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DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: SW/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2010/0375/P

	Development Proposed:
	Application for outline planning permission for a proposed new dwelling at land adjacent Davis Gate Farm, Clitheroe Road, Dutton

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – Consider it difficult to make comments as details are so vague.  In general they feel that it is an awkward entrance onto the B6243 and so any new building would have to be well sited so as not to make visibility for cars worse than it already is.  There could also be an issue with size and taking light from the house opposite.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) – I have no objection in principle to this application for the development of one dwelling on highway safety grounds.

Environment Agency – N/A.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Six letters of objection have been received (some of these were to be originally submitted plans which were inadequate).  The points of objection can be summarised as follows:

1.
The proposal is contrary to Policies G5 and H2 and there are no other material planning considerations which weigh in favour of the development.

2.
It is contrary to paragraph 9(ii) of PPS7, PPS1 and PPS3.

3.
The development would not be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses.

4.
It would have an unduly oppressive and overbearing effect on the occupiers of the properties opposite, adversely affecting their outlook.

5.
Concerns over highway safety.

6.
A public footpath runs through the plot.

7.
It is not a garden as stated on the submission but agricultural land.

8.
Loss of light.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy H2 - Dwellings in the Open Countryside.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1, G5, ENV3, H2 – Unjustified new dwelling in the open countryside to the detriment of the visual amenities of the area.



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

	This is an application made in outline with all matters reserved for the erection of a two-storey dwelling and garage on land adjacent to Davis Gate Farm.  The information submitted details an ‘L’ shaped footprint with footprint of approximately 200m2.  Overall indicative dimensions are 7m (width) x 12 (length) x 7.5m (height) with a garage some 9m x 6m.  The house would be vernacular in style with stone walls, slate roof and timber windows.  Access would be via the existing lane, leading from Clitheroe Road to the existing properties to the south of the main road and not directly onto it.

The site lies to the south of the B6243 Clitheroe Road within land designated open countryside in the Districtwide Local Plan.  The land falls away in a southerly direction from the main road with the applicant’s own house lying to the south of the site (approximately 30m away) with a property to its south east (some 16m away).  To the north on the opposite side of Clitheroe Road are dwellings with a public footpath running round to the site’s western and southern boundaries.

In assessing this proposal it is important to have regard to the principle of development, highway safety and matters of amenity, both visual and residential.  In terms of principle the site as stated previously, lies outside any defined settlement limits and thus Policy G5 and H2 of the DWLP apply.  Policy G5 forms part of the saved Settlement Strategy and concerns itself with development outside main settlement boundaries.  It recognises the need to protect the countryside from inappropriate development and as such only allows for dwellings for the purposes of agriculture or forestry, local needs housing, small-scale tourism/recreational developments and other small-scale uses appropriate to a rural area.  Policy H2 again restricts residential development to essential for agriculture/forestry purposes, local needs housing or conversion schemes.  No justification/evidence has been submitted as part of this application to show that the dwelling would fit within any of these categories.  Thus it should be considered as a speculative residential development which would be clearly contrary to the criteria of Policies G5 and H2.

Having regard to highway safety, whilst objectors raise this as a concern, the County Surveyor has raised no objection in principle to the development.  He has however outlined requirements in terms of parking provision and the design and construction of the access as well as disability splays.  It is evident from the plans submitted by the applicant’s agent on 12 September that the visual impact of creating a splay would be significant involving the removal of hedgerows to either side of the site.  This would in itself change the character and nature of this stretch of Clitheroe Road to the detriment of the visual amenities of the area.

In respect of the relationship with surrounding developments, there are dwellings to the opposite side of the road set approximately 12m away from what would appear to be the gable of the two-storey dwelling proposed.  As stated these properties are set slightly higher than the application site and they are set up to the road edge.  There is a bend in the road at this point and the lack of development up to road edge to the southern side of Clitheroe Road is key in giving a sense of openness to the street scene at this point.  This road is characterised by sporadic residential development either set immediately adjacent to the road frontage or set back but rarely is there development immediately abutting both sides of the highway.  Therefore when considering the potential visual impact of the proposed dwelling, I am mindful of the criteria of Policy G1 which requires development to be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature, and the density, layout and relationship between buildings is of major importance.  Particular emphasis will be placed on visual appearance the relationship to surroundings as well as the effects of development on existing amenities.  Reference has already been made to the visual impact of the visibility splay.  I am of the opinion that to allow an unjustified dwelling within the open countryside would by definition prove harmful to the visual characteristics/qualities of the area.

In respect of residential amenity I am mindful of the properties opposite which are set approximately 12m away.  Notwithstanding comments received from objectors I am of the opinion that this is sufficient distance away so as not to result in significant detriment to the residential amenities of those occupants.

In respect to the dwelling to the south and south-east, again I do not consider their amenities would be significantly compromised as a result of this scheme’s implementation.

Therefore having carefully considered all the above, I am of the opinion that the dwelling would be an unjustified development within the open countryside which would be to the detriment of the visual amenities of the area.  It should thus be resisted.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 6 SEPTEMBER 2010
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