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From: I

Sent: 12 June 2024 17:42
To: Planning
Subject: Planning application 3/2024/0361

A

This email originated from outside Ribble Valley Borough Council. Do NOT click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and are sure the content within this email is safe.

Good Morning Emily,

Please accept this email as a formal objection to planning application 3/2024/0361 for the proposed

extension at 2 George Street, Whalley. , Whalley[Jjj have
significant concerns regarding the impact this extension will have on not only property but also

the quality of life of || i and that of other residents in the area.
[l obiections are as follows:

Misrepresentation: Having reviewed the submitted plans for the development. notice that there
seems to be some misrepresentation of || l|. The submitted plans fail to indicate
I hich are located above and directly against ||| where the
proposed extension is being suggested to be constructed. These windows provide natural light and
ventilation to a habitable room. The omission of these windows in the plans not only misrepresents
the actual impact the extension will have but also undermines a proper assessment of
the consequences of the proposals. - feelitis imperative that the planning department takes this
into account when evaluating the application.

Loss of light and amenities: As noted above the proposed extension will significantly reduce the
amount of sunlight which enters which will have an impact on the
functionality of a room which has been in use continuousl . The absence of this
sunlight will not only have a detrimental effect on-mental health but also reduce -ability to
completely use and appreciate the room.

Possible structural issues: Due to the close proximity of the proposed edge of the single storey
extension, which is planned to be , the excavation for the
foundations could have a substantial impact on the structural integrity of || lj- This has the
potential to resultin structural damage and deterioration that may not be immediately apparent.

Although not a planning matter, this would fall under the purview of the ||| | [ | @I =<}
would not be amenable to signing off on such an agreement.

Proposed Garage: According to the submitted plans the rear wall of the garage will be on the

I ' building of the garage as currently proposed could
1



necessitate to facilitate the laying of foundations. This would cause
significant disruption affecting and potentially damaging underground

utilities.

Disruption of access: The proposed construction will impact the road leading to Green Bank which
is the only way large vehicles can access multiple properties and any closure or disruption would
severely restrict access to and from these properties. The road in question is frequently used by
emergency vehicles especially ambulances and any disruption to this road has the potential to result
in critical delays for emergency response times, putting the safety and well being of residents at risk.
-feel that reliable access for emergency services is a fundamental necessity which cannot be
compromised. The road, which is on the boundary of the conservation area, is also used weekly for
the collection of refuse from the houses on Green Bank and King Street.

Out of character for the area: It has been noted by others that the scale of this extension is
excessively large and out of character for the neighbourhood, which borders a conservation area, and
-have to agree with this. There are no existing properties that have double story extensions of this
size and this preserves the area's cohesive and harmonious appearance. Allowing such a large
addition would set a concerning precedent, disrupting the architectural balance and negatively
impacting the aesthetic and structural integrity of the community.

Thank you for taking the time to consider these concerns and- trust that the planning committee
will take them into account when making a decision.

Regards,



From: Contact Centre (CRM) <contact@ribblevalley.gov.uk>

Sent: 12 June 2024 22:08

To: Planning

Subject: Planning Application Comments - 3/2024/0361 FS-Case-622478784

Planning Application Reference No.: 3/2024/0361
Address of Development: 2 George Street, Whalley BB7 9TH

Comments: | have a copy of the INDENTURE OF LEASE made between John Hargreaves (THE
LESSOR) of Whalley Abbey and Elizabeth Birtwell (THE LESSEE) of the De Lacy Arms Public House,
Whalley, dated 23rd April 1894 for two plots of land known as Crow Park & formally the Rope Walk
along with the plan including the land measurements that it refers to and details of 14 dwellings to be
built on said land.

| also have the original wax sealed & signed copy of the Indenture dated 29th June 1906 by the
Personal Representatives of the Late Mrs Elizabeth Birtwell to Mrs Annie Birtwell which is the
assignment of the leasehold piece of land then known as ‘PARK VILLAS’ which are now numbered 71
- 97 King Street, Whalley. The plan on this Indenture shows a scaled plan of the dwellings and their
plots. It shows the intended street to be built adjacent to 71 King Street which is GEORGE STREET and
the width being 12 Yards wide. It shows two passageways each 10 feet wide one between 77-79 King
Street the other between 89-91 King Street. It also shows a new road is to be built at the side of 91
King Street (where the POST OFFICE has been built) to be 12 yards wide. It shows on the plan and
states in the Indenture that all the properties numbered 71 — 91 King Street own the first 3 Yards
behind each property.

The Indenture states that whilst there is free passage over the passageways between 77-79 & 89-91it
is not the case for the first 3 yards behind each property (see image).

It would appear number 2 George Street has already built over what was known as Back Street (4
Yards wide as it appears on the plan) and up to the 3 Yard Boundary line.

Therefore, it should be concluded that there is no right of access along the back of the properties 71-
91 King Street.





