Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2012/1077/P

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed conversion of restaurant into five residential units, 3 houses and 2 flats, at The Longridge Restaurant, 104 Higher Road, Longridge, Lancashire.



	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Longridge Town Council – The Council has no objection to this application subject to full consultation with neighbours and the use of sympathetic materials.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Environment Directorate (Highways) – The revised layout for the parking is acceptable.  Whilst there is a shortfall in parking provision, my preference would be for the additional parking to be on street rather than using the short spaces originally proposed which would lead to the possibility that the footway would be obstructed.  I would request that specific conditions be attached to any permission that may be granted.  No objections in principle to the proposal subject to conditions.


	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations.

	Four letters have been received from the occupiers of nearby dwellings, and the following points of concern/objection have been received,

1. Concerns regarding the location of the waste bins below our patio.  If this is to be the location for them permanently, some form of means of containing the smells should be introduced (e.g. a shelter/roof),

2. Concerns regarding the legal boundary of the garden for the proposed new dwellings.  The red line boundary is challenged as being incorrect,

3. Concern that there is insufficient parking spaces on site for five dwellings,

4. There is already an overflow of parked cars from Beacon Fell on Higher Road,

5. Could a management fund be set up so that the building is maintained and looked after, particularly the external walls and roof, as there are concerns the property could end up looking unsightly,

6. Impact on highway safety at this location,

7. Increase in noise disturbance due to the change from a restaurant to dwellings, mainly due to the use as dwellings meaning that there will be people there 24/7 as opposed to infrequently (as when it was used as a restaurant), and

8. A more viable conversion of the building would be to two properties, as this would cause less of an impact.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	NPPF.

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H15 - Building Conversions - Location.

Policy H16 - Building Conversions - Building to be Converted.

Policy H17 - Building Conversions - Design Matters.

Policy T1 – Development Proposals – Transport Implications.

Policy EMP11 – Loss of Employment Land.

Core Strategy 2008/2028 - A Local Plan for Ribble Valley Regulation 22 Submission Draft

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations.

Policy DME2 – Landscape and Townscape Protection.

Policy DMH4 –The conversion of barns and other buildings to dwellings.



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

	This application relates to the collection of buildings that form the premises for The Longridge Restaurant located on Higher Road, Longridge.  Planning permission is sought for the extension and conversion of these buildings into residential accommodation comprising two one-bed flats, and three two-bed houses.  The extensions to the buildings consist of an alteration to the existing porch and a small porch addition to the western elevation (front), two storey extensions to the eastern elevation of the buildings (rear) as well as landscaping works within the rear garden area in order to create amenity areas for each new residential unit.  The scheme will re-instate the original party walls between the cottages.

The buildings to be converted comprise three cottages originally named Quarry Terrace and a large extension to the side (north) and rear (east) elevations that was built in the 1990s.  The three cottages date back to 1808, and were converted into a public house, The Quarrymen’s Arms in the 19thC.  The pub closed in the late 19thC and was then converted back to the three terraces, before permission was granted in 1990 to convert the buildings into The Longridge Restaurant.  The front elevation of the building has always remained in stone, with the sides and rear rendered.

Being mindful of the statement in NPPF that advocates a presumption in favour of sustainable development unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, and guidance within Paragraph 55 of the NPPF that notes ‘To promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities’, the principle of developing the site for a residential use, in land use terms, is considered entirely acceptable subject to its compliance with other relevant plan policies.  With respect to the loss of an employment use on this site, the restaurant was closed in May 2012 due to the current economic climate, and despite its use for storage and other admin elements relating to the applicants business elsewhere, it has not been used as a restaurant since.  The premises have been marketed for let since then, and despite some interest in the premises, there have been no offers made.  On this basis, I am satisfied that the information submitted accords with the provisions of Policy EMP11.
The main issues with this application relate to the affect the proposed change of use and the external/internal alterations may have with regards to its visual impact on the building, the visual impact on the surrounding area, whether the scheme will have an impact upon the amenity of the occupiers of adjacent dwellings and whether the scheme will have an adverse impact upon highway safety at this location.
Due to the age of the majority of the buildings on site, they are considered to be a non-designated heritage asset with some historical interest.  National guidance contained within the NPPF, specifically Chapter 12, details ‘Conserving and enhancing the historic environment’.  Paragraph 131 provides advice when determining planning applications, noting that local planning authorities should take account of:

· the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation;

· the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable communities including their economic vitality; and

· the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness.

Paragraph 135 of the NPPF considers that the effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken into account in determining the application.  It also states that ‘In weighing applications that affect directly or indirectly non designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset.’
Specific guidance on proposals to convert buildings to dwellings is also provided within Local Plan Policies H15, H16 and H17.  Policy H15 allows the conversion of appropriate buildings within settlements, H16 requires that the building be structurally sound and capable of conversion without the need for extensive building or major alterations which would adversely affect the character and appearance of the building and Policy H17 offers more detailed guidance on design matters.  Whilst it is acknowledged that these saved policies are more readily associated with the conversion of rural buildings, they fall within the section of the Districtwide Local Plan that conversion of barns and other buildings to dwellings and thus offer important guidelines for building conversions.  In more detail, Local Plan Policy H16 notes that “the character of the building and its materials are appropriate to its surroundings and the building is worthy of retention”.  In assessing the scheme against the above policies, I have the following comments to make.

FRONT (WEST) ELEVATION

The scheme proposes the re-opening of a doorway into one of the original three terraces, alterations to the existing porch and a small porch addition to the front elevation of the buildings in order to create three separate entrance to the three two-bed dwellings.  These minor alterations respect the original form and character of this historic and landmark elevation, and as such I have no objections to this element of the proposal.  There are no other alterations proposed to the front elevation.

SIDE (NORTH) ELEVATION

The main visible alteration on this elevation is the introduction of the flat roofed, dormer style projection above the existing rest room/storage building that sits to the rear of 1990s extension, however given the orientation of these buildings in relation to Higher Road and its relationship with no. 3 Ridge Court, this particular element will not be significantly visible from Higher Road itself.  This elevation, and the rear (east) elevation will be slightly more visible from Ridge Court itself, however due to the exiting boundary treatment (fencing and trees) these elevations will remain well screened.

REAR (EAST) ELEVATION

This elevation will be the most altered, yet least visible, element of the scheme.  At present this elevation is home to a number of modern additions, including flat roofed extensions.  Due to the relatively low ridge and eaves height of the building, the applicant has sought to accommodate the required additional floor space within the existing building envelope without adding further extensions beyond the existing footprint.  The insertion of a number of dormer windows along this roof would not provide the required level of accommodation to enable the conversion scheme to be viable, hence the proposal for flat roofed two storey elements.  Whilst not strictly a method of extension that the Council prefer, in this particular instance this type of extension prevents further extensions to the footprint of the building, and it will not impinge upon the more important, historic front elevation.  In my opinion, this form of extension presents a much less conspicuous feature on the building and due to the materials proposed, would not significantly detract from the appearance of the building.  In considering this, I am mindful of Paragraph 131 of the NPPF that advises that local planning authorities should take account of the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation (the scheme retains the important front elevation in tact), and the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable communities including their economic vitality (the scheme is bringing a currently disused building back into use); I therefore consider the scheme acceptable. 

SIDE (SOUTH) ELEVATION

This elevation sees the insertion of an addition window in the first floor (bathroom), and sees the extent of the extensions proposed to the rear (eastern) elevation.  The existing single storey flat roof extension is only partially visible from Higher Road due to its distance away and the width of the access track (known as Tan Yard on the map) protecting this elevation from view.  As stated earlier, the visible introduction of the flat roofed, two-storey element to the rear, whilst not strictly a method of extension that the Council prefer, does not impinge upon the more important, historic front elevation.

The main features of this building that are visible from the streetscene are the historic window and door openings on the front elevation, and in retaining these in situ, there is now no impact on these important character features, and the historic simplicity of the buildings character is retained.  Being mindful of guidance within the NPPF regarding the desirability of putting heritage assets to viable uses consistent with their conservation, the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable communities and the desirability of new development making a positive contribution, I consider that the scheme proposes a design that will have an acceptable impact on the character and significance of the building, and its approval would not significantly harm the character and appearance of the property or the local area.

With regards to the concerns raised in relation the level of parking on site and the schemes impact upon highway safety, the County Highways Officer made the following comments on the application.  The originally submitted layout of the car parking area to the front of the development was such that it may have led to an obstruction of the footway to the detriment of pedestrians.  This was due to the spaces making no allowance for pedestrian circulation adjacent to the building and that the use of these spaces may have led to an obstruction of the footway.  The revised layout for the parking is consider more acceptable, as whilst there is a shortfall in parking provision, the Highways Officer’s preference was that the additional parking would be better suited on street rather than using the short spaces originally proposed which would lead to the possibility that the footway would be obstructed.  He also noted that the use of the building would also potentially generate less traffic than its more recent former use.  On this basis, the Council have no objections.
With regards to the other concerns raised regarding bin storage and the containment of smells, the scheme indicates a bin storage area but does not contain any clear or specific details beyond this in relation to whether it is roofed/contained etc.  As such, I consider a condition requesting these details will be sufficient to control this element in the future.

On this basis, it is considered that the submitted scheme will have an acceptable visual impact upon the character, setting and appearance of this building, due to the limited impact it will have on its significance.  On the basis of the above, having assessed the proposed scheme in line with the above relevant Policies and Guidance it is therefore recommended accordingly.


	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL: 

	The proposal represents an appropriate form of development and given its design, size and location would not result in visual detriment to the character of the buildings, to the surrounding area countryside, and nor would its use have an adverse impact on highway safety.



	RECOMMENDATION: That conditional planning permission be granted.


DATE INSPECTED: Various 2013














