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	General Observations
	

	1.1 In respect of the above application I have the following general observations that relate to the application content:
1.2 You appear to have submitted a number of documents that were submitted as part of previous applications (including Heads of Terms) can you clarify the purposes of the individual documentation.
1.3 The ecological appraisal/survey and arboricultural implication assessment submitted with the application are 3/4 years old and therefore cannot be considered relevant or adequate to allow for an appropriate assessment of the potential impacts of the application.
1.4 A Heritage Statement appears to have been submitted that does not relate to the current application.
1.5 No details of the south western boundary wall (fronting Church Raike) have been provided; I also note that no details of boundary treatments for the remainder of the site have been submitted as part of the application.
1.6 I note from the previous officers delegated report that concerns were raised in relation to the boundary wall and its visual impact upon the streetscene, can you clarify how you have addressed these concerns.



	Observations: Highways
	

	1.7 There appears to be a wall located to the south east elevation that clearly conflicts with the proposed garage door location rendering the garage potentially unusable.

1.8 The reversing/manoeuvring distances within the site appear to be inadequate with vehicles parked to the frontage of the garage being unable to reverse (6m distance minimum required) and leave the site in forward gear. 
1.9 The minimum internal single garage size should be 6x3m and this includes integral garages.  The Joint Lancashire Structure Plan "Car Parking Standards" page 5 recommends the minimum internal dimension for all single garages to be a minimum of 6x3m and page 17 clause F.4.3 states "Individual garages, of minimum dimensions of 6 x 3m, count as one parking space. The Joint Lancashire Structure Plan "SPG access and parking" page 29 also states for residential parking "A garage is counted as one parking space. Where constructed garages should have minimum dimensions of 6 x 3 metres". The Highway Development Control Section is therefore of the opinion that where garages are smaller than the recommended minimum internal dimension of 6 x 3m they should not be counted as a parking space.
Clause 8.3.41 on page 109 from Manual for Streets also recognises the many authorities now recommend a minimum garage size of 6 x 3m.  The recommended length of 6m is based on the length of a large family car (Ford Mondeo Estate 4.58m long), clearance between the car and the garage door, with room to open and close the garage door (600mm), room at the front of the car (800mm) for possible access to the dwelling and storage of cycles, bins gardening equipment's etc.

The recommended width of 3m is based on the width of a large family car (Ford Mondeo Estate 2.09mm wide), clearance at the passenger side to the garage (200mm), clearance at the drive side of the car and the garage (700mm), with room to open car door for less able bodied.


	Additional Comments/Observations:
	

	1.10 The primary ridge height appears to exceed that of the previous refusal (by approximately 550mm).  In the absence of a streetscene drawing showing the height relationship between the proposed dwelling and that of No.14 I am unable to make an assessment in relation to its impact upon the visual amenities of the area, in particular the potential dominance or disproportionate appearance of the primary roof. 
1.11 Whilst I am mindful that the principle of residential development has been established as acceptable on site through the granting of a previous consent (3/2012/1011) you will note that this consent was granted pre-adoption of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy (Adopted December 16th 2014). 

1.12 You will note from the previous officers report that fundamental concerns were raised in respect of the inactive frontage fronting Church Raike, I note that you have re-orientated and reduced the scale of the garage element.  However I am concerned that the ‘front’ elevation, potentially when read in concert with the extents of boundary walling proposed, still fails to address the previous reasons for refusal as follows:
The proposal, by reason of its design and lack of articulation in relation to the street scene, would detract from the character and appearance of the area, the street scene and the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty

1.13 As you will be aware, the onus is on the applicant/agent to provide accurate and sufficient information to allow for the determination of the application at the point of submission.  The validation procedure does not allow for the detailed assessment of the accuracy or detailed content of the submission content therefore delays may be likely where out-of-date, inaccurate or insufficient information has been submitted in support of any application.
1.14 The above observations have been provided on the basis of the level of information submitted and the comments contained within this response represent officer opinion only, at the time of writing, without prejudice to the final determination of any application submitted.
1.15 Should you wish to discuss any of these matters further please do not hesitate to contact me.
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