members may recall application 3/07/0037/P which was brought before them in April and whilst recommended for approval, was refused for the following reason:

The proposal, by virtue of the nature of the development and its location close to residential properties, would result in conditions to the detriment of residential amenities and, as such, be contrary to Policy G1 of the Districtwide Local Plan.  

This application still has the potential to impact on neighbouring amenity as the ground floor external licensed space aspect of the proposal is the same as that previously refused.  However, the comments made by one of the Council’s Senior Environmental Health Officers make clear that, in his opinion, there is no objection to the proposal – in particular the ground floor outside seating area which was that refused under the previous application.  Were there substantive grounds for concern in respect of potential noise disturbance to nearby residents as a result of this part of the scheme, he would be advising accordingly – he has not.  Some of the objections received have made reference to extended hours but that does not form part of this proposal.  I am aware that the owners have applied to vary the premises licence, but that should not influence Planning Committee’s decision.  Even if they were to gain approval for extended hours under the Premises Licence Application (neighbours have been given opportunity to comment on that application) they would still need to apply to vary the permitted hours under planning legislation, and only at that time would those comments about late hours be relevant to any decision.  With regard to concerns expressed by neighbouring businesses over safety, this is a town centre location with drinking establishments opening late into the evening.  The application premise is not the only licensed premise in this area with King Street being the main walkway from The Station public house and Maxwells into the town centre and thus, whilst recognising the concerns, I do not consider the scheme is refusable on this ground alone. 

Therefore, having very carefully considered all the above, I am of the opinion that the works would not prove significantly detrimental to neighbouring residential amenity or the character of the Conservation Area and recommend accordingly.

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

The proposal has no significant visual impact on the building or adverse affect upon the setting of the Conservation Area. 

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 Policies G1 and ENV16 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan ensuring a satisfactory standard of appearance given the location of the property in a Conservation Area.

2.
The use of the external seating area and seating area under the balcony overhang shall be restricted to the hours between 0800 – 2300 hours.


REASON:  In order to protect nearby residential amenity in accordance with Policy G1 of the Districtwide Local Plan. 

APPLICATION NO:
3/2007/0778/P
(GRID REF: SD 7180 3532)

PROPOSED CONSERVATORY, KITCHEN/UTILITY ROOM EXTENSION, CONSTRUCTION OF DETACHED GARAGE AND CONVERSION OF INTEGRAL GARAGE AT HIGHER ELKER HOUSE, WHALLEY ROAD, BILLINGTON

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	The Parish Council has no objections to the plans for the house extension, but objects to the size of the garage due to it having a detrimental impact on the landscape by way of its size in such a visible and rural location.  

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	None received. 


Proposal

There are four elements to the application as follows:

1.
An existing integral garage at the northern end elevation of the house is to be converted into a habitable room by building up the lower part of the garage door and fitting a window to the upper part.  Although included in the description of development, and shown on the submitted plans, this element of the application could be carried out without planning permission as permitted development.  

2.
A 3.5m x 4m conservatory on the southern end elevation of the house.  This would have a random stone dwarf wall with glazing above and a glazed gabled roof.  

3.
A 6.4m x 3.3m pitched roofed single storey extension, to replace an existing porch, on the rear elevation.  This would have rendered walls and a natural slate roof to match the existing dwelling.  

4.
A double garage measuring 6.5m x 6.5m with an eaves height of 2.4m at the ridge height of 4.3m.  This would be constructed of random stone with a natural slate roof, and would be sited within the residential curtilage approximately 7m away from the south western corner of the dwelling.  

Site Location

The application relates to a detached house on the west side of Whalley Road which is adjoined to the south by open fields and to the north by the development of terraced properties at Elker Mews.  This group of dwellings is within the open countryside to the south west of the Settlement Boundary of Billington.  

Relevant History

3/94/0484/P – Garage and bedroom extension.  Approved.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The considerations which are relevant to this application relate to the effects of the four elements of the proposal upon the appearance of the dwelling itself and the locality in general, and upon the amenities of any nearby residents.  

The proposed garage conversion, conservatory and rear extension are all to be carried out using appropriate external materials and their design and size are such that, in my opinion, they would not have any detrimental effects on the appearance of the dwelling itself or the locality.  The conservatory and extension are at the end of the property furthest away from the nearest houses in Elker Mews, and so would have no effects on the amenities of any nearby residents.  The conversion of the integral garage into a habitable room (which does not need planning permission in any event) would also, in my opinion, have no seriously detrimental effects upon the amenities of any neighbours.  

The Parish Council considers that the proposed garage would have a detrimental impact on the landscape by way of its size in what they consider to be a highly visible and rural location.  

The proposed garage would be in the south western corner of the curtilage where it would be partially screened from view from outside the site by boundary walls and hedges.  The garage would also be of an appropriate design, having a pitched roof and external materials of random stone and natural slate.  As such, I consider that the garage would form an appropriate and acceptable addition to this property and the group of dwellings of which it forms a part.  It would not, in my opinion, have a seriously detrimental impact on the local landscape.  

Overall, therefore, I can see no sustainable objections to any of the four elements of this application.  

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

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

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

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


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

APPLICATION NO: 3/2007/0800/P
(GRID REF: SD 7481 4215)

PROPOSED ERECTION OF SECURITY FENCING.  PALISADE FENCING APPROXIMATELY 2.3M HIGH TO RUN FROM EXISTING FENCE LINE AT WHITTLE CLOSE 14M ALONGSIDE A RANDOM STONE WALL ADJACENT TO SALTHILL VIEW.  GATE TO COMPLETE THE CLOSURE AT 90o AT KENDAL STREET BUILDING.  APPROXIMATELY 5M PALLISADE FENCING IN LINE WITH GATE TO RUN FROM EXISTING BLOCKWALL AT ENTERPRISE WORKS UP TO CORNER OF KENDAL STREET BUILDING AT ULTRAFRAME, SALTHILL ROAD, CLITHEROE 

	TOWN COUNCIL:
	Although no objections have concerns about the impact on the visual amenity of residents.  



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



	
	1.
	Question the need for fence.



	
	2.
	Devaluation of property prices.



	
	3.
	Loss of light.



	
	4.
	Make it feel like living in a prison.


Proposal

This application, as originally submitted, detailed the installation of a new palisade fencing as follows:

1.
Palisade fencing approximately 2.3m high to run from existing fence line at Whittle Close Residents Home for 14m alongside of a random stone wall adjacent to Salthill View Cottages with gates to complete the closure at 900 at the Kendal Street building.


This has been amended to show palisade fencing approximately 1.2m high extending from the Kendal Street building to Salthill View Cottages only.  Access gates approximately 2.3m high will be positioned from the Whittle Close stone boundary wall across to the Kendal Street building.  This means there will be no side fencing directly outside the cottages of Salthill View.  

2.
Palisade fencing with inline gates to run from the existing blockwall to the rear of the enterprise works up to the corner of the Kendal Street building – approximately 19m in length.

Site Location

The Ultraframe site lies to the south of Salthill Road within Clitheroe comprising two buildings.

Relevant History

None.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

Matters to consider are the visual impact of the works and whether there would be any significant detriment to residential amenity as a result of the scheme’s implementation.

With regard to the 2.3m high fence, this is across the main entrance to the site opposite Kendal Street.  It is to the rear of terraced properties and would not, I believe, prove detrimental to amenity.  

The aspect of the scheme which caused concern and which generated objection was the proposed erection of 2.3m high palisade fencing immediately in front of the houses of Salthill View Cottages.  These properties have small front gardens bounded by low level stone walls and the fencing would have had an adverse impact on them.  However, negotiations have resulted in a reduction in the height of the fencing to this area to approximately 1.2m with it only extending across the gap between the Kendal Street building and stone boundary walls to these properties.  This will be an improvement for the residents from the originally submitted scheme and will still serve the purpose that Ultraframe need, ie to prevent the abandonment of vehicles etc on their land.  

Therefore, having carefully considered the proposal as amended I am of the opinion that the works would not cause significant detriment to either visual or residential amenity and recommend accordingly.

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

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

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

1.
This permission shall be implemented in accordance with the proposal as amended by letter and plan received on 26 September 2007 which detail a reduction in height and repositioning of the fencing to Salthill View Cottages and provision of 2.3m high gates set back to the Whittle Close/Kendal Street building. 


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

APPLICATION NO: 3/2007/0804/P
(GRID REF: SD 6062 3718) 

PROPOSED EXTERNAL FIRE ESCAPE TO REAR OF PROPERTY AT THE WEAVER’S ARMS PUBLIC HOUSE, MARKET PLACE, LONGRIDGE

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	No objection provided it is deemed to be necessary and only used for the purpose stated.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	Six letters have been received from nearby residents and one letter from the owner of an adjoining business who express objections to the proposal on the following grounds:



	
	1.
	The fire escape would be used for other purposes.  It would provide constant access to the rear of the public house by customers, particularly persons wishing to use the area at the rear of the public house for smoking.  This would result in increased noise and activity which, particularly in the evenings, would be to the serious detriment to the amenities of nearby residents.



	
	2.
	This public house has never required a fire escape until now.   It would appear that a business which doesn’t prepare food and now no longer permits smoking would be at a lower risk of fire than in the past.  Is the owner using the fire escape as an excuse?  To call it a fire escape is a charade.  It is the first part of an overall plan to form a smoking shelter/beer garden in Fleming Square, which comprises five terraced houses within a Conservation Area.  



	
	3.
	The constant use of the fire escape as a rear access will lead to increased behavioural problems, such as damage to vehicles, litter, broken glass etc in Fleming Square.



	
	4.
	The design and appearance of the external staircase is inappropriate for a Conservation Area.  

	
	5.
	The staircase will project across the rear of the adjoining fish and chip shop and is on land not owned by the applicants, and will restrict the public right of way.



	
	6.
	The proposal will adversely affect the value of nearby dwellings. 


Proposal

The description of the proposed development as stated on the submitted application forms is “proposed external fire escape to rear of property”.  The applicant has confirmed that the application is for “fire escape” only.


The floor level of the ground floor rooms of this public house is approximately 1.8m above the adjacent external ground level at the rear of the building.   The proposal involves converting an existing ground floor window in the rear elevation into a doorway and for a galvanised steel external staircase from that door down to the lower external ground level.

Site Location

The Weaver’s Arms public house is on the east side of Market Place, Longridge within an area comprising a mixture of commercial and residential properties.  To the rear of the public house, is Fleming Square, a small residential cul-de-sac.  There is land and a partly demolished building belonging to the public house on the east side of Fleming Square.

Relevant History

3/1994/0367/P – Illuminated signs.  Approved.

3/1997/0214/P – Demolition of existing store and formation of beer garden to rear of existing public house.  Refused.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

In the supporting text on the submitted plans it is stated that this public house has only a single entrance/exit which is at the front of the property.  Following a risk assessment by the applicant, this has been deemed to be inadequate.  The opinion is expressed in the text that there are many times when the pub is very full and it is clear that a risk event (fire, fight or panic) could result in a crush at the front door of the pub resulting in the risk of people spilling out beyond the pavement onto the street risking injury from passing vehicles.  It is therefore contended that the obvious solution would be to provide a second means of escape to the rear of the premises.  

I would advise Members that, whilst a second means of escape will obviously be beneficial, I understand from the Council’s Building Surveyor that it is not essential in order to comply with the Building Regulations.   This application seeks permission for such a second means of escape.  

Local residents are aware of the desire by the landlord of the public house to form a smoking area/beer garden on the land within the ownership of the public house at the rear.  It is this knowledge which has resulted in the concerns and objections comprised in their letters as summarised above.  These concerns and objections are fully understood and appreciated.

The application, however, seeks permission only for an external fire escape and must be considered on that basis.  A decision to refuse the application cannot be based on a fear of what the development might lead to in the longer term.

Based on its own merits, I consider that, subject to the staircase being painted black, it would not have any detrimental effects on the appearance of the locality.  If used for its intended emergency purposes only, it would also not have any detrimental effects on the amenities of nearby residents. 


Therefore, subject to appropriate conditions, concerning its external colour, and the limitations on its use, I consider that the proposal would be acceptable and would comply with Policies G1 and ENV16 of the Local Plan.


I therefore consider that planning permission should be granted subject to such conditions.


It has been alleged by some of the neighbours that the staircase will be constructed on land which the applicant does not own.  It is certified in the application that the land is owned by Enterprise Inns plc (the owners of the public house) and that the appropriate notice has been served on that Company.  I have no reason to question this certification. In the event that the land is owned by any other persons or company this would be a matter to be appropriately resolved by the applicant and that owner.  The same would apply to any effect of the proposal on any private rights of access (the land at the rear of the public house is not a public right of way).

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

The proposed development would not have any seriously detrimental effects upon either the appearance of the locality or the amenities of any nearby residents.

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

1.
The new doorway and external staircase hereby permitted shall be used for emergency purposes only and at all other times when the public house is open to customers, the doors shall be kept closed.


REASON:  To comply with the terms of the application and to protect the amenities of nearby residents, and to comply with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

2.
Prior to the new door being fitted, precise details of its opening mechanism, and details of signage stating that it is for emergency use only, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  Thereafter, the opening mechanism shall be maintained permanently in accordance with the agreed details, and the sign or signs shall be on display permanently.  


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

3.
The external staircase shall be given a black external finish and shall be retained in that colour in perpetuity unless the Local Planning Authority gives prior written permission for it to be painted any other colour.


REASON:  In the interests of visual amenity and to comply with Policies G1 and ENV16 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan. 

APPLICATION NO:  3/2007/0813/P
(GRID REF: SD 7558 4429)

PROPOSED INDUSTRIAL UNITS COMPRISING TOTAL FLOOR SPACE OF APPROXIMATELY 1200m2 AT LINK 59 BUSINESS PARK, PIMLICO LINK ROAD, CLITHEROE

	TOWN COUNCIL:
	No objections.

	
	
	

	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

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



	
	
	

	COUNTY PLANNING:
	Considers that the proposal would be in conformity to the approved Joint Lancashire Structure Plan subject to comments regarding parking.   Considers that the parking is in excess of the standard and would ask that the communal parking north of Unit R1 be removed or reduced in size.

Request travel plan condition and consideration be given regarding planning obligations. 

	
	
	

	STATUTORY ADVERTISEMENT AND ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	No representations have been received.




Proposal

This proposal seeks detailed consent for the erection of three industrial units for a B1 research and development light industrial and office use on a site where permission was previously granted for purely office use.  The units are adjacent to the reservoir on the site and of a similar architectural style to that within the existing Link 59 commercial development.  Parking is to be located at the side and front of the units and will be accessed from Deanfield Drive.  The units would be enclosed by industrial fencing which has been used elsewhere within the site.  

The units are all of different size and the buildings are designed utilising two different cladding materials and have glazing elements and roller shutter doors incorporated within the scheme.

One unit is approximately 17m x 28m with a maximum height of 7.5m with the largest unit measuring approximately 38m x 18m with a maximum height of 7.5 and the other unit measuring approximately 21m x 18m with a maximum height of 8m.

Site Location

The site is located within an industrial estate near the Link 59 and the various buildings are throughout the site.  Access is via the Pimlico Link Road.

Relevant History

3/96/0247/P – Proposed B1, B2 and B8 Employment Site.  Outline approved.

3/96/0498/P – Proposed B1, B2 and B8 Employment Site.  Outline approved.

3/2000/0541/P – Outline for B1, B2 and B8 Employment and Industrial Site Use. Approved.

3/2004/0550/P – Detailed consent for B1, B2 and B8 Uses and Associated Infrastructure.  Approved.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy EMP2 - Industrial Land Allocation.

Policy EMP3 - Storage and Distribution Uses - Salthill.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

In determining this application it is important to have regard to the fact that detailed consent has been granted for buildings on this part of the site and, as such, the main issue to consider relates to the visual impact of the buildings and the appropriateness of the use.  Where as the previous building was for office use this proposal now seeks to utilise it for a light industrial use.  Although I am of the opinion that the design is of a lesser quality than the original office scheme, the applicant has indicated that despite marketing there has been no demand for the office units and, as such, has submitted an application for employment use.  The type and design of these buildings is similar to elsewhere within the site and I am satisfied that this design is appropriate and would not result in a visual detriment to the area.

I note the comments of the County Planning but am of the opinion that regard must be given to the fact that there is an existing consent within the site and therefore it would be unreasonable to impose a condition requiring a planning obligation.  Furthermore, at the time of writing this report no specific details as to the requirement have been received.  

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

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

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

1.
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 the occupation of the units a detailed travel plan which has measurable objectives capable of being monitored shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority and thereafter maintained to its satisfaction.


REASON:  In the interest of encouraging sustainability and travel and to comply with Policies G1 and G8 of the Districtwide Local Plan. 

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


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


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

APPLICATION NO:  3/2007/0827/P
(GRID REF: SD 7423 4140)

PROPOSED CHANGE OF USE FROM DUPLEX FLAT TO OFFICES AT 12A WHALLEY ROAD, CLITHEROE 

	TOWN COUNCIL:
	Object on the basis that the development will involve the loss of a housing unit.

	
	
	

	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY SURVEYOR):
	Given its location on the edge of the town centre and the availability of on-street (regulated and unregulated) and off-street parking, I would have no highway objections.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	No comments received at time of report preparation.


Proposal

This application details the change of use of a two bed flat set on first and second floor above a funeral directors to office accommodation.  No external alterations are proposed with the proposal creating three jobs.

Site Location

The premises are set in a terrace row to the west of Whalley Road and opposite its junction with Queensway.

Relevant History

3/92/0684/P – Certificate of Lawfulness for Existing Use – ground floor as funeral director’s business, first floor residential flat.  Refused.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

I note the concern of the Town Council but consider that there is no policy reason to resist this proposal, although I accept this would lead to a loss of a residential unit.  

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

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

RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be GRANTED.

APPLICATION NO:
3/2007/0830/P
(GRID REF: SD 377636 445799)

REPLACEMENT SUN LOUNGE AND BALCONY WITH DORMER AT 12 BROWGATE, SAWLEY, LANCASHIRE, BB7 4NB.

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	No objections, but would like to consider whether it overlooks next door.



	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	One letter has been received from the next door neighbour who raises the following points of objection;

· I am concerned about the proposed balcony at first floor level. It is very close to and overlooking my own property and I feel that the likelihood of noise disturbance with the added balcony will increase.

· I would have no objection to the dormer window without the balcony, and

· I have no objection to the replacement sun lounge.


Proposal

The application seeks permission for a replacement sun lounge and a balcony with a dormer window.

Site Location

The application relates to a detached, two-storey property on the Browgate Development, close to the village boundary of Sawley as defined by the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (adopted June 1998).

Relevant History

3/1995/0830/P – Extension to the 'A' type dwelling (Berkley) plot No’s 3, 13, 14, 17, 19 & 22 – Granted Conditionally.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The application relates to a detached, two-storey property on the Browgate development, close to the village boundary of Sawley as defined by the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (adopted June 1998).

The application seeks permission for a replacement sun lounge and a balcony with a dormer window. The proposed sun lounge replaces an existing brown UPVC conservatory to the rear of the property with a stone built sunroom, with an apex-slated roof. The existing conservatory has a floor area of approx. 4.55m x 4.52m, and the new sunroom has an approx. floor area of 4.6m by 6.3m. It has been designed to blend in with the existing property, and as such I have no objections to this part of the proposal.

With regards to the proposed balcony and dormer window to the rear, the next-door neighbour has raised their concerns over the potential overlooking of their property and potential noise disturbance. The new balcony window will be approx. 6m from the boundary with no. 11 Browgate, and following the submission of amended plans on the 26th of September 2007, now has a 1.8m high screen on this side of the balcony. Bearing in mind the area below the proposed balcony is used as a children’s play area by the current occupier, I do not envisage there will be any detrimental increase in noise by the insertion of a window at this location, and considering the applicant has agreed to a screen on the balcony, and due to the angle of the window in relationship with the neighbours rear garden area, it is considered that the proposed dwelling type will have no significantly detrimental impact on the amenity of the neighbours by reason of overlooking or loss of light or privacy, nor on the street scene.

As such, bearing in mind the proposal accords with the relevant Policies, 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.
Precise specifications and samples of walling and roofing materials and details of any window and door surrounds including materials to be used shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority before their use in the proposed works.


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

2.
This permission shall be implemented in accordance with the proposal as amended by letter and plan received on 26 September 2007


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

3.
Prior to the commencement of development, details of the proposed screen for the balcony shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority and thereafter shall remain in perpetuity.


REASON:  In order that the Local Planning Authority may ensure that the materials to be used are appropriate and in order to protect residential amenity.  

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

APPLICATION NO: 3/2005/0999/P
(GRID REF: SD 7655 4354)

PROPOSED USE OF CAFÉ AS RESTAURANT OPEN UNTIL 12PM (MIDNIGHT) ON THURSDAY TO SATURDAYS (RETROSPECTIVE) AT SHACKLETON’S GARDEN CENTRE, CLITHEROE ROAD, CHATBURN

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	No comments received in relation to the revised hours at the time of report preparation but originally commented as follows:

Has viewed the planning application relating to this site and has the following observations to make.



	
	1.
	We have requested that there be no further retrospective planning applications.



	
	2.
	The village already supports four licensed premises which adequately cater for the public in later evening,  and the Parish Council has concerns about further alcohol abuse in the village. 



	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY SURVEYOR):
	Had no objections to the originally proposed development as detailed in the supporting statement.  No comments received in relation to the revised hours at time of report preparation.

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	One letter of objection has been received in relation to the revised hours as follows:

1.
This is supposed to be a garden centre not a nightclub.

2.
Object to loud music played – the doors are thrown wide open and the noise can be heard in the centre of Chatburn.


Proposal

Retrospective consent is sought for use of the café and restaurant and extending the opening hours of the restaurant at Shackleton’s Garden Centre until midnight on Thursday to Saturdays.  

Site Location

The garden centre lies to the south of Clitheroe Road outside the defined settlement limit with in land designated as open countryside.  Opposite the application site are industrial units and a petrol filling station.

Relevant History

3/2007/0329/P- Replacement and extension of aquatics building and installation of 2 fire doors in replacement building approved under planning reference 3/2005/1034/P.  Approved with conditions 30 July 2007.

3/05/1034/P – Replacement of seven bay polytunnel with larger permanent building and alterations to conservatory (resubmission) – see elsewhere in this Agenda.

3/05/1000/P – Increase in the range of goods for sale to include homeware, gifts and indoor fish (retrospective) – see elsewhere in this Agenda.

3/05/0998/P – Modification of condition No. 4 on planning consent 3/99/0399/P to allow the opening of the garden centre to 8pm on Thursdays and Fridays – see elsewhere in this Agenda.

3/05/0508/P – Proposed replacement of seven bay polytunnel with larger permanent building, alterations to conservatory, extension of car park into a growing-on area and replacement of part of the car park with a growing-on area.  Refused 28 October 2005.

3/04/0059/P – Extension to shop, display area and open sided covered area and extension existing conservatory (resubmission).  Approved with conditions 4 March 2004.

3/03/0802/P – New shop display area.  Open sided covered area and extension to existing conservatory.  Approved with conditions 31 October 2003.

3/03/0098/P – Change of use of agricultural land to provide additional parking, turning circle and growing on area for garden centre, creation of two new accesses, re-routing of footpath.  Approved with conditions 10 Jun3 2003.

3/02/0831/P – Erection of two poly tunnels with stone front elevation.  Approved with conditions 26 November 2002.

3/00/0554/P – New poly tunnel replacing existing greenhouse (phase 2).  Approved with conditions 6 September 2000.

3/00/0551/P – New poly tunnel replacing existing greenhouse (phase 1).  Approved with conditions 6 September 2000.

3/99/0399/P – New garden centre building, change of use of site from nursery to garden centre. 

Approved with conditions and subject to Section 106 Agreement.  18 September 2000.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy S8 - Garden Centres.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

This application was originally presented to Planning and Development Committee on 6 February 2006 at which time it was deferred and delegated to the Director of Development Services to tie the restaurant to the overall garden centre site.  The legal agreement was also to govern the range of goods to be sold from the garden centre site and that agreement has now been drafted and is included elsewhere on this agenda for Committee’s consideration.  It has however become apparent in recent months that the restaurant, whilst having a premises licence in line with the previously suggested hours of 11pm closure Thursday to Saturday, has sought Temporary Event Notices for extended opening until midnight for one-off events.  Had the Section 106 been signed and this planning consent issued, these events would have been in breach of those hours.  Therefore given the legal agreement is still to be finalised, it was considered an opportune time to suggest that the applicant revise the proposed hours of opening under this original planning submission.  The report which follows is the same as that presented to and agreed in principle by Committee in February 2006 apart from the final paragraph which has been revised to take into account the later opening hours and resultant revised comments of one of the Council’s Senior Environmental Health Officers.

Matters for consideration relate to both the principle of use and whether the extended hours would have an adverse impact on neighbouring amenity.  When permission was granted for the change of use of the site from nursery to garden centre under 3/99/0399/P, as well as imposing an hours restriction on the premises (as outlined in 3/05/0998/P – elsewhere in this Agenda) a Section 106 Agreement was entered into by the applicant with the relevant clause being “not to allow the property subject of the development to be used other than as a garden centre for the sale of garden and landscaping products with no other retail use”.  This was done in order to meet the requirements of Policy S8 of the Districtwide Local Plan which aims to ensure that once granted permission as a garden centre sites continue to be operated as such with no other retail uses that would otherwise be permitted under Use Class A1.  This fact is recognised by the applicant’s agent who, in a supporting letter to the application, refers to the fact that in other situations an increase in the range of goods would remain ancillary to the main use of the site as a garden centre in the same way that the café is ancillary to the garden centre.  I would however question whether the existing café is indeed ancillary to the primary use of the site as a garden centre given that it operates in, and has become a popular destination in its own right – under the Premises Licence the application is made by Pavilion Restaurant and not Shackleton’s Garden Centre.  The matter of an ancillary use or not aside, its use as café or restaurant would still be at odds with the terms of the Section 106.  Thus Committee should consider whether the principle of permitting a café/restaurant is appropriate and secondly whether extending the hours of this part of the establishment to 11pm on Thursdays to Saturdays would significantly impact on existing amenities.

With regard to the actual site usage, the spirit of Policy S8 of the Local Plan and the Section 106 is to prevent an unfettered A1 use of this open countryside site.  Should planning permission be granted, separate consent would be required to revoke/amend the Section 106 Agreement to match any approval given.  It is common place to find cafés at garden centres but, in this instance, I am of the opinion that the pavilion restaurant has become a destination in its own right.  Therefore, its usage is, I believe, within Class A3 Restaurants and Cafés of the Use Classes Order as amended and should be considered on that basis.  The Highway Engineer has no objection to the development and the use (already established on site) has not resulted in any complaint to the Council.  I am of the opinion that the facility is an important element of the overall site usage and is a well used facility.  Therefore, whilst recognising the reason for imposing the Section 106 Clause on the site, in this particular instance I conclude that there would not be significant harm cause if an A3 Use was permitted on this part of the Shackleton’s site.   However, I would suggest that if Committee were minded to approve this application then permission be granted subject to a new S106 Agreement, which would seek to provide adequate safeguards to ensure that the predominant use of the site remained as garden centre.  I also consider it should tie the ownership of the restaurant facility to the garden centre so that the overall planning unit is not split into different ownerships, as this may result in operational issues in respect of servicing the overall site.   

In respect of the originally applied for revised hours until 11pm, these would have accorded with those applied for under the Premises Licence and to which colleagues in Environmental Health raised no objection on amenity grounds.  It was felt that there is a public house some 120m to the north east which will be open until late into the evening and thus approval here would not be permitting opening hours in excess of those for other premises in the area.  Concerns of the Parish regarding alcohol nuisance are noted, but this more a police matter under crime and disorder.  They comment on four other licensed premises but Committee cannot take this into account in their determination of this matter as commercial competition is not a planning matter.  Thus, whilst recognising that there are a small number of dwellings around the site, whose amenity may be affected by extended opening hours, I have also had regard to the distance they are from the application site.  With regard to the 11pm finish it was concluded that given the distances involved (between 140m to 300m) any noise impact from comings and goings would not be significant enough to recommend unfavourably.  The applicants are now asking for a midnight closure and this matter has been discussed with colleagues in Environmental Health given the objection which has been received.  They have commented that the proprietors of Shackleton’s have applied for a number of Temporary Event Notices under the Licensing Act 2003 to provide a venue for music and dancing in the restaurant area which has not generated complaints to Environmental Health.  However, it would be appropriate in the light of this application for more regular use of the premises for this purpose that a Noise Survey be undertaken to assess the potential for noise nuisance with the findings submitted to the Planning Department to discuss with the Council’s Senior Environmental Health Officer.  It should identify abatement measures to minimise impacts on neighbouring amenity which can then be subsequently conditioned for implementation.  This is an approach that has been adopted on other sites and would provide an enforceable planning means of control over noise attenuation measures – if Temporary Event Notices are granted there are no conditions attached.  It is suggested that should Committee be minded to approve the application a Noise Survey be submitted for the planning and environmental health officers to consider.  If the findings meet the requirements of the Environmental Health Officer then the application be approved but if adequate safeguards cannot be incorporated then the scheme be brought back to Members for further consideration.

Therefore, having carefully considered all the above, I 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: That the application be DEFERRED AND DELEGATED to the Director of Development Services for approval subject to the satisfactory completion of a Section 106 Agreement to limit the extent of an A3 use on the site and ensure it is not severed from the primary use as a garden centre, to the submission of a satisfactory Noise Report identifying any noise attenuation/abatement measures necessary to limit potential impacts on neighbouring amenity, and subject to the following conditions:

1.
The use of the restaurant in accordance with the permission shall be restricted to the hours between 0800 hours and 1800 hours Monday to Wednesday, 0800 hours and 2400 hours Thursday to Saturday and 1000 hours to 1600 hours on Sundays.


REASON:  In order to comply with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan as use of the premises outside these hours could prove injurious to the character of the area and in order to safeguard residential amenity.

2.
This permission shall relate to the Section 106 Agreement dated ….. which restricts the extent of A3 use on the site and ensures it does not operate independently from the primary use as a garden centre.


REASON:  For the avoidance of doubt as the proposal has been the subject of a Section 106 Agreement.  

3.
Within 4 weeks of the date of this permission the restaurant shall be insulated in accordance with the recommendations contained within the report prepared by ………….. dated ……… and submitted in support of the application.


REASON: In order to safeguard neighbouring residential amenity in accordance with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

APPLICATION NO: 3/2007/0575/P
(GRID REF: SD 7430 4200)

PROPOSED DEMOLITION OF EXISTING GARAGES AND CONSTRUCTION OF THREE AFFORDABLE DWELLINGS AT LAND ADJACENT 28 KIRKMOOR ROAD, CLITHEROE

	TOWN COUNCIL:
	No objection.

	
	
	

	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY SURVEYOR):


	No objection on road safety grounds.

	UNITED UTILITIES:
	No objection.



	
	
	

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



	
	1.
	Increase in traffic along Castle View/Kirkmoor Road and consequent congestion.



	
	2.
	Continuing to live in a building site following the recent works on the old Council Depot. 



	
	3.
	Potential obstruction/use of the lane between the back of Kirkmoor Road and the old Council Depot. 



	
	4.
	Concern that access to the garages for the dwellings is poor.



	
	5.
	The buildings will look out of place due to roofing material being concrete tile and the apex detail on the front of each house is out of character.  The dwelling should appear to continue the terrace rather than draw attention to three new dwellings.


Proposal

This proposal details the redevelopment of a corner plot to provide a terrace of three affordable dwellings based on a shared ownership scheme.  Approximate overall dimensions of the block would be 16.6m x 8.8m x 8.7m to ridge with construction materials shown as stone to front and rear with rendered gables under a concrete tile roof.  The dwellings would provide three bedroom accommodation across two and half storeys – two of the bedrooms formed within the roof void necessitating piked dormer type projections built off both front and rear building lines.  They would each have an integral garage and amenity space provided to the rear.  A new driveway would also be provided to the end terrace dwelling of 28 Kirkmoor Road.  

Site Location

The plot occupies a corner position surrounded on all sides by residential development.  On site at present there are six domestic garages used for storage and six caravan spaces.  There is also a large attached garage for No. 28 Kirkmoor Road, ie the end terrace dwelling, which will be demolished.

Relevant History

None.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Interim SPG “Housing”

Alts 1, 5, 11 and 12 Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan Alterations Review 1st Deposit Edition

Policy 12 – Housing Provision Joint Lancashire Structure Plan.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

Matters for consideration are the principle of development and whether there would be any adverse impacts on highway safety, visual and residential amenity as a result of the scheme’s implementation.

In respect of principle, the scheme is for three affordable units on a shared ownership basis with the applicant submitting a draft Section 106 Agreement as part of the application.  I am thus satisfied that the scheme accords with the exceptions to the current approach of housing restraint within the Borough.

Turning to highway safety, whilst acknowledging concerns expressed by nearby residents, Committee should be guided by the observations of the County Surveyor who raises no objection to the development on road safety grounds.

The remaining issues are therefore visual and residential amenity.

In terms of potential impact on neighbouring amenity, I am mindful that the distance between habitable windows of the front of these dwellings and those to the opposite side of Kirkmoor Road would only be approximately 16.5m.  This is below the indicative distance of 21m expressed within the Council’s SPG on Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings for respecting privacy levels but the new dwellings share the same front building line as the terraced row to its south east.  Therefore, given the existing relationship between dwellings on respective sides of Kirkmoor Road, I am minded not to raise objections to this aspect of the proposal.  The rear of the new dwellings would face towards the blank gable of No. 40 Kirkmoor Road, and thus I am satisfied with that relationship.  I have also had regard to the relationship with the new dwellings on Castle View (the Council’s former depot) to the northeast and again conclude that existing privacy levels would not be significantly compromised as a result of this scheme.  

In assessing the visual impact of the proposal regard should be had to the plot’s corner location and that the dwellings surrounding it have different orientations to the road frontage and are of differing styles.  Therefore, in my opinion this can be treated as a free standing plot and does not necessarily need to follow the strict line of the terrace as one objector has suggested.  The three units do share the same front building line and they are proposed to have small front gardens with low stone boundary walls to reflect the character of the neighbouring terrace – the key difference being the dormer projections to front and rear.  However, if Members consider these in the context of development in the surrounding area, taking into account the designs approved and implemented to this side of the railway line I do not believe these would appear significantly out of character.  I do not consider they would prove significantly detrimental to the street scene and comments made about the roofing material are noted, and should Committee be minded to approve the application an appropriately worded condition could ensure the use of an acceptable roofing material.

Therefore, having carefully considered all of the above, I am of the opinion that the scheme would not significantly affect existing amenities 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 or be to the detriment of highway safety.

RECOMMENDATION:  That the application be DEFERRED AND DELEGATED to the Director of Development Services for approval subject to the satisfactory completion of a Section 106 Agreement to ensure the affordability of the units in perpetuity and subject to the following conditions:

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


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

2.
Prior to the commencement of the development hereby permitted, details of the type, coursing and jointing of the natural stone to be used shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The development shall be built to conform with the details which shall have been so approved.


REASON:  In the interest of the visual amenity of the area and so that the Local Planning Authority shall be satisfied as to the details and 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) the building(s) shall not be altered by the insertion of any window or doorway in the gable elevations 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.

4.
This permission shall be read in conjunction with the Section 106 Agreement dated …….. which ensures that the dwellings will remain as affordable in perpetuity and sets out criteria for eligibility.


REASON:  For the avoidance of doubt as the scheme has been the subject of a Section 106 Agreement.

NOTE(S):

1.
Development on this site should be drained on separate foul and surface water systems.  All foul drainage must be connected to the foul sewer and only uncontaminated surface water should be connected to the surface water system.


However, where there are established combined systems the possibility of deviation from this general policy may be discussed with the Council’s Chief Technical Officer.

APPLICATION NO:
3/2007/0767/P
(GRID REF: SD 7004 3672)

PROPOSED NEW PRIVATE DWELLING AT PLOT 24, BROCKHALL VILLAGE, LANGHO

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	Objects to this proposal as it seems to be a plan for an extremely large house on a detached plot which could be better used as accessible open space for local residents.  The amount of space allowed for the work unit is no larger than the space allowed for a bedroom, and is negligible in relation to the overall building size.  

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	None received.


Proposal

Permission is sought for the erection of a two storey detached house (with additional storage accommodation within the roof space) incorporating a work unit.  The accommodation would comprise a double garage, family room, kitchen, dining room, hallway, garden room, five bedrooms and the work unit.  The ground floor residential accommodation has an area of 118m2, the attached garage is 34m2, the first floor area is 168m2, the accommodation within the roof space is 51m2 and the work unit has an area of 44m2.  

The design of the building is typical of the larger units elsewhere in the Brockhall development, and its external materials comprise rendered walls with some feature brickwork and timber cladding, and tiled roof.

Site Location

This plot is on the east side of Gleneagles Drive within the Brockhall Village development.  It is adjoined to the south by the grounds maintenance yard, to the east by part of the gardens of The Old Zoo and to the north by plots 25 and 26, reports concerning which are also on this agenda.  

Relevant History

3/2006/0008/P – Erection of 26 live/work units at Brockhall Village.  Approved with conditions.

3/2006/0830/P – Erection of 24 live/work units (as a revision to 3/2006/0008/P).  Approved with conditions and a Section 106 Agreement.

Relevant Policies

Policy A2 - Brockhall Area Policy.

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy 7 Joint Lancashire Structure Plan.

Policy 12 Joint Lancashire Structure Plan.

Policy 14 Joint Lancashire Structure Plan.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

This development is acceptable in principle as planning permission for a detached live/work unit on this plot has previously been granted by 3/2006/0830/P.  In that application the work unit was to be in a detached building with a floor area of approximately 61m2 (ie approximately 17m2 larger than the integral work unit proposed in this current application).  The Section 106 Agreement attached to that previous permission contains the following obligations and restrictions:

1.
The dwelling not to be occupied unless the related work unit is constructed.

2.
No work unit to be used for any purpose other than B1 of the schedule to the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 without the consent of the Council.  

3.
The work unit to be occupied only ancillary to the occupation of the related dwelling.  

4.
A declaration in respect of each work unit to be made to the Council in January of each year regarding the planning use to which the unit had been put during the previous calendar year.

I do not consider that the smaller size of the proposed work unit represents a sustainable reason for refusal of this current application.  As the property is of an appropriate size and design for this location, and would not have any detrimental effects upon the amenities of any nearby dwellings, I can see no other objections to the proposal (which, effectively, is an amendment to an extant planning permission).  

Subject to a prior appropriate Section 106 Agreement relating to the provision, retention and use of the work unit on this individual plot, I consider that planning permission should be granted.

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

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

RECOMMENDATION: That the application be DEFERRED AND DELEGATED to the Director of Development Services for approval subject to the satisfactory completion of a Section 106 Agreement relating to the provision, retention and use of the work unit on this individual plot, and subject to the following condition(s):

1.
This permission shall relate to the Section 106 Agreement dated                   which contains limitations and obligations relating to the work unit at this proposed property.  


REASON: For the avoidance of doubt as the proposal has been the subject of a Section 106 Agreement.

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.

APPLICATION NO:
3/2007/0768/P
(GRID REF: SD 6999 3674)

PROPOSED NEW PRIVATE DWELLING AT PLOT 26 BROCKHALL VILLAGE, LANGHO

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	Objects to this proposal as it seems to be a plan for an extremely large house on a detached plot which could be better used as accessible open space for local residents.  The amount of space allowed for the work unit is no larger than the space allowed for a bedroom, and is negligible in relation to the overall building size.  

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	None received.


Proposal

Permission is sought for the erection of a two storey detached house (with additional storage accommodation within the roof space) incorporating a work unit, and having a detached garage.  The accommodation would comprise a family room, kitchen, dining room, hallway, garden room, five bedrooms, the work unit and the detached garage.  The area of the ground floor residential accommodation is 113m2, the first floor is 128m2, the second floor is 51m2, the work unit has a floor area of 34m2 and a detached garage would also be 34m2 in area.  

The design of the building is typical of the larger units elsewhere in the Brockhall development, and its external materials comprise rendered walls with some feature brickwork and timber cladding, and tiled roof.

Site Location

This plot is on the east side of Gleneagles Drive within the Brockhall village development.  It is adjoined to the south and east by plots 24 and 25, which are the subject of other reports on this agenda, and to the north by part of the grounds of The Old Zoo.

Relevant History

3/2006/0008/P – Erection of 26 live/work units at Brockhall Village.  Approved with conditions.

3/2006/0830/P – Erection of 24 live/work units (as a revision to 3/2006/0008/P).  Approved with conditions and a Section 106 Agreement.

Relevant Policies

Policy A2 - Brockhall Area Policy.

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy 7 Joint Lancashire Structure Plan.

Policy 12 Joint Lancashire Structure Plan.

Policy 14 Joint Lancashire Structure Plan.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

This development is acceptable in principle as planning permission for a detached live/work unit on this plot has previously been granted by 3/2006/0830/P.  In that application the work unit was to be in a detached building with a floor area of approximately 61m2 (ie approximately 27m2 larger than the integral work unit proposed in this current application).  The Section 106 Agreement attached to that previous permission contains the following obligations and restrictions:

1.
The dwelling not to be occupied unless the related work unit is constructed.

2.
No work unit to be used for any purpose other than B1 of the schedule to the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 without the consent of the Council.  

3.
The work unit to be occupied only ancillary to the occupation of the related dwelling.  

4.
A declaration in respect of each work unit to be made to the Council in January of each year regarding the planning use to which the unit had been put during the previous calendar year.

I do not consider that the smaller size of the proposed work unit represents a sustainable reason for refusal of this current application.  As the property is of an appropriate size and design for this location, and would not have any detrimental effects upon the amenities of any nearby dwellings, I can see no other objections to the proposal (which, effectively, is an amendment to an extant planning permission).  

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 for approval subject to the satisfactory completion of a Section 106 Agreement relating to the provision, retention and use of the work unit on this individual plot, and subject to the following condition(s):

1.
This permission shall relate to the Section 106 Agreement dated                   which contains limitations and obligations relating to the work unit at this proposed property.  


REASON: For the avoidance of doubt as the proposal has been the subject of a Section 106 Agreement.

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.

APPLICATION NO:
3/2007/0770/P
(GRID REF: SD 7001 3675)

PROPOSED NEW PRIVATE DWELLING AT PLOT 25 BROCKHALL VILLAGE, LANGHO

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	Objects to this proposal as they feel it will have a detrimental impact on the landscape, and will look out of place in a residential development.  

	
	
	

	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	None received.


Proposal

Permission is sought for the erection of a two storey detached house with an integral work unit and an attached double garage.  The rest of the accommodation comprises family room, kitchen, dining room, double height hallway, lounge, five en-suite bedrooms, patio garden and external balconies.  The work unit has a floor area of approximately 32m2. 

This dwelling is similar in size to the dwellings proposed for the adjoining plots 24 and 26 (see reports on this agenda) but it is of a more contemporary design having flat roofs, rear balconies and a number of large sheet glazing panels.  There is also cedar boarding and render in common with the proposed external materials on the adjoining plots.  

Site Location

This plot is on the east side of Gleneagles Drive within the Brockhall village development.  It is adjoined to the west and south by plots 24 and 26, and to the north and east by part of the gardens of The Old Zoo.  

Relevant History

3/2006/0008/P – Erection of 26 live/work units at Brockhall Village.  Approved with conditions.

3/2006/0830/P – Erection of 24 live/work units (as a revision to 3/2006/0008/P).  Approved with conditions and a Section 106 Agreement.

Relevant Policies

Policy A2 - Brockhall Area Policy.

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy 7 Joint Lancashire Structure Plan.

Policy 12 Joint Lancashire Structure Plan.

Policy 14 Joint Lancashire Structure Plan.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

This development is acceptable in principle as planning permission for a detached live/work unit on this plot has previously been granted by 3/2006/0830/P.  In that application the work unit was to be in a detached building with a floor area of approximately 61m2 (ie approximately 32m2 larger than the integral work unit proposed in this current application).  The Section 106 Agreement attached to that previous permission contains the following obligations and restrictions:

1.
The dwelling not to be occupied unless the related work unit is constructed.

2.
No work unit to be used for any purpose other than B1 of the schedule to the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 without the consent of the Council.  

3.
The work unit to be occupied only ancillary to the occupation of the related dwelling.  

4.
A declaration in respect of each work unit to be made to the Council in January of each year regarding the planning use to which the unit had been put during the previous calendar year.

A letter from the owners of this plot has been submitted with the application in which they outline their intention to run their existing business from the work unit, and say that there may be a maximum of 4 staff in the unit on a day to day basis.  I do not consider that the smaller size of the proposed work unit represents a sustainable reason for refusal of this current application.  

Whilst the design of this proposed dwelling is different from the adjoining properties, I consider that, through the use of similar external materials, it would compliment those dwellings and create an attractive group of three properties.  Being sited away from the road, its design would not make it stand out as being incongruous.  The glazed screen walls and balconies have also been positioned in such a way that they would not adversely affect the privacy of any existing or proposed adjoining properties.  

Overall, therefore, I can see no objections to this application which, effectively is an amendment to an extant planning permission.

As the property is of an appropriate size and design for this location, and would not have any detrimental effects upon the amenities of any nearby dwellings, I can see no other objections to the proposal (which, effectively, given amendment to an extant planning permission).  

Subject to a prior appropriate Section 106 Agreement relating to the provision, retention and use of the work unit on this individual plot, I therefore consider that planning permission should be granted.

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

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

RECOMMENDATION: That the application be DEFERRED AND DELEGATED to the Director of Development Services for approval subject to the satisfactory completion of a Section 106 Agreement relating to the provision, retention and use of the work unit on this individual plot, and subject to the following condition(s):

1.
This permission shall relate to the Section 106 Agreement dated                   which contains limitations and obligations relating to the work unit at this proposed property.  


REASON: For the avoidance of doubt as the proposal has been the subject of a Section 106 Agreement.

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.

APPLICATION NO:
3/2007/0852/P
(GRID REF: SD 361494 443679)

NEW ACCESS AT CLARKE HOUSE FARM, OLD HIVE ROAD, CHIPPING, PRESTON, LANCASHIRE.

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



	LCC TRAFFIC AND DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER:
	No comments or observations received at the time of the reports submission.



	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	No additional representations have been received.


Proposal

The application seeks to create an access off Chipping Old Hive Road into meadow and pasture land for agricultural vehicles and livestock. The access is proposed to be placed approx. 4m from the highway, and the applicant intends to erect one 3.6m wide steel gate at 1.4m high, that will swing into the field on opening. The gatepost will be tanelised timber, at 1.7m high, with a concrete base.

Site Location

The application relates to the creation of an access to land adjacent to Chipping Old Hive Road, in between the property Top O’Saunders and Clark House, on land within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty as defined by the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (adopted June 1998).

Relevant History

None relevant.

Relevant Policies

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV1 - Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

SPG – Agricultural Buildings and Roads.
Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The application seeks permission to create a new, 3.6m wide, gated access off the north side of Chipping Old Hive Road into meadow and pastureland for agricultural vehicles and livestock, between the property Top O’Saunders and Clark House. The site lies within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty as defined within the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (adopted June 1998). Chipping Old Hive Road is an unclassified public highway. The access will be placed approx. 4m from the tarmacadam road surface, and the applicant intends to erect one 3.6m wide steel gate at 1.4m high, that will swing into the field on opening. The gatepost will be tanelised timber, at 1.7m high, with a concrete base.

The access is required into the land to allow partitioning of the existing field for better economic use. From a visual point of view, the new gates and access will have a minimal impact on the area or on the A.O.N.B. in which it is set. There have been no comments or observations received from the LCC Traffic and Development Engineer at the time of the reports submission, and as such I cannot comment on the proposal from a highway safety point of view. However, there are no other issues regarding this proposal, and subject to no adverse comments being received from a highway safety point of view, it is considered that the proposal is acceptable, and is therefore recommended accordingly. 

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

The proposal represents an appropriate form of development and would not result in visual detriment to the surrounding countryside, nor would its use have an adverse impact on highway safety.
RECOMMENDATION:  That planning permission be deferred and delegated subject to no adverse comments regarding highway safety from the LCC Traffic and Development Engineer, then GRANTED subject to following conditions:

1.
Before the access is used for vehicular purposes, that part of the access extending from the highway boundary for a minimum distance of 5m into the site shall be appropriately paved in tarmacadam, concrete, block paviors, or other approved materials.


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

2.
The gates shown on the approved plans shall open away from the highway, and remain as such in perpetuity.


Reason:  To comply with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and to prevent any unnecessary interference with highway safety when entering and leaving the site.

3.
The gated access hereby approved, shall provided access to and from the field for agricultural purposes only, and shall not be used for any permitted development uses outside core agricultural uses.


Reason: This is to prohibit the potential for future events based at this location that may attract levels of traffic beyond the safe capacity of the highway network in the immediate vicinity.
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