
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: RH

	Application No: 
	3/2010/0233

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed detached house in garden area to side of Manor House (Resubmission of 3/2009/0449).

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Salesbury Parish Council – Object to the application on the following grounds:

· Overdevelopment both for the size of the locality and the immediate infrastructure that Copster Green and Salesbury has.

· Copster Green is undoubtedly a beautiful and scenic place, over development will be detrimental to this and lead to loss of character.

· Damage a further home will have to the unadopted ‘dirt tracks’, access routes and the common land.

· Proximity of the dwelling to Green House Farm and Stonehouse resulting in concerns over privacy and a reduction of light in to Green House Farm and Stonehouse.

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	County Surveyor – LCC – No objections in principle to this application on highway safety grounds.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	13 letters of objection have been received, details of which are as follows:

· The refusal of the first application was correct. Nothing seems to have changed – all the reasons then given still apply.

· Limited plot size and cramped over intensive pattern of development out of character with its context and result in the loss of the existing garden and a density of development which is alien to the area.

· The area will look like a ‘street scene’ with houses being packed in far too close together. The height of the roof is higher than that of the three adjacent properties.

· Proposal will result in limited amenity areas to serve both the proposed dwelling and Manor House.

· Loss of light and noise disturbance from the property and increased traffic to adjacent properties.

· Overlooking and loss of privacy.

· A further loss of private garden area.

· An existing tree is to be removed and the strip of green in front of the stone wall which will be demolished to create a driveway in common land should not be removed.

· Effect of the proposal upon access to farmland via the road in front of the proposed development.

· Extra traffic will result in more vehicles using the yard at the side for access and result in further damage to a garden wall.

· Adjacent carriageway is unadopted, narrow and poorly surfaced and parked vehicles on this track make it difficult for vehicles to pass, for pedestrians to use and damages the grass verge.

· The parking arrangements would necessitate vehicles reversing out onto the carriageway.

· The proposal would cause traffic disruption and prevent access for todays hi-tech farm machinery to access farm land.

· Inadequate foul/surface drainage system from the proposed site.

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G4 – Settlement Strategy

Policy DP7 – Promote Environmental Quality – Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) 2008

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policy G1, G4, Policy DP7 – The proposal by virtue of its scale and location would result in an incongruous, additional building to the detriment of both, residential and the visual amenity of the area.

	COMMENTS/ENVIRONMENTAL/AONB/HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES/RECOMMENDATION:

	This proposal is a re-submission of a previously refused application for a two-storey three bedroomed property to be sited within the garden area of an existing dwelling, Manor House. The site is on the eastern side of the green within the identified settlement boundary of Copster Green. Properties to either side are detached and to the rear is a detached farmhouse.

The alterations that have been made to this re-submission include the change of roof design to the two-storey property to include a partial front facing gable with the addition of a single-storey aspect to the rear together with alterations to windows and doors. The footprint of the previous application was approx. 10m x 8m x 7.5m in height to the ridge; the width of the building has been reduced as part of this re-submission by approx. 0.7m so that the dimensions are approx. 10m x 7.3m x 7.6m in height. 

In addition, the 6 metre wide opening to the existing stone wall to the front of the property has remained as part of this re-submission, however the height of the existing stone wall adjacent to this access is to be reduced in height to approx. 0.6 metres and the hedge behind is to be removed to aid visibility. The county surveyor has confirmed that these changes have satisfied previous concerns and as a result has no objection to the application.

The previous application was refused due to the scale and location of the proposal resulting in an incongruous, additional building to the detriment of both, residential and the visual amenity of the area together with the affect of the proposal upon the detriment of highway safety. As previously stated, the County Surveyor has confirmed that he has no objection to this re-submission and as such this report will discuss as to whether the reasons for refusal which relate to visual and neighbouring impact have been adequately addressed in this re-submission.

The size of the proposal in relation to the plot size was a main concern in the determination of the initial application. I consider that the alterations that have been made to the design of the building and the reduction in width of approx. 0.7 metres does not adequately address these previous concerns and as such it is still considered that the proposal would result in cramped development to the visual detriment of the area and have an impact upon the openness of the local area which forms a positive feature contrary to Policy G1 and Policy DP7 of the Regional Spatial Strategy.

I also commented in my previous report that I considered that the garden area to the side of Manor House is a positive feature adding to the local distinctiveness of the area and that the introduction of built form to this site will result in an incongruous feature, which will be detrimental to the visual amenity of the area. This view remains as a material consideration and should be considered as a reason for refusal of the application.

Turning to the impact of the proposal upon neighbouring residential amenity concerns were previously raised regarding the proximity of the proposal to neighbouring residential properties and the effect this would have upon loss of light and the overbearing impact of the proposal to the detriment of neighbouring amenity. Whilst the width of the property has been reduced to approx. 0.7 metres it is not considered that this is adequate enough to address the concerns raised in the previous application and as such consider that the size of the proposal and its proximity to neighbouring residential properties would have a detrimental impact upon the amenity of neighbouring residents.

I note that the applicant has sent a letter seeking to address the concerns raised by neighbouring residents, and whilst I note his comments, I consider that this re-submission has not adequately addressed the main reasons for refusal in the previous application and as per the comments above, recommend refusal of the application accordingly.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.
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