
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: SW/MN

	Application No: 
	3/2004/1085/P

	Development Proposed:
	Conversion of traditional barn to employment use for ancillary residential accommodation resubmission at Marl Barn, Tosside, Skipton

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No objections to this proposal. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) – The proposed development could hardly be described as sustainable in highway terms but if you are satisfied that it complies with your barn conversion policy, I would not raise any highway objections as the access to this site has recently been improved and is considered suitable for the proposed scale of development.

County Archaeologist – No objection subject to imposition of conditions.

Environment Agency - No objections subject to certain technical requirements.



	CONSULTATIONS: Nearby Residents

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV1 - Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Policy H15 - Building Conversions - Location.

Policy H16 - Building Conversions - Building to be Converted.

Policy H17 - Building Conversions - Design Matters.

Policy EMP9 - Conversions for Employment Uses.

Interim SPG Housing

Alteration 10 Districtwide Local Plan – Alterations Review First Deposit Edition

Policy 1 – Development in rural areas - Lancashire Structure Plan 1991-2006 – Greening the Red Rose County

Policy 12 – Emerging Lancashire Structure Plan 



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Interim SPG and Alterations Review – insufficient justification for business use.

Interim SPG and Policy 12 of Emerging Lancashire Structure Plan, and Alterations Review – unjustified residential development contributing to housing over supply.

Policies G1, ENV1, H15, H17 and Policy 1 Lancashire Structure Plan  - visual impact of works of conversion and creation of curtilage.



	COMMENTS/HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES/RECOMMENDATION:

	This application is a resubmission of a scheme for the conversion of an isolated barn to dwelling and employment use which is denoted on the plans as workshop space at ground floor with store and office above.  The building is set approximately 300m south of the B6478 accessed by a single width track leading from a recently formed gateway on to the main roadway.  The property is within the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and, therefore, there is a need to ensure that any development permitted conserves, contributes to and enhances the visual qualities of the area.  In detailed design terms the scheme does utilise existing openings and denotes some modest new ones which in themselves would not, I consider, significantly detract from the buildings character.  With regard to curtilage area, whilst I recognise this is confined within existing enclosures, I remain concerned about the visual impact of the actual change of usage of this land in this remote setting.

The above matters aside, it is important to assess the actual principle of development.  In terms of the percentage split, this is roughly 60% business; remainder residential which on face value would appear to conform with the requirements of current policy.  The applicant’s agent has submitted some financial appraisal of the business and given a very general indication of the wider economic benefit to the area.  However, the recent appeal decision at Springside Farm in Tosside, reference 3/03/0762/P, for a similar hybrid usage provides a very detailed comment on the level of information required to justify such a scheme.  In this instance, whilst recognising that more information was submitted to accompany this submission, I still conclude that the business case made is insufficient to justify the proposal.  Without this information in support of the application, I am of the opinion that an approval would be tantamount to allowing an unjustified dwelling in the open countryside adding to the existing housing over supply.  The scheme must, therefore, be resisted.



	RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be refused.
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