
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: MB/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2012/1115/P

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed works to the rear boundary wall, including timber fence at 2 Hippings Way, Clitheroe 

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council - No representations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	No representations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan 

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H12 - Curtilage Extensions.

Ribble Valley Core Strategy Regulation 22 submission Draft

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations.

Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposed development is contrary to Policies G1 and H12 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and Policies DMG1 and DMH5 of the emerging Core Strategy.



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

	Planning permission is sought for proposed works to the rear boundary wall at 2 Hippings Way, Clitheroe.

The existing property is a detached dwelling.  The property is located to the south eastern end of Hippings Way.  Hippings Way extends in a north easterly direction with the highway sited adjacent to the boundary of the development site.

At present a 1m high wall exists along the eastern boundary of the site.  The proposed works involve the erection of a timber fence over this existing wall.  The timber fence is to be 0.9m high.  The overall height of the resulting boundary wall and fence, if constructed, would be 1.9m and would extend some 22m in length.  

The key considerations in determining this application are the impact the development may have upon the residential amenity of the area and the impact the development will have upon the character and setting of the street scene.  

The eastern boundary of the property is not adjacent to any neighbouring properties.  The nearest neighbouring building to the development is the detached garage of No 4 Hippings Way, which forms part of the north eastern boundary of the rear private amenity space of No 2.  Therefore, I am satisfied that the proposed development would not be detrimental to the residential amenity of the area.  

One area of concern I do have relates to the impact the development will have upon the character and setting of the street scene.  The line of the existing 1m high wall is not the original boundary to No 2 Hippings Way.  Originally the boundary treatments to No 2 were set back from the current position of the wall.  The land outside this original boundary whilst falling within the ownership of the applicant formed part of the verge area adjacent to the highway, rather than forming part of any enclosed amenity space.  

The 1m high wall that has been erected has been moved closer to the highway.  The result of this is that the land which previously formed part of the verge area is now included within the enclosed amenity space of No 2 Hippings Way.  

The result of this is that the boundary of No 2 is now visibly closer to the highway.  To an extent, the existing 1m high wall has not drastically altered the character and setting of the street scene.  This is because the height of the wall has allowed for a degree of openness to be retained.  As such, it does not feel as though the wall is an overbearing structure within the street scene.

However, the works detailed within this application proposes to erect a fence on top of this wall that would add an additional 0.9m to the height of the structure.  This increase in height would, in my opinion, significantly alter the character and setting of the street scene.  

This would result in the highway being enclosed by the 1.9m high boundary wall and fence along the boundary of the development site on the western side of the highway and substantial trees and hedging forming the boundary on the eastern side of the highway.

The impact of these would, in my opinion, result in a tunnelling type impact upon the highway making it feel quite enclosed.  This would be to the detriment of the character, setting and openness of the street scene.  In my opinion the proposed works would significantly alter the character of the street scene.  

Therefore, for the reasons outlined above, I recommend that planning permission be refused.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 1 February 2013

















