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1.     PURPOSE OF THE REPORT 
 
1.1.   To inform Committee members of the result of the appeals 
 
2.    RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
2.1    That the report be noted 
 
3.    REPORT AND REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS AND TIMETABLE    
    FOR IMPLEMENTATION 

 
3.1 In September 2004 permission was refused for the creation of a unit of 
 residential accommodation above Healey Conservative Club by way of 
 conversion/extension of the upper floor and roof-void. 
 
3.2 This appeal decision is particularly worthy of note as the Inspector considered 
 the appeal proposal in relation to the issue of housing-oversupply (see 
 Paragraphs 11–15 of the Inspectors decision letter). 
  
3.3 In short: 
 
 ▪      The application was not refused on the grounds of housing –oversupply. 
 
 ▪     The new Structure Plan was adopted between the date of the Council’s 
         decision and the informal hearing to consider the appeal 
 
 ▪    The Inspector (quite rightly) took the view that he must consider the 

appeal in relation to the Develop0ment Plan as it now is rather than as it    
was at the time of the Council’s Decision. 

 ▪     Housing policy being such an important ‘plank’ of planning policy, the 
Inspector decided that he should first consider the appeal proposal in 
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relation to housing –oversupply before turning his attention towards the 
reasons which led the Council to refuse the application. 

 
 ▪      The Inspector considered the application of housing development  

 restraint to be fully justified at this time in Rossendale Borough, there 
 clearly being a significant oversupply of housing land with planning 
 permission. 

  
 ▪      The Inspector concluded that the one dwelling which would result from 

 the appeal proposal, though it would contribute to housing-supply in only 
 a small way, ought to be refused permission – it could be repeated all 
 too often, cumulatively undermining national, regional and Structure Plan 
 policy towards housing. 

 
 
4.    CORPORATE IMPROVEMENT PRIORITIES 
 
4.1.   FINANCE AND RISK MANAGEMENT 
 
4.1.1.     Quality service, better housing, the environment, regeneration and economic 
    development, confident communities. 

 
4.2.   MEMBER DEVELOPMENT AND POLITICAL ARRANGEMENTS 
 
4.2.1.    N/A 
 
 
4.3.   HUMAN RESOURCES 
 
4.3.1      Human Rights Act 1998 implications are considered to be Article 8 which       

relate to the right to respect for private and family life, home and 
correspondence. Additionally, Article 1 of Protocol 1 relates to the right of 
peaceful enjoyment of possessions and protection of property. 
 

 
5.    ANY OTHER RELEVANT CORPORATE PRIORITIES 
 
5.1.   N/A 

 
6.    RISK 
 
6.1.   N/A 
 
7.     LEGAL IMPLICATIONS ARISING FROM THE REPORT 
 
7.1    The Committee will need to be mindful of this Appeal decision, and the    
    reasons for it, in the determination of future planning applications. 
 
 
8.     EQUALITIES ISSUES ARISING FROM THE REPORT 
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8.1     N/A  
 
9.     WARDS AFFECTED 
 
9.1     Healey/Whitworth 

 
 

10.    CONSULTATIONS 
 

10.1 N/A 
   
 
11.     Background documents:  
 
12.1     2004/164 – Erection of 2nd floor extension to form managers living  
     accommodation at Healey Conservative Club, Market Street, Whitworth.  
     REFUSED    

 
 
 
For further information on the details of this report, please contact: Neil Birtles on 01706 
871609 
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