
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: SW/JS

	Application No: 
	3/2006/0254/P

	Development Proposed:
	Single detached two bedroomed bungalow at 2 Chapel Hill, Longridge

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council – Welcome the development and clean up of this site as it has been an eyesore for some time.  In principle the Council have no objection but have asked that previous conditions for the use of this land be investigated as there is a feeling that originally the land was allocated as car parking for the flats.  In addition to this, the development lies within a proposed Conservation Area and any new development should be built in stone and slate to remain in keeping with the area.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) – The proposed development is located on the parking area provided in connection with the conversion of 4 Chapel Hill to four flats (reference 3/95/0179).  Approval of this proposal would, therefore, lead to an increase in on-street parking in close proximity to the Chapel Hill/Little Lane junction and increase the risk of accidents to the detriment of highway safety.  Therefore, it is recommended that this application be refused in the interests of highway safety.

Note:  The justification statement only refers to the provision of two spaces for the development and ignores the six spaces provided on the so called brown land when the flats were developed.  I would consider the final paragraph to be extremely misleading and surprising considering that the applicant appears to be the same for both applications.  



	CONSULTATIONS: Nearby Residents

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G2 - Settlement Strategy.

Interim SPG – Housing

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

Policy 12 – Housing Provision – Joint Lancashire Structure Plan



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policy G1 – over intensive development, detriment of street scene and highway safety.

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

	This is a full planning application for the erection of a two bed bungalow having overall approximate dimensions of 7.4m x 9m x 4.2m in height being constructed of 40 Forticrete buff stone with white render detailing under a grey reconstituted roof.  It would have a garden area to its rear, (depth of 4m) with very tight site boundaries (0.5m to both sides) and off street parking for two vehicles to its front.  The site is set to the west of Chapel Hill approximately 14m south of its junction with Little Lane.  There are terraced dwellings to its south, east and north with the immediately adjacent property to the north having been subdivided into flats.  

Matters for consideration are the principle of development, potential impact on visual and surrounding residential amenity as well as the highway implications arising as a result of the proposal.  

In terms of the principle of development, this is to be an affordable dwelling for rental with the applicant having submitted a draft Section 106 Agreement.  Therefore, in terms of principle I am satisfied that the development would accord with the current housing policies operative in the Borough and it is the more detailed matters of design and highway safety that need further consideration.  Policy G1 of the Districtwide Local Plan requires that:

Development should be sympathetic to existing and proposed land use in terms of its size, intensity and nature and that the density layout in relationship between buildings is of major importance.  Particular emphasis will be placed on visual appearance and the relationship to surroundings as well as the effects of development on existing amenities.

The plot of land is long and narrow with only a 2m distance between the side elevation of the new dwelling and the flats to the north east.  Its relationship with the end terrace to its south is slightly better (7.5m to the gable of that property) but the presence of a detached garage within their curtilage does visually narrow the plot.  The applicant has submitted a justification statement which comments that the shallow pitch of the rooflines will minimise any adverse impact to neighbours in terms of light loss, but it is the relationship between buildings that causes the most concern.  I am of the opinion that even though the development is only for a single dwelling it would result in a cramped appearance to the detriment of the streetscene.

As shown, the dwelling would also have an unsatisfactory relationship with the flats being in such close proximity and would, I believe, adversely effect their amenities.

In respect of highway safety matters the County Surveyor has raised an objection on the grounds that the area was previously conditioned to form parking for the flats.   The applicant has subsequently confirmed that the two parcels of land have been separated since December 2000 and that there has been no parking on the land since that date.  However, the County Surveyor is still maintaining his objection on the basis that the development would lead to a potential for increased on street parking.

Therefore having carefully considered all the above, I am of the opinion that the scheme should be resisted due to its adverse visual impact, effects on neighbouring amenity and on highway safety.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














