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	DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED: 
	Single storey side extension to dwelling.

	AT:
	The Granary at Bulcocks Farm Pendleton Lancashire

	Ribble Valley Borough Council hereby give notice in pursuance of the provisions of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 that permission has been refused for the carrying out of the above development for the following reason(s):



	1
	The proposal is considered contrary to the provisions of Policies G1, ENV16, and H17 of the Districtwide Local Plan by virtue of its scale, design, massing, materials, and setting which is unsympathetic to the original character and setting of the building, and the setting of the former agricultural buildings to which it forms part.  Approval would thus be detrimental to the building's historic character, appearance, and setting, and the character, appearance and significance of Pendleton Conservation Area.



	2
	If allowed the development would set a dangerous precedent for the acceptance of similar unsympathetic proposals destroying the character and appearance of other barn conversions which would be both contrary to policy and to the detriment of the historical significance of these traditional agricultural buildings.



	3
	The proposal by virtue of its scale, massing and proximity to the neighbouring dwelling is considered contrary to Policies G1 and H10 of the Districtwide Local Plan and the Council's adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance on alterations and extensions to dwellings. It would overshadow neighbouring windows resulting in an overbearing and oppressive development thereby adversely affecting the residential amenities of the adjacent dwelling.

	Note(s)
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	For rights of appeal in respect of any reason(s) attached to the decision see the attached notes.

	JOHN HEAP  -  DIRECTOR OF COMMUNITY SERVICES
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