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	Date Inspected:
	15 December 2016
	

	Officer:
	JM
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	APPROVAL

	


	Development Description:
	Change of use from residential to non residential institution (ClassD1). 

	Site Address/Location:
	Holmes Cottage Woone Lane Clitheroe

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Town Council

	No comments received at time of preparing this report

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	The Highway Development Control Section is of the opinion that the proposed change of use from dwelling (Class C3) to non-residential institution (Class D1), will have a detrimental impact on highway amenity in the immediate vicinity of the site, unless an acceptable level of off-road car parking can be provided.

Based on the car parking recommendations in the Joint Lancashire Structure Plan and the Highway Development Control Section, I am of the opinion that the applicant should provide 4 off-road car parking spaces per treatment/consultation room. The applicant is indicating 5 rooms for treatment and/or consultation and as such a base line of 20 off-road car parking spaces should be provided. 

While the site is in a town centre location with good access to local amenities and public transport the Highway Development Control Section is of the opinion that the clients will be reliant on private car use due to the distances they would need to travel to get to their appointed appointments. Car parking in this location is at a premium and any additional on road parking would be difficult to accommodate, especially when the Mill development is completed.

The Highway Development Control Section is of the opinion that a 25% reduction in car parking provision would seem reasonable due to the town centre location and public transport links but as the existing public car parking and on road parking is at a premium any further reduction should be resisted due to reduce the impact on highway amenity for existing road uses, businesses and properties etc.

Following clarification they have confirmed that this is not a formal objection but a recommendation to try and reduce demand for on-road parking where on-road parking is already at a premium, leading to amenity issues for existing neighbouring properties.



	EA:
	Not listed in the criteria to comment

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DMB1-Supporting business growth and the local economy

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets

Key Statement EN5 – Heritage Assets

Planning and Listed Building Conservation Area Act 1990
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG)



	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Description of Proposed Development:

The proposal seeks change of use from Class C3 – residential  to a Class D1 non residential institution. The applicant has indicated that the proposal would relate to medical services and has agreed to a specific planning condition restricting the use to a beauty therapy clinic. 


	Site Location/Address:

The property is situated outside within the settlement boundary of Clitheroe and adjacent to Holmes Mill and has vehicular access from Woone Lane. It is within the Clitheroe Conservation area and adjacent to Holmes Mill a Grade 2 Listed Building and in close proximity to the Clitheroe Castle and the Historic Garden. The immediate vicinity includes a mixture of commercial properties and residential. 


	Impact on Conservation Area/Listed Building:

In considering the principle of allowing a residential use I do not consider the use itself would harm the impact of the Conservation Area or the Listed Building. A Heritage Statement has been submitted and I accept its conclusion. 
Historically the building was probably built for a supervisor working in the adjacent mill and as such the Cottage has a range of heritage values contributing to the CA and the Mill. The primary value is likely to be the aesthetic value and the historic connections with the Mill.

In relation to NPPF and Policy 132 I am satisfied that there is no substantial harm to either the CA or setting of the Mill by the proposed change of use. The cottage remains the same externally with the exception of proposed signage and although the new use may lessen its historical significance. The signage is reversible and as such subject to an acceptable scheme would not impact on the setting of the LB.
I am satisfied that the resultant development would not significantly harm the character of the Conservation Area and that the use itself would not be harmful to the listed building and in reaching this conclusion I am mindful of the advice of the Listed Buildings in Conservation Act.



	Relevant Planning History: 3/2013/1048-Demolition of existing garage and erection of new garage with accommodation over and extension to existing annex-refused and dismissed on appeal.


	Principle of Development: Having regard to Policy DMB1 and on the basis of the restrictive use in terms of specific medical use and hours of use I am satisfied that the proposal would not result in loss of residential amenities or highway safety. Parking spaces exist within the site  and there is some on road provision in the locality. I am satisfied that the Heritage issues are not affected and in assessing the proposal  I am mindful and have had regard to all relevant legislation, guidance and policy with regards to Listed Building and Conservation Areas. I note the concerns of the Highway Officer but I am satisfied that subject to the provision of the 4 spaces, the restrictive use and its town centre use that the proposal is acceptable in relation to parking provision and that the 20 spaces is somewhat unreasonable having regard to the restrictive use.


	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

There is no significant impact on adjacent residential amenity and subject to appropriate conditions relate to hours of use and the nature of the proposal would not have a significant impact. Initially the EHO asked for clarification of the nature of the business including the hours of business and  numbers of visitors. This has now been provided and it is considered that the nature of the proposed use would not cause significant harm to any nearby residential amenity.


	Visual Amenity/External Appearance: I am satisfied that the visual impact is limited and would only relate to pedestrian and vehicular activity and would not be harmful to the setting of the Listed Building or the Conservation Area. 


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion: I am of the opinion that the COU would not have a detrimental impact with regards to heritage issues, residential amenity or highway safety.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	That conditional planning permission be granted


