RIBBLE VALLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL

REFUSAL OF PLANNING PERMISSION CONTINUED
APPLICATION NO:  3/2014/0438                     
                                 DECISION DATE: 26th August 2014
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

	RIBBLE VALLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL
	
	

	Development Department 
	
	
	
	

	Council Offices, Church Walk, Clitheroe, Lancashire, BB7 2RA
	
	
	

	Telephone: 01200 425111
	Fax: 01200 414488
	
	Planning Fax: 01200 414487
	

	Town and Country Planning Act 1990
	
	
	

	REFUSAL OF PLANNING PERMISSION

	APPLICATION NO:
	3/2014/0438
	
	
	

	DECISION DATE:
	26 August 2014
	
	
	

	DATE RECEIVED:
	27/05/2014
	
	
	

	

	APPLICANT:
	
	
	AGENT:
	
	

	BDW Trading Ltd
C/o Agent
	
	Mr Vincent Ryan
Barton Willmore LLP

Tower 12

18/22 Bridge Street

Manchester

M3 3BZ

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED: 
	Development of 105 residential units, including affordable housing, new vehicular and pedestrian accesses, landscaping, public open space and ecological enhancement measures.

	AT:
	Land east of Chipping Lane Longridge

	Ribble Valley Borough Council hereby give notice in pursuance of the provisions of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 that permission has been refused for the carrying out of the above development for the following reasons:

	1
	The proposal, by virtue of the proximity of the proposed dwellings to Longridge Cricket Club, would prejudice the operations of the cricket club and would provide an inadequate level of amenity for future occupants, by virtue of noise disturbance, insufficient outlook and risk of cricket balls causing damage to property and persons. As such, the proposal does not comprise sustainable development and is contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework, Policy G1 of the Districtwide Local Plan and Policies DMG1, DMB4 and Key Statement EC2 of the draft Core Strategy (Including Proposed Main Modifications).



	2
	The proposal, by virtue of the design, layout, external appearance of the dwellings, the perimeter ball-stop fencing and the alterations to Chipping Lane, would have a significant adverse effect on the character and appearance of the area. Furthermore, the spatial relationships and proximity between a number of the proposed dwellings would be of detriment to the residential amenities of future occupiers by virtue of lack of privacy and overbearing impact. As such, the proposal does not comprise sustainable development and is contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework, Policies G1, G5, ENV3 and ENV13 of the Districtwide Local Plan and Policies DMG1, DME2 and Key Statements DS2 and EN2 of the draft Core Strategy (Including Proposed Main Modifications). 



	3
	The applicant has failed to demonstrate that the proposal would not have a detrimental impact on European Protected Species. As such, the proposal is therefore contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework, Policies G1 and ENV7 of the Districtwide Local Plan and Policies DMG1, DME3 and Key Statements DS2, EN3 and EN4 of the draft Core Strategy (Including Proposed Main Modifications).

	4
	The applicant has failed to demonstrate that vehicles associated with the development could be adequately and safely accommodated on the highway network to the detriment of highway and pedestrian safety and the safety of other users of the highway. Furthermore, the applicant has failed to demonstrate that opportunities for sustainable transport, including bus, walking and cycling, have been maximised. As such, the proposal does not comprise sustainable development and would be contrary to Policies T1, T7 and G1 of the Districtwide Local Plan, Policies DS2, DMG1, DMG3, DMI1 and DMI2 of the draft Ribble Valley Core Strategy (Including Proposed Main Modifications) and the National Planning Policy Framework. 

	
	

	Note(s)
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	For rights of appeal in respect of any reason(s) attached to the decision see the attached notes.

	2
	The Local Planning Authority operates a pre-planning application advice service which applicants are encouraged to use.  Whilst this was used, the applicant has failed to address the issues raised during the pre-application discussions.  The proposal does not comprise sustainable development and there were no conditions that could reasonably have been imposed, which could have made the development acceptable and it was therefore not possible to approve the application.
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