Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL
	Ref: Stephen Kilmartin

	Application No: 
	3/2015/0247

	Development Proposed:
	Demolition of existing cottage/commercial building and detached garages and redevelopment of the site for three detached dwellings.  Thorn Cottage 12 Knowsley Road Wilpshire BB1 9PX

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish /Town Council 
	Wilpshire Parish Council have make the following observations:

‘WPC feel that this will be an improvement to the site but possibly this proposal is overdevelopment resulting in very little outside space for the proposed houses fronting Knowsley Road.  There is only minimum details of 2 of the proposed units and none for unit 3. 

This makes it impossible to comment on any potential impact on neighbouring properties i.e. overlooking from windows etc.’
The parish Council have offered further observations as follows:

‘The Council would like to draw to the officer's attention the issue of access/egress issues which is very tight and not suitable for 3 properties and also there it is believed that there is Japanese knotweed on the site .’

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways

	LCC Highways have objected to the proposal, the nature of the objection can be best summarised as follows:
· Insufficient parking provision for unit 01

· No turning area for delivery vehicles

Full details in relation to the nature of the objection are contained within the main body of this report.

	LLFA
	
The Local Lead Flood Authority have objected to the proposal, the nature of the objection can be best summarised as follows:
· The applicant's submitted proposed site plan indicates that the applicant intends to build within 8 metres of an open watercourse.
· The applicant's submitted proposed site plan proposes to culvert the open watercourse.

Full details in relation to the nature of the objection are contained within the main body of this report.

	United Utilities
	No objection subject to the imposition of conditions relating to foul and surface water drainage.



	RVBC Engineers
	No objection subject to the imposition of conditions relating to contaminated land.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations.

	20 letters of representation have been received objecting on the following grounds:
· Highways safety

· Access arrangements inadequate

· Bat Survey is inaccurate

· Loss of privacy

· Loss of light

· Matters of private land ownership

· Overbearing impact



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy

Key Statement DS1 – Development Strategy

Key Statement DS2 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development

Key Statement EN3 – Sustainable Development and Climate Change

Key Statement EN4 – Biodiversity and Geodiversity

Key Statement H1 – Housing Provision

Key Statement H2 – Housing Balance

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations

Policy DMG3 – Transport and Mobility

Policy DME3 – Site and Species Protection and Conservation

Policy DME6 – Water Management

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)

Technical Guidance to National Planning Policy Framework



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

	Site Location:
The site is located within the defined settlement of Wilpshire accessed off Knowsley Road to the west in predominantly residential area.  The site is located approximately 400m to the north of Ramsgreave & Wilspshire rail station.  The site currently accommodates a cottage with attached workshop 
Proposal:
Consent is sought for the demolition of an existing cottage and commercial building and the erection of three four bedroom detached dwellings.  

Access is provided to the site via a private drive/road off Knowsley Road, unit 01 and unit 02 directly front the aforementioned access with unit 03 being located to the eastern extents of the site accessed via a driveway directly to the south of unit 02. 
Relevant History:

The site has no planning history that is directly relevant to the current application.
Observations/Assessment:
There are fundamental concerns regarding the impact upon residential amenities, in particular the relationship between Units 01 & 02 and the number 2 Mayfield Crescent to the east.  It is considered that the proposal will have a detrimental impact upon the residential amenities of occupiers of this property by virtue of cumulative close-proximity elevated over-looking at first floor level into the private amenity space of the aforementioned dwelling.  It is additionally considered that the proximity of units 01 & 02, cumulatively, would result in an unacceptable overbearing impact.
Further concerns exist in relation to unit 03 and its relationship/proximity to number 1 Clifton Grove to the south.  Whilst not fully shown on the proposed siteplan, number 1 benefits from a number of windows to the north elevation which serve habitable rooms.  Concerns exist  not only with the potential overbearing impact of unit 3 on the aforementioned dwelling but also the loss of privacy due to oblique views from the habitable room windows at first floor on the proposed south west elevation.
Highways:

The highways officer has offered the following observations:
I recall attending a site meeting with the applicant at this site where I discussed access requirements and the tight radius into the site. Unfortunately the applicant has chosen to disregard this advice such that the right turn into the site is extremely tight and hampered by the inclusion of a walled plot boundary for the two properties facing Knowlsey Road. The likelihood is that the majority of vehicles visiting the site will be travelling north from Wilpshire ( A666), and will experience difficulties entering the site. Turning facilities within the site for larger vehicles, transit vans etc servicing the first 2 properties will be unable to enter and leave in a forward gear. 

In addition to these considerations, the development proposes 3 x 4 bed residential units. The parking requirements for units of this size is 3 spaces. Unit 1 ( closest to Knowsley Road) has a 5 x 2.7m internal dimension garage which cannot be considered as a parking space. ( minimum dimensions 6m x 3m), in addition the space in front of the property has restricted access which leaves the property with one useable parking space.

The remaining properties have sufficient parking provision although the garage dimensions for each are below the 6m x 3m standard ( allowances can be made for the width  as they are double garages but the length is too short).

Whilst I would support the redevelopment of the site which would benefit from the removal of a commercial activity in a predominantly residential area the layout the proposal does not adequately deal with existing access constraints and on this basis and concerns regarding the proposed parking provision.  I would have to recommend that the application be refused on the grounds of the proposed development being detrimental to road safety.
The applicant has subsequently submitted amended plans in light of the above observations but LCC Highways have maintained an objection to the proposal on the grounds of Insufficient parking provision for unit and inadequate 
turning areas for vehicles.

Further to the highways observations 
I have additional concerns regarding the ability for vehicles associated with Unit 2 to exit the site in forward gear, in particular the ability for both motor-vehicles to reverse out of the garage whilst providing adequate space for manoeuvring due to a potential conflict with the southern boundary/brook.  
LLFA (Local Lead Flood Authority):
The Lead Local Flood Authority objects to the development proposal on the following grounds:
No development within 8 metres of an Ordinary Watercourse.
According to our records there is an open watercourse south of the proposed development. The applicant's submitted proposed site plan indicates that the applicant intends to build within 8 metres of this open watercourse.  Construction within 8 metres of an open watercourse is not advised as access for maintenance purposes is restricted and it has the potential to pose an undue flood risk to structures should fluvial flooding occur.

The applicant also proposes to build an access track adjacent to the open watercourse. The flow of vehicular traffic along this access track would have a severe detrimental effect in causing the banks to collapse and create a flood risk. It is therefore advised that the applicant modifies the proposed site plan to ensure that no structures are constructed within 8 metres of the top of the banks of the watercourse.
Culverting an Open Watercourse
The applicant's submitted proposed site plan proposes to culvert the open watercourse. As per Lancashire County Council Consenting and Enforcement Policy, it should be noted that the Lead Local Flood Authority will generally refuse consent applications which seek to culvert an existing ordinary watercourse. This is in line with Environment Agency guidance on protecting watercourses.

For the avoidance of doubt, the proposed development is not viable because land drainage consent would not be given to culvert the open watercourse.
Further Observations:

It is noted that the elevations/floorplans for Plot 03 do not appear to correspond.  The proposed south east elevation indicates two windows at first floor with the floorplans only indicating one to be located on this elevation.

The submitted details do not take account of the existing/proposed land levels on the site despite there being changes in topography throughout the site.
It is for the above reasons and having regard to all matters raised that I recommend accordingly.


	RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be refused for the following reason(s):

	01
	The proposal, by virtue of its scale, proximity to neighbouring properties and layout, would result in a significant detrimental impact upon the residential amenities of neighbouring occupiers due to a loss of privacy, loss of light and an overbearing and over-dominant relationship.  As such, the proposal is contrary to Policy DMG1 and DMG3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.

	02
	The proposal is considered contrary to Policy DME6 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy in that it would result in an increased risk of flooding due to the proposals proximity to an adjacent watercourse which would preclude the ability for maintenance of the watercourse and associated banking/structures to be undertaken resulting in potential undue flood risk to structures should fluvial flooding occur. 

	03
	The proposal, by virtue of its external layout would preclude the ability for vehicles to safely manoeuvre within the site and leave in forward gear, being of detriment to the safe operation of the immediate highway.  As such, the proposal is contrary to Policies DMG1 and DMG3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy (Adopted Version).


DATE INSPECTED: 22/07/2015











This report needs to be read in conjunction with the Decision Notice.








