
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CS/JS

	Application No: 
	3/2008/0727/P

	Development Proposed:
	Retrospective planning application for the erection of a 1.8m high timber fence with feather edged facia at 10 Colthirst Drive, Clitheroe 

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish /Town Council - No objections.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) - No objection to the application in principle on highway safety grounds as the fence does not interfere with forward visibility for pedestrians or motorists and does not impinge on the adopted highway.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policy G1 – Detriment to visual amenities of the locality.  

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

	No. 10 Colthirst Drive is a semi-detached house in a prominent position on the inside of a bend and on sloping ground close to the entrance into this housing estate from Chatburn Road.  

The application seeks retrospective planning permission for a closed boarded 1.8m high fence that has been erected from the side wall of the existing detached garage out to the inside edge of the pavement, then along the edge of the pavement, and then returning back towards the house.  It therefore fully encloses the side and rear garden of the property.  

The different parts of the fence are therefore clearly visible from the front and from the side, and also from the rear across the open front gardens of Nos. 12, 14 and 16 Colthirst Drive.


I consider that, due to its height, its overall length, its closed boarded design and the prominent position of the property, the fence forms a very prominent and unattractive feature in the street scene.

The applicant refers to other similar fences on this estate but, in my opinion, none are as prominent or detrimental to the appearance of the locality as that for which this application seeks retrospective permission.

I recommend accordingly. 



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 3 SEPT 08





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  NO


DATE:














