Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: SW/JS

	Application No: 
	3/2009/0732/P

	Development Proposed:
	Demolition of existing single storey extension and construction of bungalow to form new dwelling at 27 Cringle Way, Clitheroe

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No objections to this proposal. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) – No representations have been received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations.

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G2 - Settlement Strategy.



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

	Consent is sought for the demolition of a single storey side extension and provision of a detached bungalow with the curtilage.  The property is an end of terrace unit at the north eastern end of Cringle Way and has a sizeable garden area to its side.  Originally the plans detailed an attached bungalow but, following negotiations, this was detached from the property by 1m as a separation distance was considered important to the street scene.  Approximate dimensions of the bungalow are 8.3m x 7.8m x 4.9m in height with construction materials of Art stone to the front elevation with render to the sides and rear.  To the rear of the property would be a conservatory addition with approximate dimensions of 5.6m x 2.5m x 2.8m in height.  Given that the land slopes away to the rear there would be a raised decked patio area to the rear of the property.  

In terms of assessing the principle of development I am mindful of Policy G2 of the Districtwide Local Plan given that the site lies within the identified settlement limits of Clitheroe (the boundary runs around the edge of the curtilage area).  This allows for consolidation and rounding off development and thus, in principle, I am satisfied that the proposed dwelling complies with that Policy.  I am also mindful of the fact that the whole estate is covered by a Section 106 Agreement concerning pricing (discount sale or rental) and criteria for eligibility.  The scheme has been discussed with the Council’s Housing Strategy Officer who has confirmed that a bungalow would meet needs identified.  Advice from the Council’s legal section regarding how this would fit within the terms of the existing Section 106 is that whilst they consider the current Section 106 would bind the land for clarity it would be better if a new Section 106 was drafted.  On the basis of this a draft Section 106 has been provided by the applicant.  

In other respects I am mindful of potential impacts on visual and residential amenity.  As stated previously the scheme has been revised since first submission in order to detach the bungalow from a two storey terraced row as this was considered a more appropriate design solution.  In its attached form it was considered to look out of place in the street scene whereas a detached unit at the head of the cul-de-sac a single storey property is not felt to prove significantly detrimental to the street scene.  The materials would tie in with other properties on the overall estate and thus, on design grounds, I do not believe any significant detriment would be caused to the visual amenities of the area.

Turning to residential amenity there is a considerable distance between this dwelling and the ones directly opposite and thus it is the relationship with the neighbouring property that warrants further consideration.  The curtilage area has been split so that the end terrace unit will no longer have access down the side of their property – only garden area to its immediate front and rear, but the scheme still provides for sufficient amenity space for them.  Whilst the provision of a rear conservatory to the application dwelling would enable views across the rear garden areas this is a relatively high density housing estate and I do not consider that the design would so significantly affect privacy levels as to warrant an unfavourable recommendation on that ground.  

Thus, having carefully assessed the scheme I do not believe that existing residential amenities would be significantly compromised.  

Given that the proposal is for an affordable unit (by way of its location on an affordable site even though not defined in the proposal description) the scheme should not be formerly approved until the final engrossed version of a Section 106 Agreement has been provided.  

Therefore, as I consider that in principle the scheme is appropriate and would not lead to significant residential amenity or visual impact issues I recommend accordingly.



	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL:

	The proposal has no significant detrimental impact on nearby residential amenity nor would it have an adverse visual impact.



	RECOMMENDATION: That the scheme is minded to approved but with the final decision deferred until such time as the final version of the Section 106 covering the scheme has been provided.


DATE INSPECTED: 














