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	Development Description:
	Variation of S106 agreement attached to planning permission 3/1993/0056 in order to allow the annexe known as Littleholme to be sold or let as a separate dwelling.

	Site Address/Location:
	Beacon Holme Whalley Road Simonstone BB12 7HT

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No comments received

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	No objection subject to a condition ensuring the garage remains available for parking.  

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	None

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:
Policy DS1: Development Strategy 
Policy DS2: Sustainable Development
Policy DMG1: General Considerations 
Policy DMG2: Strategic Considerations

	Relevant Planning History:
3/1993/0056  - construction of annexe. 

	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:
The application site consists of the property known as Beacon Holme and 1.5 storey annexe to the rear known as Littleholme. The site is located on the corner of Whalley Road and Harewood Avenue in Simonstone. Whalley Road is a major traffic route and the surrounding area is predominantly residential but close to amenities in Read. 

	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:
Variation of S106 agreement attached to planning permission 3/1993/0056 in order to allow the annexe known as Littleholme to be sold or let as a separate dwelling.

	Principle of Development:
The property has its own postal address and council tax has been paid independently since July 2001. The annexe is occupied by a family member.  The applicant now wants the flexibility to sell or let the annexe independently  (i.e as a self-contained dwelling) and it is asserted as the Section 106 is no longer fit for purposes as it has been occupied independently for a significant length of time.

However, this occupation has been by a family member and therefore is still effectively annexe accommodation. The payment of council tax does not suggest that the council accepts this property as an independent dwelling.  As such if a certificate of lawfulness was submitted it may fail on that basis. 

Notwithstanding the above this does not preclude the Section 106 agreement which the applicant is bound by and the Council would have the power to enforce this with an injunction if deemed appropriate. It must be considered therefore whether the legal agreement is still fit for purpose. 

The site is in a settlement and a sustainable location for a small dwelling that would suit a couple or individual.  In this regard it would be in accordance with policies DS1 and DMG2 which seek to direct new housing towards the existing settlements. 

	Residential Amenity:
The annexe known as Littleholme has one bedroom and is one and a half storey, it faces onto the driveway / parking area which is shared by the two properties. The rear abuts the boundary beyond which is a single garage belonging to the adjacent property 1 Harewood Avenue. There are no windows on the rear of the annexe other than 2 skylights in the roof. 

It is not considered that the impact on residential amenity for adjacent properties will be any different to the current situation providing the building is not extended or the parking spaces affected, but this could happen if it is a dwelling which would have permitted development rights. 

In terms of the relationship between Beacon Holme and Littleholme. The two properties do not meet adequate facing distances, the front elevation and only window to Littleholme directly overlooks the rear elevation of Beacon Holme at a distance of 11 metres.  

Littleholme is small with one bedroom however it is completed self-contained with a lounge, kitchen, bathroom, dressing room / bedroom and single garage.  

The two buildings have apparently been operating independently for some time, but this is by members of the same family and a lower standard of privacy and separation is probably accepted due to this relationship. There will undoubtedly be sharing of the access and parking areas and probably the gardens. 

Due to the type of application submitted there is no information as to how the site would be subdivided or privacy maintained. 

There is no mechanism to remove PD rights through this type of application or imposed other conditions with regard to maintaining the garage for parking etc. 

The formation of a single open market dwelling here would not be appropriate due to the poor relationship to other dwellings. As such it is considered that the S106 is still fit for purpose. 


	Visual Amenity:
The proposal will potentially impact on the character of the surrounding area in the future due to further subdivision of the plot and intensification of the use. 

	Highways:
The parking area for the properties can accommodate several cars with one in the garage of the annexe. 

LCC highways have advised that whilst they would normally ask for improvements to the access in this case, they are satisfied that the arrangements in place are acceptable given the length of time the two buildings have been independently occupied. 

The have requested a condition to ensure that the garage remains available as parking. However, it is not possible to impose such a condition and therefore regardless of these comments there is a concern that in the future the garage may become a room resulting in more demand for parking and pressure on street parking close to a junction on an A Classified Road.  As such the formation of a single dwelling here may have implications for highway safety and as such the S106 is still considered fit for purpose. 

	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:
The use of the building as an independent dwelling is unacceptable due to the poor relationship to surrounding dwellings and the intensification of the use of the site. As such the Section 106 agreement is still considered fit for purpose and is not revoked. 

	RECOMMENDATION:
	To refuse
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