
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: SW/MN

	Application No: 
	3/2006/0299/P

	Development Proposed:
	Use of barn for workshop and ancillary dwelling and associated engineering works (resubmission) at Ribble View Farm, Alston Lane, Longridge 

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council – Providing this remains as agricultural related business - no objection.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) – I have no objections to the proposed development as described in the supporting statement, but would welcome conditions controlling the business use to that described and for any change in use of the workshop or working practices to require prior approval from yourselves.



	CONSULTATIONS: Nearby Residents

	One letter of objection has been received which raises the following comments.

1.
Questions over a showroom depicted on the plan when there are to be no visiting members of the public.

2.
Noise disturbance.

3.
Highway safety.

4.
Effect on property prices.

5.
Potential for future changes of use of the building once this application is approved.

6.
The application relates to a commercial venture which in itself adds nothing to the rural economy or provide diversification for rural workers.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy EMP9 - Conversions for Employment Uses.

Policy H15 - Building Conversions - Location.

Policy H16 - Building Conversions - Building to be Converted.

Policy H17 - Building Conversions - Design Matters.

Interim Supplementary Planning Guidance – Housing

Alt 10 -Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan – Alterations Review First Deposit Edition

Policy 12 – Housing Provision  

Joint Lancashire Structure Plan 



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Alt 10 Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan Alterations Review; Interim SPG – Housing; Policy 12, JLSP – insufficient justification for business use and need for the dwelling thereby adding to existing over supply of housing.



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

	Consent is sought to convert a barn to a metal workshop and dwelling – a resubmission of 3/05/0971/P which was refused due to lack of justification as a business enterprise.  When the previous application was considered the business was to be run by a member of the applicant’s family who was close to completing an educational qualification and hoped to establish himself as a metalworker.  The barn would have been rented to him by the applicant who lives in the adjacent dwelling with the expectation that an apprentice would be needed in due course.  The significant difference in this resubmission is that the applicant has decided to establish the business himself and employ the family member to whom he was intending to rent the barn.  

In terms of the design of the conversion, the scheme makes good use of existing openings with the split between uses showing that the residential element is subservient to the business use.  Criteria 4(a) of Alt 10 (changes to Policy H15) requires the applicant to demonstrate how the development will introduce job opportunities into the local area or be linked to safeguarding or enhancing of existing local employment opportunities.  The Council’s Regeneration Officer has been consulted on this application and has commented that whilst supporting the creation of a new business, no benefits to the wider rural economy has been proven.  The business plan includes letters of support from garden centres who would be willing to assist in the advertising and sale of the product, but it could not be argued that the survival and sustainability of such businesses is reliant on the enterprise proposed here.  They have also commented on the business plan and found financial anomalies and conclude that there has been insufficient information submitted to justify the development.  Indeed both the Regeneration Officer and Forward Planning Manager have commented on the link with the residential accommodation which, whilst subservient to the business floor space of the building, has not been demonstrated to be essential for the functioning of the business.  In the previous submission, the person running the business was to live in the building.  However, whilst that person would still be involved, they will be an employee only with the applicant running the business.  He lives in the neighbouring dwelling with the supporting text to Alt 10 clearly stating that the Business Plan should show why the dwelling is needed (especially in circumstances where the proposed occupants already live close to the site).  No justification has been put forward save for eliminating the need to travel to work, which weakens the argument for residential accommodation within the development as the person running the business lives in the adjacent farmhouse.

There are other anomalies in the application – a supporting statement identifies that no customers will visit the premises as there is no showroom within the building, yet the plans show a showroom which takes up roughly a quarter of the ground floor business floor space.  

To conclude, this resubmission has attempted to address the concern with the previous submission, ie insufficient information to support a business use by way of providing a Business Plan in support of this case.  However, the information submitted is not considered to adequately address those previous issues and the fact that the applicant is now to run the business himself brings the added need to demonstrate why the residential accommodation is required.  As submitted it is felt that the proposal does not adequately satisfy the policy tests of Alt 10 and should thus be refused.



	RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO
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