
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CS/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2007/0030/P

	Development Proposed:
	REMOVAL OF CONDITION NO 2 OF PLANNING PERMISSION 3/1977/1264/PB TO PERMIT INDEPENDENT RESIDENTIAL USE AT SELBORNE BUNGALOW, BACK COMMONS LANE, CLITHEROE

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council - No objections to this proposal. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) – No LCC highway observations.

Environment Agency – N/A.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	A nearby resident has expressed “no objections” to the removal of the condition.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy 12 – Joint Lancashire Structure Plan – Housing Provision.

Policy SPG – “Housing”



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policy 12 – Joint Lancashire Structure Plan and SPG – Housing – the proposal would add to the existing significant oversupply of dwellings in the Borough.



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

	Selborne House is a detached house at Back Commons Lane, off Kirkmoor Road, Clitheroe.  In 1977 planning permission was granted for the conversion and extension of existing outbuildings to form a bungalow (3/1977/1264/PB).  The permission was subject to a condition that the building should be used as ancillary accommodation to the main dwelling and not as a separate residential unit.  An application to delete that condition was refused in 1988 (3/1988/0177/P) for reasons concerning detrimental effects on the amenities of both the main house and the bungalow due to their mutual proximity, and the lack of garaging facilities for the main house.

The applicant says, in support of this current application, that those objections to the previous application have been addressed as follows:

1.
Selborne House is now served by its own drive to a double garage.

2.
The drive to the bungalow now used as a carpark for Selborne House can be adapted to form a garden area as well as a drive if required.

3.
There is a separate rear garden to the bungalow.

4.
There will be no loss of privacy to either property which will be divided by the existing conifer hedge and additional fencing running between the two properties.

5.
Similar layouts of property in the area have been approved.

Whilst I consider that the two units could be occupied independently, whilst providing a satisfactory level of amenity to their occupiers, the formation of a self-contained unit would be contrary to the existing “moratorium”.  I therefore consider that permission must be refused for this reason.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 8 FEBRUARY 2007





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  NO














