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	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

		

	Development Description:
	Retention of unauthorised existing outbuilding containers on site used as ancillary leisure space for Winton House.

	Site Address/Location:
	Winton 145 Whalley Road Wilpshire BB1 9NE

		

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	Wilpshire Parish Council have raised no objection to the proposal.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	

	No objections subject to the imposition of conditions.

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	No representations received in respect of the application.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement EN1 – Green Belt

Policy DS1 – Development Strategy
Policy DS2 – Sustainable Development
Policy DMG1 – General Considerations
Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG)


	Relevant Planning History:

3/2020/0012:
Request for confirmation that conversion of the existing garage building into ancillary living accommodation does not require planning permission. (Permission not required)

3/2019/0543:
Proposed change from temporary ancillary living accommodation approved under application 3/2017/1177 to permanent ancillary living accommodation.  (Refused)

3/2017/1177:
Retention of unauthorised change of use of five steel containers into one temporary ancillary residential unit. (Approved)

3/2017/0454:
Retention of unauthorised temporary ancillary accommodation converted from three existing container units. (Approved)


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

This application relates to an existing residential property known as ‘Winton’, 145 Whalley Road, Wilpshire. The application site is located outside, but on the edge of the Langho settlement boundary being within land that benefits from a Green Belt designation.

The application property is a large detached dwelling. To the rear of the property are a number of outbuildings including two double garages and beyond those is a sports pitch for private use by the occupants of the dwelling.


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

The application seeks retrospective consent for the retention of five shipping containers within the residential curtilage of the dwelling which have been joined and repurposed for the purposes of providing residential annex accommodation and ‘ancillary leisure space’.

The submitted details propose that the co-joined containers will be overclad in timber shiplap cladding, with a low-profile roof being erected over.  The submitted details propose that the roof will be a ‘green’ pitched roof however no details have been provided in respect of this matter.  It is further proposed that the resultant ‘structure’ will benefit from a covered porch area with associated decking.


	Principle of Development:

The application site is located within the defined Green Belt, as such and at a local level, Key Statement EN1 is primarily (but not solely) engaged and at a national level Paragraphs 147 to 151 of the National Planning Policy Framework are also primarily engaged for the purposes of assessing the proposal, particularly in relation to any harm to the Green Belt which may be resultant from the proposal.

Key Statement EN1 is explicit insofar that ‘the overall extent of the green belt will be maintained to safeguard the surrounding countryside from inappropriate encroachment. The development of new buildings will be limited to the purposes of agriculture, forestry, essential outdoor sport and recreation, cemeteries and for other uses of land which preserve the openness of the Green Belt and which do not conflict with the purposes of the designation’.  

It is noted that the applicant refers to the proposal being for that of ‘ancillary leisure space’ however, taking account of the submitted details it is clear that an element of the proposal is for that of ancillary ‘annex accommodation’ insofar that the use of three of the containers will create a unit of self-contained accommodation comprising 3 bedrooms, dressing room and lounge/kitchenette area.  In this respect Policy DMH5 of the adopted development plan is also engaged for the purposes of assessing the proposal insofar that the policy relates to that of ‘annex’ accommodation.

In this respect Policy DMH5 states that ‘Proposals to extend or alter existing residential properties must accord with Policy DMG1 and any relevant designations within which the site is located.  Proposals that are for the extension of properties to provide accommodation for elderly or dependant relatives will also be subject to the following criteria:

1. The development must be capable of integration into the main dwelling or a use that is ancillary to the use of the main dwelling housing when circumstances change.
2. The extension should generally speaking provide only a modest level of accommodation.

Given the degree of separation of the proposed structure from that of the main primary dwelling, it is not considered that the proposal could be ‘capable of integration into the main dwelling’ when circumstances change.  It is accepted however that the structure could accommodate ancillary uses that are ancillary to the use of the main dwelling.  Notwithstanding this matter, it is considered that the proposals fails to accord with Policy DMH5 insofar that the level of accommodation proposed would not be considered to be of a scale that can be argued as being ‘modest’.

It is noted that Policy DMH5 also requires that such proposals must accord with ‘Policy DMG1 and any other relevant designations within which the site is located’.  As such, should conflict be found with Policy DMG1 or other policy relating to special designations, the generally permissive nature of DMH5 and the general support lended by the Policy is considered fully disengaged.


	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

Taking account of the nature of the proposal and the distances from any nearby residential receptors it is not considered that the proposed development will result in any undue impact upon nearby existing residential amenity.


	Visual Amenity/External Appearance:

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. It further advises that development which is harmful to the Green Belt should only be permitted in ‘very special circumstances’ and that 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. Paragraph 149 of the NPPF sets out a number of exceptions where the construction of new buildings may not be considered inappropriate development. The list of exceptions include: 

‘the replacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same use and not materially larger than the one it replaces.’

It is noted that a swimming pool building of single storey construction was historically present on the site of the existing containers.  However given the swimming pool building has not be present on-site for a number of years, the proposed structure cannot be considered to be a true ‘replacement’ and must be considered as a ‘new-building’.

In this respect, when engaging the requirements of the framework, particularly paragraphs 147-151, it is clear that the proposal must be considered as a new-building.  As such an assessment must therefore be made in respect of the impact the proposal would have on the spatial and visual openness of the Green Belt and any impacts the proposal would have upon the character or visual amenities of the area.

The proposal occupies a significant footprint, being single-storey in nature, however given the scale of the building, when taking account of the relatively open aspect of the immediate area, it is considered that the proposal would significantly compromise the visual and spatial openness of the designated area, being contrary to the provisions of paragraphs 147 – 150 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

Furthermore, when taking account of the proposed alterations to the building, including over-cladding it is considered that the resultant form of development, by virtue of its overall scale, materials and external appearance, would represent an incongruous and anomalous form of development that fails to respond positively to the inherent character of the area, being contrary to Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.


	Landscape/Ecology:

No implications resultant from the proposal.


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

As such, taking account of the above, it is considered that the proposal represents inappropriate development within the defined Green Belt which results in significant harm to the visual character and openness of the character of the Green Belt.  It is further considered that the applicant has failed to demonstrate ‘very special circumstances’ that would outweigh the identified visual harm and harm to the visual or spatial openness of the Green belt resultant from the development, as such the tests of Paragraph 148 of the National Planning Policy Framework have not been met.

It is for the above reasons and having regard to all material considerations and matters raised that the application is recommend for refusal.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning consent be refused for the following reason(s)

	
01
	
The proposal, by virtue of its design, scale and external appearance, would result in the introduction of an incongruous, anomalous and discordant form of development that fails to respond positively to the character of the area and would result in development that fundamentally and significantly compromises the visual and spatial openness of the Green Belt.
As such the proposal is considered to be in direct conflict with Key Statement EN1 and Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and Paragraphs 147-150 of the National planning Policy Framework insofar that ‘very special circumstances’ have not been demonstrated that would outweigh the identified visual harm to the Green Belt resultant from the development.


	
02
	
The proposal is considered contrary to the aims and provisions of Key Statement EN1 insofar that it does not represent ‘essential outdoor sport or recreation’ nor does the proposal intend to be for the purposes of agriculture or forestry.  


	
03
	
The proposed development, by virtue of its size, scale and design, would not constitute or represent a modest level of accommodation contrary to the aims and provisions of Policy DMH5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.
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