
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CS/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0120/P

	Development Proposed:
	Two storey extension with Juliet balcony to form bedroom and dining room at Blue Trees, Copster Green

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – The Parish Council has objected to this application for 13 reasons that are summarised as follows:

1.
The proposal will result in a four bedroomed house which is way beyond the pool/gymnasium etc building that was originally approved.

2.
The proposals will have significant impact on noise, loss of privacy/amenity and traffic for the surrounding residents, including Hill Top Bungalow itself.  A four bedroom property will have more cars associated with it both from a permanent and visitor aspect, and all traffic has to gain access via the narrow driveway adjacent to Oaksmead.  

3.
The additional noise will be detrimental to the rural aspect of Copster Green.

4.
Increased traffic will lead to issues on the bridleway, including deterioration of roads/verges and safety issues with horses, children and pedestrians.  

5.
The detrimental effects on Oaksmead of traffic noise and activity were raised in an Inspector’s decision letter relating to an appeal following the refusal of permission for a detached bungalow. The Appeal was dismissed. 

6.
The development will not be sympathetic to the existing use of the land.

7.
The immediate highway infrastructure is extremely poor.

8.
The immediate vicinity of the proposed development is extremely picturesque being Greenbelt/common land.  The continued development of this particular site (and that of others in the vicinity) is only serving to diminish the amenity and environmental impact of what is a ‘picture postcard’ hamlet.  

9.
This development would put additional pressure on the amenities and infrastructure which is not being maintained at the same pace or level.  

10.
Inadequate public transport is provided within the local vicinity.

11.
The access points to Copster Green from the A59 and from Lovely Hall Lane all have safety problems and issues that would be exacerbated by the increased traffic that would result from the proposed development.  

12.
The proposed development would have a significant detrimental impact upon the density, layout and relationship between buildings, especially upon the visual appearance and relationship to the surroundings.  

13.
There would be detrimental and inappropriate overlooking issues if the proposed development was permitted. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	N/A



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Four letters of objection have been received from nearby residents.  The grounds of objection are similar to those of the Parish Council.  An additional point made in one of the letters, however, is that the large wrought iron gate across the driveway serving Hill Top Bungalow and Blue Trees is usually locked and is only unlocked for short periods to allow access thus raising the noise levels associated with vehicles coming to and from the site to the further detriment of the amenities of the property, Oaksmead.  



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G4 - Settlement Strategy.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policy G1 – inappropriate intensification of existing backland development that would be unsympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of size, intensity and nature; and detriment to the amenities of nearby residents as a result of increased traffic noise and general activity.  



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

	Hill Top Bungalow is a semi detached property within a large curtilage that faces Copster Green and gains vehicular access from the bridlepath.  The original curtilage of Hill Top Bungalow extends through to Longsight Road (A59) although there is no vehicular access on to the major road.  To the south, the site is adjoined by some properties facing and gaining access from The Green, and others facing and gaining access from Longsight Road.  To the north, the neighbouring dwellings all face The Green and obtain access from the bridlepath.  The site is within the Settlement Boundary of Copster Green.  

This application relates to a split level detached building within the rear garden area of Hill Top Bungalow.  It was constructed under planning permission 3/2004/0742/P originally intended to be used as a swimming pool, gym, sun lounge and shower room.  The applicants subsequently sought confirmation from the Council that the adaption of the building to form annex living accommodation to the main dwelling did not require planning permission.  In line with case law on that particular subject, the Council had no alternative than to give the requested confirmation.  The building was then fitted out internally to form a living room, kitchen, bedroom and shower room on the main upper level, with a further bedroom and en-suite bathroom on the smaller lower level.  

Permission was then sought by application 3/2008/1004/P to change the use of the building from annex accommodation to an independent dwelling.  That application was considered by the Planning and Development Committee at its meeting on 5 March 2009.  In the Committee report, following a detailed examination of the relevant policies, the case officer for that application concluded that, as the reuse of an existing building within a settlement boundary, the proposed use as an independent dwelling was acceptable in principle.  It was also considered that an independent dwelling of this size would not have any seriously detrimental effects upon visual amenity, the amenities of any nearby residents or highway safety.  The Committee resolved, in accordance with the officer’s recommendation that planning permission be granted. 

In accordance with that planning permission, the building is now used as an independent dwelling under the name ‘Blue Trees’.  

In 2009, permission was granted for a large detached garage building for Blue Trees which has been erected within the garden area to the rear of the neighbouring property, Portalet, in accordance with the permission (3/2009/0334/P).  Planning application 3/2010/0249/P then sought permission for a detached bungalow to be sited to the west of Hill Top Bungalow and to the south east of Blue Trees.  That application was considered by Planning and Development Committee on 12 August 2010 when (contrary to the officer’s recommendation) it was resolved that planning permission be refused for the following reason:

The proposed development due to its size and location will lead to an over development of the site and result in conditions to the detriment of adjacent residential amenity resulting from traffic disturbance and overlooking issues and as such would be contrary to Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

An appeal against that refusal was dismissed.  The appeal inspector considered that the additional vehicular activity would have detrimental effects upon the amenities of the occupiers of the adjoining property, Oaksmead.  Additional comments made in the Inspector’s decision letter are as follows:

· Copster Green is a rural village and residents who choose to live in the countryside rather than in an urban situation can reasonably expect quiet surroundings.

· The proposal would not be sympathetic to existing land use in terms of intensity and thus conflicts with saved Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.  This is sufficient reason in itself to warrant dismissing the appeal. 

· There is already a group of three substantial buildings at the end of the relatively long driveway at the rear of Hill Top Bungalow.  In the context of Copster Green this is an alien form of backland development.  The bungalow would be a fourth building in the group and would substantiate this back land development.  Though not visible in public views the development at the rear of Hill Top Bungalow is visible in views from nearby dwellings, such as from first floor windows in Oaksmead and Portalet.  The proposed development would have an adverse effect on the appearance of the village for some of its residents.  

The existing dwelling ‘Blue Trees’ has overall external dimensions of approximately 9.5m x 9.3m.  Its maximum heights measured from the lowest ground levels are 4.1m to eaves and 6m to the ridge.  This application seeks permission for the erection of a two storey extension on to the rear (north west) elevation.  As originally submitted, there was to be a balcony at upper floor level across most of the rear elevation from which it would project by 1m.  It was stated on the originally submitted plans that the extension would form a dining room at the upper floor level and a bedroom on the lower level (the original one bedroom at lower ground level is shown to be divided into two bedrooms).  As originally proposed, the accommodation would therefore comprise lounge, dining room, kitchen and bedroom on the upper level and three bedrooms on the lower level.

An amended plan received on 3 March 2011, the balcony has been replaced by two small Juliet balconies and the proposed new room at lower ground level is now stated as ‘nursery’.  

The extension has overall maximum dimensions of approximately 6m x 7m with maximum eaves/ridge heights of 4.8m/6m.  This keeps the eaves and ridge heights level with the existing building (the maximum heights are higher than the existing building only because the land slopes downwards beyond the existing rear elevation towards the A59).  The two proposed rooms are each in excess of 7m x 5m.  

Notwithstanding that the proposed room at lower ground level is now stated to be a ‘nursery’, the proposal would effectively result in the formation of a four bedroomed detached house in the rear garden of Hill Top Bungalow from a building that was originally approved as an outbuilding for ancillary recreational purposes.  An appeal Inspector has recently referred to the existing buildings (including Blue Trees) at the rear of Hill Top Bungalow to be an ‘alien form of backland development’.  He dismissed the appeal (for a detached bungalow) on the grounds (amongst other things) that it would substantiate this backland development.  

The current proposal does not involve an additional building in this backland location, but it does involve an extension to one of the existing buildings which within the context of Copster Green can be described as ‘substantial’.  

If permission had been sought for a four bedroomed detached house in this rear garden location, it is considered unlikely that permission would have been granted because it does represent an inappropriate and alien form of backland development that is detrimental to the general character of the locality.  The fact that the four bedroomed dwelling (or three bedrooms and a nursery) would have come about in four stages (ancillary outbuilding, conversion to annex, conversion to a two bedroomed independent dwelling, extension to form a four bedroomed dwelling) does not make the current proposal acceptable.

It is therefore considered that the application should be refused on the grounds that it would intensify an existing unsatisfactory and inappropriate form of back land development that is not sympathetic to existing land use in terms of intensity, and thus conflicts with saved Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

Being located on the rear of the existing building, the proposal would not have any detrimental effects upon the adjoining properties, Oaksmead or Portalet by reason of any loss of light or overlooking.  Following the deletion from the proposal of the balcony, it is also not considered that there would be any overlooking or loss of light to the adjoining property, Westholme, that faces and gains access from the A59.  

However, it is considered that a four bedroomed dwelling would result in a level of vehicular traffic and general activity in excess of the level that results from the existing relatively small dwelling.  In this backland situation, it is considered that this would have detrimental effects upon existing surrounding properties (including Hill Top bungalow) sufficient to justify a second reason for refusal of the application.  

I therefore consider that planning permission should be refused for the two reasons outlined above.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 7 April 2011





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














