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	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

		

	Development Description:
	Construction of two-storey extension to side and rear, including conversion of existing garage. 

	Site Address/Location:
	2 Water Meadows, Longridge, PR3 3BW

		

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No comments received in respect of the proposed development. 

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	The Local Highway Authority advice is that the residual cumulative impacts of the development are severe and advise the LPA to consider refusal on transport/highway grounds. 

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	One letter of representation has been received in relation to the proposal. The concerns raised within the letter can be summarised as below: 

· Loss of sunlight to rear garden area;
· Overbearing impact; 
· Impact on parking; 
· Loss of privacy;
· Size and scale of the proposal; 
· Potential to use the development as an Airbnb; 
· Breach of restrictions in property lease.


	

	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement DS1:	Development Strategy
Key Statement DS2: 	Sustainable Development
Key Statement DMI2:	Transport Considerations

Policy DMG1:	General Considerations
Policy DMG2:	Strategic Considerations
Policy DMG3:	Transport & Mobility
Policy DME3:	Site and Species Protection and Conservation
Policy DMH5:     Residential and Curtilage Extensions 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)


	Relevant Planning History:

3/2021/0190: Proposed single storey rear lean-to extension to form new integral garage. Conversion of existing garage to form new office/snug. Flat room link extension (side/rear elevation) (Refused). 


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The application relates to a two-storey detached dwelling at no.2 Water Meadows situated on a corner plot at the junction with Preston Road. The property is accessed via a shared driveway and comprises of red brickwork, concrete roof tiles and white uPVC windows. The dwelling also benefits from an existing detached garage situated towards the rear of the site which is proposed for conversion. 

The site to which the application relates is located within the defined settlement area of Longridge and benefits from no other designations or constraints. 


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

Consent is sought for a proposed two-storey side and rear extension which would include the conversion of the existing detached garage. 

The proposed extension would project 3.15m and 11.5m from the side and rear elevation of the application property respectively and would have a total depth of 17.33m. A pitched roof form would be incorporated which would have a maximum eaves height of 3.88m and ridge height of 4.9m. To the front elevation of the proposal, 1no. window and personnel door would be featured, whilst 1no. door and roof light would be included to the northern side elevation. To the south facing side elevation, a set of double doors and 1no. personnel door would be incorporated, along with numerous glazed elements serving the proposed kitchen and lounge at ground floor and bedroom at first floor. 

In regard to materiality, the proposed development would be finished to match the external appearance of the application property, including red facing brickwork, concrete roof tiles and white uPVC windows. 


	Principle of Development:

The proposal relates to a domestic extension and alterations to an existing residential property and is therefore acceptable in principle subject to an assessment of the material planning considerations. 


	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

The fenestration proposed to the front and south facing side elevation of the extension would provide views similar to those afforded by the existing window configuration featured to the front and south elevation of the main dwellinghouse. In addition to this, the proposal would not have a direct interface with any neighbouring properties to the front elevation and there would be an adequate separation distance of over 40m between the proposed development and the nearby residential properties to the south. As such, it is not anticipated that any new opportunities for direct overlooking or loss of privacy would be created in this respect. 

It is noted that 1no. roof light would be included to the northern roof pitch of the proposed extension, facing towards no.4 Water Meadows which would likely provide some outlook towards this adjacent property. Whilst the proposed opening would not have a direct interface with any neighbouring windows, the opening would likely provide elevated views towards the rear garden area of no.4 Water Meadows and thus result in a perceived sense of overlooking and loss of privacy. As such, if the application were to be approved, a condition would be attached to the accompanying decision notice requiring the proposed roof light to be obscurely glazed and non-opening. 

The proposed extension would extend a total length and 17.33m along/ within close proximity to the common boundary with no.4 Water Meadows, with a rearward projection of 11.5m and ridge height of approximately 5m. Whilst it is acknowledged that the existing detached garage benefits from a relatively high ridge height of 4.8m and forms part of the boundary treatment between the application property and no.4 Water Meadows, it is considered that the proposed extension would result in a pronounced overbearing impact and sense of enclosure upon the occupiers of this neighbouring property that would significantly exceed the existing by virtue of its continuous projection along the common boundary. This impact would only be exacerbated by the southerly position of the proposal in relation to no.4 Water Meadows and lack of any substantial visual screening, further impacting upon the natural light received by both the ground and first floor windows featured to the rear elevation of this adjacent property, as well as the private amenity space. 

In view of the above, the works proposed would be unduly harmful to the amenity of the neighbouring residents at no.4 Water Meadows, by virtue of its proposed siting, size, scale, and massing. 


	Visual Amenity/External Appearance:

Paragraph 135 of the NPPF states: 

‘Planning policies and decisions should ensure that developments are sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding built environment and landscape setting.’

Ribble Valley Core Strategy Policy DMG1 provides specific guidance in relation to design and states:

‘All development must be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity, and nature as well as scale, massing, style [and] consider the density, layout, and relationship between buildings, which is of major importance. Particular emphasis will be placed on visual appearance and the relationship to surroundings.’

The application site occupies a prominent position sited on the corner plot at the junction of Water Meadows and Preston Road resulting in the development being immediately visible from the highway. Whilst it is noted that the property benefits from an existing detached garage with a relatively high ridge height of 4.8m, the proposed development would result in a structure with a continuous rearward projection of 11.5m and ridge height of approximately 5m. In this respect, it is not considered that the proposed extension would take a subservient position in relation to the host dwelling, by virtue of its size, scale, and massing, resulting in a substantial addition of built form to the rear elevation of the property. Given the visual prominence of the proposal, an extension of this nature would appear a significantly incongruous, unsympathetic, and discordant addition to both the application property and wider street scene. 

In addition to this, the proposed fenestration featured to the external elevations of the extension – that being large, glazed openings that dominate the southern side elevation - would not be reflective of or sympathetic to the existing window configuration featured to the primary dwellinghouse which largely incorporates modest and small-scale openings. 

In view of the above, it is considered that the overall size, scale, and elevational language of the proposed works would result in the introduction of an over-dominant, incongruous, and unsympathetic form of development that would fail to respond positively to the existing built form of the property or the surrounding area. The proposal is therefore in conflict with Policy DMG1 and DMH5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and Paragraph 135 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 


	Highways and Parking:

Lancashire County Council Highways have been consulted in relation to the proposed development. While the number of bedrooms at the site will remain as a 4+ bed dwelling, the extension to the dwelling will lead to a loss of one car parking space, with 3 spaces currently being provided on the existing driveway. 

Following the proposal, one car parking space will be provided on the driveway, whilst the other space will be in the turning area for the shared access track which serves three other dwellings. Whilst the Local Highway Authority acknowledges that the turning area for the shared access track has not been designed adequately, the proposal would make the existing situation worse with the turning area becoming a car parking area for the application dwelling. This would be to the detriment of highway safety with there being no facilities for vehicles using the access track to turn and exit the area in a forward gear, leading to vehicles having to reverse for a considerable distance before having adequate space to manoeuvre and engage in a forward gear. This is in a location which has no segregated pedestrian facilities and one which has numerous site frontages that serve each dwellings parking areas. 

Furthermore, the proposed works would also result in a shortfall of one on-site parking space given the number of bedrooms at the site. This would only exacerbate the aforementioned issue with more vehicles being potentially displaced to the turning head of the shared access road. 

In view of the above, the proposed development would result in significant undue harm upon highway safety and parking and would therefore be contrary to Policies DMG1 and DMG3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy. 


	Landscape/Ecology:

A Preliminary Day-Time Bat Survey has been submitted with the application, dated December 2023. 

The report concludes that the roosting potential associated with the existing garage is relatively low risk and its loss can be compensated for by means of integrated bat boxes within the site. However, during the survey a number of potential access points were noted within the main dwellinghouse, with two, possibly three, potential bat access points being lost as a result of the works proposed. As such, further survey work has been recommended. 

Given the above, it cannot be determined whether the development would result in no adverse impact upon protected species, as the impact upon bats cannot be fully assessed until a minimum of two emergence surveys in the optimum survey season (May to August inclusive) have been undertaken. 

The proposal therefore fails to satisfy the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations and is contrary to Policy DME3 and Key Statement EN4 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy which seek to restrict development proposals likely to have an adverse effect on protected species. 


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

As such, for the above reasons and having regard to all material considerations and matters raised, the application is recommended for refusal.


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

	01:
	The proposed development, by virtue of its size, scale, and proximity to a shared boundary, would result in a sense of enclosure and overbearing impact upon the adjacent property of no.4 Water Meadows, which would result in unacceptable harm to the amenity of the neighbouring occupants. Accordingly, the proposed development would be in conflict with Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy 2008-2028. 

	02:
	The proposed development would be in conflict with Policy DMG1 and DMH5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy 2008-2028 and Paragraph 135 of the National Planning Policy Framework in as much that the proposal, by virtue of its overall size, scale and elevational language, would result in the introduction of an over-dominant, incongruous, and unsympathetic form of development that would fail to respond positively to the existing built form of the application property or surrounding area resulting in poor design.

	03:
	The applicant has failed to demonstrate that the proposal would not result in any adverse impact upon protected species, namely bats. Therefore, the proposal fails to adequately protect and enhance protected species and habitat contrary to Key Statement EN4 and Policy DME3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy 2008-2028 as well as the National Planning Policy Framework. 

	04:
	The proposed development would result in the loss of off-street parking that would lead to vehicles being displaced to the turning head of the shared access road, thus removing the facility required to enable vehicles to turn within the site and enter and leave in a forward gear.  This would be injurious to highway safety and contrary to Policy DMG1 and DMG3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy 2008-2028.
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