
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: SW/JS

	Application No: 
	3/2005/0936/P

	Development Proposed:
	Change of use of barn to joinery workshop and dwelling and use of silage clamp for external storage of wood at Springside Farm, Knotts Lane, Tosside

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No objections to this proposal.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) – This application is similar to 3/2005/0734/P and I would refer you to the comments expressed on 13 September 2005, particularly regarding the maximum size of vehicle to be used in connection with the joinery business.  I would also refer to the statement submitted by J Dixon and confirm that if the use of the site is controlled to that described in the statement, I would not wish to raise any objection to the application, 

County Planning Officer – In principle the site is acceptable in terms of an employment generating use.  However, the application is for a single work/live unit and given that the accommodation is not required to meet housing needs and is not located in accordance with the sequential approach the application is contrary to Policy 12 of the Joint Lancashire Structure Plan.

County Archaeology – No objections subject to imposition of conditions.



	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 Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan Alterations Review 1st Deposit Edition

Policy 1 – General Policy Joint Lancashire Structure Plan

Policy 5 – Development Outside Urban Areas Joint Lancashire Structure Plan

Policy 12 – Housing Provision Joint Lancashire Structure Plan

Policy 20 - Joint Lancashire Structure Plan



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Interim SPG Housing, Alt 10 Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan Alterations Review 1st Deposit Edition and Policy 12 JLSP – Insufficient justification for business use thereby adding to existing over supply of housing.



	COMMENTS/ENVIRONMENTAL/AONB/HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES/RECOMMENDATION:

	Consent is sought to convert a barn within the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty into a dwelling with joinery workshop.  The percentage split of uses is roughly 60% business, 40% residential with a business plan supporting justification statement submitted with the application. There has been a previous refusal on this site for a hybrid scheme on the grounds that the residential accommodation was not subservient to the employment use and insufficient information was submitted as to the wider economic benefits to the area which led to the conclusion that approval would add to the over supply of housing.  There was also a highways reason for refusal.  A written reps appeal was dismissed in December 2004.

The scheme now put forward is for a different applicant with the plans revised to now represent a 60/40 split.  However, as the Inspector pointed out that should be considered with flexibility because of the need to respect the character of rural buildings.  The extra business floor space has been created by extending into the eaves to provide material storage at first floor and incorporating a downstairs WC within the business as opposed to residential element.  The living accommodation to be provided is still a four bedroomed dwelling.  

The policies to determine the application against are essentially the same as considered in relation to the previous application except that the JLSP has now been approved.  The key considerations to my mind are compliance with Alt 10 of the RVDWLP Alts Review 1st Deposit Edition which concerns itself with rural building conversions, the Council’s Interim SPG on Housing and Policies 5 and 12 of the JLSP.  Whilst the applicants are arguing that the revisions now make the residential use clearly ancillary to an employment generating use it must be in compliance with two further criteria.  One of these is that the two uses should have a degree of separation and this is indeed the case as both have separate entrances with no internal connection between the two.  However, they must also provide clear details showing how the development will introduce job opportunities into the local area, or be linked to safeguarding or enhancing of existing local employment opportunities.  A Business Plan submitted with the application outlines that the business has previously been a hobby but that the current level of orders makes them believe it is now time to convert the hobby to a business.  The content of the Business Plan has been discussed with the Regeneration Officer with the conclusion being that it does not provide evidence in support of Section 4 (a) of Policy H15 as outlined in the RVDWLP Alts Review 1st Deposit Edition.  The business would initially be staffed by three family members but they may employ an assistant in years to come for delivery work.  There is no clear evidence that new jobs would be created other than this substantiated claim.  Similarly this is a new business and whilst the Business Plan outlines some aspect of their proposals the references made are again general with no concrete proof to support the theories.  They have shown projected income for the forthcoming years but, again, this is not linked to the benefits to the wider rural area and thus I am not convinced that in this respect the scheme accords with the provisions of plan policy for such hybrid schemes. 

In respect of highway safety the County Surveyor is satisfied with the details of the scheme and raises no objection.  Turning to the detailed design of the scheme, I do not consider that the works adversely affect the character of the barn.  

Therefore, having regard to all of the above I am of the opinion that insufficient evidence has been submitted regarding the wider economic benefits to the area which would arise from this scheme’s implementation.  An approval without such justification to override plan policy would be at variance with local and strategic policy and lead to the creation of a residential unit contributing to the existing oversupply of housing.  It should thus be resisted.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














