
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CS/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2005/0838/P

	Development Proposed:
	2 NO DETACHED PROPERTIES (RESUBMISSION) ON LAND ADJACENT TO ALDER LEIGH, HENTHORN ROAD, CLITHEROE 

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council - No objections to this proposal. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) - No objections subject to the submission of an amended plan showing satisfactory access, parking, turning and visibility arrangements.



	CONSULTATIONS: Nearby Residents

	One letter has been received from a neighbouring resident who objects to the proposal on the following grounds:

1.
The application is no different to the previous application which was refused.  

2.
The proposal represents over development of the site.  One dwelling served by a single access would be sufficient for this site.

3.
The proposal would adversely affect the access to the neighbour’s property.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G2 - Settlement Strategy.

Interim SPG – Housing.

Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan – Alterations Review, First Deposit Edition.

Policy 12 Joint Lancashire Structure Plan.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Interim SPG, Alterations Review and Policy 12 Joint Lancashire Structure Plan – housing over supply.

Policy G1 – visual amenity.



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

	This application is the resubmission of refused application 3/2004/1252/P.  No changes whatsoever have been made to the proposal from that previous application.

  Permission is, therefore, again sought for the erection of two detached dwellings within the garden of Alder Leigh.  The dwellings would be identical and would have integral garages with construction materials of render above a brick plinth under concrete tiled roofs.  The dwellings would be set back approximately 11m from the pavement edge with a distance of 1m between their gables with a further 3.3m to the gable of Alder Leigh.  A new access would be provided on Henthorn Road to serve the two dwellings.  

The site lies within the settlement limit of Clitheroe and presently forms part of the garden area to Alder Leigh.  In terms of matters for consideration, I believe the planning history of the site, visual amenity and planning policies to be the key factors.

  In respect of the history of the site, it is important to bear in mind that (prior to application 3/2004/1252/P) a previous permission (3/2001/0892/P) which is part implemented, would allow for the demolition of Alder Leigh itself and replacement by two dwellings, ie an increase of one unit over and above the existing number on site.  This is an important factor when assessing the scheme against the Council's current housing policy, in particular the moratorium.  Whilst the scheme puts forward two units, the history leads me to conclude that only one of these would need to be affordable, whilst the other could be market housing, in order to comply with our guidance.  This was explained to the applicant at the time of consideration of the previous application, but he requested that that application be determined as submitted, ie for two market houses.  On that basis, it was concluded in respect of the previous application, that the additional unit would contribute further to the existing over supply of housing and must, in principle, be resisted for that reason.  As the application has not been amended in any way, and as the moratorium is still in place, that particular reason for refusal of the previous application remains valid.  

Both previous applications were also refused for a second reason concerned with over development of the site resulting in a cramped appearance to the detriment of visual amenity.  At the time of consideration of those previous applications, discussions took place over the possibility of providing semi-detached instead of detached dwellings in an attempt to overcome this particular objection to the proposal.  The applicant, however, stated that he wished the applications to be determined as submitted.  As previously stated, this current application has not been amended in any way from the previously refused application.  Therefore, I consider that the ‘visual amenity’ reason for refusal also remains applicable.  

For all these reasons, I consider that the application should be refused for the same reasons as the previous application (but amended to reflect the changed status of the Structure Plan which has now been adopted).  I therefore recommend accordingly.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 14 October 2005





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














