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	Development Description: 
	Proposed demolition of existing buildings and erection of nine 2-bed apartments over three storeys together with a two-storey business centre and associated bin, cycle stores and car parking. 

	Site Address/Location: 
	Peel Street Business Estate Peel Street Clitheroe BB7 1RA 


 	 
	CONSULTATIONS:  
	Parish/Town Council 

	Clitheroe Town Council have offered the following observations: 
 
The Town Council does not object to this application per se but is concerned about the size of the proposed development which is deemed over-bearing for its location so could perhaps be scaled back. There was also a concern regarding the impact of the development on the light and amenity afforded to the nearby school playing field.  
 


 
	CONSULTATIONS:  
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies 

	Cadent Gas: 
	 

	No objection – informative note required 

	Environment Agency 
	 

	The Environment Agency have objected to the proposal on the following grounds: 
 
We have reviewed the submitted Flood Risk Assessment, ‘Flood Risk Assessment – Peel Street, Clitheroe BB7 1RA’ Ref: QFRA 2139 V1.0, dated 21/03/2022 and prepared by UK Flood Risk Consultants Limited 
 
In the absence of an acceptable flood risk assessment (FRA), we object to this application and recommend that planning permission is refused. 
  
Reasons 
The submitted FRA, does not comply with the requirements for site-specific flood risk assessments, as set out in paragraphs 30 to 32 of the Flood Risk and Coastal Change section of the planning practice guidance. The FRA does not therefore adequately assess the flood risks posed by the development.  
 
In particular the FRA fails to: 
 
· Specify Finished Floor Levels in Metres Above Ordnance Datum (mAOD) 
· Take the impacts of climate change into account according to 'Flood risk assessments: climate change allowances'. -  Although the FRA states that: “The Central allowance for the 
Ribble/North-West River Basin District is 36% for the period between 2070 and 2115 (Table 4). This allowance should be used for assessing the impact of climate change to the flood risk to the site.” no assessment is made. 



	· Use the most up to date information to understand how a range of flooding events, (including extreme events) will affect people and property; the FRA seems to rely on the fact that there is no historical flooding on the site, neglecting modelled scenarios. 
· Undertake flood hazard analysis using EA/ Defra research Flood Risk Assessment Guidance for New Development (FD2320) and the supporting Explanatory Note for FD2320 and FD2321 
· Consider how a range of flooding events (including extreme events) will affect people and property consider how people will be kept safe from the identified flood hazards, including consideration of safe access and egress routes. 
 

	LCC Highways: 
	 

	LCC Highways have offered the following observations: 
 
Further Information: 
 
Lancashire County Council acting as the Local Highway Authority does not consider that the application as submitted fully assesses the highway impact of the proposed development and further information is required as set out in this response. Without this information the Local Highway Authority is unable to provide final highway advice on this application. 
 
Introduction: 
 
The Local Highway Authority (LHA) are in receipt of an application for the proposed demolition of existing buildings and the erection of nine 2- bed apartments over three storeys together with a twostorey business centre at Peel Street Business Estate, Peel Street, Clitheroe. 
 
Site Access: 
 
The LHA are aware that the site is accessed off Peel Street, which is an A classified road subject to a 30mph speed limit. The LHA have reviewed Avalon drawing number ALPE/25 Dwg 01 titled "Proposed Site Plan" and are aware that the existing access which serves the existing commercial buildings will be altered following the proposal. 
 
The LHA have reviewed the proposed access and are aware that the width of the access complies with the LHAs guidance.  However, after reviewing the swept path drawing of a large rigid truck using the access, the LHA will require the access to be extended by a further 0.5m, as the access width reduces to 6.1m, approximately 6m from the highway boundary. This is because, as a large rigid truck is entering the site, the body of the truck as shown on the swept path drawing is extremely close to the proposed footway adjacent to the proposed disabled bay. Therefore, the LHA are concerned that should a pedestrian be using the footway at the same time as a rigid truck entering the site, a potential conflict could occur. As a result, the LHA require the access width to be extended to prevent this conflict. 
 
After further reviewing the site access, the LHA also require a vehicular visibility splay drawing to be provided. The LHA require vehicular visibility splays of 2.4m x 43m to be provided in both directions. Should the proposed access not be able to achieve this minimum requirement, a speed survey should be undertaken within the vicinity of the site access demonstrating the 85th percentile speeds along Peel Street. The speed survey should then be complemented with a vehicular visibility splay drawing which should be submitted to the LHA. 
 
Furthermore, the LHA will also request that a separate pedestrian access from Peel Street is provided to serve the 9 apartments at the site. The pedestrian access could be provided where the bins for the apartments are located, and the bins can then be relocated elsewhere like on the proposed grass bank adjacent to the apartment block. 



	 
The LHA require a separate pedestrian access because firstly, it will prevent inappropriate informal pedestrian routes to be undertaken to and from the apartments and a more formalised pedestrian route will be used for easy access onto Peel Street, where local amenities such as supermarkets are found. The LHA will require the pedestrian access to be a minimum of 2m wide.  The LHA would also advise a separate pedestrian access is provided to serve the office block as well. 
 
Highway Safety: 
 
There have been no Personal Injury Collisions recorded within 100m of the site and therefore the LHA have no pre-existing highway safety concerns. 
 
Trip Generation: 
 
While the Agent/ Applicant has failed to provide a TRICS assessment, the LHA have undertaken their own assessment of the site.  A TRICS assessment demonstrates the approximate level of trips the proposed development could generate as a whole. 
 
While the LHA are not fully privy to the existing use of the site, which can generate trips in its own right, the LHA are aware that more trips are likely to be proposed than the existing, with the site predicted to generate 20 two-way car trips during peak hours, as shown in Table 3 above. 
 
That being said, the LHA are satisfied that any additional trips associated with the proposed development would be unlikely to lead to an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe and so have no concerns regarding the expected trips to the site. 
 
Internal Layout: 
 
The LHA have reviewed Avalon drawing number ALPE/25 Dwg 01 titled "Proposed Site Plan" and are aware that 27 car parking spaces will be provided at the site to serve both the Apartment and Office blocks and will include 3 disabled bays and 3 motorcycle spaces. 
 
For the site to fully comply with the LHAs parking guidance as defined in the Joint Lancashire Structure Plan, the LHA require 18 spaces to be provided for the 9x 2 bed apartments and 16 spaces to be provided for the office block, given the internal floor area. Therefore, the LHA would normally require 34 spaces to be provided. 
 
However, in this case the LHA will accept the shortfall. This is because given the location of the site, the LHA deem it to be sustainable with the site being located within the centre of Clitheroe. Therefore, occupants of the site can take advantage of being in close proximity to key local amenities such as supermarkets which are located within walking distance of the site and can take advantage of regular public transport services by bus or train, with Clitheroe Interchange being a short walking distance away. 
 
Should occupants of the site not want to travel by public transport and the provided car park is full to capacity, the site is within walking distance of a number of Pay and Display car parks and only 80m away from a free car park located on Peel Street. As a result of these factors, the LHA will accept the shortfall in parking at the site. 
 
Despite the LHA accepting the shortfall in parking at the site, the LHA require an Operation Statement stating how the car parking spaces will be provided for visitors and occupants at the site. The LHA require the statement to state whether the spaces will be designated to each individual use or whether the spaces will be allocated in a "first come, first serve" basis. 
 

	Information should also be forthcoming regarding whether the Office block will be occupied by one business or multiple and how this will affect the designated spaces, should this be the case. 
 
Conclusion 
The LHA require further information before the LHA can fully assess the application. 
 

	CONSULTATIONS:  
	Additional Representations. 

	No representations have been received in respect of the application. 


 
	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY: 

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy: 
 
Key Statement DS1 – Development Strategy 
Key Statement DS2 – Sustainable Development 
Key Statement DMI2 – Transport Considerations 
Key Statement EC1 – Business and Employment Development 
Key Statement EN3 – Sustainable Development and Climate Change 
Key Statement EN4 – Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
Key Statement EN5 – Heritage Assets  
 
Policy DMB1 – Supporting Business Growth and the Local Economy 
Policy DMG1 – General Considerations 
Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations 
Policy DMG3 – Transport & Mobility 
Policy DME1 – Protecting Trees & Woodland 
Policy DME2 – Landscape & Townscape Protection 
Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets  
Policy DME6 – Water Management  
 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
Section 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 Gisburn Conservation Area Appraisal 
 

	Relevant Planning History: 
 
3/2018/0323: 
Change of use from car sales to motorcycle sales, repairs, MOTs and motorcycle rider training centre.  (Approved) 
 
3/2009/0081: 
Side extension and change of use from car sales to non-food retail.  (Withdrawn) 
 
3/2004/0536: 
Variation of condition no.9 of 3/01/0413P, to allow the premises to be used from 0800 hrs to 1900 hrs at weekends.  (Approved) 
 
3/2002/1024: 
Change of use to form cafe facility.  (Approved) 
 
3/2001/0413: 
Demolish existing building and erect a car wash centre and van sales/hire depot.  (Approved) 
 


 

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT: 

	Site Description and Surrounding Area: 
 
The application relates to an area of land within the defined settlement limits of Clitheroe that currently accommodates three commercial buildings and associated yard and parking areas.  Two of the buildings are of a simple portal frame construction, being clad in profiled-cladding with reconstituted stone plinth bases.  The third building is of a similar appearance albeit accommodating office space with the building benefitting from window and door openings in addition to rollershutter entry-bays. 
 
The site lies directly adjacent and to the south of the defined Clitheroe Conservation Area.  The character of the area is predominantly defined by a mix of residential and commercial development, with the former being located on the northern side of Peel Street/Waterloo Road and the latter being located on the southern side of the road.  The scale of residential built-development in the area is wholly two-storey in height with the commercial units in the area being of a commensurate scale and height.  Areas of the site fall within Flood Zones 2 and 3 with Mearley Brook bounding the site to the north. 
 

	Proposed Development for which consent is sought: 
 
The proposal seeks consent for the demolition of three existing commercial buildings and the erection of a two-storey ‘business centre’ and three-storey apartment building.  It is proposed that the business centre will be located at the south-western extents of the site with the apartment building being located at the north-eastern extents of the site.  It is proposed that the existing vehicular access will be closed, and a new vehicular access created at a central location within the site, with access being proved off Peel Street/ Waterloo Road. 
 

	Principle of Development: 
 
Given the proposal relates to that of a mixed-use development, for the purposes of clarity, the principle of each element of the proposal will be considered separately against the adopted development plan as below: 
 
Residential Apartment Block: 
 
Given the sites location within the defined settlement limits of Clitheroe (Principal Settlement), the principle of the development of the site for residential purposes, notwithstanding other development management considerations, would be considered to be in broad alignment with the requirements of Policy DMG2 which states that ‘development proposals in the principal settlements of Clitheroe, Longridge and Whalley and the Tier 1 villages should consolidate, expand or round-off development so that it is closely related to the main built-up areas, ensuring this is appropriate to the scale of, and in keeping with, the existing settlement’.   
 
In this respect the proposal would also directly align with the aims and objectives of Key Statement DS1 which states that ‘the majority of new housing development will be concentrated within the principal settlements of Clitheroe, Longridge and Whalley’. 
 
Business Centre (Class E): 
 
Given the proposal involves that of an employment generating use (Class E) Key Statement EC1 (Business and Employment Development) and Policy DMB1 (Supporting Business Growth and the Local Economy) are primarily engaged in the assessment of the principle of the development.  
 



	In this respect Key Statement EC1 states that ‘employment development will be directed towards the main settlement of Clitheroe, Whalley and Longridge as the preferred locations to accommodate employment growth together with land at Barrow Enterprise Site, the Lancashire Enterprise Zone at Samlesbury and locations well related to the A59 corridor’ further stating that ‘in considering the development of land for economic development and in determining where this land will be located, priority will be given to the use of appropriate Brownfield sites to deliver employment-generating uses including a preference for the re-use of existing employment sites before alternatives are considered’. 
 
In respect of the proposed commercial use of the site Policy DMB1 states that ‘proposals that are intended to support business growth and the local economy will be supported in principle. development proposals will be determined in accord with the core strategy and detailed policies of the LDF as appropriate’ further stating that ‘proposals for the development, redevelopment or conversion of sites with employment generating potential in the plan area for alternative uses will be assessed with regard to the following criteria: 
 
1. the provisions of policy DMG1, and 
2. the compatibility of the proposal with other plan policies of the LDF, and 
3. the environmental benefits to be gained by the community, and 
4. the economic and social impact caused by loss of employment opportunities to the borough, and 
5. any attempts that have been made to secure an alternative employment generating use for the site (must be supported by evidence (such as property agents details including periods of marketing and response) that the property/ business has been marketed for business use for a minimum period of six months or information that demonstrates to the council’s satisfaction that the current use is not viable for employment purposes.) 
 
The site currently accommodates existing employment generating uses with the submitted details proposing the demolition of three buildings.  Two of which (Buildings 1 and 2) currently accommodate self-service car wash areas, with ‘Building 3’ accommodating workshop and office areas associated with a motorcycle sale, repairs, MOTs and motorcycle rider training centre, with land directly adjacent the building to the north-east having been utilised as a rider training area. 
 
In this respect it is accepted that the proposal, to some degree, will result in the loss of an area of land and building of employment generating potential.  As such, consideration must be given in respect of the criterion of Policy DMB1 in relation to such potential losses. 
 
Whilst the proposal results in the loss of three buildings, only one affords the potential to accommodate staff with the others being ‘self-service’ in nature.  Given the proposal therefore seeks to demolish these buildings and propose the erection of a replacement ‘business centre’ it is not considered that the proposal would result in an ‘overall’ loss of an employment generating use. 
 
Taking account of the above matters, notwithstanding other development management considerations, the redevelopment of the site for mixed-use purposes, consisting of residential development and that of commercial Class E development, is considered to be in broad compliance and alignment with the currently adopted development plan in respect of the locational and spatial aspirations for residential and commercial development within the borough. 
 

	Impact Upon Residential Amenity: 
 
Given the separation distances of the proposed buildings from nearby residential receptors and given all dwellings that will have direct inter-visibility with the buildings are located on the opposed side of Peel Street/waterloo Road.  It is not considered that the proposal will result in any significant measurable detrimental impact upon the existing residential amenities of neighbouring or nearby residential occupiers. 



	 

	Visual Amenity/External Appearance: 
 
The site occupies a visually prominent location that is afforded a high-level of visibility upon approach from both the north and south, also occupying a peripheral location on the edge and outside of the defined Clitheroe Conservation Area.  In this respect the site is afforded a high-level of visual importance due to its direct visual-interface and relationship with the public realm within the vicinity. 
 
In this respect the proposal must be considered against the aims and objectives of Policy DMG1 and Paragraphs 130 and 134 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  The close-proximity and direct intervisibility of the proposal with that of the defined Clitheroe Conservation Area also requires that the proposal be assessed against Key Statement EN5 and Policies DMG1 and DME4 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.  Given the mixed-use nature of the proposed development, each element of the proposal has been assessed below as follows: 
 
Apartment Building: 
 
The submitted details propose that the apartment building will be three-storeys in height and benefit from a staggered footprint that allows for a staggered ridge height.  It is proposed that the building will be faced primarily in coursed artificial stonework with quoin detailed.  However, there is confusion in respect of the annotations of the submitted drawings in that the ‘front’ (south-east) elevation is shown as being hatched as that which would indicate ‘coursed artificial stonework’ but is annotated to state that it will be faced in cement render. 
 
The ‘front’ elevation of the building is that which would be afforded a high-level of visibility from the adjacent public realm to the south, as such it is considered that the elevational language of the building should be reflective of the inherent character of the area in its elevational detailing, proportioning, overall scale and visual ordering.  It is further considered, by virtue of the buildings relationship with the public-realm and high-level of visibility, that the building should possess sufficient elevational interest that would allow it to be read as a principle-elevation that positively addresses the street frontage. 
 
However, the elevation that will be primarily read from the adjacent streetscene is designed and elevated in a manner that would be commensurate or reflective off that of a rear or secondary elevation – in this respect the building appears to turn its back on the public-realm.  Particularly in that it the elevational language of this elevation is overtly repetitive and mono-cultural with no defining or distinctive features that create a sense of visual hierarchy, with large areas of blank elevation being present on south-east facing part of the north-eastern element of the building.  The window proportioning and detailing also fails to be reflective of the fenestration proportioning found and rhythm found in the vicinity, which benefit from stone jambs, heads, sills and a vertical visual emphasis.   
 
The large areas of inarticulate and unanimated roof on the proposed building also fails to be reflective of or respond positively the inherent roofscape of the area, whereby the roofscape of nearby residential development benefits from significant animation through the presence of chimney elements.  In this respect the roofscape of the proposed building would be read as being overtly visually sterile and barren by comparison, appearing both discordant and incongruous. 
 
Consideration must also be given in respect of the overall scale and height of the building and as to whether it is considered to represent a form of development that responds positively to the inherent pattern and scale of development that defines the inherent character of the area.  In this respect the area is typified by both residential and commercial built-development that is two-stories in height, all of which being of a similar eaves and ridge height.   
 



	In this respect the proposed scale and height of the apartment building would result it in being read as being a visually discordant and incongruous introduction into the streetscene and a form of development that fails to respond positively to the inherent scale of development in the area.  
 
As such it is considered that the apartment block, by virtue of the design and external appearance of the building, would result in the introduction of an incongruous and discordant form of development, afforded a high-level of visibility from the public realm, that fails to benefit from adequate elevational interest or articulation, possessing an overtly austere and repetitive elevational language that fails to reflect local distinctiveness or respond positively to the inherent character or inherent scale of development within the area by virtue of its overall scale and external appearance.  As such the proposal is considered to be in direct conflict with Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and Paragraphs 130 and 134 of the National Planning Policy Framework insofar that the proposed development would be of significant detriment to the character and visual amenities of the area. 
 
Business Centre: 
 
The submitted details propose that the business centre building will be two-storeys in height being of a linear footprint with consistent ridge and eaves height.  It is proposed that the building will be faced primarily in coursed artificial stonework with quoin detailed.   
 
The ‘front’ elevation of the building is that which would be afforded a high-level of visibility from the adjacent public realm to the south, as such it is considered that the elevational language of the building, as in the case of the apartment building, should be reflective of the inherent character of the area in its elevational detailing, proportioning, overall scale and visual ordering.   
 
It is further considered, by virtue of the buildings relationship with the public-realm and high level of visibility, that the building should possess sufficient elevational interest that would allow it to be read as a principle-elevation that positively addresses the street frontage. 
 
However, the elevation that will be primarily read from the adjacent streetscene, as in the case of the apartment building, is once again designed and elevated in a manner that would be commensurate or reflective off that of a rear or secondary elevation – in this respect the building appears to turn its back on the public-realm. Particularly in that it the elevational language of this elevation is overtly repetitive and mono-cultural with no defining or distinctive features that create a sense of visual hierarchy.   
 
The window proportioning and detailing also once again fails to be reflective of the fenestration proportioning found and rhythm found in the vicinity, which benefit from stone jambs, heads, sills and a vertical visual emphasis.   
 
Given the largely linear orientation of the building, the large areas of inarticulate and unanimated roof on the proposed building also once gain fails to be reflective of or respond positively the inherent roofscape of the area, whereby the roofscape of nearby residential development benefits from significant animation through the presence of chimney elements.  In this respect the roofscape of the proposed building would, as in the case of the apartment building, be read as being overtly visually sterile and barren by comparison, appearing both discordant and incongruous. 
 
As such it is considered that the business centre, by virtue of the design and external appearance of the building, would result in the introduction of an incongruous and discordant form of development, afforded a high-level of visibility from the public realm, that fails to benefit from adequate elevational interest or articulation, possessing an overtly austere and repetitive elevational language that fails to reflect local distinctiveness or respond positively to the inherent character of the area.  As such the proposal is considered to be in direct conflict with Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and Paragraphs 130 and 134 of the National Planning Policy Framework insofar that the proposed development would be of significant detriment to the character and visual amenities of the area.



	 	 
Impact Upon Conservation Area: 
 
Taking account of the above matters and the close relationship and direct-intervisibility of the proposal as a whole with that of the defined Clitheroe Conservation Area.  It can only be concluded that the elevational language, scale and proposed roofscape of the proposed development would result in a form of development that would prove injurious to the character and visual amenities of the area and subsequently the setting of, and views into and out of the defined Clitheroe Conservation Area. 
 
it is considered that the proposal would result in the introduction of an anomalous, discordant, incongruous, poorly designed and unsympathetic form of development that fails to respond positively to the inherent character of the area resulting in injurious and harmful impacts upon the setting of, and views into and out of the defined Clitheroe Conservation Area.  As such the proposal is considered to be in direct conflict with Key Statement EN5 and Policies DMG1 and DME4 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy. 
 

	Landscape/Ecology: 
 
The application site is bounded to the north by an existing watercourse (Mearley Brook) with a grouping of trees also bounding the site at its north-eastern extents.  However, the applicant has stated within the supporting application form that no trees adjacent the development site that might influence the development or be affected by the development, furthermore no Arboricultural Impact Assessment or Tree Survey has been submitted in support of the application. 
 
As such and in this respect, it is considered that the applicant has failed to give due regard to the potential impacts upon trees and has failed to provide adequate information in relation to the potential impacts of the development upon adjacent trees that are considered to be of high landscape and townscape amenity value.  As such the proposal is considered to be in direct conflict with Policies DME1 and DME2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy. 
 

	Other Matters: 
 
Matters of Flooding and Drainage: 
 
The Environment Agency have objected to the application on the basis that the submitted Flood Risk Assessment does not comply with the requirements for site-specific flood risk assessments, as set out in paragraphs 30 to 32 of the Flood Risk and Coastal Change section of the planning practice guidance and as such the assessment does not therefore adequately assess the flood risks posed by the development.  On this basis and in the absence of any other information, the proposal cannot be supported on the basis of flood-risk and drainage. 
 
As such it is considered that the proposal is in direct conflict with Policy DME6 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy, Paragraphs 159, 161, 164, 167 and 169 of the National Planning Policy Framework and Paragraphs 30 to 32 of ‘Flood Risk and Coastal Change’ of Planning Practice Guidance, insofar that the submitted information fails to adequately establish whether the proposed development is likely to be affected by current or future flooding (or that it can be adequately protected from such flooding) or whether the development proposal will not result in exacerbating flood risk within or outside the development site. 
 
Matters relating to Highways: 
 
The Highways Development Control Section have raised a number of concerns in respect of the proposal, in particular matters relating to safe egress and access.  As such and in the absence of any 



	other information the proposal is considered to be contrary to Policy DMG3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy insofar that insufficient information has been submitted to demonstrate that the proposed development will not be of detriment to the safe operation of the immediate adjacent highway network. 
 

	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion: 
 
It is for the above reasons and having regard to all material considerations and matters raised that the application is recommended for refusal. 
 

	RECOMMENDATION: 
	That planning consent be refused for the following reason(s) 

	01 
	Apartment Block: 
 
The proposal, by virtue of the design and external appearance of Building 1 (Apartment Block), would result in the introduction of an incongruous and discordant form of development, afforded a high-level of visibility from the public realm, that fails to benefit from adequate elevational interest or articulation, possessing an overtly austere and repetitive elevational language that fails to reflect local distinctiveness or respond positively to the inherent character or inherent scale of development within the area by virtue of its overall scale and external appearance.   
 
As such the proposal is considered to be in direct conflict with Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and Paragraphs 130 and 134 of the National Planning Policy Framework insofar that the proposed development would be of significant detriment to the character and visual amenities of the area.  

	02 
	Business Centre: 
 
The proposal, by virtue of the design and external appearance of Building 2 (Business Centre), would result in the introduction of an incongruous and discordant form of development, afforded a high-level of visibility from the public realm, that fails to benefit from adequate elevational interest or articulation, possessing an overtly austere and repetitive elevational language that fails to reflect local distinctiveness or respond positively to the inherent character of the area. 
 
As such the proposal is considered to be in direct conflict with Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and Paragraphs 130 and 134 of the National Planning Policy Framework insofar that the proposed development would be of significant detriment to the character and visual amenities of the area. 
 

	03 
	Conservation Area Impacts: 
 
The proposal is considered contrary to Key Statement EN5 and Policies DMG1 and DME4 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy insofar that approval would result in the introduction of an anomalous, discordant, incongruous, poorly designed and unsympathetic form of development that fails to respond positively to the inherent character of the area resulting in injurious and harmful impacts upon the setting of, and views into and out of the defined Clitheroe Conservation Area. 
 

	04 
	Flooding and Drainage: 
 
The proposal is in direct conflict with Policy DME6 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy, 
Paragraphs 159, 161, 164, 167 and 169 of the National Planning Policy Framework and 

	
	Paragraphs 30 to 32 of ‘Flood Risk and Coastal Change’ of Planning Practice Guidance, insofar that the submitted information fails to adequately establish whether the proposed development is likely to be affected by current or future flooding (or that it can be adequately protected from such flooding) or whether the development proposal will not result in exacerbating flood risk within or outside the development site. 
 

	05 
	Impacts upon Landscape/Trees: 
 
The proposal is in direct conflict with Policies DME1 and DME2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy insofar that the applicant has failed to provide adequate information in relation to the potential impacts of the development upon adjacent trees that are considered to be of high landscape and townscape amenity value. 
 

	06 
	Highways: 
 
The proposal is considered to be contrary to Policy DMG3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy insofar that insufficient information has been submitted to demonstrate that the proposed development will not be of detriment to the safe operation of the immediate adjacent highway network. 
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