Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: MB

	Application No: 
	3/2013/0528

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed demolition of existing prefabricated domestic garage and construction of 2no. dwellings (1No. pair of semi detached), incorporating associated external works including provision of off-street car parking spaces and alterations to pedestrian footpath to form vehicle crossings at Mitchell Street, Clitheroe.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council: No objections.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	County Surveyor (Highways): No objections.

Ribble Valley BC Environmental Health Department: No objections to the development but requests the use of conditions in respect of the following:

· Construction Method Statement.

· Hours of construction/demolition.

United Utilities: No objections but make the following comments:

· The site must be drained on a separate system with only foul drainage connected into the foul sewer.

· A separate metered supply to each unit will be required at the applicant’s expense.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations.

	A total of 2.no letters of objection have been received from nearby properties/third parties these objections can be summarised as follows:

· The presence of the first floor windows in the rear elevations present privacy and safeguarding issues to the nursery.

· Low wall to the rear creates overlooking issues.

· Dirt, dust, grit, potential asbestos and noise will impact upon the day to running of the nursery and we would be unable to open windows or allow children with asthma and other conditions into the outdoor space.

· Location of side access gate to plot 5 would result in trespass by virtue of opening onto private land.

· Threat of legal action against applicant should nursery lose business as a result of construction works.

· Lay-by area needs to be kept clear of all building related materials and visitors as such use would contravene our planning conditions.

· Requests hours of use condition that respects the peak movement times for the nursery. 



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan:

Policy G1 – Development Control.

Policy G2 – Settlement Strategy.

Policy T7 – Parking.

Ribble Valley Core Strategy 2008-2028 (Regulation 22 Submission Draft):

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations.

Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations.

Policy DMG3 – Transport and Mobility.

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

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

	Planning permission is sought for the erection of 2no dwellings, constructed as a pair of semi-detached properties on land at the Southwestern end of Mitchell Street, Clitheroe.

The proposed development consists of the erection a pair of semi-detached dwellings. The proposed development is to occupy a footprint of 9.8m x 7.5m. The dwellings are to be constructed to an overall height of 7.9m. It is proposed that the dwelling is to be constructed from stone/artificial stone under a dual pitched roof. Private amenity space is proposed to the rear of the plots, with off street parking provision situated to the front of the dwellings.

The existing site is surrounded by built development on all sides. Land to the North East and South West are occupied by terraced residential dwellings. The land to East/South East is occupied by  residential terraced properties, however the property directly to the rear of the site (No.54 West View) is currently used a Children’s Nursery. The land to the West at the opposite side of Mitchell Street currently consists of industrial premises that fall within the ownership of the applicant. 

The key considerations in determining this application are; the principle of the proposed development in view of the prevailing policies. The impact the development will have upon the character and setting of the locality and the impact, if any, the development will have upon the residential amenity of the area.

The site as it exists at present is an area of land enclosed by stone/brick boundary walls with access gates sited to the Northwest providing access from Mitchell Street. Within the site a flat roof double garage structure exists which measures approximately 6m x 6m. It is proposed that this structure is to be demolished as part of the proposed development.

Having regard to the principle of the proposed development this is established through Policy G2 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (DWLP) and Policy DMG2 of the emerging Ribble Valley Core Strategy (CS).  Both policies state that within the main settlements development should, consolidate, expand or round off development so that it is closely related to the main built up areas. 

The proposed development site is situated within the settlement boundaries of Clitheroe, as defined by the DWLP. Of the three types of development supported the proposed development is perhaps best defined as rounding off.

Rounding off is defined as; ‘development which is essentially part of rather than an extension to the built-up part of the settlement. It can be defined as the development of land within the settlement boundary (which is not covered by any protective designation) where at least two thirds of the perimeter is already built up.’ I am therefore satisfied that the principle of residential development on this particular site is appropriate and is supported by the prevailing planning policies.

Having regard to the design of the proposed development; the immediate area is predominantly characterised by terraced properties that have their principle elevations built from stone under dual pitched slated roofs. The proposed development is to be constructed from stone/artificial stone under a dual pitched slate roof. I am therefore satisfied that the general design of the dwellings would be in keeping with the character of the area. 

The development will have some degree of impact upon the amenity of the immediate area insofar as that the type and nature of development on the land will differ from what exists at present. However the judgement that has to be made is whether this impact would be of such an extent that would warrant the refusal of planning consent. 

The proposed development is to be off set from the gable ends of the surrounding terraced properties to the North East and South West, (12.5m and 11m away respectively). Ground and first floor windows are to be sited in the North East elevation, given the position in relation to the nearby properties and the separation distance I am satisfied that these particular windows would not give rise to conditions which would be prejudicial to the residential amenity of the area. In contrast the south west elevation is to contain 1.no first floor window; however by virtue of its positioning in relation to the surrounding dwellings and separation distance I am satisfied that the position of the window would not be detrimental to the residential amenity of the area. 

Concern has been raised within the representations received from third parties that the presence of the windows at first floor level in the rear elevation present issues relating to privacy and safeguarding in view of the fact that the property to the rear of the development site (54 West View) is used as a children’s nursery. The windows at first floor are to serve the bathrooms of the proposed dwellings. As such the rooms would be non habitable, the windows are likely to be obscure glazed in the interests of the privacy of the occupants of the dwelling. Notwithstanding this in order to address these concerns I feel that a suitable condition could be imposed which ensured that required the windows to be obscure glazed and their opening restricted.

Other concerns raised by third parties are outlined above. For clarity I will deal with each individually. 

Low wall to the rear presents overlooking issues; at present a stone wall exists to the rear of the site along the common boundary between the development site and the neighbouring nursery. This has also been supplemented by the addition of a grass/bamboo type screen on the side of the nursery to raise the height of the boundary treatment. Having considered the proposed plans there is no indication that the existing stone wall is to be amended in any way. I would therefore propose the use of a condition that requires the height of the boundary treatment to be increased to a height of 2m. This will ensure that the privacy of the neighbouring nursery is safeguarded but conversely, also protects the amenity of the proposed dwellings.

Dirt, dust, grit, the potential for asbestos and noise will impact upon the day to day running of the nursery: Any proposed development has the potential to cause a degree of disruption to the surrounding area. However to restrict development on such grounds would be impractical and stifle development. However in order to ensure that the impacts of development are mitigated the best they can be, I propose to request a construction method statement which will detail the measures taken to mitigate such potential impacts; this would also accord with the comments made by the Environmental Health Officer.

Side access gate will open on to private land interrupting our private parking area: The gate in question is shown on the plans as opening into the site, as such I would not expect it to obstruct or restrict the parking of vehicles in the immediate area to the East of the development site. Whether the use of this gate would result in the occupants of the dwelling crossing private land is a civil matter between individual parties. 

Lay-by to the South has to be kept clear of all building materials and construction traffic: The lay-by in question is part of the public highway. As such the LPA cannot impose conditions preventing its use; this would be a matter for the Local Highway Authority should such issues arise during the construction phase.

It also been requested that the developer be respectful of the peak movement times of the nursery. Such agreement could not be imposed through the use of a condition. I also feel that to operate only outside the peak times of the nursery would be an onerous request upon the developer, but also result in prolonging any construction phase that in itself may perhaps present greater issues of disturbance.

With regard to the comments received from statutory consultees as outlined above, many of the requests can be addressed through the use of appropriate conditions. The Environmental Health Officer has requested the imposition of a condition in respect of hours of construction and demolition. However such a condition would prove extremely difficult to enforce and monitor, as such I do not believe it would be appropriate to include such a condition on any approval.

Therefore to conclude, I am satisfied that the principle of the proposed development is acceptable. I am also satisfied that the resulting development would not appear to be out of character to the immediate area nor would it unacceptably harm the residential amenity of the area. In addition to which the development would also reuse a site that at present is underused and perhaps has a greater detrimental visual impact upon the built environment. I therefore see no material objections to the granting of this consent subject to the imposition of appropriate planning conditions.

	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL:

	The proposal has no significant detrimental impact on nearby residential amenity nor would it have an adverse visual impact.



	RECOMMENDATION: That conditional planning consent is granted.


DATE INSPECTED: 22nd July 2013














