RIBBLE VALLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL

REFUSAL OF PLANNING PERMISSION CONTINUED
APPLICATION NO:  3/2013/0227                       DECISION DATE:

_________________________________________________________________________________________________
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	REFUSAL OF PLANNING PERMISSION
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	APPLICANT:
	
	
	AGENT:
	
	

	Mrs Sheilah Mercer

The Farmhouse

Whalley Road

Simonstone

Burnley

BB12  7HN
	
	John Summers Associates

6 Acrefield

Padiham

BB12  8HN

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED: 
	Proposed bedroom extension over garage in line with approved plans from 1982

	AT:
	The Farmhouse  Whalley Road  Simonstone Burnley  BB12  7HN



	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 proposed extension, by virtue of its scale, design, massing and materials, does not respect the character of the existing property, and would represent a discordant addition to the detriment of the appearance of the property itself and the locality in general, contrary to policies G1, ENV3, and H10 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and the Council's adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance: Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings and policies DMG1, DME2 and DMH5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy (Regulation 22 Submission Draft).

	
	

	Note(s)


	
	
	
	
	

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



	2
	Policies in the Framework have been considered but in light of the facts in this case the National Planning Policy Framework does not alter the Borough Council's conclusions.  It was considered inappropriate to negotiate on this scheme because a complete redesign would be necessary including a reduction in the scale of the proposals is necessary.

	JOHN HEAP

DIRECTOR OF COMMUNITY SERVICES
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