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	BT
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

		

	Development Description:
	Retrospective change of use from a dwelling house (C3) to a residential institution (C2) including demolition of garage and construction of a single-storey extension to the side and additional parking to front.

	Site Address/Location:
	26 Whalley Road, Langho, BB6 8EJ.

		

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	Billington & Langho Parish Council:
	Concerns raised with respect to the impact of the proposal upon residential amenity and highway safety. Further concerns raised with respect to an over development of the site.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	No objections.

	

	United Utilities: 
	Consulted 11/3/24 – no response.

	

	RVBC Environmental Health: 
	No objections.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	Thirty four objections have been received from twenty seven households. The objections received are summarised as follows:

· Impact of the proposal upon residential amenity
· Impact of the proposal upon highway safety
· Concerns raised with respect to an over development of the site
· Concerns raised with respect to the ambiguity of the application’s supporting information

A committee call-in request was received from Councillor Farmer in the event that officers were minded to approve the application, stating concerns about over-development of the site, increased risk of anti-social behaviour, out of keeping with the surrounding area and additional traffic / highway safety impacts.


	

	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 DMH5: Residential and Curtilage Extensions
Policy DMB1: Supporting Business Growth and the Local Economy

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)


	Relevant Planning History:

3/2012/0034:
Proposed dormer windows to the front, together with a side extension to the bungalow and demolition of the existing garage (Approved)

3/2010/0020:
Amendment to approved consent 3/2009/0663P to incorporate a window to the first floor rear elevation (storage area only) (Approved)

3/2009/0663:
Extension to rear of dwelling (Approved)


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The application relates to a semi-detached dormer bungalow property in Langho. The property comprises rendered elevations, UPVC doors and windows and a cross gabled roof detailed in concrete tiles with two gabled dormer windows projecting from the property’s principle roof slope. The property’s front garden area comprises a mixture of sandstone paving and grass with the paved area accommodating off-street parking for the property. Hedges border the front and rear perimeters of the property with panelled timber fencing bordering the North-eastern perimeter of the property. The property occupies a visually prominent corner plot location on the junction between Whalley Road and Springdale Road with the former providing access to the property. No. 24 Whalley Road adjoins the South-western side of the site and bears a similar visual appearance to the application property. The surrounding area predominantly comprises residential housing. 


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

Planning consent is sought for a proposed change of use of the application property from a dwellinghouse (use Class C3) to a residential institution to accommodate children (Use Class C2). Retrospective planning consent is also sought for the retention of a flat roof single storey side extension. 


	Principle of Development:

Key Statement DS1 of the Core Strategy seeks to direct the majority of new development to the principal settlements of Clitheroe, Whalley and Longridge as well as the Tier 1 settlements. 

Policy DMG3 of the Core Strategy requires decision taking to consider the availability and adequacy of public transport and associated infrastructure to serve those moving to and from new developments. This is consistent with the NPPF which requires development proposals to promote sustainable transport.

In this instance, the application site lies within the defined settlement limits of Langho which is identified as a Tier 1 Settlement in the Core Strategy. In addition, the application site is sited in close proximity to two bus stops which are served by a total of six bus routes (113, 22, 856, 860, 862, 890). Accordingly, the proposed development would satisfy the requirements of Key statement DS1 and Policy DMG3.

Notwithstanding the above, Policy DMG1 of the Core Strategy stipulates that development must be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature and not adversely affect the amenities of the surrounding area.

In this instance, the application property (whilst occupying a main road location) is situated within a relatively sedate residential area primarily comprised of modestly sized dormer bungalow properties with a notable absence of commercial establishments within the immediate vicinity of the application site. 

The proposed change of use would involve an increase to the number of bedrooms at the application property from three to five in order to provide residential accommodation for a total of seven people (three children and up to four adult care workers) with the application’s proposed plans indicating that the increased in bedrooms would be facilitated through the use of the unauthorised single storey side extension. Additional modifications proposed to the existing site include the creation of additional off-street parking within the property’s front garden area in order to accommodate increased parking capacity to support the proposed use.  

The supporting statement indicates that there would be a team of ten staff working on a rota basis and sleeping overnight at the address as well as limited visits from external professionals.  Therefore the proposed change of use of the property would result in an increase of activity at the site in terms of comings and goings arising from vehicle and pedestrian movements from care workers, doctors, healthcare professionals and other non-resident visitors, all of which would collectively exceed movements, noise and activity levels that would typically occur from a residential household. 

As such, the proposed change of use of the property, by virtue of the increased provision of living accommodation, increase in vehicle parking capacity and subsequent increase in activity levels that would occur within and around the property, is considered to amount to an unsympathetic over development of the site which fails to satisfy the requirements of Policy DMG1 and is therefore considered to be unacceptable in principle. 


	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

Paragraph 135 (f) of the National Planning Policy Framework states:

‘Planning policies and decisions should ensure that developments create places that are safe, inclusive and accessible and which promote health and well-being, with a high standard of amenity for existing and future users’.

In addition, Paragraph 191 (a) of the National Planning Policy Framework states:

‘Planning policies and decisions should also ensure that new development is appropriate for its location taking into account the likely effects (including cumulative effects) of pollution on health, living conditions and the natural environment, as well as the potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to impacts that could arise from the development…in doing so they should mitigate and reduce to a minimum potential adverse impacts resulting from noise from new development – and avoid noise giving rise to significant adverse impacts on health and the quality of life.’

Additional national planning practice guidance with respect to the management of potential noise impacts from developments advises:

‘Noise needs to be considered when development may create additional noise… plan-making and decision making need to take account of the acoustic environment and in doing so consider whether or not a significant adverse effect is occurring or likely to occur; whether or not an adverse effect is occurring or likely to occur and whether or not a good standard of amenity can be achieved.’

Furthermore, Policy DMG1 of the Core Strategy requires all proposals for development to consider the effects of development upon existing amenities.

As previously conveyed, the application property is situated within a relatively sedate residential area with a notable absence of commercial establishments within the immediate vicinity of the application site. The applicant proposes to utilise the application property as a residential institution (children’s home) and in this instance numerous concerns with respect to the impact of the proposal upon neighbouring amenity have been raised through the application’s public consultation process. Consideration must therefore be given towards the activities that would likely occur from the proposed change of use and, more importantly, the impact of these resultant activities upon neighbouring amenity.

The application’s supporting information states that consent is sought for a change of use of the application property to a children’s residential home which would accommodate three children aged between ten and seventeen years of age. It is stated that use of the property as proposed will support individuals, families and schools in crisis and need whilst also alleviating pressures surrounding children currently residing in unregulated provisions scattered throughout the county. The application’s supporting information further states:

‘There is no material difference in planning terms between the proposed use and that of a typical residential household…the home would replicate a family environment and home and would therefore not have an adverse impact on the character of the area.’

Notwithstanding the above assertions, the application property if utilised as a residential institution as proposed, would accommodate up to at least seven people at any given time which is higher than a typical residential household. Furthermore the nature of the use means that this is not a household, with the premises acting as a place of work for the staff who are staying on site or visiting.  The rota system to be utilised at the site would allow for ‘full and complete care’ of the resident children and further references are also made to ‘specialist care’, both of which suggest that the application property would, in effect, be operational 24 hours a day in order to provide the close care service referred to. Furthermore, it is not unreasonable to assume that the provision of such close care would in turn likely result in an increase of visitor activity to the application site with respect to potential comings and goings from care workers, doctors, healthcare professionals, emergency services, pharmaceutical deliveries and other third parties. For the reasons above, use of the application property as proposed is therefore not considered to be comparable with that of a typical residential household and as such would likely generate noise levels and disturbance that would be of detriment to the amenity of the adjoining and surrounding neighbouring residents.

Moreover, there appears to be some ambiguity with respect to the application’s supporting information in as much that visits from external professionals are anticipated as being between the working hours of Monday to Friday however no clear information with respect to anticipated visitor numbers to the site (in the form of an operations statement or equivalent) has been provided in support of proposal. In addition, it is stated that there will rarely be more than four members of staff present at any one time which in turn casts further uncertainty with respect to estimated employee visitor and activity levels at the site. Furthermore, the application’s supporting information is unclear with respect to the schooling arrangements that would be in place for the resident children on site and more importantly, whether this would require further visits to the site from educational professionals. As such, the information provided with respect to the use and management of the application property and site is considered to be at best vague and of a somewhat speculative nature. 

It is noted that the application’s supporting information states that shift changes would take place during the daytime hours between 10:30 and 11:00 which in turn would ensure little disruption to neighbouring residents however the Council has no assurances that this system would be adhered to, nor would the Council have any effective means of controlling shift changes or general visitor activity to and from the site by way of enforceable planning conditions.

Taking account of all of the above, use of the application property as proposed is considered to be incompatible with the residential character of the area and would have a harmful impact upon the amenity of adjoining and surrounding neighbouring residents. As such, the proposal fails to satisfy the requirements of Paragraph 135 (f) and 191 (a) of the NPPF and Policy DMG1 of the Core Strategy.


	Visual Amenity/External Appearance:

Paragraph 135 (c) 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’.

Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy provides additional general design guidance as follows: 

‘All development must be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature as well as scale, massing and style…particular emphasis will be placed on visual appearance and the relationship to surroundings, including impact on landscape character.’

In this instance, a single storey flat roof side extension has been added to the North-eastern gable end of the application property without planning permission. This is of flat roof design which is at odds with the design and appearance of the main dwelling. Photographic analysis and historic plans show that a single storey flat roof garage was previously in place in a similar area however unlike the unauthorised extension this was a detached and considerably smaller structure in terms of its footprint, height, depth and overall bulk and massing with the flat roof profile of the detached garage protruding only slightly above the property’s North-eastern boundary fence line.

In contrast, the depth of the unauthorised side extension extends along the entire North-eastern profile of the application property with its front and rear elevations aligned flush with the front and rear elevations of the host property. In addition, the flat roof profile of the extension sits just above the eaves level of the host property and well above the property’s adjacent fence boundary. As such, the unauthorised side extension is more visible than the previous garage, and the unsympathetic flat roof design is more apparent by virtue of it being adjoined to the application property. Furthermore, the application property occupies a visually prominent corner plot location with the unauthorised extension being clearly viewable in the public realm from both Whalley Road and Springdale Road therefore the unauthorised works carry a discernible visual impact. It is noted that some neighbouring properties in the vicinity of the application property have been extended by way of single storey flat roof side extensions however these are considerably smaller than the unauthorised extension with respect to their overall scale, bulk and massing therefore the unauthorised extension reads as a largely incongruous addition to the existing street scene on Whalley Road. 

Taking account of the above, it is considered that the unauthorised extension reads as an over dominant, unsympathetic and incongruous addition to the application property and existing street scene which in turn is considered harmful to the visual amenities of the area. The proposed development would therefore fail to satisfy the requirements of Paragraphs 135 (C) and Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.


	Highways and Parking:

Numerous representations have been made several of which raise concerns with respect to the impact of the proposed change of use upon highway safety arising from potential occurrences of on street parking. Notwithstanding these concerns, the proposed development has been subject to formal review from Lancashire Council Highways who have raised no objections to the proposal. As such, whilst the concerns with respect to highway safety from neighbouring residents are noted, there is not considered to be sufficient justification to refuse the proposal in light of the assessment provided by the highways authority. 


	Landscape/Ecology:

No ecological constraints were identified in relation to the proposal.


	Other Matters:

Sewer infrastructure 

Constraint analysis shows the presence of a sewer which runs directly beneath the ground floor area of the unauthorised single storey side extension. It is unclear whether construction of the unauthorised extension has compromised the sewer infrastructure on site and no response has been received from United Utilities who have been formally consulted on the application. However, this is considered to be a matter covered by separate legislation and the applicant is advised to make contact with United Utilities if they have not done so already to discuss the works implemented on site.


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

The proposed change of use of the application property, by virtue of the increased provision of living accommodation, increase in vehicle parking capacity and subsequent increase in activity levels that would likely occur within and around the property, is considered to amount to an unsympathetic over development of the site.

Furthermore, use of the application property as proposed is considered to be incompatible with the residential character of the area and would likely have a harmful impact upon the amenity of adjoining and surrounding neighbouring residents.

Moreover, it is considered that the unauthorised extension reads as an over dominant, unsympathetic and incongruous addition to the application property and existing street scene.

The proposed development therefore fails to satisfy the requirements of Paragraph 135 (c) & (f) and 191 (a) of the NPPF and Policy DMG1 of the Core Strategy.

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


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

	01:
	The proposed change of use by virtue of the intensification and nature of the development proposed, including an increase in the number of people, parked vehicles within the site and likely on adjacent streets, activity levels and comings and goings of people and vehicles to/from the site, is considered to amount to over development of the application site and be unsympathetic and incompatible with its surroundings. As such the proposed development fails to satisfy Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and as such is considered to be unacceptable in principle.

	02:
	The proposed change of use by virtue of the intensification and nature of the development proposed, including an increase in the number of people, activity levels and comings and goings of people and vehicles to/from the site, would be incompatible with the residential character of the area and would have a harmful impact upon the amenity of adjoining and nearby neighbouring residents by virtue of noise and disturbance. As such, the proposal fails to satisfy Paragraph 135 (f) and 191 (a) of the National Planning Policy Framework and Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.

	03:
	The unauthorised single storey side extension, by virtue of its flat roof, scale, bulk and massing, is considered to be of poor design and reads as an unsympathetic and incongruous addition to the application property. Furthermore its prominent corner siting means that it is clearly visible in the street scene and is considered harmful to the visual amenities of the area. The proposed development would therefore fail to satisfy the requirements of Paragraphs 135 (C) and Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.
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