RIBBLE VALLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL

REFUSAL OF PLANNING PERMISSION CONTINUED
APPLICATION NO:  3/2012/1056                       DECISION DATE:

_________________________________________________________________________________________________

	RIBBLE VALLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL
	
	

	Development Department 
	
	
	
	

	Council Offices, Church Walk, Clitheroe, Lancashire, BB7 2RA
	
	
	

	Telephone: 01200 425111
	Fax: 01200 414488
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	Town and Country Planning Act 1990
	
	
	

	REFUSAL OF PLANNING PERMISSION

	APPLICATION NO:
	3/2012/1056
	
	
	

	DECISION DATE:
	10 January 2013
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	07/11/2012
	
	
	

	

	APPLICANT:
	
	
	AGENT:
	
	

	Mrs E Earnshaw

2 Cardigan Close

Clitheroe

Lancs

BB7 2DR


	
	Sunderland Peacock & Associates Ltd

Hazelmere

Pimlico Road

Clitheroe

Lancs

BB7 2AG



	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED: 
	Demolition of existing rear conservatory. Proposed two-storey rear extension.

	AT:
	2 Cardigan Close Clitheroe Lancashire BB7 2DR



	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 by virtue of its design, scale, massing and bulk would be an unsympathetic and incongruous addition that would be severely detrimental to the character and setting of the existing dwelling and the streetscene contrary to Policies G1 and H10 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and policies DMG1 and DMH5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy (Regulation 22 Submission Draft)  and the Council's adopted SPG on Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings.

	
	

	
	The Local Planning Authority operates a pre-planning application advice service which applicants are encouraged to use. Whether or not this was used, the Local Planning Authority has endeavoured to work proactively and positively to resolve issues and considered the imposition of appropriate conditions and amendments to the application to deliver a sustainable form of development. However it was considered that in this particular instance there were policy objections to the principle of the development.

	
	

	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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