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	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	Decision
	RefusalApproval

	

	Development Description:
	Resubmission of 3/2021/0319 with design amendments to previous approvals 3/2018/0455 and 3/2019/0467 for one 3 storey dwelling.

	Site Address/Location:
	Land Adjacent to 39 Clitheroe Road Whalley BB7 9AD

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	Outline planning permission has been granted (3/2017/0849) and this application is for landscaping.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	

	No objection subject to conditions (implementation of access arrangements; implementation of parking and turning facilities; maintenance of visibility splays). Refer the LPA to the comments submitted on the previous application.

United Utilities:
Consulted, no representations received.

RVBC Countryside:
The Arboricultural Impact Assessment is out of date but based on additional considerations accepted the report.


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	Two letters of objection received which make the following points:

Incongrous. No local distinctiveness.
Size, Scale and Massing – a two storey property was won on appeal. Now three storey - taller, wider, larger in floor area and more dominant (including road frontage)/overbearing.
Material Choice – out of character for the area (edge of the Conservation Area). Not harmonious. Not vernacular materials.
Arboriculture – report prepared over 3.5 years ago, things have changed - the supposedly decaying group of three trees slated to be removed are all in fine health. Parking provision impacts site screening.
Commercial appearance.
Need for more ecological information?


	

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:
Key Statement DS1: Development Strategy
Policy DMG1 – General Considerations.
Policy DMH3: Dwellings in the Open Countryside and AONB
Policy DME1: Protecting Trees and Woodlands

NPPF
NPPG


	Relevant Planning History:

No formal pre-application enquiry submitted.

3/2021/0585 - Discharge of Conditions 3 (Highway Details) 4 (Tree Works) 5 (Arboricultural Statement) of planning application 3/2017/0849. Decided 1 July 2021.The decision notice identifies:
Condition 3 is partially discharged insofar that the proposed details relating to the surfacing of
the vehicular access (4386-M01 and 4386-L01) are considered to satisfy the requirements of
the condition.
The condition can only be partially discharged at this stage insofar that the condition requires
the agreed details be implemented as approved. Upon the development having been
completed in strict accordance with the approved details this condition shall be fully
discharged.
Condition 4 is neither partially nor fully discharged insofar that no information has been
submitted in support of this matter and the application has been submitted during the nesting
season without an accompanying ecologists report.
Condition 5 is neither partially nor fully discharged insofar that no information has been
submitted in support of this matter that would satisfy the requirements of the condition

3/2021/0319 - Design amendments to previous approvals 3/2018/0455 and 3/2019/0467 for one 3 storey dwelling. PP refused 21/5/2021 “The proposed development is harmful to the character and appearance of the area including the Clitheroe Road streetscene because of its fenestration (including conspicuous and incongruous triangular-based, rhomboid and horizontally emphasised windows), roofscape (including conspicuous and incongruous horizontally-emphasised rooflights and glazed apexes) and conspicuous and incongruous swimming pool/gym wing (flat roof link,
fenestration and materials). This is contrary to Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy”.

3/2019/0467 -Reserved matters including appearance, landscaping, layout and scale for one dwelling approved under outline planning permission 3/2017/0849. PP granted 23/07/2019.

3/2018/0455 – Reserved matters including appearance, landscaping, layout and scale for one dwelling approved under outline planning permission 3/2017/0849. PP granted 27/07/2018. 

3/2017/0849 - Outline application for one dwelling using the existing access off Clitheroe Road. PP granted 24/10/2017. 

3/2014/0827 - Outline application for one dwelling using the existing access off Clitheroe Road. PP refused 6/11/2014. Appeal allowed 21/5/2015. The Inspector identified:
“The CS then indicates at Policy DMG2 that development proposals in the principal settlements should consolidate, expand or round off development so that it is closely related to the main built up area whilst ensuring that it is appropriate to the scale of, and in keeping with, the existing settlement. As such, and subject to the consideration of the criteria of DMG2 I see no ‘in principle’ conflict with that policy … it seems to me that the appeal site can legitimately be regarded as consolidating and rounding off the edge of Whalley. It is certainly closely related to the main built up area, as I determined during my site visit, when I was able to walk to the village centre and its range of facilities in just a few minutes. I also note the presence of bus links and railway station within easy walking distance … The introduction of a dwelling would do no more than introduce a further dwelling in an extensive garden, such as those which are already present to north, south and east. I do not accept that development would be discordant or unsympathetic, subject to later detailed design”.

“The Council has suggested a number of conditions in addition to the ‘standard’ outline conditions. I agree that further information and approval is necessary for the proposed access since current details are minimal. This will ensure highway safety. I also agree that conditions are necessary to ensure that the existing trees (some of which are subject to protection) are not adversely affected. A similar condition is necessary to ensure ecological protection. Further to these conditions I note that United Utilities has requested a condition to address the presence of a sewer which crosses the site. Such a condition is reasonable in order to protect infrastructure. Where necessary I have amended wording for clarity.

I do not agree that a number of suggested conditions are necessary or reasonable. First a construction method statement is not necessary at this stage. If required it can be conditioned when reserved matters are approved. Secondly, there is no evidence before me of any land contamination (or any suggestion of such). Hence a condition requiring a desk study to be carried out is unreasonable. Finally, I am not aware of any exceptional circumstances which would warrant the removal of permitted development rights for a new dwelling in this location. Such a condition would be unreasonable and contrary to national advice contained in Planning Practice Guidance”.	Comment by John Macholc: If need be refer to Inspectors comments in issues section

3/1991/0255 - Outline planning permission for one detached house (.34 hectares). PP refused 11/7/1991.

	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:
The site is in the open countryside close to but outside the Whalley settlement boundary. 

The streetscene appears little changed from that shown on the 1933 OS map i.e. a ribbon-development of detached (largely stone-built but some render/brick) Victorian or Edwardian villas in landscaped grounds running north out of the settlement. The site is shown as a gap in this development (access to the fields to the west?) in 1933.

The site is well screened to the north and south but largely open to the west and east (Clitheroe Road).

The Planning Inspector (3/2014/0827) identified:
“The appeal site is … close to a relatively new dwelling to the south of the appeal site (though separated from it by a narrow field). Further development lies to the north of the Appellant’s house, and to the east. This development is generally in spacious and mature landscaped plots. In a more general context the site access is taken from a road which exhibits entirely urban features, such as streetlights, relatively wide footpaths and hard kerb edgings. It does not give the impression of being a rural road. Furthermore, the gap between the new house to the south and No39 itself is not so great that it gives the impression that there is a break between the built up area and other buildings to the north. The gap is in fact comparable to some of the large domestic curtilages hereabouts and No39 does not seem to be standing in open countryside”.

A United Utilities sewer crosses the site north-south.


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:
The planning application is a resubmission of 3/2021/0319 with “design amendments” to both previous reserved matters approvals. The scheme includes three storey elements, a swimming pool/gym/garaging block towards the front of the site and glazed gables. Materials include stone, metal cladding, timber cladding, timber louvres, slate and aluminium glazing.

	Principle of Development:
Outline permission for a dwelling was granted in 2017 (3/2017/0849) and reserved matters applications (3/2018/0455; 3/2019/0467) have subsequently been approved.


	Residential Amenity:
There is substantial tree screening to the north and south (albeit existing hedgerow/trees along the south boundary is proposed to be replaced with new hedging under the current proposals) and significant building separation distances. 

	Impact upon the visual character of the area and streetscene:

The case officer has now considered the appeal relating to 3/2014/0827 (appears as 3/2014/0327 in the file planning history) and has discussed opinions with the RVBC urban design specialist (concerns appear to be more fundamental than those considered in 3/2021/0319).

In granting outline planning permission, the Planning Inspector (3/2014/0827) identified “the introduction of a dwelling would do no more than introduce a further dwelling in an extensive garden, such as those which are already present to north, south and east. I do not accept that development would be discordant or unsympathetic, subject to later detailed design”.

It is  considered that having regardIn consideration to the character and appearance of the area, the proposed development would be discordant and unsympathetic and would not present as a dwelling in an extensive garden. The roadside elevation is not harmonious and does not ‘read’ as the principle façade. The roadside view is dominated by the mass and form of the projecting car parking/recreation block (it would be expected that such an ancillary structure would be accommodated to the rear).  A three storey secondary elevation appears to be linked to a two-storey secondary elevation/extension by a conspicuous fully-glazed link orientated towards the road. 

The extent of proposed development (including the projection of the car parking/recreation block towards the road and development across the full width of the site) and form of the dominant car parking/recreation block does not maintain the townscape character of dwellings in extensive gardens.

Head of Planning  Comments are noted in relation to the impact on the streetcscene but it is considered that having regard to the extant consent and on that the building is offset from the main highway thereby reducing the visual impact and as a result of minor changes reducing the bulk of the building and breaking up the visual impact with submission of amended plan  received on the 14/09/21 he proposal is deemed to be acceptable.

	Highways:
The comment of LCC Highways has been considered.

	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:
The proposal is harmful to the character and appearance of the area and is contrary to Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.

	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning permission be refused for the following reason:
The proposed development is harmful to the character and appearance of the area including the Clitheroe Road streetscene because of the extent of built development and the form of the roadside elevation.Permission be granted
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