
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CB

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0904

	Development Proposed:
	Formation of industrial link from unit 3 to 4 at Land to rear of 90 Berry Lane, Longridge, Lancashire, PR3 3WH

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Longridge Town Council – no comments or observations received by the date of decision.

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways has no objections to the proposal and comments as follows:

The proposed link will only slightly reduce the existing available parking and turning space. There were a number of cars and vans parked in the yard area when I visited the site but still some space free. The yard is down a private access road with little opportunity for on street parking and is within easy walking distance of public car parks should all the spaces within the site be occupied.
United Utilities has no objections to the proposal.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Two letters of objection has been received from residents who bound the site who raise the following concerns:

· Increase in noise levels;

· Increase in smells e.g. from paint sprays

· The area of the building is currently used for car parking, questions where these vehicles will park;

· Questions whether there would be an increase in working hours;

· Drainage concerns as Units 4-7 are not yet connected to the sewer;

· If approval is given the building should be subject to the same planning conditions as the building allowed under appeal (Appeal Ref: APP/T2350/A/09/2112552/NWF).

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 – Development Control

Policy G2 – Settlement Strategy

Policy EMP7 - Extensions/Expansions of Existing Firms

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Due to its height and close proximity to the boundary, the proposed building would have a seriously overbearing and oppressive effect on adjoining dwellings to the detriment of residential amenity, contrary to Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

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

	The application seeks permission for a new building at an industrial/ commercial site to the rear of 90 Berry Lane on the edge of the Conservation Area.  Access to the site is off Inglewhite Road, close to the junction with Berry Lane.

Planning permission is sought for a flat roof building with approximate dimensions 10.0m x 8.0m x 4.0m to form a link building between units 3 and 4 which are positioned at the south east end of the site.  Materials will comprise of facing brickwork with metal cladding above.  The flat roof will be covered with metal profile sheets.  These materials will match the materials of units 4-7 approved at Appeal (Appeal Reference: APP/T2350/A/09/2112552/NWF).

The main matters for consideration with regards to this development are the principle of development, the potential impact on residential and visual amenity and the impact of the scheme on highway safety.

The site lies on the edge of Longridge town centre and has an existing industrial/ commercial mix of uses on the other sections of the site.  Policy EMP7 states that “the expansion of existing firms within the main settlement will be allowed on land within or adjacent to their existing sites, provided no significant environmental problems are caused and the extension conforms to other policies of this Plan”.  As such it is considered that the proposed development is acceptable in principle.

Visually, the proposed building would infill a gap between the two main buildings on site; comprising a number of units, exist.  It would also be built in materials to match the recently erected units (Units 4-7).  I therefore conclude that visually the building would be acceptable.

In terms of the affect on residential, it is this which causes me serious concern.  The application site is surrounded by residential development on all sides.   However, the original application for units 4-7 was allowed at Appeal primarily because the new units were positioned so that the gap between the two main buildings, where this building will be positioned, was not being built upon.  The Planning Inspector places great importance to the retention of the gap between the two buildings in paragraphs 6 and 7 of their decision.  In relation to 10 Crumpax Avenue at the northwest of the site, the Inspector states that the building would only overlap part of the dwelling and garden so it would leave “a substantial view across the appeal site”.  In relation to the dormer bungalow at 19 Thornfield Avenue the Inspector states:

         “The unit would only protrude slightly forward of the front elevation of the bungalow …the only window in the side elevation of the bungalow has obscure glazing and there are open views across the appeal site from the rear garden over the substantial side garden fence”.  

They therefore considered that the application was thus acceptable.  

The proposed link building would now infill the open area between the two units, and would be positioned within 2.0 metres of the boundary with the rear and side garden of no. 19 Thornfield Avenue.  Moreover, the building would be within 7.0 metres of the side of this dwelling.  

The height of the building is such that it would be the same height, if not slightly higher, than the window positioned in the gable of this property.  This would therefore block out all light to this room, however, this room is not habitable, and as the Inspector concluded, no great weight can be given to this aspect.  

However, with regards the loss of light to the windows at the rear of the property, I consider that light would be taken from the both the ground and first floor rooms of this property making them dark and oppressive.  Furthermore, I am of the opinion that the proposed building would be both overbearing and oppressive, due to its height, dominance and more importantly due to the infilling of this currently open gap when the occupants of this dwelling and the one adjoining when use their rear garden areas.  This would thus adversely affect their enjoyment to such an extent that I consider the refusal of the application on this ground to be completely justified.  

In relation to highway safety, the LCC Traffic and Development Engineer raises no objections to this application on highway safety grounds as he notes that there is sufficient parking provision both on site and within the town centre so not to cause a highway safety issue.  

In considering all of the above, I thus recommend the application accordingly.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 16 December 2011























