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Dear Martin,





RE: PA16/05896 – Ansells, Rosevine, Portscatho TR2 5EW





The Roseland Plan Planning Assessment Group has assessed this planning application against the Objectives of the Roseland Neighbourhood Development Plan, Objectives which are based on the views expressed overwhelmingly by the community during the production of the Plan, and notes that the proposal is not in conformity with The Plan as detailed below.





However, the Group do wish to commend the hipped roof design and use of slate hanging on the first floor as this is considered more in keeping with the setting and local character than that proposed under planning application PA16/03467. 





As the Design and Access Statement dated April 2016 has been resubmitted with this application the Group must again address comments made regarding the recent appeal decision (APP/D0840/W/15/303826). The applicant quotes the Inspector’s comments on design with reference to NPPF para 60, but both ignore the final sentence of this paragraph which states ‘It is, however, proper to seek to promote or reinforce local distinctiveness’. The Roseland Community made it plain that one of its highest priorities is the character of the villages and hamlets, both for quality of life and to underpin the economy of the area, largely based on tourism. 





The applicant also mentions Roseland Plan Policy HO8 paragraph (i) and refers again to the above mentioned appeal decision. The Neighbourhood Development process does not prevent local communities interpreting the NPPF or adding detail and the Roseland community gave extremely high support for control of unnecessary overdevelopment of sites, support translated directly into Policy HO8.


						


The Group also wish to point out that reference to approval of the 2 adjacent replacement dwellings, Little Roseland and Trelowen, should not be quoted as examples of precedent as both were decided in a different policy context, prior to adoption of the Roseland Neighbourhood Development Plan.
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Objective: To define and conserve the valued characteristics of the Roseland’s special landscape, coastline and heritage from inappropriate development since these are the basis of its economy and future.





Relevant Plan 


Policy/Text�
Reason for


Non-Conformity�
�
LA1�
(i) It has not been demonstrated how the proposal will conserve and enhance the special qualities of the AONB


(ii) The proposal is not of a scale and design that is appropriate to the character, sensitivity and capacity of the protected landscape


(iii) It has not been demonstrated that the development (which is in an elevated location and highly visible from many local footpaths) will not cause damage to the natural beauty, character and special qualities of the AONB and Heritage Coast.�
�
HO8(vi)�
Despite the applicants claim that the development will be of an equivalent height to the existing dwelling the Group feel that due to the increased bulk the proposed dwelling will be more noticeable on the skyline.�
�






Objective: To define and sustain the distinctive character of each of the Roseland’s villages and hamlets.





Relevant Plan 


Policy/Text�
Reason for


Non-Conformity�
�
GP2(iii)�
It has not been demonstrated that the proposal is integrated with existing housing in the settlement in terms of form, building details, local features, materials, finishes and colour,�
�
CV1(i) and 


GP2(iii) �
We would ask the planning officer to check whether the ratio of glazing to wall, particularly on the East elevation, exceeds that recommended in policy 3.4.2 - Facades and Elevations - of the Carrick Design Guide adopted by The Roseland Plan.�
�
HO8�
(i) It has not been demonstrated that the current building is unstable or uneconomic to repair.


(ii) We would ask the planning officer to check the volume of the replacement building against that of the original building plus extensions under permitted development rights. The Group do not agree that the portion of the proposed building below the original ground level can be deducted from the total volume.


(iv) It has not been demonstrated how the design of the new building grows out of the defining characteristics of the Roseland nor how it enhances the character and distinctiveness of the Roseland.


(v) The proposed new dwelling is not in keeping with its setting nor does it respect the distinctive local character of the area in terms of bulk, scale and height.�
�
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Objective: To support measures to increase the proportion of the housing stock occupied by full time residents


The community stated clearly it wishes to see an increase in the proportion of houses that are occupied full time so as to improve the community and support the local economy and services and the Group would therefore draw attention to Action HO7 - Encouraging Full Time Principle Residence of Homes. We ask that the Planning Officer give weight to the community’s view.




















Yours sincerely,


 





 S J Wagstaff





PP J Smith, Chair, Roseland Plan Steering Group














Please note:  This assessment constitutes the opinion of the Roseland Plan Planning Assessment Group and is based solely on the documentation submitted by the applicant. It is not a planning determination under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). The final determination will be made by Cornwall Council as the Local Planning Authority.

















From NPPF Paragraph 198 – “Where a planning application conflicts with a neighbourhood plan that has been brought into force, planning permission should not normally be granted.”











