Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: CS/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2015/0771/P

	Development Proposed:
	Extension and alteration of existing dwelling to create new ground floor bedroom and garage extension at Oaksmead, Manor Road, Copster Green

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No comments or observations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC (Highways) – Comment that there is sufficient on-site parking for 3 vehicles and that given the nature of the access road, there was no real concern over the fact that vehicles would be unable to enter/leave the property in a forward gear and on that basis no objection is raised to the proposed development.

The Highway Authority added that the proposal involved the provision of a full sized garage that could be used for the parking of vehicles but that the tarmac apron would be insufficient to allow a vehicle to reverse out.  Whilst this would present a highway concern, if the apron could not be increased in size in the interests of protecting an existing oak tree on the site, a compromise could be a reduction in the length of the garage in order to remove the likelihood of it being used as a vehicle garage.
RVBC Countryside Officer – Following a visit to the site, the Countryside Officer advised in relation to an Oak tree within the front garden of the application property as follows:

This Oak tree has developed an asymmetrical crown biased towards the north west.  There is an area of decay at the base of the west side of the main trunk.  This decay is partially compartmentalised but does appear to extend into the root buttress area.  The existing tarmac area to the front of the property is on the edge of the Root Protection Area (RPA) running to the west of the main trunk; and any further incursion resulting in excavations leading to root loss may well impact on the stability and long-term health of the tree.  As the front elevation of the proposed extension is on the edge of the RPA any increase in the tarmac area would be within the RPA leaving only 4.5m.  Therefore it would be necessary to impose a condition requiring a geogrid system.  In addition, the Oak tree also requires a sensitive crown reduction to BS3998 for tree work.  This would reduce wind loading and provide a more visually balanced appearance.  This requirement should form part of the tree condition.

The Countryside Officer also recommends the imposition of a condition requiring compliance with the mitigation measures that were outlined in the bat survey report that was submitted with the application.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations.

	Five letters have been received from the owners/occupiers of the immediately adjoining dwelling to the north of the application site.  A letter has also been received from a planning consultant acting on behalf of those same neighbours.  The objections to the application contained in the 6 letters are summarised as follows:
1.
The general design of the proposed extension is incompatible with that of the existing bungalow.

2.
The scale and massing of the proposed extension and proximity to site boundaries will have a significant detrimental effect on the outlook and residential amenities of the occupants of the neighbouring property.

3.
The under-provision of adequate parking within the site due to the fact that the proposed garage will make the space unusable for parking of the applicants vehicles would result in vehicles being parked on the adjoining highway and public right of way leading to difficulties for other neighbouring residents (including the immediate neighbours) wishing to access their own property.
4.
Detrimental impact to existing trees both within and outside the site including a substantial Oak tree close to the front boundary of the application site.

5.
The proposal would set an undesirable precedent for similar extensions which seek to extend other buildings so significantly beyond their existing front elevation.

6.
Loss light and view from all windows on both floors of the south facing front elevation of the neighbouring property.

7.
Increased noise and disturbance due to the garage being positioned close to their boundary with the application site.

8.
It is not normal to build on the front of a bungalow (there would be no objection to an extension at the rear).

9.
Loss of privacy due to extra windows overlooking their property.

10.
The proposal will make the building look excessive and bulky and it would dominate the nearby buildings.  The design is incompatible to the design of the existing buildings in the area.

11.
The proposal would have a detrimental impact on their garden possibly resulting in the loss of trees and vegetation due to the lack of daylight on their garden and the natural wildlife.

12.
The proposed extension would diminish existing important views and would be prominent from most angles within The Green.  The chalet design is out of keeping with the strong historic character of the village.  For example, no other dwelling in the village has a balcony.  Whilst design issues might be solved by conditions or revisions, these would not remedy the problem of the siting of the extension.
13.
The proposed balcony will overlook the front garden of a neighbouring property and will also view directly towards the neighbouring property. 


	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy (Adopted Version)
Policy DMG1 – General Considerations.

Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions.

Policy DME1 – Protecting Trees and Woodland.

Policy DME3 – Site and Species Protection and Conservation.


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

	The application relates to a detached two storey dwelling (all four of its bedrooms are at first floor level within the roof space) on the west side of The Green at Copster Green.  It is adjoined to the north and south by other dwellings that gain access from The Green and to the west by dwellings that gain access from the A59.  There are also other residential properties on the opposite side of The Green to the east.
Although personal circumstances are not specifically relevant to the determination of a planning application, it is considered appropriate to note that the proposed extension and alterations for this property are to serve the needs of a disabled adult resident of the dwelling.  Also not specifically relevant to the determination of the planning application, the applicants have stated that it is not possible for them to extend at the rear of the property due to a restrictive covenant.

Irrespective of these two points, the application falls to be determined on its planning merits.  The principal considerations relate to the effects of the proposed extension upon:

1.
The appearance and character of the property itself and the wider visual amenities of the locality.  

2. The amenities of nearby residents (principally the adjoining property to the north) in respect of loss of light and loss of privacy.

3.
Parking provision and highway safety.

4.
Existing trees in the vicinity of the site, principally an Oak tree in the front garden of the application site.

5.
Protected species.

6.
The setting of an undesirable precedent.

The proposal involves the following:

1.

The conversion of the existing integral garage (on the south side of the dwelling) to form a master bedroom with en suite shower room appropriately designed to accommodate wheel chair use.

2.
A new entrance porch (with balcony area above) of appropriate dimensions for wheel chair use.

3.
An extension projecting 6.7m forward of the northern part of the front elevation.  This will contain a garage at ground floor level with a bedroom and en suite shower room at first floor level within the roof space.  The extension would have a front facing gable and would have an eaves height of approximately 4m and a ridge height of approximately 7.2m.  No windows or roof lights are proposed within the northern side elevation or roof slope of the extension.

The proposal was the subject of a pre-application enquiry in respect of which the submitted plans showed a scheme of extensions and alterations that are the same as the development now proposed in this formal planning application.

The following points made in the Council’s response to the pre-application enquiry are considered relevant to the consideration of this current application:

1.
The Council considers the proposed extension to the front elevation of the property to incorporate garage, entrance porch at ground floor level with additional bedroom at first floor level with balcony to be acceptable in principle.

2.
There is a mix of house types within Copster Green and therefore on balance the proposed extension is not considered to be unduly harmful to the appearance of the dwelling or locality.

3.
The choice of natural stone to the front elevation of the extension with render to the sides and the remainder of the property is considered to be appropriate.

4.
It is noted that windows serving habitable rooms to the property closest to the extension (Hilltop Bungalow) are predominantly to the front of the property and any windows to the sides serve corridors.  On this basis, and use of the distance between the proposed extension and Hilltop Bungalow, it is not considered that the extension would significantly harm the amenity of the occupiers of either Hilltop Bungalow to the north or Oakleigh to the south.

5.
With regards to the balcony it is noted that the distance between this aspect of the proposal and the property directly opposite is approximately 40m.  Additionally, the fact that the extension is set back within the site and will be partially obscured by an oak tree and due to the design, there is minimal opportunity for occupants to directly overlook neighbours to either side.  This element of the scheme is considered to be acceptable in principle.
6.
The Council’s Countryside Officer has confirmed that a full tree survey is not required in this instance but that the existing oak tree must be shown on the proposed plans with its DBH (diameter at breast height) specified in order for the Council to attach appropriate conditions in the event that a subsequent planning application is to be approved.

The Council’s response to the pre-application enquiry was sent following a visit to the site by the Pre-application Advice Officer at which visit she appears to have properly considered the proposed development in relation to all the relevant considerations as stated previously in this report (except for those relating to parking/highway matters, protected species and precedent).
With regards to the effects of the proposed extension on the appearance and character of the existing dwelling and the wider visual amenities of the locality, the case officer concurs with the views expressed in the pre-application enquiry response that the development is acceptable in this regard.

It is not considered that there would be any detrimental effects upon the privacy of the occupiers of Hilltop Bungalow as no windows or roof lights are proposed in the north facing elevation and roof slope of the extension; and the future installation of any such openings will be prevented by an appropriate condition in the event that this application is approved.  A ground floor window proposed in the northern side elevation of the existing dwelling could be formed as permitted development but, in any event, it would directly face a solid timber fence and would not therefore overlook the neighbouring property. The proposed balcony is set back from the front wall of the proposed extension, such that the extension itself will prevent direct over-looking of Hill Top Bungalow from the balcony.

Due to the distance between the neighbouring dwelling and the side elevation of the extension; and the design of the extension such that the roof will slope away from the neighbouring dwelling, it is not considered that the proposal would result in any loss of light to the neighbouring property sufficient to justify refusal of the application.

The view from the windows in the south facing elevation of Hilltop Bungalow will undoubtedly be affected but the loss of a view does not constitute a sustainable reason for refusal of a planning application.

The Council’s Countryside Officer has suggested conditions to appropriately protect the oak tree in the event that planning permission is granted.

The LCC Highway Authority has no objections to the application in relation to parking provision and highway safety matters.

A Protected Species Survey report submitted with the application states that no evidence of bats was found within any part of the building and concluded that the proposed development would therefore be unlikely to cause significant disturbance to bats or result in a bat roost or cause injury or death of a European Protected Species (bats) or result in any significant impact on a local bat population.  The report, however, contained mitigation measures that should be implemented in the unlikely event that bats are found during development works.  Compliance with such measures, if necessary, will be ensured by an appropriate condition in the event that this application is approved.
As Copster Green comprises of a variety of house types and designs, plot sizes and position of dwellings within their curtilages (principally in relation to the distance between the existing front elevation and the front boundary of the curtilage, it is not considered that precise circumstances of this application will be repeated elsewhere such that a permission in this case would set an undesirable precedent.  In any event, any future application will fall to be considered on its own individual planning merits.

Overall, for the reasons expressed at pre-application stage and confirmed in this report, it is considered that the proposed development is acceptable in relation to all relevant considerations subject to the imposition of appropriate conditions.



	RECOMMENDATION: That conditional planning permission be granted.


DATE INSPECTED: 11 NOVEMBER 2015











This report needs to be read in conjunction with the Decision Notice.








