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	17/9/24
	Site Notice:
	17/9/24
	

	Officer:
	BT
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

		

	Development Description:
	Regularisation of detached garage with home office above (involving changes to length, width, height of approved building under 3/2020/0199 as well as inclusion of juliet balcony, rooflights and changes to doors and windows).

	Site Address/Location:
	Riverside Barn, Alston Lane, Longridge, PR3 3BN.

		

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	Longridge Town Council:
	Consulted 5/8/24 – no response received.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	No objection subject to condition.

	

	Cadent Gas:
	Consulted 5/8/24 – no response received

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	None.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement DS1: Development Strategy
Key Statement DS2: Sustainable Development
Policy DMG1: General Considerations
Policy DMG2: Strategic Considerations
Policy DMG3: Transport & Mobility
Policy DME6: Water Management
Policy DMH5: Residential and Curtilage Extensions

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)


	Relevant Planning History:

3/2020/0199:
Removal of existing conservatory. Construction of detached garage with home office above (Approved)

3/2005/1072:
Change of use/conversion of existing garage/stables into holiday accommodation (Approved)

3/1991/0658:
Change of use of redundant barn to private dwelling and erection of double garage (Approved)


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The application site relates to land within the residential curtilage, and directly adjacent to the rear Western elevation, of Riverside Barn, a converted barn property situated on the Southern outskirts of Longridge. Access to the application property is from Alston Lane via the property’s driveway on the Southern side of Riverside Barn. The neighbouring property of Beech House adjoins to the Northern side of Riverside Barn with the property of Roth-Holme lying to the North-west of the application site. To the south of the application property comprises a grassed area and a former garage / stable building which was approved for use as a holiday let under planning application 3/2005/1072. The surrounding area comprises a mixture of woodland, agricultural land and open countryside with the River Ribble running past the Western extents of the application site.


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

Retrospective planning consent is sought for the regularisation of a detached two storey garage and home office.


	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’.

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

In this instance, analysis shows that all window openings within the garage / home office building solely provide views into the curtilage of the application property therefore if retained the unauthorised development would not comprise the privacy of any neighbouring properties. 

Notwithstanding the above, the rear Northern elevation of the garage and home office as built lies is sited in close proximity to the common boundary shared with the neighbouring property of Beech House with the Eastern extents of the unauthorised structure also sited in close proximity to the rear Western elevation of Beech House which contains windows serving habitable rooms at the ground and first floor level. As such, given the sizeable height of the garage and home office building and its proximity to the neighbouring boundary and rear elevation, it is considered that the unauthorised structure as built has a discernible overbearing impact upon the occupants of Beech House, resulting in a sense of enclosure to the neighbouring occupants whereby retention of the unauthorised structure would result in a noticeable loss of outlook to the South-west for the occupants of Beech House. Furthermore, the height of the garage in conjunction with its proximity to the neighbouring boundary and its as built position due South of Beech House, would likely give rise to occurrences of overshadowing if retained, particularly within the evening hours by virtue of the Western solar orientation of the sun.

Taking account of the above, it is considered that the unauthorised garage and home office, by virtue of its height, solar orientation and proximity to the rear garden area and Western elevation of Beech House would have an overbearing and harmful impact upon the amenity of the occupants of Beech House 
due to the resultant loss of outlook and natural light that would occur in the event of the garage and home office being retained as proposed. The proposed development would therefore fail to satisfy the requirements of Paragraph 135 (f) of the NPPF and Policy DMG1. 

It is acknowledged that the previously consented detached two storey garage and home office (3/2020/0199) would have had an impact on the occupants of this neighbouring  property, however the additional eaves and ridge height now proposed would result in further overbearing and loss of outlook / loss of light impacts to a level now considered unacceptable.


	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 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, planning consent has previously been granted for the construction of a detached two storey garage and home office (ref 3/2020/0199). 

Supporting information provided as part of this application makes comparative analysis between the aforementioned approved scheme and the unauthorised development subject to this application as a means of justifying retention of the as-built scheme on the basis of perceived similarities between the approved and unauthorised schemes. 

Comparative analysis shows that the unauthorised garage and home office building subject to this application comprises a similar footprint to the aforementioned approved scheme however analysis shows that the roof ridgeline of the as built development stands 0.4 metres higher than the approved scheme (5.9 metres as opposed to 5.5 metres) with the resultant unauthorised development competing with the roofline of its adjacent parent property. 

In addition, the eaves level of the unauthorised garage and home office stands 1 metre higher above ground level compared with the approved scheme (3.8 meters as opposed to 2.8 metres) which in turn significantly increases the perceptible height of the unauthorised development. 

The visual impact as a result of the increase in eaves and ridge height now proposed is considered unacceptable.

Furthermore, unlike the two separate garage door openings and modestly sized first floor window opening previously approved for the garage and home office building, the sizeable single garage door opening and extent of glazing installed to the ground and first levels of the building’s Southern elevation further accentuate the overall scale, bulk and massing of the unauthorised structure, with the Southern elevation of the garage and home office building being entirely at odds with the fenestration and solid to void ratio of the adjacent parent dwelling. 

As such, the garage and home office, by virtue of its bulk, massing, height and fenestration fails to read as a subservient incidental building, with the unauthorised development instead reading as an over dominant, unsympathetic and incongruous addition to the application site which if retained would be harmful to the visual amenities of the area. The proposal therefore fails to satisfy the requirements of Paragraph 135 (c) of the NPPF and Policies DMG1 and DMG2 of the Core Strategy.


	Highways and Parking:

Lancashire County Council Highways have reviewed the proposal and have raised no issues with respect to access, parking or general highway safety however the LHA response recommends for the imposition of a restrictive planning condition with respect to the use of the home office component of the unauthorised development. On this basis, it is not considered that retention of the unauthorised development would have any undue impacts upon highway safety as such the proposal satisfies Policy DMG1 of the Core Strategy (highways).


	Landscape/Ecology:

No ecological constraints were identified in relation to retention of the unauthorised development.


	Other Matters:

Flood risk

Analysis shows the application site and unauthorised development as lying within Flood Zones 2 and 3. National planning legislation requires the provision of a Flood Risk Assessment for all development within Flood Zones 2 and 3, with sequential tests required for developments within Flood Zones 2 & 3 which do not fall within the following categories:

· domestic extensions with a footprint of less than 250 square metres
· non-domestic extensions with a footprint of less than 250 square metres
· change of use (except changes of use to a caravan, camping or chalet site, or to a mobile home or park home site)

The proposed development comprises a detached domestic structure with a footprint of less than 250 square metres in area therefore application of the sequential test is not required in this instance. A Flood Risk Assessment has been provided in support of the application which identifies the home office component of the unauthorised development as being sited at 2.4 metres above ground level. In addition, the submitted FRA includes flood modelling data mapping (which accounts for a 70% increase in peak river flows) which shows that the unauthorised development if retained would not be at risk from any occurrences of flooding. As such, no issues are raised with respect to flood risk from the development proposed for retention.

Development approved under planning application 3/2016/0664

The application’s supporting information makes reference to development approved at the neighbouring property of Beech House with a suggestion that a detached garage has been constructed 0.3 to 0.4 metres higher than the scheme approved under application 3/2016/0664 as a means of justifying the as built height of the garage and home office subject to this application. The validity of this claim remains unclear in the absence of survey work to establish the as built height of the neighbouring garage however should the applicant wish for this to be investigated then this would be a matter for the Council’s Planning Enforcement team and is not directly relevant to the determination of this application.


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

The unauthorised garage and home office, by virtue of its height, solar orientation and proximity to the rear garden area and Western elevation of Beech House would have an overbearing and harmful impact upon the amenity of the occupants of Beech House due to the resultant loss of outlook and natural light that would occur in the event of the garage and home office being retained as proposed. 

Furthermore, the unauthorised development, by virtue of its bulk, massing, height and fenestration fails to read as a subservient incidental building, with the unauthorised development instead reading as an over dominant, unsympathetic and incongruous addition to the application site which if retained would be harmful to the visual amenities of the area. The proposal therefore fails to satisfy the requirements of Paragraph 135 (c) and (f) of the NPPF and Policy DMG1 of the Core Strategy.

Furthermore, Paragraph 139 of the NPPF states:

‘Development that is not well designed should be refused, especially where it fails to reflect local design policies and government guidance on design.’

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 reason:

	01:
	The unauthorised garage and home office, by virtue of its height, solar orientation and proximity to the rear garden area and Western elevation of Beech House would have an overbearing and harmful impact upon the amenity of the occupants of Beech House 
due to the resultant loss of outlook and natural light that would occur in the event of the garage and home office being retained as proposed. The proposed development would therefore fail to satisfy the requirements of Paragraph 135 (f) of the NPPF and Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.

	02:
	The unauthorised garage and home office, by virtue of its bulk, massing, height and fenestration fails to read as a subservient incidental building, with the unauthorised development instead reading as an over dominant, unsympathetic and incongruous addition to the application site which if retained would be harmful to the visual amenities of the area. The proposal therefore fails to satisfy the requirements of Paragraph 135 (c) of the NPPF and Policies DMG1 and DMG2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.
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