


	Report to be read in conjunction with the Decision Notice.

	

	Application Ref:
	3/2021/0182
	[image: ]

	Date Inspected:
	16/04/2021
	

	Officer:
	AB
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSED

		

	Development Description:
	Whins Lodge Whalley Old Road Langho Lancashire BB6 8DU

	Site Address/Location:
	Demolition of existing single storey elements of existing property, the garage, and a number of out buildings to construct a two-storey rear extension and an attached annexe with lower ground floor integral garage and service spaces. Replacement of two storey bay windows to the front elevation and with a portico covered entrance.

		

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	None received.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	

	With respect to this application LCC Highways do not raise any objections to the principle of the application. There are however concerns regarding the access gate and the access to the adopted highway.

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	No representations have been received.

	[bookmark: _Hlk42509783]

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:
Key Statement EN1 – Green Belt
Policy DMG1 – General Considerations
Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions

National Planning Policy Framework

	Relevant Planning History:
6/9/322 – Proposed alterations including conversion of bungalow to a two-storey dwelling. Approved.

	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:
The application relates to a large detached property set within generous grounds to the north-east of Whalley Old Road. The site is close to the cluster of buildings known as ‘York Village’ and roughly east of Langho. The existing property does not bound any other buildings. It is surrounded to the north-east, south-east by open land and to the south-west by woodland. The site lies within the designated Green Belt.

There are a number of associated outbuildings including a large garage building.

	Description of Proposed Development:
Consent is sought for alterations to the property including:

· Demolition of existing single storey elements to the rear of the existing property.

· Demolition of the garage and outbuildings.

· Construction of a two-storey rear extension and a large, attached annexe with lower ground floor integral garage and service spaces. 

· Replacement of two storey bay windows to the front elevation and with a portico covered entrance.

The proposed two storey extension would extend around 6m from the rear elevation. It would comprise two projecting gables adjoined by a flat roof which in combination would extend to the full width of the existing rear elevation. Beyond that is proposed a 2-metre single storey extension with balcony above.

Adjoining this to the north-east of the dwelling is proposed a 23-metre-long and 10m wide annexe extension providing space across two levels. The ground floor of the building would provide extensive additional living accommodation. Due to a change in levels a lower ground floor is able to accommodate a three-car garage, gym, sauna, store and plant room. This element would be clad entirely with timber and would be approximately 6.4m in height when measured from the adjacent ground level with a flat roof. A glazed link would join the existing house with the proposed structure.

Alterations are also sought to the principal elevation of the existing property including the introduction of two storey bay windows and a portico covered entrance.


	Principle of Development:
The application site lies in the designated Green Belt and therefore Key Statement EN1 of the Core Strategy and national Green Belt policy contained in the Framework is engaged.

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that there is a general presumption against inappropriate development in the Green Belt and advises that when considering any planning application, local planning authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. 

As set out in the NPPF and Key Statement EN1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy, the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness. NPPF paragraph 145 states that the construction of new buildings is inappropriate in Green Belt. However, the extension or alteration of a building that does not result in disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building is considered an exception where they preserve the openness of the Green Belt and do not conflict with the purposes of including land in Green Belt. Development which is harmful to the Green Belt should only be permitted in ‘very special circumstances’ and these will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations.

The NPPF defines ‘original building as ‘a building as it existed on 1 July 1948 or, if constructed after 1 July 1948, as it was built originally’. Therefore, any extensions built since 1948 cannot be used to justify additional floor space or volume. 

Historic planning application 6/9/322, dated 1952, indicates that outbuildings 1 and 2 were not part of the ‘original’ structures on the site. In addition, the main dwelling was a bungalow with permission subsequently granted for a first-floor extension. The applicant claims that all structures on site were present in 1948. Nonetheless, in terms of calculating the size of the ‘original building’, outbuildings are generally not included.

The applicant has provided a comparison of floorspace taking into account all existing buildings at the site which are said to total 568sqm. Even taking into account the detached outbuildings the proposals result in an additional 255sqm, and increase of 45%.

However, the outbuildings to the north-east of the main house is significantly detached such that they should not be included in any calculation of original volume. The proposals should be measured against the main house only, as built in 1948, which was a single storey bungalow.

Measured against this the proposals would result in a major volume increase that would be considered as disproportionate, giving rise to a substantial loss of openness. Even if it were accepted that ‘outbuilding 1’ was present in 1948 and was in such proximity to the main house to be considered as ‘an extension’, the proposed additional volume would still result in a substantial, disproportionate increase.

Thus, the development proposed is inappropriate development in the Green Belt and would result in Green Belt harm contrary to Key Statement EN1 and NPPF section 13 ‘Protecting Green Belt land’. Very special circumstances have not been advanced in support of the application.


	Design and Appearance:
Its terms of design, Policy DMG1 of the Core Strategy requires that there be a good visual relationship between the main dwelling and any subsequent additions. Additions should be sympathetic to the existing dwelling ‘in terms of its scale, massing, style, features and building materials’. 

The proposals would result in the original property being dominated and overwhelmed. The proposed flat roofed annexe would not complement the hipped roof design of the application property and the proposal would be a bulky, incongruous, and disproportionate addition which would appear unduly prominent resulting in harm to the character and appearance of the host dwelling. The proposed timber cladding would fail to break-up the size and bulkiness of the proposed annex building.


	Trees and Ecology:
The submitted Arboricultural Impact Assessment indicates a requirement to remove a number of existing trees including six category B trees to facilitate the development. It is not considered that the proposed tree removal would result in such visual detriment to warrant refusal of the application. The surrounding area is well treed and therefore the removal of a small number of trees at the site would not harm local amenity. There would be a requirement for replacement tree planting elsewhere on site as recommended within the Arboricultural Impact Assessment.

The Ecological Survey and Assessment finds the presence of no less than four bat roosts with buildings at the site. Owing to the size of the roosts it is reasonable to consider that roosts 1,2 and 4 are day roosts and roost 3 a small maternity roost or satellite roost. In the absence of mitigation, the demolition and extension proposals would result in loss of two roosts and disturbance of a further one. As such, the proposals could only be carried out under a relevant Natural England Protected Species Mitigation license.

Any external lighting and landscaping should be sensitive to the use of the site by bats and other wildlife and details of suitable compensation and enhancement features would need to be provided to the LPA prior to commencement of the development.


Evidence of nesting birds was found at the site and suitable conditions could be imposed to ensure any work is undertaken outside the bird nesting season or subject to pre-commencement checks by a licensed ecologist. Provisions for roosting bats should also be provided within the site.

Invasive plant species were also found outside but close to the site boundaries and it would be recommended that appropriate measures to control and manage these species are taken.

Land beyond the site boundary to the north-east is designated as a Biological Heritage Site. The ecology survey recognises that this site is favourable for bird species including Priority Species and other wildlife. Protection of this would land habitat would be ensure through the erection of protective fencing along the application site boundary during the full period of construction.

	Highway Safety:
The County Surveyor has raised no objections to the proposals subject to alterations including that access gateposts should be positioned 5m back from the highway with splays at 45° to the centre line of the access and that the access be surfaced in bound materials for a minimum 5m into the site. It is considered that these requirements could be achieved, however, given the identified conflict with other planning policy considerations the applicant has not been given opportunity to amended submitted plans as part of the application process.

Subject to the above changes, the proposals would not result in any harm to highway safety.


	Conclusion:
In conclusion, the proposed development, by virtue of its size and scale, would have a negative impact on the character and openness of the Green Belt and conflict with the purposes of including land within the Green Belt. Furthermore, the scale, design and massing of the proposed development would dominate and overwhelm the original dwelling and would result in an incongruous addition which would harm to the character and appearance of the existing dwelling. 

Accordingly, it is recommended that the application be refused.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning consent be refused for the following reasons:

	1. The proposed development would result in a disproportionate addition to the original property and is considered to be inappropriate development in the Green Belt contrary to the provisions of Key Statement EN1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and Section 13 of the National Planning Policy Framework which attaches substantial weight to Green Belt harm.

2. The proposed development, by virtue of its scale, design, and mass, would result in an unsympathetic and incongruous scheme of development that would dominate and overwhelm the original dwelling and would harm the visual amenities of the existing building and immediate area. This would be contrary to Policies DMG1 and DMH5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.
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