
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CS/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0611/P

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed new vehicular access from the A59 road to Blue Trees, Copster Green.  

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – Object to the application on highway safety grounds.  The new access is on to a fast and busy section of the A59 where traffic-calming measures have been introduced in recognition of the dangers.  Two bus stops in the immediate vicinity and crossing points used by school children add to the dangers.  There is no need for the proposed vehicular access because the applicant has pedestrian access on to the A59 and vehicular access on to the bridleway of Copster Green at the front of the property.

Although the plans show the existing hedge reduced in height to provide a sight line, hedges obviously grow in height and density.  How, therefore, will the visibility splay be maintained in perpetuity?  In any event, the visibility splay is deficient to the right (towards Clitheroe) when exiting and non-existent to the left (towards Preston).  The land to the left is not in the applican’s ownership and therefore the adjoining owner could obstruct any visibility splay in that direction that might otherwise been achieved.  



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) –In two responses (dated 7/9/11 and 9/9/11 the County Highway Engineers object to the application on highway safety grounds due to the inability to provide an adequate visibility splay in either direction.  In more detail, the comments of the Highway Engineers are summarised as follows:

 For the heavily trafficked A59 with a 40mph Speed Limit the new access onto the highway should be provided with a 2.4 metre x 90 metre visibility splay in both directions, as recommended in the Manual for Streets 2 and the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges. 

The proposed access has been located immediately adjacent to the westerly boundary of the site which maximises the easterly sightline, which is the more critical direction. However the best visibility splay that can realistically be achieved to the east  is still only approximately 2.4 metres x 60 metres which is significantly below the required standard.

In the proposed position adjoining the western site boundary, it is clear that the applicant has no control over any  land to the west at the  back of the public highway. The footway is approximately 1.6m wide at this point and it is only within that distance back from the carriageway edge that a sightline can be provided. On this basis, the maximum visibility splay that can be achieved to the west is only approximately  2.4m by 21m. Even this is achieved by allowing an advantageous measurement taken to the centre of the carriageway due to the proximity of the pedestrian refuge to the west that provides a physical restriction on overtaking manoeuvres. 

As it is not therefore possible to provide adequate sightlines in both directions over land within the applicant's control, the proposed access would be seriously detrimental to highway safety contrary to Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local plan.

PTO

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Six letters have been received from nearby residents all of whom express objections on highway safety grounds similar to those expressed by the Parish Council. Additional objections from neighbours are summarised as follows:

1. 
This access is just another step in the applicant’s plan for further development in the garden of Hill Top Bungalow.  The applicant’s intention is to form a mini housing estate.

2. 
It is a shame to remove established hedges (that are also nesting sites for birds) as these hedges add to the beauty of the Ribble Valley.

3. 
The access, if approved, would add to the potential for further development of this existing garden area. This would be to the further detriment of the amenities of nearby residents as a result of noise nuisance and a general increase in activity on the site.  



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policy G1 – detriment to highway safety.  



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

	The dwelling known as Blue Trees is situated in what was originally the rear curtilage of Hill Top Bungalow.  Having originally been approved and constructed as a swimming pool, gymnasium etc as an incidental building to Hill Top Bungalow, the building was converted into annex living accommodation for Hill Top Bungalow (for which planning permission was not required) and then planning permission was granted for its use as an independent dwelling (3/2008/1004/P). A condition was not imposed on that planning permission in respect of the removal of permitted development rights.  Blue Trees is now therefore a dwelling in its own right that has the benefit of the usual permitted development rights.  A Lawful Development Certificate has been issued in respect of two extensions to Blue Trees (3/2011/0387/P) that would allow its extension to form a two storey three bedroomed dwelling.  Permission has also been granted on appeal (3/2011/0120/P) for a two storey extension that would allow the property to become a two storey four bedroomed dwelling (although one of the bedrooms is stated as ‘nursery’ on the approved plans).  Two alternative permissions are therefore in place to extend Blue Trees to form a relatively large two storey detached independent dwelling to which the existing vehicular access is from the bridleway on Copster Green at the front of the site.  

This application seeks permission for the formation of an independent access to serve the dwelling on to the A59.  The only consideration therefore relates to highway safety.  

In two responses (dated 7 September 2011 and 9 September 2011) the County Highway Engineers have objected to the application on highway safety grounds due to the inability to form an adequate visibility splay in either direction.  There is therefore no alternative than to refuse the application for the highway safety reason explained by the County Highway Engineers in their consultation responses.  



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














