
Supplementary Report for Planning 
Application 2008/1100/FUL – Erection of 

Two Dwellings within the Curtilage of The 
Cottage, Main Street, Colton 

 
This supplementary report has been prepared to clarify the contents of the 
original report. The original report did not address the differences between the 
originally approved outline consent, the full application for three dwellings 
which was previously refused and the application before committee for three 
dwellings which is recommended for approval. The original report also failed 
to address the third reason for refusal relating to overlooking and loss of 
privacy in the previously refused application for three dwellings. 
 
Previous applications 
 
2006/0589/OUT - Outline application for the siting of two dwellings to 
include means of access on land adjacent – Approved - 06.03.2007 
 
The application was originally made for outline planning permission including 
the means of access and the siting of three dwellings.  Due to concerns raised 
from the environmental health officer with regard the proximity to a farm this 
number was reduced to two also the third dwelling was sited outside the 
settlement boundary and as such was deleted from the scheme.   
 
As such the applicant decided to remove siting and apply for the principle of 
development only. It was the applicant’s intention not to specify the numbers 
of dwellings applied for and leave this to be determined at reserved matters 
stage. However, as the title of the application was amended to read outline 
permission for 2 dwellings, the numbers of dwellings have therefore been 
specified in the original permission. 
 
 
2008/0284/FUL - Erection of three dwellings with garages, associated 
access and works – Refused - 01.07.2008 
 
This application was refused for the following reasons:- 
 
1.   The proposed disposition of three dwellings on the site; the extent of 

their combined footprints; their massing; the siting of plot 1 in relation to 
Main Street; and the scale of the Plot 2 and Plot 3 dwellings in relation 
to the scale of nearby dwellings, all combine to create a layout and 
scale of development which would detract from the form and character 
of Colton, and from the amenity of nearby residents. The proposals are 
not therefore in accordance with Policy H7 of the Selby District Local 
Plan. 

 



2.   The scale and layout of the proposals would result in a loss of 
openness on the site. The proposals would detract from both the open 
character and the visual amenity of the Green Belt, and from the form 
and character of Colton. The proposals are not therefore in accordance 
with Policies GB4 and H7 of the Selby District Local Plan. 

 
3.   The dwelling on Plot 1 would materially increase the overlooking of the 

front of The Cottage and would detract from its privacy. In addition, The 
Cottage would be severed almost completely from its existing rear 
curtilage thus restricting its useable external amenity space to the front, 
more public, part of the site only. The proposed parking area at the 
front of The Cottage would be difficult to screen and to secure, further 
reducing the privacy of the amenity space and the security of the 
property. The proposals would not therefore provide a satisfactory 
standard of residential accommodation and amenity. The proposals are 
not in accordance with Policy H7 of the Selby District Local Plan. 

 
Reasons 1 and 2 for refusal have in the main been addressed in the original 
report. However the following should be brought to the attention of the 
committee: 
 
This application (2008/0284/FUL – refusal for 3 dwellings) had a layout with 
the three properties running down the length of the plot. The properties had 
approximate dimensions ranging from 9.5 –20 m by 8.5 - 10 m with a height of 
4.5- 5.7 to the eaves and 8.5- 9.2 to the ridge. 
 
The properties had the appearance of gothic looking barns with very little 
detailing and a bulky appearance due to their massing.  The dwellings looked 
very heavy and substantial in their plots and as such were considered to be 
out of scale and not in keeping with the character of the locality.  
 
This application proposes dwellings of a similar dimension to that previously 
refused but of a completely altered design. The dwellings no longer span 
across each plot in one single large building but have been designed so that 
the dwellings have a more compact appearance with outbuildings which 
reduce in size from the main house. This significantly reduces the massing of 
the current scheme over that previously refused to make it in keeping with the 
character and appearance of the surrounding locality. 
 
The amendments in relation to reason 3 for refusal are as follows: - 
 
Plot 3 has been amended so that there is a blank gable wall facing in the main 
house facing The Cottage. There are now only two dormer windows above 
the garage which are sited a distance of 10m at their closest to the single 
storey flat roofed extension on the side elevation of The Cottage. At ground 
floor level there are only obscure glazed secondary windows therefore no loss 
of privacy will occur. The Cottage has also recently only received planning 
permission for a first floor extension above the ground floor extension. This 
proposal only has secondary windows facing plot 1 and as such loss of 
privacy and overlooking will not occur.  



The proposal has been amended to provide a larger rear private amenity 
space to the existing dwelling to address the previous reason for refusal. 
Whilst it is noted that the private amenity space is small in comparison to what 
the dwelling has at present, the amount of amenity space is not uncommon 
and is not considered sufficient to warrant a refusal in this instance. 
 
The proposed parking area to the front of the existing dwelling (The Cottage) 
was included under the permitted application for the erection of an extension 
to The Cottage. These works also fall under Class F of The Town and Country 
Planning (General Permitted Development) (Amendment) (No2) (England) 
Order 2008 and is therefore considered to be acceptable in relation to 
planning control. Therefore, this part of the reason for refusal has been 
overcome by the actions of the owner of The Cottage. 
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Having had regard to the contents of the above and that which is contained in 
the original report, it is still considered that this proposal should be approved 
in line with the conditions suggested in the main report. 
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