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	Date Inspected:
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	Officer:
	AD
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	APPROVAL

	


	Development Description:
	Erection of a new detached dwelling and detached triple car accommodation. Creation of new vehicular access.

	Site Address/Location:
	Oakleigh Whalley Road Barrow BB7 9BN.

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	Whilst Barrow PC objects to building additional dwellings in Barrow, in line with the Core Strategy, it recognises that an application to build an additional dwelling at this location was approved in December 2015.

Soak away - may not be appropriate - carefully consider in view of recent flooding in the village. 

Tree removal must be carefully monitored by RVBC.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	

	(10 August 2016) Speed survey requested in the vicinity of the proposed new access.  Need actual speeds to establish correct visibility splays and their achievement.

The proposed double garage is undersized and should have minimum internal dimensions of 6m x 6m to count as two parking spaces. Revised plan required.
(19 September 2016) No objections in principle. Should have a negligible impact on highway safety and highway capacity in the immediate vicinity of the site, subject to the following comments, and with following conditions and notes being applied. 

From the information provided by the applicant the sight line requirement is fully achievable over the applicant's land and the existing adopted highway.

The creation of the new vehicular access shall be the subject of a Section 278 agreement between the applicant and Lancashire County Council as the Highway Authority. No part of the development shall commence until a scheme for the construction of the site access and the off-site works of highway improvement has been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority in consultation with the Highway Authority, to ensure that the final details of the highway scheme/works are acceptable.

Suggested conditions re: parking and manoeuvring scheme to be laid out before use; PD removal within visibility splay; paving in bound porous material, from highway to 6m into the site, before vehicular use; construction method statement; PD removal so that garages maintained as such and not converted to living accommodation. Suggested notes re: necessary street lighting changes to be at the expense of the developer; requirement of developer to enter into a legal agreement    
for the new site access and associated off-site works. 

(15 May 2017 re: revised drawings to avoid harm to the TPO) Not clear from the submitted plan if it is the intention to line or kerb the proposed advanced give way line. The requirement would be for the southbound  approach to be kerbed with the other side either kerbed or lined.

          

However as part of the S278 works for the larger Barrow development a mini-roundabout is proposed for Whiteacre Lane junction which also provides a 2m footway along the frontage to Oakleigh. This may be beneficial to the applicant but they would need to show that a revised sightline of 2x59m can be achieved. If not it should at least minimise the impact on the hedges.

(17 May 2017 re: amended visability drawing) If the highway works proposed for the Barrowlands development i.e. the provision of a 2m footway along the Oakleigh frontage, precedes the proposed development then it would provide an acceptable arrangement, however in the event that the Barrowlands development stalls and this applications comes forward first then the applicant would need to submit a fall back scenario in line with my earlier comments about the kerbed buildout.
(23 May 2017 re: amended visability drawing) The proposed details are as agreed with the applicant.

	
	

	RVBC (Countryside Officer):

The proposed access route on the revised plans will require T9 Ash to be removed, this should not be given consent as the tree is subject to a Tree Preservation Order (TPO) and the tree is of ‘Visual Amenity Value’.  A number of Oaks and Ash trees situated on the Western side of the proposed development are protected under 7/19/3/71-1984 Whitacre School, Barrow TPO G3.  Since the order was made the trees have matured and provide a natural habitat with future potential, which in accordance with the original ecology report will need further investigation if subject to any works.  The removal of any protected trees and established hedgerow goes against the RVBC’s Core Strategy Sections DME1, DME2.

It is also worth mentioning that at the time the Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AIA) and Ecology Survey (ES) were carried out they were undertaken under the presumption that the proposed development would share a driveway with Oak Leigh, thus minimising the developments impact on the protected trees.    

There are further concerns of potential tree resentment issues as well as further AIA and ES:
T14,15 & 16 Silver Birch (Betula pendula) are shown to be retained but could cause future tree resentment issues as they are approximately 16 metres in height and are a fast growing species with the potential to reach 30 metres.  Provide a screen to the surrounding countryside and privacy for the neighbours. 
T17 Common Lime (Tilia x europaea) is probably the best tree within the garden - a “Maiden Tree” as had virtually no pruning and is of perfect form for the species.  Whilst tight unions and included bark natural growth defects, these adaptions are much stronger and better dealt with by Tilia than other species.  Taking this into consideration the Estimated Remaining Contribution (ERC) has to be Category A, 40+ years, which is a Tree of High Quality.

(26 April 2017 re: amended access from Whalley Road) The revised scheme which is supported by a revised AIA has improved the retention of protected and high habitat valued trees.  I accept the findings of the AIA and I am happy for the recommendation be carried out.  T9 Ash has been given two management options, only option B is acceptable which is “To retain in context of proposed development. Protect RPA as far as practicable throughout the development using Temporary Protective Fencing etc and to significantly reduce tree as part of a strategy to manage  its decline.  The tree works and any such fencing shall be erected in its entirety prior to any other operations taking place on the site.  You can also add into the condition that the countryside officer will carry out a site visit to inspect the tree works and CEZ fencing prior to any other site works commencing.

If all the above is adhered to, I do not have a problem with the proposed development.
(25 May 2017 and following correspondence with LCC Highways) If the work is carried out alongside the new intersection upgrade (option) there seems to be little change in the plans, but I would want written confirmation that the retained trees and hedgerows which are protected and were agreed to be retained will not be having any further works carried out on them.  Works at Barrowlands and in particular the intersection upgrade/ site access is planned to start sometime in June 2017.

Option 2 plan shows that a pavement is to be created to enable visibility. We would require a method statement of how they are going to insert the pavement as the area runs straight through all the protected trees Root Protection Areas.  Although the area will be compacted there will be roots present which need to be protected and any works carried out within the RPA’s need to be done either by utilising hand tools or having an Arborist present to minimise the damage and potential destabilisation of the protected trees.  We can add conditions as and when.

RVBC (Environmental Health):
(15 February 2017) Note proximity to workshop and agricultural (chicken/storage) building and nearby residential properties. Information required in respect to noise, odour and lighting (including driveway).

(25 May 2017 and following discussions with agent re: information request) Should you require anything further please do not hesitate to contact me . However I won’t be formally responding to the emails that have been sent.

(6 June 2017) There no mention of drainage on the plan but the local parish mentions a possible soakaway?  I don’t think there is anything else to comment on other than drainage so it may be worth asking what they are planning on using, treatment plant = soakway.   klaugester? 

I think drainage is my only remit on this one?



	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	No representations have been received in respect of the proposed development.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement DS1 – Development Strategy

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations

Policy DMG3 – Transport & Mobility

Policy DMH3 – Dwellings in the Open Countryside

Policy EN2 – Landscape & Townscape Protection

Policy DME1 – Protecting Trees & Woodland

Policy DME2 – Landscape & Townscape Protection

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG)



	Relevant Planning History:

No pre-application advice has been sought in respect of the proposed development.
3/2015/0666 - Erection of detached dwelling with detached garage. PP granted 8 December 2015.
Planning permission 3/2015/0666 followed pre-application advice. The delegated report identifies:

“access to the dwelling will be provided via an existing access point/driveway off Whalley Road that currently serves Oak Leigh … The dwelling will benefit from an extensive curtilage that is currently delineated by hedgerow and a number of trees. A number of trees located to the western extents of the site are covered by Tree Preservations Orders, the submitted details do not propose removal or works to those covered by the order”.
The pre-application advice (18 June 2015) identifies:

“a number of mature trees (oak and ash) to the western boundary … Because the trees are of visual amenity value  there is a presumption against felling (refer to DME1, DME2 of the Core Strategy) and of the removal of established hedgerow

… Obviously the siting of the dwelling should take into account the Arb Impact Assessment as well as ensuring that the scheme safeguards neighbouring residential amenity and its design, size, scale and materials used is appropriate within the streetscene (refer to DMG1, DMH5 of the Core Strategy)”. 

	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

Oakleigh is a late C19 ‘double-fronted’ villa fronting Whalley Road. Historic and recent development on adjoining sites similarly addresses Whalley Road (furthermore the 1845 OS map shows further antecedence for this form of development at Barrow). 
Oakleigh has an extensive and pleasantly tree-lined garden to the south. The trees fronting Whalley Road are covered by a TPO (No3 1984; G3 – ‘Group consisting of 7 Oak and 3 Ash’) and are becoming an increasingly important element of the streetscene and local character and distinctiveness as new development in Barrow is built.
The site is outside of the Barrow settlement boundary (1998 Local plan). 
At the east boundary, the site adjoins a workshop within the residential curtilage of 2 Whiteacre Lane (see delegated report 3/2012/0338) and an agricultural store (agricultural use of field and housing of chickens – 3/2012/0338). 



	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

Planning permission is sought for a detached dwelling (four bed) and detached triple car accommodation (two garage; 1 car port) on the site. Access is proposed through the TPO tree group and boundary hedgerow. In contrast to 3/2015/0666, the proposed dwelling is set back from the existing and developing ‘building line’, orientated away from Whalley Road and of incoherent, incongruous and conspicuous design [overall plan is distinctly rectangular as of a barn or laithe house; the north elevation is particularly confused and has a combination of agricultural (central cat-slide porch with cart door opening) and high status C17/C18 domestic features (long mullion window runs)].
A speed survey requested by LCC highways was received on 15 September 2017.

In respect to a request for further feedback, the agent was advised on 25 November 2016 (and reminder 23 December 2016) of the Countryside Officer’s concerns in respect to TPO trees and the hedgerow and the case officer’s concerns in respect to design (“suggestive of a barn conversion and does not address the street frontage in the manner or context of adjoining recent or historic developments”).
No response was received until the day of draft decision (15 February 2017). Subsequently, officers have negotiated to find a positive outcome. This has principally concerned highways and TPO issues but the siting of the house is now proposed closer to the road and the established ‘building line’.  

	

	

	Principle of Development:

The principle of residential development on this site was recently established by 3/2015/0666. 


	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

I am mindful of the initial concerns of the RVBC Countryside Officer in respect to possible future tree resentment (and subsequent tree loss) issues at the east of the site. However, this would not preclude development as potential overlooking of neighbouring properties (workshop adjacent) from the gable would be limited. Furthermore, the proposed house has now been re-sited closer to the road. 
The agent responded 17 May 2017 to a request for information “client has been in contact and advised that the workshop/agricultural (poultry) building in neighbouring property is not used in any way for livestock and simply has an old tractor and various implements/materials housed in it”.
I am mindful of the most recent responses of RVBC Environmental Health in respect to amenity issues.  


	Highways:
LCC Highways have asked for two possible visibility splay options depending on the timing of construction of the large housing site opposite and associated installation of traffic roundabout.



	Landscape/Ecology:

I would concur with the Borough Council’s Countryside Officer in respect to the need for conditions to ensure an acceptable development.
Drainage/Flooding:
Mindful of Parish Council comment and the remit of Environmental Health in regard to drainage/use of a soakaway, further information has been requested from the agent (13 June 2017). 



	Design: 
In my opinion, the proposal does not sit easily with the character, appearance and distinctiveness of the local area and streetscene. However, I am not confident that such concerns would be sustained at appeal.


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

In my opinion, recent revisions brought about by officer negotiation have resulted in an acceptable proposal in respect to the character and appearance of the area, residential amenity, highway safety (Policy DMG1) and the visual and botanical interest of TPO trees and hedgerow (Policy DME1 and DME2).


	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning consent is approved subject to conditions.


