
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CS/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2008/0156/P

	Development Proposed:
	Demolition of existing service buildings and erection of two storey extension of 21 bedrooms and covered service yard at the Higher Trapp Hotel, Trapp Lane, Simonstone

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – The Parish Council does not consider there to be enough detail in the application, and expresses the following concerns/objections:

1.
The proposal involves the removal of a tree which is protected by a Tree Preservation Order.

2.
The proposal would have an unacceptable overbearing effect on the adjoining formal garden.  

3.
The external appearance and roof treatment of the proposed extension pay no regard to the character of the existing building.  The proposal is not sympathetic to the visual tradition on the approach to the site. 

4.
Concern has been expressed about the increase of traffic on the roads approaching the hotel.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	N/A



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Letters have been received from three nearby residents who all have the same concern that the proposal does not detail any additional parking spaces.  They fear that if planning permission is granted for the proposal without any such additional parking spaces (and as space within the existing curtilage of the hotel appears to be limited) it is possible that planning permission might be sought in the future for a car park close to their houses.  



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy ENV13 - Landscape Protection.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policies G1, ENV3 and ENV13 – unjustified loss of a protected tree and inappropriate roof treatment and elevational design details to the detriment of visual amenity, and insufficient details relating to parking provision to the detriment of highway safety.  



	COMMENTS/ENVIRONMENTAL/AONB/HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES/RECOMMENDATION:

	This application for a fairly large extension on to the eastern end of the hotel (ie the end of the building closest to Trapp Lane) was submitted without any pre-application advice having been sought, and the submitted single page Design and Access Statement is not really adequate for a proposal of this size and nature.  

The proposal does not detail any additional parking spaces, or any explanation as to why the existing parking provision at the site is considered to be adequate to serve the additional needs which would result from the proposed development.  As such, the proposal could be detrimental to highway safety contrary to Policy G1 of the Local Plan.  This represents a reason for refusal of the application.  

Secondly, the proposal involves the felling of a tree which is protected by a Tree Preservation Order, and no arboricultural assessment carried out by a qualified/licensed arboriculturalist has been submitted with the application in support of this specific aspect of the application.  As the tree is considered (by both the Council's Countryside Officer, David Hewitt, and by the case officer for the application) to be of visual amenity value, its removal without justification would be detrimental to the appearance of the locality contrary to Policies G1, ENV3 and ENV13 of the Local Plan.  This represents a second reason for refusal of the application.  

Thirdly, and perhaps most importantly, the proposed roof treatment and elevational design details of the proposed extension do not respect the appearance and character of the existing building, particularly with regard to its main south facing elevation.  It is therefore considered that the proposed extension would represent a discordant addition to the hotel to the detriment of the appearance of the building itself and the wider locality contrary to Policies G1 and ENV3 of the Local Plan.  This represents perhaps the main reason for refusal of the application.  

I therefore consider that planning permission should be refused for the three reasons described above, and I recommend accordingly.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 14 MARCH 2008





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














