
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: SW/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2008/0242/P

	Development Proposed:
	Conversion and alterations to create 6 apartments and 6 parking spaces at The Old Mill, Knowle Green, Longridge

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No objections to this proposal. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) - No objection in principle to the development, however, the applicant must be able to show that adequate visibility splays are achieved.

County Archaeology – No objections subject to imposition of conditions.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Objections have been received from one resident as follows:

1.
The plans are ambiguous and do not reflect the true situation regarding property ownership which will prohibit development.

2.
The ground floor plan of the existing building is incorrect.

3.
Reference to the planning history of the building and the height restriction put in place on the rear extension.  The same limit should apply here as any greater than two storeys would block sunlight to Glenview’s patio as well as living room (as sited in the 1984 application).

4.
There are already problems regarding drainage.

5.
Overlooking of a garden are which would have serious impact on privacy.

6.
Possible security issues.

7.
The communal rear patio area would be too small for the number of occupants.

8.
Question safety of having car parking on opposite side of the road and bins would have to be there as there is little room for storage of waste on the rear patio.

9.
The number of parking spaces is not adequate.

10.
A plan to move the building back from the roadside could effectively create illegal parking directly outside the flats.

11.
The development is over intensive for the size of building. 

12.
The site is not in a sustainable location as a bus does not pass in front of the site.

13.
Further development would change the nature of the area.

14.
Question how the works could actually be carried out as all the land to the rear belongs to Glenview who would not tolerate contractors working in their garden.

15.
Reference to previous applications, land ownership issues in relation to those submissions and reasons for their refusal/withdrawal.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV1 - Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Interim SPG: Housing.

Policy 12 – Housing Provision – Joint Lancashire Structure Plan.

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



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1 – detrimental to adjacent residential amenity by virtue of direct overlooking. G5, Interim SPG: Housing, JLSP - Housing Over supply.



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

	This application seeks consent for conversion of a redundant three storey light industrial building/photographic laboratory for 6 apartments.  In terms of physical alterations to the fabric of the building the main works to the frontage are described as the demolition and rebuilding of the front wall with the removal of the projecting bay.  At present the frontage is stone but as rebuilt it would be render with stone detailing and have an amended window pattern.  To the rear the existing lean-to roof would be retained for a length of approximately 5.5m with a three storey piked dormer projection then proposed to an optimum height of approximately 8.4m to accommodate a new stairwell.  The single storey lean-to set to the east of this would be removed to enable the creation of an outside patio area.  The works to the rear also involve the formation of new window openings over the three floors of the building (it is note however that the fenestration details shown on floor plans and elevations do not match up for the ground floor). 

Car parking for the scheme is shown as 6 spaces to the opposite side of the road.

In assessing the appropriateness of this scheme, it is important to have regard to the principle of development, matters of highway safety and potential impact on visual and residential amenity.  With regard to principle, the scheme put forward is for 6 speculative residential units (previous schemes on this site have been for holiday apartments) at a time when the housing restraint policy is still in place.  This restricts all housing developments in the borough and states that any development must be 100% affordable/local needs housing (Interim SPG adopted 2002) – no market housing is currently being permitted.  Whilst this situation may change in the coming months as the current adopted RSS is being reviewed and draft housing figures have been released, Ribble Valley Members took the decision on 22 May 2008 that new housing supply figures would not be used until the partial review of RSS had taken place.  Thus new housing supply figures are not being used by this Council at this time and the proposal for 6 market units is not acceptable in principle as it does not comply with adopted local policy ie the Interim SPG and Policy 12 of the JLSP.  

With regards to highway safety the County Surveyor has not raised an objection but comments that the plans do not adequately show parking, manoeuvring and visibility.  However, given his acceptance in principle to the scheme, I believe his comments could have been satisfactorily addressed by a condition should the scheme have progressed to an approval or via an amended/more detailed plan.  Given the comments above on the principle of development, I have not sought provisions in light of his observations.  

In respect of potential impact on neighbouring amenity I am mindful of the dwelling to the west of the application site and in particular their garden area which is both behind their house also directly behind the application property.  The landform of the area is such that the garden is set higher than the rear of the properties and slope upwards away from the built form.  The existing rear elevation of the application building has a number of window openings at second floor level and a window at first floor on the section immediately adjacent to Glenview.  There is an existing lean-to extension across the majority of the rear elevation thus potential for direct overlooking of Glenview’s private garden area is at the moment limited.  This application seeks to remodel the rear elevation by removal of a substantial section of the lean-to, provision of a centrally positioned stairwell extension and insertion of a number of new window openings.  These openings would face directly on to the rear private garden area of the adjoining property and would result in an unacceptable relationship in terms of overlooking.  Therefore, in the interests of protecting neighbouring amenity, the scheme should be resisted due to the significant of direct overlooking of Glenview’s private rear garden area.  I am mindful of the property to the other side of the application building but given the relationship between their garden and the proposed new window openings I consider that any overlooking of their private land would be at an angle and thus am satisfied that amenities would not be significantly compromised.  

The final consideration is visual impact of the works and in this respect regard should be had to its location within the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  This effectively means that any development should have a positive visual impact and clearly the works are to both the front and rear of this building.  To the front an existing stone frontage wall would be demolished and rebuilt in render.  The principle of rebuilding this wall in render was established under 3/96/0150/P albeit with different fenestration details.  A resubmission under 3/04/0790/P was refused purely on highway grounds and thus I am of the opinion that it would be unreasonable to now raise an objection to the use of render as opposed to stone on the front elevation even though reuse of the stone would be preferable.  With regard to the proposed window openings an extension to the rear, I do not conclude that these would prove significantly detrimental to the visual amenities of the area.

Therefore, on the basis of the above I am of the opinion that the scheme is contrary to the current planning policies in principle and that the design put forward would prove to be to the detriment of adjacent residential amenity.  I thus recommend accordingly.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 26 June 2008





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














