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introduction

This Statement has been prepared on behalf of Admiral Taverns (Cygnet)
Limited in support of their Outline Planning Application with all matters reserved
for a residential development of 23 dwellings with access, parking and
associated landscaping at the former La Taverna Restaurant — Nos 23-25 Oid

Row — in Barrow, nr Clitheroe.

This statement includes a description of the development site and planning
history, an evaluation of the context of the site, an appraisal of all relevant
planning policies, followed by a Design and Access Statement to justiy the
design rat_ionale behind the proposed development. The statement is concluded

with a summary of the main planning considerations relevant to this case.

This Statement should be read in conjunction with the proposal drawings and

accompanying documents:

e  Sursham Tompkins & Partners drawing no.5251/00 — Site location plan
= Topographical Survey

e Feasibility layout plan 5251/06 by Sursham Tompkins & Partners

e  Feasibility access plan 5251/05b by Sursham Tompkins & Partners

e Transport Assessment by Opus |

» Flood Risk Assessment by AAH Planning
s  Ecology Study by Bowland Ecology

« GContaminated Land Study by Opus

e
=
i

Site & Surroundings

The proposal site is located on the north eastern side of the village of Barrow and

comprises land in the ownership of Admiral Taveins.

The village is located between Whalley (approximately 1.2 miles 1o the south)
and Clitheroe (approximately 2.1 miles to the north) and bypassed fo the west by
the AB59, a major primary route linking Preston and the M6 in the west to

Chitheroe and Skipton beyond.
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The rectangular 1.13 hectare site is associated with the former King Charles
Public House that was subsequently trading as the La Taverna ltalian Restaurant
for around four vears, but is now closed. The site comprises two distinct parts.
The two storey formér restaurant is _lo'cated ai the western side of the site
extending to 0.34 hectares. The property sits within thé village and fronis onio
Whalley Road. To the south side of the building is a vehicle access leading to a
car park that also provides access to the rear of properties on Old Row. The car
park contains space for approxirr]ate_]y 53 cars if marked out The curtilage of the

restaurant extends to 0.34 hectares and comprises the westein section of the

site.

The eastern section of the site, which is to the east of the former restaurant car
park, comprises vacant greenfield scrub and agricuitural tand that exiends to
0.79 hectares The land has no separate vehicle access and access can be
gained from a 3 bar gate to the car park on its western side, A public right of way
footpath runs to the north of the site from the rear of Barrow Primary School to

the A59 to the south east The site is generally flat and is defined around its

. boundaries by mature trees and hedgerows.

Surroundings
Barrow had a population of 859 in 2001, It has a ptimary school, the Bay Horse

Public House, take-away restaurani, day care facility, public open space,
children’s play area, a Lancashire mobile library stop, Co-operative convenience
shop and petrol filing station and McDonalds. There is the major employment site
at Barrow Brook to the east side of the village with cénsent for ve/work units, the
Aspire Centre and a significant amount of Use Class B1 employment floorspace.
The main settlement of Clitheroe is nearby with all the services that the town
offers. Barrow is situated on the former main road linking Clitheroe and Whallsy

that now forms a bus route operating frequent services throughout the week,

The northern boundary is formed by a low fence with open agricultural land
beyond. Beyond the north west comer of the site are the playing fields for Barrow
Primary School. To the south west is Washbrook Close, 2 small housing estate
containing semi-detached and terraced housing and bungalows. A small

childrery’s play space separates Washbrook Close from the car park. A path links

Washbrook Close to the car park.
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Planning History
An application for the change of use to market (car boot selling) on land to the

rear of the King Charles was refused in September 2006,

The Proposed Development

An Outline Planning Application is submitted for the principle of the residential
development of the site. All other matters are reserved therefore ‘access’,
‘layout, ‘scale’, ‘appearance’ and ‘landscaping’ comprise the Reserved Matiers.
The following information on use, amount, access, layout and scale parameters
is provided in accordance with Article 4 of the Town & Country Planning

(Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2010 and Circular

01/2006.

Use
The proposed use is to be residential. Car parking for residents of Old Row will

be formalised by the provision of a maximum 18 space car park along the

western boundary to the rear of Nos 14-21 Old Row.

Amount of Development
This application proposes 23 dwellings. The exact mix of bedroom sizes is not

known at this stage, however local market conditions indicate a need for a range

of 2, 3 and 4 bedroom family housing of various sizes. The indicative layout

shows a mixed development with a range of house sizes

Access
The indicative access onto Whalley Road is shown on Sursham Tompkins &

Partners Drawing No.5251/05 and will be delivered following the demolition of the
former La Taverna Restaurant The vehicular and pedesttian access to and
within the site would measure 5 metres wide, with 8 metre radii onto Whalley

Road and 2 metre wide footpaths to either side. An adoptable standard turning

head will be provided within the site.

3201206237
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Indicative Eayout
Sursham Tompkins & Partners Drawing No.5251/06 shows how the residential

development of 23 dwellings could be laid out in accordance with established

urban design, access, amenity and landscape considerations.

A landscape buffer to the eastern boundary will screen the future employment

development of that land.

Car parking is reserved along the western boundary to the rears of nos.14-21 Old

Row.

Scale Parameters
All dwellings will be no higher than two storeys in height. A variety of dwelling

sizes, widths and depths will be proposed.

Full justifications for the proposed use, amouni, access, layout and scale

parameters are contained within the Design & Access Statements.

Constraints Analysis

An analysis of local and national designations provides the following review of

site consiraints:

o Heritage Assets — There are no designhated heritage assets in the site or
locality

s Flood Risk — The Environment Agency flood maps confirm the site is

' m}_ithih"Fion Zongé 1 and at a low risk from flooding

o Al Quality — The site is not within or adjacent to an Alr Quality
Management Area

e Biodiversity and Geology — There are no local, national or international
designations on or in the immediate locality of the proposal site

« landscape — The site is not subject fo a local or national landscape
designation. Barrow is located within the Undulating Lowland Landscape

-+ Character Area that is defined by farmland

e Green Belt ;Tﬁe site is not ]océted within the green belt

3
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Footpaths — Public right of way footpath FP.1 links Whalley Road to FP.2
o the east of the A59, the footpath runs along the northern boundary and
then at a diagonal from the south side of the school playing field towards
the A58 roundabout

o Local Plan — The car park to the rear of the restaurant is within the Ribble
Valley Local Plan Policy G4 village settlement boundary and is
designated as ‘essential open space’ under Policy G&8. The remainder of
the site to the east is neither undesignated nor allocaied for any purpose

and is open countryside.’
* Access — Access is available to the western parcel from Whalley Road via

the exiting car park access

As a result, the proposal site is not considered to he a significant and

environmentally sensitive site.

Involvement

A meeting was held on 8" March 2011 with Colin Sharpe (Senior Planning
Officer), Diane Caffrey (Planning Policy Officer), Martin Nugent (Lancashire
County Council Highways) an_d Craig Matthews (Ribble Valley Economic
Development Officer) to discuss proposals for the Admiral Taverns landholding at
Bariow. A copy of the pre-application response is included within Appendix B.

Subsequent telephone conversations with Colin Sharpe and Colin Hirst have

updated the planning policy situation concerning housing fand supply and the

emerging Core Strategy.
The Development Plan

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states “If
regard is to be had lo the development plan for the purpose of any determination
fo be made under the planning Acts the determination must be made in
acco}‘dance with the plan unless material considerations indicale otherwise”. This
plan-led approach fo decision taking is reinforced by paragraphs 2, 11, 12 and

196 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

320120623P
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The NPPF includes a guide on the status of existing and emerging local plans
and the impact of the introduction of the NPPF on them — paragraphs 214 and

215 refer.

The cuirent planning policies for Ribble Valley Borough Council are those saved
from the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (RVLP) adopied June 1998. As
this Local Plan pre-dates the 2004 Act, paragraph 215 ‘other cases’ applies.
Therefore, in line with NPPF paragraph 215, when making decision on planning
applications, the RVLP policies will continue to be used where they are
consistent with the NPPF. In cases where policies are not consistent with the

NPPF, the policies in the NPPF will take precedence.

The North West England Regional Spatial Strategy to 2021 published September
2008 (RSS) is also part of the Development Plan. Full weight can be given to
relevant policies in the RSS for a period of 12 months, unless there is a more

than limited degree of conflict with the NPPF, or until such time as formal

revocation has occurred.

National Planning Policy

National Planning Policy Framewaork (NPPF) published 27" March 2012
The NPPF states that there should be a presumption in favour of delivering
sustainable development (Paragraphs 6, 11, 14, 15, 16 and 197). Paragraph 7

sets out what Sustainable development means for the planning system by

identifying three roles; economic, social and environmental. Paragraph 14

requires the decision-taker to grant permission fof sﬁstéinable development,

stbject to two excepticns.

Paragraph 17 sets down the twelve core planning principles which underpin both

plan-making and decision-taking.

Paragraph 32 requires iranspori decisions should take infc account; the
opportunities for sustainable transport modes; safe and suitable access can be
achieved; and development should only be prevented on fransport grounds

where the residual cumulative impacis are seveie.

el
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Section 8 sets out the Government's policies to deliver a wide choice of high
quality homes with an overarching aim in paragraph 47 to boost significant the
supply of housing. Paragraph 49 requires housing applications o be considered
in the context of the presumpiion in favour of sustainable development, with a
presumption in favour of granting permission when LPAs cannot demonstrate a
five year supply of deliverable sites. Paragraph 50 aims to deliver a wide choice

of high quality homes and create sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities,

including the provision of affordable housing

Paragraph 55 promotes sustainable development in rural areas through locating

housing “where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities”.

Section 7 refers to the importance of delivering good design as a key aspect of
sustainable development. Paragraphs 56, 58, 60, 61 and 64 are relevant to the

appeal proposal in relating to taking planning decisions in ensuring high quality

design.

Paragraphs 73 to 77 refer to protecting ‘high quality open spaces’ that ‘can make

an important contribution to the health and well-being of communities’

Paragraph 111 states planning decisions should encourage the effective use of

tand by re-using land that has been previously developed.

Regional Spatial Strategy t? Z U T 2 Gé

Policy DP1 sets out the spatial principles that underpin the RSS to; promote
sustainable communities, promote sustainable economic development, make the
best use of existing rescuices and infrastructure, manage ftraffic demand, marry
opportunity and need, promote environmental quality, mainstream rural issues

and reduce emissions and adapt to climaie change.

Policy DP2 requires the creation of sustainable communities, combining places

where people want to live and work in both urban and rural areas.

23P
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The promotion of susiainable economic development is a fundamental principle

of the RSS. Policy DP3 seeks to support and promote sustainable economic

growth and reduce inequalities.

Policy DP4 requires p%iority to be given to developments in locations consisient
with the spatial frameworks where there are opporiunities to build upon existing
concentrations of activities and existing infrastructure, A third stage sequential
approach is proposed to first concentrate development within setilements on

previously developed land, before looking to develop in other locations.

Policy DP5 requires development to be located so as to reduce the need fo
travel, provide safe and sustainable access for all, taking into account public

transport, cycling and walking accessibility.

Policy DP7 highlights the need to promote alt aspects of environmental quality to

ensure development lives within environmental limits, respects the environment,

natural resources and biodiversity.

Policy DP9 sets two aims, to reduce emissions and adapt to climate change, and

sets out measures to deliver these objectives in planning decisions

The regional spatial priorities are set out in Policy RDF1. In non-specified

locations development may be acceptable where it meets the spatial and

'Sus’tainable'prinéipfes of policies DP1 to DP2 that underpin the RSS

h

Policy L4 requires local authorities to monitor and manage the availability of land
to achieve the housing provision, of 2,800 dwellings (net) in Ribble Valley in the
period 2003-2021 through; addressing the housing requirement of different
groups to ensure the construction of a mixture of appropriate house types and
sizes; using up io date strategies to inform development control decisions on
spacific sites; encourage new homes to be built to the Code for Sustainable
Homes standards; ensure new housing does not have an adverse impact on the
existing housing stack and market; meeting the infrastructure needs; secure the
orderly and managed release of hosing land in line with the sequential approach;

meet the transport demands of development; and maximise the reuse of

praviously developed land and buildings
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Local Planning Policy

Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan
22 Policy G1 sats out the general criteria to guide all new development proposals
with the aim to provide a high standard of building design and landscape quality

and amenhity protection.

(a) Development should be sympathetic fo existing and proposed land uses in
terms of its size, infensily and nature.

(b} The likely scale and type of traffic generation will be assessed in relationship
to the highway infrastructure and the proposed and existing public transport
network This will include safely, operational efficiency, amenity and

environmental considerations.
(c) Developments should make adequate arrangements for car parking (see

Policy T7).
(d) A safe access should be provided which is suitable to accommodate the scale

and type of traffic likely to be generated.

(e) The density, layout and relationship between buildings is of major imporfance.
Particular emphasis will be placed on visual appearance and the relationship to
surroundings as well as the effects of development on existing amenities.

(D Developments should provide adequate arrangements for servicing and public
utilities,

{a) _Deve]opments should provide adequate daylighting and privacy

(h) Materials used should be sympathetic fo the character of the area.

(i) Developments should not result in the loss of important open space including
public and private playing fields

() Developments should not damage SSSI's, County Heritage Sites, lLocal
Nature Reserves or other sites of nature conservation importance

{k} Development should not require culverting, artificial channelling or destruction
of a watercourse. Wherever possible watercourses should be maintained within a
reasonable corridor of native vegetation.

() Developments should be economic in the use of land, water and aggregates
and should nol prejudice future development which would provide significant

environmental and amenity improvements.

320120623°P
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(m) Where it is the intention fo rely upon a private water supply, developments

should provide an adequate means of waler supply, which will not derogate

existing users

Policy G2 sets out the overall settlement strategy for Ribble Valley where new
development will be mainly direcied towards land within the main setilement

boundaries of Wilpshire, Clitheroe, Billington, Longridge and Whalley.

Barrow was categorised as a village under Policy G4 with a village development

boundary defined. Planning permission will be granted for proposals falling within

the following categoties:

a) The development of sites allocated in this plan.
b) The use of infill sites not defined as essential open spaces.

¢) The rehabilitation and reuse of rural buildings.
d) Proposals which contribute fo the solution of a particular local housing,

social, community or employment problem.

Policy G5 controls development outside of the main settlement boundaries and

the village boundaries. Planning permission will only be granted for small scale

developments which are:

Essential to the local economy or the social well being of the area; or
ii. Needed for the purposes of agriculture or forestry; or

ifi.  Sites developed for focal needs housing; or
Small scale tourism developments and small scale recreational

developments appropriate to a rural area; or
Other small-scale uses appropriate to a rural area which conform to the

pdlicies of this plan.
Land has been designated as ‘Essential Open Space’. Policy G6 states:

“Development will not be permitted on land which is designated as essential
open space on the Proposals Map unless it goes not compromise the visual
quality and value of genefal openness or the recreational value of the site or

unless warranted by overriding material considerations in the public inferest.”

oy
N
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627 Policy ENV3 siates:

“In the open countryside outside the AONB and areas immediately adjacent Io i,
development will be required to be in keeping with the character of the landscape
‘area and should reflect local vernacular, scale, style, features and buiiding
materials. Prqposais fo conserve, renew an_d enhancel landscape features will be

permiited, providing regard has been given for the characteristic landscape

features of the area ”

628 Policy H2 sets out the circumstances when new residential development will be
permitted outside of the settlement boundaties, including; development essential
~for the purposes of agriculture or forestry, the conversion of rural buildings and

residential development specifically intended to meet a proven local need

629 Policy T1 sets out the criteria to assess the overall highways and transport

impact of new development

« The availability and adequacy of public transport o serve those moving to and

from the development,
- The relationship of the sife to the primary route network,
» The provision made for access to the development by pedestrian, cyclists and

those with reduced mobility.

- Proposals which promote development within existing developed areas at
locations which are highly accessible by means other than the private car,

« Proposals which Jocate major generators of fravel demand in existing centres
which are highly accessible by means other than the private car,

- Proposals which strengthen existing town and village centres which offer a
range of everyday community shopping and employment opportunities by
protecting and enhancing their viability and vitality,

- Proposals which locate developments in areas which maintain and improve
choice for people to walk, cycle or catch public transport rather than drive
between homes and facilities which they need fo visit regularly;

- Proposals which limit parking provision for developments and other on or off
street parking provision to discourage reliance on the car for work and other

Jjourneys where there are effective alternatives

320120623P
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Policy T7 requires all development proposals to provide adequate car parking

and servicing space.

Emeiging Ribble Valley Local Development Framework
Paragraph 216 of the NPPF advises decisions-takers may also give weight to

relevant policies in emerging plans according to; the stage of preparation; the

extent to which there are unresolved objections; and the degree of consistency to

the NPPF

The Core Strategy 2008-2028 — A Local Plan for Ribble Valley’ (RVCS)
Regulation 19 Consultation Draft was first published in May 2012, The strategy
sets out the chosen option for the Borough between 2008 and 2028, as an “area
with an exceptional environment and quality of life for ali, sustained by vital and
vibrant market towns and villages acting as thriving service cenlres, meeling the

needs of residents, businesses and visitors”.

The RVCS remains at an advanced stage in the plan-making process, seiting out
the chosen option for development, backed by an evidence base of supporting

documents.

Key Statement DS1 sets out the development strategy; to be concentrated within
“an identified strategic site south of Clitheroe and the main urban areas in the
Borough. Strategic employment opportunities will be promoted through the
development of the Barrow Enterprise Site..”, which is not defined within the
RVCS. Furthermore the Policy explains “development that has recognised
regeneration benefits, is for identified local needs or satisfies neighbourhoad
planning legislation, will be considered in all the Borough's settlements, including
small scale development in the smaller settlements that are appropriate for

consolidation and expansion or rounding-off of the built-up area

Key Statement H1 establishes tand for residential development will be made

available to deliver 4,000 dwellings over the Plan period.

Statement H2 requires residential development io deliver a “suitable mix of

housing that accords with the projected future household reguirements and local
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needs across the Ribble Valley as a while as evidence by the Strategic Housing

Market Assassment”.

6.37 Statement H3 sets out the strategy to deliver affordable housing through new
residential developments, requiring 30% affordable housing on developments of

5 or more dwellings / 0.2 hectares or more ouiside of Clitheroe and Longridge.

Material Considerations
638 The Affordable Housing Memorandum of Understanding was published in July

2008 This establishes deveiopments of 3 or more dwellings (or sites of 0.1
hectares or more) outside of Clitherce and Longridge have a target of 30%

affordable housing to be provided on site.

6.39 Ribble Valley Settlement Hierarchy Paper - The paper was published in 2008 and
a guide to assist planning decisions for the scale and future location of new
housing, leisure, employment and other development across the Borough. The
level of access to services and facilities in terms of employment, fransport,

accessibility, convenience, community, health and education were

considered The village of Barrow is within the third tier of settlemenis behind

Clitheroe, Longridge and Whalley with 21 large and small villages.

68.40 Ribble Valley Strategic Heusing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) includes
the whole 4.15 hactare landholding by Admiral Taverns as a potential element of

future housing supply (Site 123 refers).

6.41 The Sthategic Housing Market Area (SHMA) Report was pub]ishéd in December
2008 to establish the evidence base to enable long term strategic view of the

housing need and demand in the Borough to inform the emerging planning policy

framework.

320120623°P
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Planning Analysis

Whether RVBC pr'esently meet the requirements of parag'r?ph 47 of the
NPPF? | B "

The Ribble Valley Local Plan (RVLP) is time-expired, having been designed to
meet the needs of the Borough from 1981 until mid 2006. Presently RSS Policy
L4 sets the housing land target, this requires a minimum of 2,900 dwellings (net)

in Ribble Valley in the period 2003-2021

The Ribble Valley Housing Land A\}'ailabil'ity Report (HLA) dated _24“‘ May 2012 —
Appendix C ~ indicates RVBC has a 5.2 year supply as of the 1%t April 2012,
when judged against the RSS r‘equirément‘ However, this Report is not campliant

with the NPPF and other material considerations, consequently RVBC cannot

demoanstrate a five year supply of hausing.

No detailed site adjustments have been made for deliverability — as confirmed by
Cofin Hirst on 15% June 2012. Furthermore, the Report does not take into
account the requirements of point 1 of paragraph 47 concerning an evidence
hase led approach to determinihg housing .need; point 2 concerning the

additional buffer requiremenfs; and the recommendations of the Inspector in the

Henthom Road appeal

Paragraph 20 of the Henthorn Road decision — see Appendix D — confirms “that
the appropriate housing requirement figure to be used in deter‘min}ng this appeal
should be not less than 200 dwellings per annum”. The use of TIhlS figure is
supported by the February 2012 resoluiion by RVBC, the evidence developed as
part of the Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners Report dated 25% July .720'11 as the
continuation of this ‘at least ZOOdpa’ figure within the emerging RVBGC GCore
Strategy Regulation 19 Consuita_tion draft, although the evidence indfcates RVBC
should realistically be p]anniné for 220 or more dwellings per annum. The

conclusions of the Inspector should weigh heavily in favour of using the ‘a

minimum of 200dpa over the period 2008-2028" to form the basis for assessing

whether RVBC can meet the retguérements of paragraphs 47, 48, 48 and 159 of
the NPPF. '
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In respect of the buffer required by the NPPF, no buffer is included within the
HLA Report. RVBC have not been able to demonstraie a 5 year supply for

several years and completions have not met the annual requirement {when

judged against the RSS) for the past six years, and seven years against the

200dpa target. Furthermore, completions are projected to fall short of the
emerging Core Strategy in the absence of a range of allocated sites. It is

therefore entirely appropriate for the 5 year land supply to be currenﬂy subjact to

an additional 20% buffer.

Taking the above considerations into account the five year housing supply in

RVBC should be assessed against a minimum cf 200dpa for the period 2008-

2028, as shown in Figure 1 3 2
Figure 1 - Indicative Five year supply calculation against the goregtréeg; '

Housing Target As recommended by the Inspector to be used to determine
housing supply

Total Per Annum
Housing Provision 2008- | 4000 200 per year
2028 )
Net dwellings completed | 380 (75+89+469+147) 95 per year
2008-2028
Net dwellings required 3620 226 per year
2(12-2028
Adjusted 5 year net 1131 2286 per year
requirement 2012-2017
Adjusted for 20% 1357 271 per year
underperformance
allowance '
Expected supply of 999 198
deliverable sites*
Surpius over requirement | -358 -72
Number of years supply | 3.7 years 3.7 Years

* Note ~ RVBG presently has not underiaken any Housing Land Deliverability Assessment
therefore the 999 figure is based an the RVBC guestimate within the 2012 HLA Report. The use cf
this figure does not accept that queted. 1t would be unreasenable far an applicant to undertake thair

own survey of housing within the Barough.

RVBC has at best a 3.7 years supply of housing, potentially fewer years supply.
This is due to limited weight given to V’ihe ‘expecied supply of deliverable sites’ as
no formal assessment has been undértaken io demonstrate said siies are
‘available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable
with the realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five

years and in particular that the development of the site is viable’
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Having regard to paragraph 46 of the NPPF, relevant policies for the supply of
housing should not be considered up-to-date. Within RVBC, secondary weight
can be given to RVLP Policy G4 setilement boundaries as such designations
restrict land available to meet the objective of the NPPF to *boost significantly the

supply of housing’.

There is a significant risk that should the local authority not approve this
application ‘without delay’ in accordance with NPPF paragraph 14, current and
future housing needs will fail to be mét and susiainable development will not be
delivered. This application will contribute to the Council's shortfall of housing
delivery, therefore assisting with the sustainable delivery of housing to meet an

identified need in the short term as the land is suitable, developable and

deliverabie.

Presumption in favour of sustainable development

Because the RVLP is out-of-date, no locally adopted policies exist fc address the
housing supply shertfall and RVBC cannot demaonstrate a five year supply of
deliverable housing sites, NPPF paragraph 49 requires “housing applications
should be' conside‘red in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable

development”.

Contribution tfowards the supply of housing land
The proposed 23 dwellings would make a significant contiibution towards
boosting the supply of housing within RVBC — when assessed cumulatively with

other consents — to go towards the minimum 200dpa strategic target, as
amended by the buffer requirements. The proposal would add to the portiolio of
deliverable housing sites to provide choice and competition in the market for

land; as required by paragraphs 47, 48 and 49 of the NPPF.

Market interest in developing medium sized housing sites in Barrow remains
strong, however that desire has been constrained by the lack of available land
free from planning constraints within the RVLP Policy G4 boundary. The recently
approved 64 dwellings at Barrow Brook to the south have eroded a source of
employment land supply at the Business Village. Furthermore, a recent attempt
to apply for housing within the designated employment site at ‘Site 2 Barrow

Brook Business Village' was refused in May 2012 — application 3-2012-0158
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refers — due to the need to protect land as a strateg_ic employment site. Given the

lack of deliverable housing sites within Barrow, this site is therefore reasonably

expecied to deliver housing in the short term.

Eisewhere in Ribble Valley, alterative housing site options identified within the
Strategic Housing lLand Availabiliy Assessment in and around the main
settlements are entirely greenfield or heavily constrained by environmental

issues or existing uses that ara not sequentially preferable to the proposal site.

It is important to note that the Ribble Vélley SHLAA includes the whole 4.15
hectare landholding as a potential element of future housing supply (Site 123
refers). Given the benefits highlighted in the Employment Land Study this
proposal strikes an appropriate balance, excluding the eastern portion of the
landhalding which is proposed for employment on application 3-2012-0346, and
developing an element of housing through a minor extension of the village to
meet emerging needs to add to the overall sustainability of Barrow as the most

sustainable village outside of the three main settlements.

370120623P
The development would widen the choice of high guality homes

The proposed residential development will include a good mix of housing sizes —
including & mixture of 2, 3 and 4 bedroom units. The provision of a mixture of
sizes accords with the findings of the SHMA 2008 and Wiswell and Batrow

Housing Needs Survey 2011 which reveals a strong demand for smaller family

housing.

The contribution also adds to the choice of high quality homes for the community
through the provision of a target of 30% of the total units és affordable housing —
in accordance with the Affordable Housing Memorandum of Understanding in
July 2008 and RVCS Policy H3. The proposed 6 9 affordable housing units would
make an imporiant and welcome contribution towards delivering the 264 new
affordable houses in the Borough per annum identified in the SHMA and towards
meeting the housing need identified within the Wiswell and Barrow Housing

Needs Survey; in accordance with paragraph 50 of the NPPF. A percentage of

. the total units may be provided in the affordable category for affordable rent or

intermedié‘ze housing to meet local housing needs.

18
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717 High quality housing can be-achieved on this site in accordance with these key

7.18

719

7.20

principles; io positively reflect the local vernacular through the size, heighi,
fayout, design and materials; developing in a sustainable manner by creating an
energy efficient development and reducing carbon emissions, through a
commitment to construct the dWeEiihgé to mast the prevailing standard of the
Code for Sustainable Home's and meeting part of the predicied energy demand
through on-site renewable; creating an excellent landscaped setting for the
proposed housing through the retention of key existing landscape features; and
meeting the amenity space and parking needs of future residents on site. The
Design & Access Statement describe the principles that the reserved matters wil
adhere to and achieve high quality housing. The propoesal will therefore conform

to NPPF paragraphs 17, 56, 58 and 96.

A suitable locatign for development
The pre-application response dated 18" March 2011 — see Appendix B -
confirmed the site is suitable and a sustainable location for housing development

now There have been no material changes in circumstances since that

_ assessment was made.

Barrow is situated along the strategically important A59 corridor, a main focus for
development and driver io deliver economic growth for the Borough While,
Barrow is hot'ohe of the three main urban areas identified in RVLP Policy G2 or
RVCS Statement DS1, both RVLP Policy G4 and RVCS Statement DS1 support
further development. The 2008 Seitlement Hierarchy Paper highlights Barrow as
within the first category of the most sustainable villages outside of the main
settlements, a level of accessibilty and sustainability that will only become

enhanced through the completion of the existing consents at Barrow Brook

Business Village.

Key Statement DS1 recognises small scale development will be appropriate
within the smaller settlements on sites that are appropiiate for consolidation and
expansion or rounding-off of the builtup area. The application site is wholly
contained within the buili-up area defined by Whalley Road to the west, ptimary
school to the north, open space and existing business park to the south and the
proposed employment siie to the east — application 3-2012-034€ refers. This
appropriate development within, and on the edge of the Barrow Village

)
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" Development Limit, makes ‘an efficient and effective use of land as a logical and

sustainable minor extension to the village, in keeping with the character of the

village.

Would respect the character and appearance of the area
721  The village of Barrow comprises both older fraditional linear ribbon development
of terraced housing along Whalley Road, together with estate forms of housing

development at Whiteacre Lane, Chestnut Crescent, The Brambles and

Washbrook Close. The development reflects this character and will provide a
street frontage onto Whalley Road with a residential development behind that

would have an informal layout centred around courtyards and greenspaces.

722 The site is located at the eastern edge of the village and is situated between
vilage development to the north (Primary School and grounds) and south
(Washbrook Close and Barrow Brook) that both project so_mewhat back from
Whalley Road. These boundaries are clearly defined by existing mature trees
and hedgerows that assist to screen the development. Set against these
neighbouring uses the residential development will fill a gap in the built-up area
of the village. The creation of the new landscape bufier along the eastern

poundary will allow a well defined edge of the settlement that will lead to the

formation of a robust residential village boundary .
| 372N192NR23P
Would re-use previously developed land -

7.23  Policy DP4 of the North West RSS recommends a sequential approach to the

location of new development with the aim of first directing development {o

previously developed land within settlements, secondly using other suitable infil
apportunities and thirdly the development of other land where this is well located
in relation to housing, jobs, other services and infrastructure. The priority afforded
to previously developed land remains within paragraphs 17 and 111 of the NPPF.
The proposed residential site comprises land within the first (0.34 hectares) and
third categories (0.76 heciares) é}s the western section of the site is previously

" developed land within the saved RVLP Policy G4 Village Development Boundary,
whareas the eastern section is greenfield land. The development of a significant -
proporﬁ_on of land that has been previously developed should weigh heavily in

favour of suipporting the proposal in accordance with paragraphs 17 and 111 of

the NPPF

]
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Would not result in t'he loss of land with significant amenity or recreational value
The western section of the site extending to 0.78 hectares is designated under

RVLP Policy G6 as ‘Essential Ope'n"SpéCe’ and as such under the RVLP there is
a presumption against its development “Unless it does not compromise the visual
quality and value of general openness or the recreational value of the site, or

unless warranted by overriding material considerations in the public interest”.

The 2011 Audit of the G6 designations is flawed in considering the designation
covering the car park of the former restaurant should be retained. Clearly the site
has no ‘significant amenity or recreational amenity value’ as required by Policy
G6. The land is brownfield and comprises a hardstanding car park situated
between the school playing field and children’s play area, with no visual, open

space, recreational or high environmental value that warrants its protection under

paragraphs 17, 73-77 and 111 of the NPPF.

The development can be delivered fiee from constraints
There are no technical constraints to development and safe access can be
achieved via the proposed estate road onto Whalley Road on the west side of the

site in accordance with Lancashire County Council standards, as outlined in the

Transport Statement.

The site is located within Flood Zone 1. The accompanying Flocd Risk
Assessment provided by AAH Planmng assesses the flood risk of the site from all
sources and recommends mitlgatlon measures to ensure the impact of any
floading events in minimised. Consequ_erﬂ}y,_ the proposal complies with NPPF

paragraphs 89-104 in respect of assessing ﬁpod:ﬁSk and drainage.

The site is not locally or nationally de51gnated as an important ecological site. A
Phase 1 Habitats Study is provided in support of this application because of the
current grassland status of the site. The report by Bowland Ecology concludes no
protected species have been identified on or adjoining the site; the site has an

inherent low ecological value and no eco]ogica] mitigation measures are

A Phase 1 Contaminated Land Study by Opus is provided in support of this
application in accordance with PPS23. The Study provides an investigation of the

fw
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land use history of the site and surroundings fo establish whether any

contarmination is present that may impact on a sensitive end land use.

7.30 Services are available on Whalley Road and there are no known public uiility

easements crossing the site.

7.31 The car parking needs of neighbouring residents who presently utilise the former
restaurant car park can be met within iand to be excluded from the developabie

area, that will create a car park directly to the rear of Nos.14-21 with 18 parking

spaces provided.

7.32 Al available evidence demonstrates that no constraints are likely to preclude the

development of this land for housing in accordance with NPPF paragraphs 17,

99-104 and 108

320120623°P

7.33  NPPF Paragraph 14 provides the guiding principle that Local Planning
Authorities should grant permission for sustainable development subject to two
exceptions. The first exception to granting permission is when any adverse
impacts of deing so would “significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits”.
The second exception states permission should not be granted when “specific

policies in the Framework indicate development should be restricted”.

734 Having regard to the above, there are considered to be no adverse impacts
which would sighificantly and demenstrably cutweigh the benefits of granting
planning permission. The scheme delivers much needed housing in a
susiainable location in a logical extension of the village. RVBC cannot presently
demonsirate an NPPF paragraph 47 compliant five year housing supply tnder
the minimum 200dpa requirement as established by the Planning Inspector and
as taken forward in the emerging RVCS. The site is a sustainable and suitable
location to meet fuiure housing needs and is not of high environmental value,
restricted by physical constraints or nationally important planning designations

that would indicate development should be resiricted under the NPPFE.
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Consequenily, under the presurﬁ'pﬁon in favour of susiainable development, the

application should be approved.

Affordable Housing Statement

In accordance with the RVBC Affordable Housing Memorapdum of
Understanding dated July 2009 and Key Statement H3 of the RVCS, a target of
30% of the proposed houses will be provided as affordable housing to meet local
housing needs. This would equate to the provision of up to 6.8 affordable

housing units on this development.

The affordable housing units would include an appropriate mixture of dwelling

sizes and tenures - ‘affordable rent’ and ‘intermediate housing’ — {0 be

negotiated with Officers.
Planning Obligations Statement

In terms of other Planning Obligations secured under RVLP Policy RT8 and
Lancashire County Council reduirements, we await written confirmation of
whether any planning obligations in the form of financial contributions towards
social infrastructure, including meeting the educational needs arising from the
development and off-site public open space — to improve the facilities available at
the children’s play area and playing field at Washbrook Close — and the

justification for doing so in accordance with the Regulations.

My client would only agree to enter into such a st06 z_agreement on presentation
of evidence that the obligations meet the relevant tests in paragraph 204 of the
NPPF, are demonstrated to be direcﬂy related fo the proposed de_velopment (in
accordance with the CIL Regulations). Furthermore, my client retains the right 1o
reassess any planning obligations offered, inc]ﬁding affordable housing, following
a review of the economic viability of the proposed housing development at any
point thioughout the planning adpp!ication process. If this is the case, viability

evidence will be presented to assist negdtiations.

fod
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10.0 Design Statement

10.1

10.2

10.3

104

105

The following sections explain how the proposed residential development
addresses the site context, planning policies and local characteristics in respect
of its use, amount, layolt, scale, appearance, landscaping and access to meet

the requirements of paragraph 53 of Circular 01/2006

Use -
The proposed use is residential and this statement demonstrates why this would

accord with local and national planning policies.

Amount
The residential development proposes a maximum of 23 dwellings to be

constructed This would include a range of house fypes and a mix of two, three

and four bedroom properties of various sizes.

The application site extends to 1.13 hectares, however only 1.05 hectares is the
developable area due to the need to provide car parking for neighbouring
residents of Old Row. This equates to a density of development at 22 dwellings

per hectare. This density would be in-keeping with the character of the village

and will ensure the land is efficiently redevgp? 0 »] 2 0 6 2 3

Layout
Having regard to the local context and RVLP Policy G1, the key layout principles

to be taken into account in the submission of the reserved matters are:
A car park will be provided to the western boundary with the rear of

propetties on Old Row to meet parking needs displaced by the loss of

@

the car park.
« Housing will be laid out to front onio and provide natural surveillance

over the site entrance onto Whalley Road and the new estate road; to

ensure the layout is secure.
« There is an opporiunity to front housing onto Whalley Road along the

western boundary.
Houses will be set back into their .plot'behind a landscaped front garden

with in-curtilage car parking provided to the front or side of dwellings

where appropriate.



......

Rear gardens will be private spaces and their depihs will extend from 9

metres to 14 metres where appropriate.

‘Suitable separation distances “will be provided to the site boundaries

from habitable room windows, to ensure the amenities of neighbouring
residents is not adversely affected through overlooking.
Rear access will be provided to-all gardens where possible.

Pedestrian access will be provided to the children’s play area to the

south.

Scale & Appearance

10.6 Having regaid to the local context and RVLP Policy G1, the key scale and

appearance principles to be taken into account in the submission of the reserved

matters are:

L]

All houses will be no higher than two storeys in height, at varying ridges
and eaves heights throughout the development.
Roofs will be pitched and primarily gabled ended, although the use of
hipped roafs may be appropriate to some plots.

The affordable housing dwellings will be indistinguishable in appearance

from the market housing.

A mixiure of dWellinQ types, building lines, heights and frontage widths
are fequired to reflect the edge of setilement semi-rural character and
appearané;e, while providing continuity to the appearance through the
use of design features and materials.

Suitable facing materials for the proposed elevations will include
red/browh brick or reconstituted stone.

Roofs are to be ﬁied, with a slate type material appropriate to this

focation.

lLandscaping
10.7 Having regard to the local cohtext and RVLP Policy G1, the key landscaping

principles to be taken into account in the submissioh of the reserved matters are:

Opportuniﬁes for soft !_éndécap_ing may exist within the development,
pariicularly around the tu_miﬁg héad as a visual stop and focus within the
group. New iree planting will be important as the site currently has no

important natural features.

Tud
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s A landscape buifer will be created o the eastern boundary to provide a

screen to the future employment development.
« Front gardens will be defined by boundary treatments to define the

public and private spaces,

Climate Change Mitigation
10.8  With reference to NPPF péragraph 85 the design of the scheme can help to

mitigate climate change and adapt fo the future climate through:

» Being located in an sustainable village with local services and facilities
within walking distance;

= The flood risk has been assessed and takes into account the effects of
climate change on all means of flooding;

s Be orientated fo take advantage of solar gain;

« Any south facing roof planes offer an excellent epportunity for future
residents to install photovoltaic cells to provide on-site small scale
renewable energy to reduce carbon emissions; and

= The dwellings could be constructed to meet the prevailing minimum
standard of the Code for Sustainable Homes and would meet the
improved Building Regulations that would ensure a high standard of

efficient use of energy at construction and post construction phases.

110 Accsss Statoment 320120623P

Access
111 Access to the site wilt be taken from Whalley Road, with the indicative position as

shown on Sursham Tompkins & Partners drawing no.5251/05B shows the
indicative accass and its dimensions. The access will involve the modification of

the existing access to a suitable standard to serve a residential development of

up to 23 dwellings and parking for neighbouring residents.

11.2  Having regard to the local context, the Manual for Streets and the Lancashire
County Council requirements, the key access principles to be taken info account

in the submission of the reserved matter for access are!
The design of the access wili accord with lL.ancashire County Council

Highway Standards

[
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The proposed access would measure 55 metres wide with a € metre
radius and 1.8 metre wide footway on either side. Visibility splays of 2.4
metres by 45 metres to the north and 24 metres by 48 mefres io the

south will be provided.
s A turning head will be provided within the site to ensure cars, a fire

appliance and Pantechnicon can tum.

Off street car parking will be provided for all dwellings at a ratio of 2
spaces per 2 or 3 bedroom house and at least 3 spaces per 4 bedroom
house. |

s  Space for undesignated visitor parking could be provided.

« Pedestrian intervisibility splays will be provided at each driveway where

appropriate.
= Secure cycle storage will be provided within the garages aor garden

shed, where appropriate.

Sufficient space will be provided within each curtilage for waste and

recyclable waste storage, which will be within a reasonable carry

distance of the public highway for collection.

= In accordance with Part M of The Building Regulations, level access
thresholds will be provided at the dwelling entrance. Within each building
all requirements of Part M of The Building Regulations will be met.

» Al affordable housing dwellings will be constructed to the relevant

‘Lifetime Homes’ standard, or similar, to ensure future residents can

adapt their home to their changing circumstances.

12.0 Coneclusion

12.1

The housing land allocations in the Local Plan have been taken up and there is a
demonstrable shorifall of deliverable housing land in Ribble Valley Borough when
assessed against the latest evidence of sirategic housing needs — which has
been taken forward in the emerging Core Strategy and the use of this higher
figure has been supported at appeal. Without deliverable housing supply RVBC
fails fo meet the requirement for a continuous five year supply of housing land
and wider objectives of the NPPF to significanily boost housing provision, which

should weégh heavily in favour of approving the proposed development.
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122 Barrow is a highly sustainable village with a good range of services, e_xcellent
range of employment opportunities and good pubiic transport links to nearby
towns. 1t isa sustainable location for a housing development of the size proposed
that would be in-scale with the village and would relate well to the physical form

of the seftlement to meet local housing needs, including that for affordable

housing.

123  The site is a suitable housing location as it is not subject to any significant
planning, environmental or physical constraints that would preclude the

deliverability of a residential developrment of 23 dwellings.

124 The proposal is a sustainable form of development which would make a
significant contribution to housing land supply in the short term The strong
presumption in favour of sustainable development in these circumstances is hot

outweighed by any limited harm caused by conflict with Local Plan Policies G4,

G6 and H2.

125 As the relevant Development Plan policies are out-of-date, permission should
therefore be granted as there would be no adverse impacts of doing so which
would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, furthermore, no

specific policies in the NPPF indicate development should be restricted in this

location.

126 In the light of the above we consider that Ribble Valley should actively support
this Outline Planning Application as it accords with the key objectives of the Local
Plan, the emerging Core Strategy, the RSS and would contribute towards the
delivery of sustainable development under paragraphs 11, 14, 17, 47, 48, 49, 50,

320120623°P
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RIBBLE VALLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL

Council Offices

please ask for:  COLIN SHARPE
direct line: 01200 414500 Church Wegk
e-mail: colin.sharpe@ribblevalley gov.uk fﬁgﬁ %B‘Y JRA
my ref: CS/ICMS/ENCQY2011/0031
your ref Switchboard: 01200 425111
: Fax: 01200 414487
date: 18 March 2011 DX: Clitheroe 15157

www ribblevalley gov.uk

320120623P

RE: PROPOSED MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT COMPRISING B1 AND B2
INDUSTRIAL USE, B1 OFFICE USE AND 24 DWELLINGS ON LAND
NORIH OF BARROW BROOK BUSINESS PARK, BARROW

This letter is the Council’s formal response to your pre-application enquiry concerning
the above-mentioned matter about which a meeting was held in these offices on Tuesday,

8 Match 2011.

I trust you found the meeting useful and I noticed that you took notes of some of the
comments made by myself and my colleagues. In this formal response letier I will try to
summatise the main points made at the meeting, and will incorporate some written
comments that have been prepated by my colleagues to assist in this response to the
enquiry. As there are a number of elements to the enquiry, I will use headings in oz der,

hopefully, to assist in the clarity of the letter

The Principle of the Resi_dentia! Development

The village of Barrow is defined within the adopted Districtwide Local Plan (DWLFP) as a
policy G4 settlement. A small element of the site falls within this settlement and, from
the information submitted to date, would house some of the proposed 24 dwellings.

Policy G4 relates to development taking place within defined village boundaries and
allows for “infill” development subject to other relevant policies. The definition of infill
development in the DWLP is "the filling of small gaps within small groups of houses”.
Although the development site is situated between houses along the roadside, the
proposals would also involve the development of the parcel of land to the rear of the site,
which would not, in the strictest terms, be defined as infill development. Any
development not defined as infill development would need to coniribute to the solution of
a particular local housing need in accordance with policy H20 of the DWLP.

It is accepted based on the information submitted to date, that the proposals would not

lead to ribbon dévelopment or a fragmented pattern of development However, it is
recognised that an element of the proposals are for residential development, and thevefore

37



PPS3 must be considered. RVBC cannot currently demonstrate a five-year supply of
deliverable housing sites. Paragiaph 71 of this planning statement states that where there
is less than five years supply of deliverable sites, LPAs should consider favourably
planning applications for housing, having rega:cd o the pohcy in PPS:: including the

consideration in paragraph 695.

Paragraph 69 states that in demdmg planmno applications, Local Planning Authorities
should have regard to:

achieving high quality design,
ensuring developments achieve a good mix of housing ,
the suitability of a site for housing, including its environmental sustainability,

using land effectively and efficiently; and
ensuring the proposed development is in line with planning for housing objectives.

Bullet point 3 above relates 1o the need for Local Planning Authorities to have regard to
the suitability of a site for housing, including its environmental sustainability. An
element of the site is situated within the main built up area of Barrow, with the remainder
adjacent to the settlement boundary, and it is consideted that (on the information received
to date) in principle, the site meets paragraph 69, bullet point 3 of the PPS3 criteria.

It is therefore accepted that residential development on this policy G4 parcel of the site is
acceptable in principle (providing proposals reflect the character of the village in terms of
scale, design and density and do not have any detrimental visual impact on the locality)
The Affordable Housing Memotandum of Understanding (AHMU), which is a material
planning considetation and supplemental to the policies in the Development Plan, states
that in this location where there is the development of 3 or more dwellings the Council

will seek 30% aifordable units on the site.

Although the development of the policy G4 element of the site is acceptable in principle,
it is important to acknowledge that residential development on this part of the site would
also involve the development of part of a DWLP policy G6 site. Policy G6 defines land
as Essential Open Space and states that development will not be permitted on land which
is designated as Essential Open Space unless it does not compzomise the visual quality
and value and general openness of the recreational value of the site or unléss warranted
by overriding material considerations in the public interest. A review of this policy was
undertaken in 2010, wherein it was recommended that some parcels of G6 land have this
G6 designation withdrawn. The assessment was made using a criteria based approach.
This survey has not yet been through public consultation though this is anticipated to take
place in Summer 2011, The survey does not recommend that the G6 designation on this
parcel of land be removed. Thetefore any application made on this site at the present

time would be contrary to DWLP policy G6.

The Principle of the CommerciaUlndus_trial Development

Tn additional to the residential development, proposals are also for the development of
11,700sqm B1 & B2, and 6000sqm B1 office space. The site proposed for this element
of the development is designated as policy ENV3 (open countryside) and G5 of the
DWLP. Policy ENV3 of the Districtwide Local Plan requires that any development muost
be in keeping with the character of the landscape atea, and reflect local vernacular, scale,
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style, features and building material. In addition, the policy sets out that only
development that has benefits to the area will be allowed. Even when such development
" is accepted it must acknowledge the special qualities of the area by virtue of its size,

. design, use of materials, landscaping and siting  The site 1s closely related to other
existing commercial/ industrial development sites at Barrow Brook, as well as the
necessary road infiastructuze to support such a development and it is therefore considered
that the proposals would be in keeping with the character of the landscape area as set out

in ENV3.

It is considered that the proposed landscape buffer will be integral to the two main
elements of this scheme relating well to one another.

Affordable Housing

As previously stated, in this location the Council will seek 30% affordable units on the
site. In the meeting, the Council’s Housing Strategy Officer, Rachael Stott, advised you
that a Housing Needs Survey for Barrow is piesently being catried out and was 4-3
weeks away from completion Rachael advised that there is an existing stock of social
housing in Barrow for which there is always high demand; in particulat, she said, there is
a waiting list for 3 and 4 bedroomed houses. Finally, Rachael has your contact details
and says she will advise you of the outcome of the Housing Needs Swrvey as soon as it is

e 320120623P

Highway Matters

The County Highway Engineer, Martin Nugent, was present at the meeting, and made the
following comments:

No objections in principle to the ‘Business’ element of the proposed development
being served by a link road from the adjoining business park fo the sotith of the site.
« In relation to the residential development, a visibility splay of 2.4m x 70m would be
required at the junction of the new road with Whalley Road,

Parking should be provided on the basis of 2 spaces for every unit with 3 or moie
bedrooms, whilst achieving an overall provision for the development of 1.5 spaces
per unit.

The access road should have 1.8m wide footways, the carriageway should be 5.5m
wide for the séction closest to the junction with Whalley Road, but could be reduced
to less than this width further inte the site.

The proposed provision of parking for existing residents of Whalley Road is

welcomed.

Public Open Space

On all residential development sites of over 1 hectate (this site is 1.1 hectares) saved
Policy RT8 of the Local Plan states that the layout will be expected to provide adequate
and useable public open space. The Policy also states that the Council will also negotiate
for provision on smaller sites, or seek to secure a contribution towards provisions for
sport and recreational facilities or public open space within the area where the overall

level of supply is inadequate.



In the draft layout submitted with your enguiry, I note that no area of public open space is
shown within the site. The Council does not have a set formula for working out the size
of such an area and this would be dictated to a degree by the type of accommodation io
provided on the site. Ultimately the decision would be youts with a justification to be
given for the approach taken in the submission of any formal planning application. I
would advise that it is not the Cotncil’s intention to take on-any futuze
management/maintenance responsibilities associated with such areas and it would be for
any developer to determine how this will be handled/managed.

Another option that is available, would be the provision of a commuted sum in Hen of
actual public open space within the development site to be used elsewhere within the
immediate vicinity to either provide public open space or impiove an existing public
open space. In this particular case, an obvious possibility would be a financial
contribution to upgrade the existing children’s playgrounds (2 no) that immediately
adjoin the southern boundary of the site. I would suggest that the layout of the residential
part of the proposal could also be designed to incorporate access into these areas from the

development site.

I must make it clear that these commenis in respect of this particular detailed aspect of
the proposed development are my own initial opinions, and I have not discussed the
matter with the Council’s Head of Engineering. We could discuss this matter further
after ] have spoken to the relevant officers, and you have discussed this particula: issue

with your clients.

Details of Business Use

At the meeting, Craig Matthews expressed a preference for Bl office and ‘light
industrial’ use on the site, explaining that we have available sites elsewhere (such as Link
59) that are more appropriate for B2 use. Craig commented that B2 use could be
detrimental to the rest of the site. In response to a question from yourself, Craig
explained that enquirics for B1 were high, dependent upon the size of the units  There
was also a discussion about whether Block T would be one unit or multiple units. It was
agreed that you would liaise with Craig in respect of the details of the business use; and I
have provided you with Craig’s contact details since the meeting.

Public Footpath

The development of the site is dependent upon the diversion of a public footpath. Whilst
this might seem a minor detail, applications to divert footpaths are not always approved
as a “foregone conclusion’. It might therefore be advisable for your client to commence
the footpath diversion procedire sooner rather than later, as it would be unfortunate (to
say the least) if this detail prevented or delayed the development of the site.

Financia] Contributions

The County Council has been consulted on this pre-application enquiry and requested to
provide an estimate of what financial contributions they might request in the event ihat
the enquiry progresses to the submission of a formal planning application. Tam awaiting
a response and will inform you (probably by e-mail) as soon as it is received.

€3]
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Type and Content of Planning Application

You have exptessed a preference for the submission of an outline application with only
details of the access to be considered at outline application stage. The Couacil has no
objections to the submission of an application in this form and would prefer it to bea
single application for both the business and housing elements of the proposal. 1would,
however, suggest that, if your clients do decide to submit an application in this form, then
you should include as much detail as possible of the layout and height of the respective
buildings on plans notated ‘for illustrative purposes only’. A draft Section 106
Agreement should also be submitted with the application. This shall relate to the
affordable housing aspects of the proposal, and its contents could be discussed between
yourself and Rachael Stott at a later date once the results of the Housing Needs Survey
are known. If any financial contributions are to be required then such a tequirement
would be added to the diaft Section 106 Agreement.

Conclusion

Based on the information included within your enquiry, the proposals appear to satisfy
the PPS3 critetia and Policy G4 of the Local Plan and the Affordable Housing
Memorandum of Understanding providing that 30% of the housing units are for
affordable local needs. However, as stated previously, the proposal is contraty to saved
Policy G6 of the Local Plan. You would need, in any planning application, to include a
justification for any part of the development that would be on the G6 land. I am not, at
this stage, giving any indication that the Council would accept such a justification, and a
refusal due to non-compliance with Policy G6 remains a possibility. In relation to the |
commercial/industrial element of the proposal, these ate acceptable in planning policy

terms.

Whilst T trust you will find this letter of assistance, I must point out that it is written at
officer level only and is entirely without prejudice to the Council’s formal determination

of any planning applications that are submitted.

If you have any queties concerning any aspects of this letter, do not hesitate to contact

me.

Yours sincerely 3 2 O ? 2 O 6 2 3 P

COLIN SHARPE
SENIOR PLANNING OFFICER

Aaron Smith

Caldecotte Consuliants
Unit A

Bourton Business Centre
Manor Farm

Buckingham MK18 7DS

Ay
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INFORMATION

RIBBLE VALLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL
REPORT TO PLANNING & DEVELOPMIENT COMMITTEE

Agenda item No.

mesting date: THURSDAY, 24 MAY 2012

fitle:

HOUSING LAND AVAILABILITY

submitted by: CHIEF EXECUTIVE )

principal author:

1

1.1

1.2

2.1

22

23

24

COLIN HIRST — HEAD OF REGENERATION AND HOUSING

PURPOSE

To provide Members with information on the most recent results of the Housing Land
Availability Survey.

Relevance to the Council's ambitions and priorities

« Council Ambitions — Understanding the housing position is key to the delivery of the
Council's ambition to match the supply of homes in our area to identify needs.

» Community Objectives — The information in this report relates to a number of
community objectives but is particularly relevant to the broad objective of conserving

our countryside and enhancing the local environment

Corporate Priorities - This information is relevant to the local development framework
which is the spatial expression of the Community Strategy.

« Other Consideration — None. 3 2 n 1 2 ” 6 2 3

INFORMATION

The Council monitors housing land availability twice a year and produces a housing land
availability report. This document provides the information with which to monitor housing
development across the Borough. Monitoring continues to be critical to the process of
determining planning applications and the Councils duty o ensure a Syear supply of

developable land.

The report provides detailed information on sites with planning permission, sites under
construction and enables the Council to create a picture of construction frends and
activity rates together with base line evidence on the amount of land that is available to
be brought forward. Copies of the full report are available for reference at Planning

Reception and the members room on Level D.

Members will be aware that the relevant strategic basis against which housing land
supply is currently monitored is the Regional Spatial Plan (RSS). The Council continues
to monitor against the provision of 2900-homes between 2003 and 2021 to provide for a
strategic provision of some 161 units per year. Although a revised requirement has
been established to inform the Core Strategy, the Council has not adopted this for
decision-making purposes as yet. The formulation of a revised requirement has baen
subject to public consultation and remains an issue to be resolved through the
Examination in Public to be held as part of the Core Strategy process when those

issues/objeciions that remain, can be considered.

The supply position for dwelling units as at April 2012 is summarised as follows:
| 1



25

Units with full planning pennissioh 219

]

. Units with outline planning permission 399

o Sites commenced, units remaining but not started 75

. Units under construction ) 79

® Conversions -~ not started 71

o Conversions —under construction 45
8838

Total

208 Affordable housing units have permission (not started) and are included in the
housing land supply report schedules once they commence but for calculating the 5 -

year figure are taken into account.

The table at appendix 1 sets out a 5-year statement, as at April 2012 taking account of
the necessary adjustments and smoothing to reflect activity over the monitoring period.
Given that we currently plan for 161 units per year this shows that the Council can
demonstrate an ongoing 5 - year supply of housing fand.

Members are reminded that planning approvals for sites awaiting the completion of a
Section 106 Agreement cannot be taken into account As Members are aware,
measures have been put in place to promote the completion of agreements by
applicants to avoid any potential over-supply and to ensure the housing supply reflects

commitments.

CHIEF EXECUTIVE

BACKGROUND PAPERS

1

Housing Land Availability Survey files
2 North West of England Plan Regional Spatial Strategy to 2021 — GONW- Sept 2008

For details of the Housing Land Availability Schedule contact Sharon O'Neill extension 4506.

For further information on housing and strategic policy issues please ask for Colin Hirst,
extension 4503.
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' ' APPENDIX 1

Five year supply (2012-2017) based on previously adopted RSS figures and
including permissions and completions up until 1 Aprit 2012

Planned Provision

a) Housing provision 2003/2021 2900 161iyr

b) Net dwelli.ngs compiéted 2003-2012 (9yrs) | 1178 131 (1178/9)

¢) Net dwellings required 2012-2021 (9

years) 1722/9 191/yr
(adjusted to a revised annual rate)
- ‘ N 181*5
d) f\sderllse;ted Net 5 yr requirement 2012-2017 955 (annual equivalent smoothed
M over plan period)

a) Strategic housing provision based on previously adopted RSS figures

by Actual completions in monitoring pericd divided by number of years

¢) Residual requirements based on completions and plan period remaining This figure gives the
annualised requirement fo attain pfanned figure.

d) Five year requirements based on the revised/adjusted annualised rate.

e 320120623

a3
o

Supply of deliverable sites over 5 years (Housing Land Availability Survey April 2011)

Sites under construction 124
Deliverable permissions (972)
{discounted by 10% slippage allowance 875
but including affordable units)

999

Total Supply

Equates to 5.2 yrs supply at 5 year adjusted rate at 01/04/12

Actual supply: 5.2 yrs supply (899/191)
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The Planning

Appeal Decision
Inguiry held on 13-16 March 2012
Site visit made on 16 March 2012

by Harold Stephens BA MPhil DipTP MRTPI FRSA

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government

Deacision date: 26 March 2012

Appeal Ref: APP/T2350/A/11/2161186

Land off Henthorn Road, Clitheroe BB7 2QF

The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant outline planning permission.

The appeal is made by Gladman Developments Ltd against the decision of Ribble Valley

Borough Council, :
« The application Ref 3/2010/0719, dated 16 August 2010, was refused by notice dated

19 September 2011,
The proposed development Is for up to 270 residential dwellings, a doctor’s surgery,

landscape, open space, highways and associated works,

Decision

1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for an outline
application for up to 270 residential dwellings, a doctor’s surgery, landscape,
open space, highways and associated works on land off Henthorn Road,
Clitheroe BB7 2QF in accordance with the terms of the application, Ref
3/2010/0719, dated 16 August 2010, subject to the conditions set out in the

attached Schedule.

praliminary mattors 320120623P

2. The appeal site comprises about 15.70 hectares and is located on the south-
western side of Clitheroe. The appeal site lies to the northwest of Henthorn
Road. The rear gardens of properties fronting Fairfield Drive abut the north-
eastérn boundary. Directly to the north are kennels and a cattery and
playing fields; to the west are Clitheroe Caravan and Camping Club and the
Ribble Way long distance footpath alongside the river and to the south
Siddows Hall and agricultural land. _

3. The eastern boundary of the site to Henthorn Road dog-legs around the rear
of Henthorn Farmhouse (a Grade II listed building), the White House and
other properties fronting Henthorn Road. The site is in agricultural use, It
lies outside and immediately adjacent to the existing settlement boundary of
Clitheroe that is identified within the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan
(RVDWLP). The site is roughly L’ shaped. Its topography varies rising gently
away from Henthorn Road with the western field descending towards the
River Ribble. The existing field pattern is created by a number of hedgerows
interspersed with some mature trees and drainage ditches.

4. The appeal proposal is for outline planning permission with all matters
reserved for later consideration, save for that of vehicular access. The plans
on which the application is to be determined are set out in the Appellant’s

www planningportal gov.uk/planninginspectorate



Appeal

Decision APP/T2350/4/11/2161188

document list.! Detalled drawings include a Location Plan (Drg No: 2010-
001-100) and a Proposed Access Plan (Drg No: 1222/03 revision C). Other
drawings Include a Development Framework Plan (Drg No: 4370-P-01
revision G); an Illustrative Masterplan (Drg No: 4370-P-02 revision 1); and
an Illustrative Pedestrian/Cycle Link (Drg No: 1222/18). :

Plans were also submitted in connection with Off-Site Highway Works -
Henthorn Road Pedestrian Crossing Scheme (Drg No: 1222/19) and
Indicative Henthorn Road 20ph ‘Sign Only’ Scheme (Drg No 1222/21). The
provision of the off site works would be dealt with by means of a 5278

- Agreement with the County Council as Highway Authority. Finally, there are

two indicative plans included within the $106 Planning Obligation. These are:
Indicative Woone Lane One-Way Scheme Drg No: 1222/20 and Indicative

Woone Lane Scheme (Drg No: 1222/23 revision B).

The application was supported by various reporis including a Planning
Statement, a Statement of Community Involvernent, a Design and Access
Statement (DAS), a Draft Section 106 Agreement, a Transport Assessment,
a Travel Plan, an Air Quality Assessment, an Ecological Appraisal, a Phase 1
Site Investigation Report, a Soil Resources and Agricultural Use and Quality
of Land Report, a Flood Risk Assessment, a Landscape and Visual Appraisal,
an Archaeological Desk Based Assessment, a Utilities Appraisal Report and a
Renewable Energy and Sustainable Resources Strateqy and Building for Life

Evaluation.

At the Inquiry the Appellant submitted a Unilateral Undertaking (UU)?
pursuant to Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 relating
to the appeal development which would take effect should planning
permission be granted. Amongst other matters the UU provides
arrangements for 81 of the proposed dwellings on the site to be delivered as
affordable units and for contributions to be made towards a temporary
additional bus stop on Henthorn Road; education provision; a cycle rack; a

PCT facility; public consultation and advertlsmg in respect of Woone Lane

RTRO; and a Travel Plan. I have had regard to the provisions of the UU in
the COﬂSldeI’atIOI‘! of the appeal. I shall return to the UU later in the decision.

Three Statements of Common Ground (SoCG) were prepared and agreed.

The Planning SoCG? and the Highways SoCG* were both agreed between the

Appellant and RVBC. The Education SoCG® was agreed between the
Appellant and Lancashire County Council (LCC). _

Main Issues

9.

I consider the main issues in this appea! are:

(iy whether, in the light of the development p]an national gu1dance
and othezr material considerations, the appeal proposal would be a

sustainable form of development; and

(i} whether the traffic generated by the appeal prép_cisa] would lead to
unacceptable highway conditions particularly on Woone Lane,

1 APPS
2 APP1D
3ING3
+ INQ4
5 INQS

www planningportal gov uk/planninginspectorate 2



Appeal Decision APP/T2350/A/11/2161186

Reasons

The proposal

10  The proposed development would comprise up to 270 dwellings on about
8.27 hectares of the overall site. With regard to the mix of dwellings, this
has not been fixed at this stage but the DAS® submitted in support of the
application, proposes a mix of dwellings from 2 to 5 bedroom units,
comprising a range of house types with predominantly semi-detached
properties and also some terrace/linked mews cottages which would offer a
mix of market housing from first time homes to larger family houses.

11. Layout is a reserved matter for consideration at a later stage. However, an
illustrative layout’ has been provided which indicates the principle of the
urban structure (i.e. the framework and the layout of the streets and routes)
and the urban grain (i.e. the location, arrangement and design of the
development blocks, plot arrangement and the green infrastructure). The
plan provides an approximate location of buildings within the residential
zone and how the built form could relate to the streets and public realm. It
shows vehicular access to the site via a realignment of Henthorn Road with
this one primary access point looping around the core of the site.®

12,  The central loop has been designed to provide a strong sense of place with
landmark (2.5 storeys) buildings located at key junctions and arrival points.
The DAS refers to the indicative layout as a distorted grid which would allow
for some block and building variation to create visual relief and variety
within the street network. The approach to site layout means that there
would be a range of block densities from 30 to 40 dwellings per hectare
(dph). The average net density across the site would be 32.6 dph. The scale
of the development would vary around the site. In general the lower density
areas would be two storeys in height (up to 9m) with some focal buildings of
2.5 storeys (up to 10m) fronting a traditional street layout.

13. The proposal includes some 81 affordable housing units which would be
accommodated in small clusters and evenly distributed around the site.
Integral to the scheme is a strong green framework of structural landscape
and habitat areas. A new informal rural edge community park is proposed at
the site’s western edge, two local equipped areas of play, strengthened
landscape planting at the site boundaries and a green corridor running
north/south through the central core of the site with ecological enhancement
including a reinstated watercourse. The proposal would provide cycle and
pedestrian links to the Ribble Way long distance footpath. All green
infrastructure, community parkland and equipped children’s play space
would be maintained by a management company., A doctor’'s surgery is
included within the net development area.

The planning policy background

14, 1t is agreed that the statutory development plan for the area comprises the
North Wast of England Regional Spatial Strategy to 2021 (RSS) (2008) and
the saved policies of the Ribble Valley Districtwide local Plan (RVDLP)

(1998).

3201206230

7 CD2.2 - 4370-P-02 Revision I
8 APP2 - 1222/03 Revision C

www planningportal gov.uk/planninginspectorate 3
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15.

le.

17.

18.

There Is broad agreement between the parties with regard to the RSS
policies that are relevant In this case.’ Furthermore, with regard to the
generality of the provisions of these policies it is agreed that no conflict
arises In respect of the appeal proposals save for the specific elements of
Policies DP1, DP4 and DP9 referred toin paragraph 4.2.1 of document INQ3,
The location of the proposal would accord with the regional and sub regional
spatial framework objective of locating development within the Central
Lancashire City Region in accordance with Policy CLCR1, Policy CLCRZ,
Policy RDF1 and Policy RDF2 (Key Service Centres). It weuld also be in
accordance with the sequential approach set out in Policy DP4. The delivery
of market and affordable housing would accord with Policy L4 which indicates
that RVBC should deliver a total housing provision 2003-2021 (net of
clearance replacement) of 2,900 dwellings. This equates to an annual
average rate of housing provision (net of clearance replacement} of 161
dwellings. The proposals have been developed in accordance with the key
tests set out within Policies DP1-DP9, Whilst the Government has stated its
intention to abolish the RSS, formal revocation has not yet occurred, regard
must therefore be given to the RSS policies in the context of this appeal.

There is broad agreement between the parties that the proposal does not
conflict with many of the adopted policies contained within the RVDWLP.'® I
am aware that the site lies outside the defined settlement boundary as
defined by RVDWLP Policy G2 and the Proposals Map. It is also agreed that
as the proposed development does not constitute a small scale development,
infill replacement dwelling or development wholly for affordable housing, the
proposed development would be contrary to Policies G2, G5, H2, and H20 of
the RVDWLP as it would not meet the exceptions for housing development
outside defined settlement limits. However, it is a fact that the RVDWLP was
prepared during the 1990s and adopted in 1998. Although still part of the
statutory development plan it has become somewhat outdated in'that it has
been overtaken by more recent planning policy guidance including PPS3.

The existing development plan will be replaced in due course by the new
Local Development Framework (LDF) for Ribble Valley. The Core Strategy
will shape development in Ribble Valley over the next 15-20 years. A Draft
Core Strategy (Regulation 25 Report) was made available for public
consultation in August 2010} This identified 3 potential Development
Strategy Options with notional percentage apportionment of the likely
distribution of housing to be required at each spatial location. Clitheroe,
which would be designated a "Key Service Centre’ in the Core Strategy, is
identified in all 3 options with targeted growth levels ranging from 22% to
45%. This equates to a range of 657 to 1344 dwellings at Clitheroe.

The Core Strategy " Generation of alternative Development Strategy options’
set out a further 5 potential Development Strategy Options.'* This allowed
for a total of 8 possible options from which to choose a ’preferred option’,
Detalls of these various options are set out in INQ3. The Council has also
prepared a Core Strategy " Topic Paper’ in respect of its emerging ' Preferred
Option’ which was approved in December 2011, The draft " Preferred

? INQ3 paragraph 4.2.1
% INQ3 paragraph 4 31

L en20
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Option’ has selected to focus growth in the 3 main settlements (Clitheroe,
Longridge, and Whalley) and in particular for Clitheroe a strategic allocation
at Standen Hall (1040 units), The Core Strategy Topic Paper shows that the
Council’s preferred option for its Development Strategy would, after the
strategic allocation at Clitheroe, leave a residual requirement for 75
dwellings to allocate based on the preferred distribution and present housing

requirement (RSS Policy 14).

19, The Council has recently reviewed and agreed its strategic housing
requirement for the Core Strategy 2008-2028. The key evidence
underpinning this process is provided in a report produced by Nathaniel
Lichfield and Partners (NLP). Having set out a wide range of scenarios, the
NLP report reaches a judgment that a Borough target of 150-220 dwellings
per annum would represent the most appropriate target range of housing
development over the 20 year period. The Council resolved in February 2012
that the Core Strategy housing requirement shouid be set at the middle of
the range advised by NLP namely 4,000 dwellings during the plan period

(200 dwellings per annum).'*

20. Taking all of the above matters into account I consider that the appropriate
housing requirement figure to be used in determining this appeal should be
nat less than 200 dwellings per annum. This is the figure which the Council
has adopted in its most recent report. I accept that there is certainly credible
and robust evidence to suggest that figure should be much higher and closer
to the 330 to 350 dwellings per year advocated in the uncontested evidence
of Mr Nichol. However, the outloock for the UK ecohomy Is somewhat
uncertain and a cautious approach should be taken pending completion of
the Council’s Core Strategy. As the Core Strategy is still at an early stage I
consider that limited weight can be given to it.

21. I note that the Council’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) 2008
identifies a clear need for affordable housing across all areas of the Borough.
Furthermore, it is clear from this assessment that to meet the housing nead
the Council would need to deliver some 264 new affordable dwellings per
annum across the Borough as a whole - a level of housing in excess of
existing RSS housing targets.’® Therefore there is a considerable unmet
requirement for affordable housing in Ribble Valley. The Council has adopted
an Affordable Housing Memorandum of Understanding in July 2009 and this
is treated by RVBC as a material consideration when determining planning
applications. On qualifying sites the Council will seek 30% affordable units
on site. The mix and type of affordable housing units to be delivered on the
appeal site is set out in the UU. It is agreed that the provision of 81 new
affordable homes (30% of the total), would accord with Council policy and
make a significant and useful contribution towards addressing the need.

22, The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA)Y 2009
demonstrates that the appeal site was considered to be suitable, available
and deliverable. Having met the requisite tests it was deemed by the Council
to be deliverable within the 0-5 year category. This assessment was

141 PAS and LPAB
15 £D14 page 8C and Mr Venning’s proof of evidence page 10
% cDhi1s : ‘

17 ¢D15 and CD15 Site 33 page 47

www planningportal gov uk/planninginspactorate
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23,

24,

endorsed by the Council in 2008 and there has been no change in
circumstances on or around the appeal site since the SHLAA was published.

The Council accepts in INQ3'® that it is unable to demonstrate an up-to-date
5 year supply of housing land. There is a “claimed 3.3 years supply” which

reflects the fact that the Appellant has not carried out an assessment of the

Council’s land supply on the basis that it is below the Government’s
minimum 5 year requirement.'® Furthermore, it is agreed that there are no

" more allocated sites left so the Council is reliant upon windfall sites to meet

its housing supply. I note that PPS3 paragraph 71 is explicit in that where
the LPA cannot demonstrate an up-to-date 5 year supply of deliverable sites
then favourable consideration should be given te a proposal for housing
having regard to the policies in PPS3, including the considerations in
paragraph 69, The Council has agreed that as there is not a 5 year supply of
housing, and therefore there is an in principle policy imperative to release
more sites for housing now to redress that need.

In addition to PPS3, I have taken into account national policy including that
contained in PPS1, PPS5, PPS9, PPG13, PPG17, PPS22 and PPS25 together
with the Government’s objective to secure economic growth both in "The
Plan for Growth’ Ministerial Statement®® and the consultation draft of the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (July 2011). '

The first issue — sustainability

25,

26,

Following negotiations between the Appellant and LCC, it is agreed that
various improvements in accessibility by public transport and non car modes
would be carried out as part of the proposed development. A package of
pedestrian improvement measures would be provided including the provision
of Toucan measures at Whalley Road; the provision of a zebra crossing on
Henthorn Road: local pedestrian infrastructure improvements in order to
maximise access between the appeal site and the town centre; a pedestrian
Jcycle link between the appeal site and Caravan Road;*" and Woone Lane
traffic management scheme. The Appellant has also agreed to fully fund for
5 years of operation a bus service based on the current C1 service, extended
to serve the development with access via Henthorn Road. All of the farebox
ravenues would be placed in a fund to be ring-fenced for the purposes of
continued funding of the bus service beyond 5 years. Cycle parking would be
provided at the development play ares and funds would he provided for cycle
parking in the town centre. Each location would accommodate 4 cycles.

For the Council it is argued that the appeal site is located at the extreme
south west of the urban area, just under 2km from the town centre.
Moreover, it is claimed that the site is isolated from the primary route
network, is distant from basic facilities such as a local convenience store,
and a considerable distance from the nearest primary school, bus stop and
cycle route. In the Council’s view the access arrangements would create a
development that fails to make any attempt to integrate with the adjoining
residential area and indeed would turn its back on that development. It is
stated that basic facilities are all beyond desirable and acceptable walking

18 INQ3 paragraph 7.11 ) . :
*® The 3.3 years supply wouid diminish to around 2.6 years If the requirement Is calculated on a 200 dwellings per

annurn basis .

" \Wijtten Ministerlal Staterent - Right Honourable Greg Clark MP dated 23 March 2011- Planning for Growth

2 AHA Drg No 1222/18 in Dr Ashley’s Appendix 7

www.planningportal gov.uk/planninginspectorate S}
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27.

28,

29.

30.

distances as indicated in the IHT? Guidelines and beyond the “preferred
maxima” for all but the school, employment areas and some pubs. In the
Council’s viaw, the appeal proposal does not meet an acceptable standard of
sustainability. The Council’s views on the accessibility and sustainability of
the site are supported by local residents and interested parties

At the Inquiry it was agreed that accessibility is but one element of a
sustainable development; it is not synonymous with it. Thus, a proposal can
be a sustainable one even if it suffers from limitations In terms of its
accessibility by walking, cycling or public transport. The appeal site would be
an extension to the existing settlement of Clitheroe, which is the main
settlement in the Borough and in a location where growth would be expected
to be directed. The Council accepts that in land use terms the site could be
appropriately developed for housing purposes but the present proposal is not
sufficiently accessible although it could be made sufficiently accessible. In

- my view, the development of site immediately adjacent to the built up area

of Clitheroe would in principle be ‘sustainable’ because that is where the
predominance of services and facilities are to be found. That is in part
because such a location would reduce reliance upon the private car,

There are many other components of sustainability other than accessibility.
The concept includes such matters as meeting housing needs in general and
affordable housing in particular; ensuring community cohesion; economic
development; ensuring adequate provision of local health facilities and
providing access for recreation in the countryside. Many of these aspects of
the proposed development are uncontested by the Council and are
consistent with the concept of sustainability. These matters need to be
considered as part of the overall assessment of whether the appeal proposal
comprises a sustainable development. Having considered these other
components none of the witnesses contended that accessibility issues were
an overriding consideration in this case. Moreover, the appeal scheme needs
to be judged on its merits. That is to say, it may be that one could point to
aspects of a scheme which might be improved upon. However, if the
proposal is acceptable in land use terms then it should not be refused on the
grounds that a better form of development might be identified.

1 appreciate that from an early stage the Appellant agreed that the overall
accessibility of the site could be improved and should be improved. I am
aware that the scheme then changed in two important ways; firstly, it was
agreed that the site required a pedestrian/cycle link to the Caravan Road
and then onward to Edisford Road and secondly, the public transport
improvements were agreed. Thereafter the position of LCC changed from
objection on the grounds of accessibility to an agreement that the appeal
scheme proposed the minimum that was necessary. Importantly at no stage
from that initial point was it suggested that it would be necessary to create
an additional route through to the east via Fairfield Close..

Although such a route may be desirable to give more connectivity and more
direct access to Clitheroe Edisford Primary School, I consider that such an
access is unnecessary as it would make little more than a marginal
difference in accessibility terms. An access from the appeal site via Fairfield
Close for pedestrians and cyclists would do no more than provide for an
alternative way of getting to Henthorn Road and not a direct north east route

22 The Institute of Highways and Transporialion ﬁ
20449~
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through to the town centre. In coming to this view I have considered
whether a planning condition would be appropriate but this would fail the
test of need in Circular 11/95 and would result in the unwarranted burdening
of the appeal scheme with a ‘ransom’ situation to no good purpose.

31, In terms of the site’s accessihility there is no disagreement between the
parties that the whole of the Clitheroe urban area is within the 5 km cycle
isochrone.?® The appeal proposals. for cycling promote integration and
increased connectivity between the appeal site and the surrounding area, 1
recognise that the local topography in the town centre has In parts
undulating/hilly characteristics. However, this is common to residents
wherever they live in Clitheroe. As such I consider in the matter of
topography there is no more or less deterrent to cycling for residents of the
appeal site than is typical for existing residential areas. Mr Butterworth may
wish to create a network of cycleways. However, the view of LCC is plainly
“that the rather more limitaed improvements which are proposed do sufficient
to make cycling a realistic alternative to the use of the private car.

32. Furthermore, it is part of the appeal proposals that the existing public
transport facilities would be enhanced by the introduction of a new ‘quality’
bus stop within the appeal site and the rerouting of the existing service C1
to call at this new bus stop. This would be in accordance with the aims and
objectives of current national and local policies, A residential Travel Plan is
also proposed to raise awareness, The enhanced bus service would mean
that the journey time to the town centre and the railway station is very
short. Whilst there have been criticisms of some elements of the bus service,
such as how much longer beyond the 5 year period would hypothecated
fares fund the service, the reality is that bus accessibility would be good.

33,  The Council’s main concern relates to pedestrian accessibility. To that end
reliance is placed upon the IHT walk distance guidance. The IHT guidance
does not provide a definitive view of distances, but does suggest a preferred
maximum distance of 2,000m for commuting or school trips. In my view a
degree of realism must be applied. Most journeys of less than a mile are
undertaken on foot which would take & future resident close to the town
centre. The appeal proposals plainly are such that pedestrians have a
realistic choice of alternative modes of travel including the private car. It is a
fact that some of the facilities lie beyond 800m, but from the walk
isochrones and local amenities plan®* it is clear to me that there are a range
of facilities within an easy walk of the appeal site. In particular the northern
access, linking to the Caravan Road and then to Edisford Road, would take a
future resident to the Leisure Centre, the primary school and the local

convenience store (Spar).

34,  The Council contends that the norihern accéss would not be well used
because it would not be lit. For the hours of daylight it would provide a clear
and easy route, and during the Hours of darkness the actual unlit portion of
the route would be about 40 metres In my view the i ]ghtmg of the whole of
the northern route is hecessary in the interests of public safety and to aid
accessibility. However, this is a matter which could be covered by a planning
condition and dealt with at the reserved matters stage. The Council also

3 CD1 13 Figure 5 _
*Dr Ashley 5 Appendlx 3 F]gure CAAS3
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expressed concern about how attractive such a route would be during the
construction stage but again this a detailed matter which could be covered
by a planning condition and dealt with at the reserved matiers stage.

35. Taking all of these matters into account I consider that the appeal site is
located adjacent to the principal urban area of the Borough which is a
settlement to which substantial growth is directed by RSS and the emerging
LDF Core Strategy. From the evidence that is before me no better sites have
been identified. Moreover, the Council could not identify any further
measures which would improve the accessibility of the site save for the link
to the east which I consider is unnecessary. The site is sufficiently accessible
with the measures proposed by the Appellant. The proposal would not
conflict with national policy, the aforementioned RSS policies or Policy T1 of
the RVDWLP. Overall I conclude on the first issue that the appeal proposal
would comprise a sustainable form of development.

The second issue — highways

36. The Council's reason for refusal No 1 (RFR1) indicates that the proposal
would have a detrimental impact on the traffic infrastructure of Clitheroe and
key traffic junctions of Henthorn Road, Woone Lane, Eshton Terrace and the
railway crossing which would lead to the proposal being contrary to the
principles of sustainable development. In my view there is a lack of clarity
when linking the claimed detrimental impact on traffic infrastructure to the
issue of sustainable development. However, from the evidence given at the
Inquiry the Council’s concerns would seem to come down to two junctions,
neither of which gives rise to any concerns on the part of the highway
authotity LCC, Moreover, it is no part of the Council’s case to allege that
there is a highway safety concern as opposed te a highway capacity issue.

37. Both main parties provided extensive factual data to the Inquiry. I am aware
that a considerable amount of time has been spent by both Mr Davis and Dr
Ashley considering trip rates and whether or not the 85%ile ought to have
been used rather than the average. The Council claims that the TRICS
85%ile figures adopted by Mr Davis are a better guide to future trip
generation by the appeal development, Dr Ashley has produced the 85%ile
outputs, as well as the average outputs of her Transport Assessment (TA)
and Mr Davis’s work. She has also compared that with the actual generation
from the housing which lies adjacent to the appeal site. The out-turn of that
exercise®® is that the avérage generations and the actual generation
(outbound am peak) are all very similar indeed, with the 85%ile being
significantly higher. Even when a sensitivity analysis®® was carried out by Dr
Ashley the answer demonstrated the robusiness of the TA figures.

38. Both main pariies agree that it actually makes very little difference at all.
Although the Council originally placed great emphasis upon the RFC? being
in excess of the ‘practical threshold capacity’ of 0.85 it is clear from the TRL
guidance® that there are a number of reasons why one should not rely on
just one single RFC value, In my view the more important criteria for judging

25 pr Ashlay’s Rebuttal Appendices R6

26 00 DT Guidance on Transport Assessment paragraph 4.63 :
27 Ratio of flow o capacity O ? 2 D 6 ? 3 P

28 APPG
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the success of a design, from the point of view of congestion, is to evaluate
the acceptability of the situation in terms of delay and queuing of vehicles,

36.  The Council and others contend an unacceptable traffic situation would be
created in Woone Lane as demonstrated by Mr Davis’ drawings TRN-
10685/002 (2016) and TRN-10686/004 (2021) and by Dr Ashley’s Tables
CAA/RS, RO and R10, It is said that with a queue of 5 cars or more Woone
Lane would be blocked to westbound traffic if the LCC preferred shutile
arrangements for Woone Lane are to be adopted. The Council maintains that
Tables R8 and RS demonstrate that whichever trip generation figures are
used the development would cause queues greater than 5 vehicles in the
peak hour in 2016 and 2021, It is also claimed that Tahle CAA/R10 advises
that in 2021 using Dr Ashley’s average trip rates this blockage would occur
continuously between 0830 and 0845 hours and for part of the immediately
preceding and immediately following quarters i.e. for about 20 minutes of
the peak hour every day the traffic would back up along Woone Lane.

40, As I perceive it, at worst using the 85%ile figures and comparing those to
the base, even at 2021 the effect of the proposal is to add little more than a
minute in the average delay to a driver who arrives at the Woone Lane
Roundabout or the junction of Thorn Lane and Henthorn Road in the peak of
the peak hour. The Council accepts that that was not of itself a robust basis

to withhold consent.

41, The Council and interested persons consider the appeal proposal would
cause unacceptable traffic congestion or ‘gridlock’ for southbound traffic
travelling on Woone Lane North in the peak of the peak hour. I disagree for
several reasons, Firstly, I note that this relates to a small number of vehicles
(19 in the peak hour) who wish to undertake this manoceuvre, and who
plainly have an alternative of passing further south and using Greenacres
Lane. Secondly, far from being worsened, the effect of the proposal would
actually improve the flow of two way ftraffic along Woone Lane for much of
the day by creating raised tables to enable the passage of 2 way traffic.
Thirdly, the aim of the highway authority LCC is to secure one way flow
along Woone Lane North. This proposal would facilitate that - which
although a RTRO?® cannot be guaranteed would provide a complete solution

to the feared gridlock.

42, Fourthly, the "gridlock’ presupposes that parking takes place on both sides
of the road at that part of the peak hour. Whilst that may be so at the
present time, it does not mean that parking will always frustrate oncoming
vehicles, Fifthly, ‘gridlock’ is far too strong a word for what is in effect the
vagaries of normal urban ‘give and take’. The existence of raised tables
would enable a southbound vehicle to make progress. Sixthly, what is also
clear is that the queuing diminishes to a level below the 5 vehicle point of
difficulty very quickly. It follows that RFR1 turns upon delays of seconds in
an urban environment and a limited issue for a handful of cars if they chose
to travel south down Woone Lane, when cbvious alternatives are available.
In my view that is not a proper basis for dismissal of an appeal. It is for that
reason that whilst the UU offers the funding of the RTRO, I am firmly of the
view that it is unnecessary and not material. I discuss this matter further in

the context of the UU at paragraphs 48-4% below.

¢ 2 Road Traffic Régu]ation Order
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45,

Plann

44,

45.

46.

The Council, Mr Butterworth and others are concerned about the operation of
traffic at other key traffic junctions including Henthorn Road/Bawdlands,
Henthorn Road/Thorn Street and Eshton Terrace and the rallway crossing.
From the evidence that is before me, including the video evidence, it is clear
that the appeal proposal would have no material traffic impact on the
operation of the key traffic junctions of Henthorn Road/Bawdlands or the
Henthorn Road/Thorn Street junctions. This is the position agreed by LCC.
Similarly, on the basis of the Appellant’s survey work including the video
evidence, the appeal proposal would have no material impact on Eshton
Terrace and the railway crossing. I have not identified any material
detrimental impacts of the appeal proposal elsewhere in Clitheroe. In short,
there is clear objective evidence before me that the traffic concerns raised
by the Council and other interested persons are not warranted, for all that
there may he a genuinely held perception on the part of some. I conclude on
the second issue that traffic generated by the appeal proposal would not lead
to unacceptable highway conditions particularly on Woone Lane.

ing Obligation

At the Inquiry the Appellant submitted a Unilateral Undertaking (uw)*
pursuant to Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 relating
to the appeal development which would take effect should planning
permission be granted. The UU binds the owner to covenants with both the
Borough Council and the County Council. The covenants with the Borough
Council include arrangements for: 81 of the proposed dwellings on the site to
be delivered as affordable units; the provision of open space; the provision
of on site play areas; the provision of a community park and
cycle/pedestrian access route and a contribution of £156,250 towards the

costs of constructing the PCT facility.

The owner covenants with the County Council to provide public transport
improvemnents including a bus service; a quality bus stop within the
development and a contribution of £250 towards the costs of a temporary
additional bus stop on Henthorn Road. The owner further covenants with the
County Council to contribute £1,500 towards the costs of LCC in respect of
public consultation on the Woone Lane RTRO or if the one-way system is not
favoured by the local community to procure the alternative Woone Lane
Traffic Management scheme; to pay a contribution of £1,600 towards the
cost of providing a cycle rack to accommodate 4 bicycles in Clitheroe town
centre; to pay a contribution of £18,000 towards monitoring the Travel Plan;
and to pay an education contribution of £1,400,611.50 towards the provision

of additional primary and secondary school places.

Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (CIL)
indicates that any planning obligation providing for such a contribution must
be: necessary to make the development acceptable iIn planning terms;
directly related to the development and fairly and reasonably related in scale
and kind to the development. These matters reflect the themes of the five
tests of a planning obligation within Circular 65/2005 - Planning Obligations,

30 APP10
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47,

48,

49

In my view the provisions of the UU in relation to the covenants with the
Borough Council are appropriate and form an acceptable basis for the
granting of planning permission. The affordable housing provisions comply
with the Council’s affordable housing policies, There is a clear and pressing
need for affordable housing across all areas of the Borough. The other
provisions of the UU are necessary to make the developmeént acceptable in
planning terms, are directly related to the development and are fairly and
reasonably related in scale and kind to the development. I consider that all
of the provisions of the UU in relation to the covenants with the Borough
Council meet the three tests set out in Regulation 122 of the CIL Regulations

2010 and the tests of Circular 05/2005.

With regard to the provisions of the UU in relation to the covenants with the
County Council, I consider that all of these, save for the contribution of
£1,500 towards the costs of public consultation and advertising in respect of
Woone Lane RTRO, are appropriate and form an acceptable basis for
granting planning permission. The need to deliver highway improvement
measures on Woone Lane does not arise as a consequence of the highway
impact from the appeal proposals. LCC has confirmed that Woone Lane
Traffic Management scheme (Drg No 1222/23/B) is acceptable and provides
acceptable mitigation for the proposed development, It remains available for
LCC to ultimately implement the alternative Woone Lane RTRO scheme (Drg
No 1222/20), if the required one-way working is secured. In my view, the
Woone Lane improvement scheme outlined in either Drg No 1222/20 or in
Drg No 1222/23/B is not necessary because the appeal proposal does not
have a material traffic impact, in terms of the volume of traffic generated on
Woone Lane. It follows that I have not taken it into account.

The other provisions of the UU in relation to the covenants with the County
Council are necessary to make the development acceptable in planning
terms, are directly related to the development and are fairly and reasonably
related in scale and kind to the development. With the exception of the
Woone Lane RTRO contribution I consider that all of the other provisions of
the UU in relation to the County Council meet the three tests set out in
Regulation 122 of the CIL Regulations 2010 and the tests of Circular
05/2005. With the exception of the Woone Lane RTRO contribution, I accord

the UU significant weight.

Other matfers

50.

51,

I have taken into account 2l other matters raised. The Appeliant referred to
a substantial number of benefits which it was argued should be taken as
positive elements in support- of the scheme. Firstly, I agree with the
Appellant that the Community Park would add to the attraction of the area
and would continue the opening up of recreational land adjacent to the River
Ribble to all residents of Clitheroe, as well as providing excellent amenity
space to the future residents of the appeal site. Secondly, I accept that the
proposed doctor’s surgery is an obvious benefit of the scheme which has
been wrongly downplayed by the Council's witnesses and ought to be
afforded substantial weight because it meets an identified need in the town.

Thirdly, from the evidence that is before me, there is a backlog of over 1,000
households in need of affordable housing, the majority of whom are in

www planningportal gov uk/planninginspectorate 12
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Clitheroe. There has been a substantial underperformance of affordable
housing as against targeis and the projected supply means that the deficit in
provision will only increase. Moreover, I am aware that there is no 5 year
housing land supply available from which the Council could extract affordable
heusing provision from the private sector. Therefore, in my view, the need
for additional provision becomes acute. In terms of sustainable development,
the provision of the affordable units as part of a mixed development is an
essential part of creating mixed communities. The provision of 81 affordable
units is a matter which weighs strongly in favour of the proposed

development.

52.  Fourthly, in terms of the issue of housing need, national policy is clear, The
Council cannot demonstrate an up-to-date 5-year supply of deliverable sites
and therefore the provisions of paragraph 71 of PPS3 are engaged and
favourable consideration should be given to a proposal for housing having
regard to the policies in PPS3, including the considerations in paragraph 69,
Having considered the policies in PPS3 including the matters specified in
paragraph 69, 1 consider the appeal proposal would not undermine the
Council’s spatial vision or its wider policy objectives. Allowing this proposai
for 270 dwellings would greatly assist in meeting the immediate housing
needs of the Borough. This is a further matter which weighs strongly in

favour of the proposed development.

53. The Council and other interested parties raised the question of the impact of
the grant of permission at this location in pre-empting the LDF consultation
process. Bearing in mind the advice in paragraphs 17 —~ 19 of The Planning
System: General Principles I consider that the Core Strategy is still at a
relatively early stage in considering the spatial locatich and quantum of
development for the Borough. The Core Strategy has not reached the
submission stage for examination at an Inquiry when more certainty exists,
particularly when no objections are raised. Accordingly, the appeal proposal
cannot be considered to predetermine the scale of development or choice of
spatial locations available to the Council as a much greater quantum of
growth may be required. In my view prematurity should not be given any

decisive weight in respect of the appeal proposals.

54, 1 have taken into account the views of local residents and other interested
parfies in reaching this decision. 1 have considered the written
representations submitted on behalf of the Trustees of the Standen Estate
including the reports on planning policy, highway matters and desigh. I am
aware that representations have been raised in relation to the principle of
the development and also site specific matters such as the loss of
agricultural land, the loss of countryside, concerns about flooding, wildlife,
noise, the density of the development, capacity of local schools, local
facilities, residential amenity and traffic issues. I have also taken into
account other appeal decisions drawn to my attention. Suffice it to say that
each decision must be considered on its own merits and in accordance with
the provisions of the development plan and any other material
considerations. None of these matters is sufficient to justify withholding

planning permission.

55, I am aware of the concerns of Mr Butterworth in relation to the effect of the
proposal on the Grade II listed Henthorn Farmhouse. I consider that the
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setting of the listed building is now fairly limited to the property boundaries
in which it sits (all three attached properties making up the single listed
puilding) and the street frontage immediately in front of the building. The
farm building is now determinedly domestic in character and aside from the
blocked carriage entry has little reference to its earlier agricultural past;
there appears to be little to suggest that the land to the rear of the building
is directly associated with it. Development of the appeal site to the rear of
the building would change the context of the listed building, further
enclosing it within the developed area of Clitheroe. However, as it is no
longer readable as an agricultural building, having been fully converted into
three domestic properties and having no redundant farm buildings
associated with it, the setting of the building has shifted to a more domaestic
scale of the garden surroundings and the street frontages. Overall I consider
that the development to the rear of the building would not cause harm to the
setting of the building, particularly if planting occurs along the site boundary
as shown on the illustrative Master Plan. I consider that the proposal would

preserve the setting of this listed building.

Conclusions

56.

1 conclude that the proposal would be in overall accordance with policies in

the development plan and Government guidance and that the appeal should

be allowed,

Conditions

57

58

The Council submitted a schedule of suggested conditions™ which were
discussed at the Inquiry. I have considered these conditions in the light of
the advice in Circular 11/95. Condition 1 refers to a 5 year time limit for the
submission of reserved matters which 1 consider is reasonable and
necessary given the nature and size of the proposal. Condition 2 is
necessary because the application was made for outline permission.
Condition 3 is necessary to encourage renewable energy and to comply with
Policy G1 of the Local Plan. Condition 4 relating to surface water drainage is
necessary to prevent the increased risk of flooding. Condition 5 is necessary
to protect, restore and enhance the existing and/or proposed ponds on the
site. Condition 6 is necessary to ensure that the detailed site investigation
and remediation strategy will not cause pollution of ground and surface

waters.

Condition 7 is necessary to prevent noise intrusion and to protect residential
amenity, Condition 8 is necessary to ensure that the development is carried
out in substantial accordance with the approved plans. Condition 9 s
necessary to ensure a satisfactory development of the site in a phased
manner. Condition 10 is necessary to ensure that satisfactory access is
provided to the site. Conditions 11 and 12 are necessaty in the interests of
highway and pedestrian safety and to comply with Policies G1 and T1 of the
RVDWLP. Condition 13 is necessary to ensure and safeguard the recording of
any archaeological deposits. Conditions 14-22 are necessary in the interests
of protecting nature and conservation jssues in accordance with Policies G1,
ENV7, ENVS, ENVi0 and ENV13 of the RVDWLP. Condition 23 in relation to

1 LPALC
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the Travel Plan is necessary to minimise the use of private cars in the
interests of a sustainable development.

59 Condition 24 in relation to a Construction Method Statement is necessary in
the interests of protecting residential amenity. Condition 25 is necessary o
encourage an energy efficient development. Condition 26 relates to the
submission of a Masterplan and Design Code for the whole site and is
necessary to ensure a satisfactory development in the interests of visual
amenity. Condition 27 is necessary to ensure that the final details of the
pedestrian/cycle link to Edisford Road are acceptable and implemented.
Discussions took place at the Inquiry about the need for details of ' lighting’
to be included in the wording. I consider that word *lighting” should be
included in this condition in the interests of public safety and accessibility.
Condition 28 relates to the provision of a bus stop within the site. 1 consider
this condition is necessary to aid accessibility and to comply with Policies G1
and T1 of the RVDWLP. I consider that Condition 29 is unnecessary for the

reasons set out at paragraph 30 above. .

Harold Stephens

INSPECTOR

320120623Fp
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bv Sianden Estates
3,22 |20 December 2011 - Email — Gladman to RVBC - Response to RVBC in

| relation to questions about development scale, phasmg and public open

space
3.23 | 09 December 2010 Email - G]adman to RVBC - Re: Meeting between LCC

, Highways and AHA
3.24 | 01 November 2010 - Letter - Gladman to RVBC Re: Request for meeting

to discuss application progress . .
3.25 |16 August 2010 - Leiter - RVBC to Gladman - Re: Response to pre

| application enguiry
3.26 |20 July 2010 - Letter -~ RVBC to Gladman - Re: Response to request for

screening opinion
3.27 | 07 July 2010 - Letter - Gladman to RVBC - Re: Request for screening

opinion

Highways Correspondence

3.28 |14 July 2011 - Letter - Gladman to RVBC - Re: Additional information in
| relation to rail movements at barrier controlled level crossing on Eshton

Terrace

3.29 |10 May 2011 - Report - LCC Highways to RVBC - Re: Consultation
response to planning application

3.30 |04 May 2011 - Email — AHA to LCC Highways - Re: Woone Lane traffic

management scheme
3.31 | 27 April 2011 - Email - AHA to LCC Highways - Re Request for additional

information in relation to Woone Lane scheme
3.32 | 14 April 2011 - Email - AHA to LCC Highways - Re: Amendments to Woone

Lane scheme following meeting with LCC Highways

3.33 | 16 March 2011 - Email - AHA to LCC Highways - Re: Request for additional
information in relation to Woone Lane scheme

3.34 |04 March 2011 - Letter - LCC Highways to AHA - Re: Consultation response

to planning application
3.35 | 04 March 2011 - Letter — LCC Highways to RVBC - Re: Consultation

| response to planning application
3,36 | 02 March 2011 - Letter — AHA to LCC Highways - Re: Response to objection

| by Standen Estates
3.37 | 17 December 2010 - lLetter - AHA to LCC Highways - Re: Response to

meeting of 08 Pecember 2010 265-282
3.38 | 30 November 201 - Email = RVBC to Gladman - Re: Details of meeting

between RVBC and LCC Highways

Ecology Correspondence

3.39 | 26 November 2010 - Report ~ LCC to RVBC - Re: Consu]tatlon response to

| planning application
3.40 | 11 November 2010 - Email - FPCR to LCC - Re: Submlssmn of amended

ecological report (Revision B)
3,41 {03 November 2010 — Email -LCC to FPCR - Re:! Request for additional

information in relation to ecological report

Affordable Housing Correspondence
3.42 115 August 2011 — Email and Report — lLevvel to RVBC — Re: Report on

www planningporial gov uk/planninginspectorate 19 3 2 O ? Z .




Appeal Decision APP/T23507A/11/2161186

feasibility of delivering affordable housing

'| 25 May 2011 - Report—- Levvel to RVBC - Re: The Housing Corporation

3.43
economic appraisal fool

3.44 | 25 May 2011 - Report— Levvel to RVBC ~ Re: The Housmg Corporation
economic appraisal tool

3.45 |25 May 2011 - Report- Levvel to RVBC — Re: The Housmg Corporation |

economic appraisal tool

3.46 |23 May 2011 - Email - Gladman to RVBC - Re Arrangement for delivery of
Housing Corporation economic -appraisals

3.47 {09 May 2011 - Email and Report — Gladman to RVBC - Re ‘Submission of
_independent report by Levvel relating to delivery of affordable housing

3.48 |03 May 2011 - Email - Gladman to RVBC - Re: Response to Rachael Stott’s
memorandum of 06 April 2011 _

3.49 |14 April 2011 - Email - Gladman to RVBC - Re: Commlssnon of report by
Levvel

3.50 |14 April 2011 - Email - Gladman to RVBC - Re: Scoping of Levvel report
and corporate capability statement

3,51 | 06 April 2011 - Memorandum - RVBC Affordahle Housing to RVBC Case
Officer ~ Consultation response to planning application
Masterplan Correspondence

3.52 | 08 February 2011 - Letter — Gladman to RVBC - Re: Amendments to
masterplan (Revision H) '

3.53 | 30 November 2010 - Email - Gladman to RVBC - Re: Amendments to
masterplan (Revision G) and Development Framework Plan (Revision G)

3.54 | 11 November 2010 - Email - RVBC to Gladman - Re: Request for additionai
information following internal meeting
Lancashire County Council Contributions Correspondence

3.55 | 08 December 2010 - Email - Gladman to RVBC - Re: Response to LCC
contributions request

3.56 | 20 September 2010 - Letter — LCC to RVBC —~ Re: Request for contrlbutlons
in respect of planning applicaticn
PCT/Doctors Surgery Correspondence

3.57 |25 May 2011 - Email - Gladman to RVBC - Re: Confirmation that East
Lancashire PCT are agreeable to obligations within Section 106

3,58 | 15 March 2011 - Email - RVBC to Gladman - Re: Confirmation. that East
Lancashire PCT are agreeable to the inclusion of provision of doctors facility

_ within scheme

3.59 | 25 February 2011 ~ Letter - East Lancs PCT to Gladman — Acceptance to
inclusion of doctors facility within scheme

3.60 |15 December 2010 - Emaill - RVBC to Gladman - Re: Confirmation of
additional consultation period following amendment to descrsptron of
development

3.61 |13 December 2010 - Email - Gladman to RVBC - Re: Request for

confirmation to consultation period following amendment to description of
development
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Air Quality Correspondence

3.62

19 May 2011 - Email - RVBC to Gladman - Re: Consultation response to
planning application

3.63

09 May 2011 - Letter - PBA to Gladman - Re: Independent review of
information submitted by AHA to RVBC in support of planning applicaticn

3.64

11 May 2011 — Email - RVBC to Gladman - Re: Response to scoping of
additional works in support of application (09 May 2011) .

3.65

27 April 2011 — Letter - AHA to RVBC ~ Re: Additional information in
support of planning application

3,66

10 December 2010 - Letter - AHA to RVBC - Re: Informat;on in support of
application

LDF Core Strateqy (Housing Target)

367

18 June 2010 - Report — RVBC ~ Re: Minutes of Planning and Davelopment
Committee 17 June 2010

3.68

17 June 2010 - Report — RVBC ~ Re: Report to Plannmg and Development
Committee

CD4

IHT Guidelines for Planning for Public Transport in Developments 03/99

CD5

IHT Guidelines for Providing for Journeys on Foot 2000

CD6

DTLR By Design, Better Places to Live 2001

cD7

DfT Transport Statistics Bulletin, National Travel Survey 2006

cD8

DFfT Manual for Streets 2007

cbho

DfT Guidance on Transport Assessment 03/07

CD1i0

CLG SHLAA Practice Guide 07/07

CcD11

GONW North West Regional Spatial Strategy 05/08

CD12

RVBC Ribble Valley Economic Review 10/08

CD13

RVBC Settlement Hierarchy 12/08

CD14

RVBC Strategic Housing Market Assessment Report 12/08

CD15

RVBC Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Report 04/09

D16

RVBC Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Maps (Clitheroe)
04/09

cD17

LCC Creating Civilised Streets 02/10

-CD18

RVBC Affordable Housing Memorandum of Understandmg 06/10

CD19

RVBC Committee Report and Minutes, RSS Figures Retained 06/10

CD20

RVBC Core Strategy Consultation Reg25 - 08/10

Cbh21

DfT Manual for Streets 2 - 09/10

CcD22

RVBC Annual Monitoring Report 12/10

CD23

RVBC Core Strategy, Generation of Alternative Development Strategy
Options 06/11

Cb24

NLP Ribble Valley Housing Requirements 07/11

CD25

CD26

DfT Design Manual for Roads and Bridges, Volume 6, Section 2

RVBC Core Strategy Topic Paper 11/11 -

CD27

PINS Appeal Decision, Riddings Lane, Whalley 09/11
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CD28 | RVBC Defining a Local Housing Requirement, Sum_maf’y 11/11

CDZQ RVBC Housing Land Availability, Committee Report 11/11
CD30 | Gladman Footpath/Cycle Link Planning Application 12/11

ADDITIONAL INQUIRY DOCUMENTS LIST SUBMITTED ON BEHALF OF APPELLANT

Opening submissions on behalf of Appellant ~ APP1
Ashley Helme Associates - Proposed Access Arrangements APP2
1222/03 Revision C .
FPCR - Summary of Proof APP3
Environment Agency - Withdrawal of objectlon - 12 March 2012 APP4
| Ashley Helme Associates - Information to be given to Inquiry: APPS
As agreed with Gareth Davis

Training and Support - TRL Software APP6
Circular 11/95 - Use of negative conditions APP7
Clitheroe local times - Bus times APP8
Drawings to be referenced within pla_nhing conditions APP9
Unilateral Undertaking Pursuant to Section 106 APP10
CgMs - Assessment of Henthorn Farm Listed Building APP11
Closing submissions on behalf of appellant | APP12

ADDITIONAL INQUIRY DOCUMENTS LIST SUEBMITTED ON BEHALF OF RIBBLE
VALLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL -

Summary Proof of Gareth Davis LPAL.1
Proof of Evidence of Gareth Davis LPAL.2
Drawings included in Gareth Davis Proof LPAL.3
Figures included in Gareth Davis Proof LPAL.4
Appendices of Gareth Davis LPA1.5
Rebuttal of Gareth Davis with Appendices and dwgs LPAL.6
Summary Proof of Evidence of Richard Purser LPA2.1
Proof of Evidence of Richard Purser LPA2Z.2
Appendices consolidated of Richard Purser LPA2.3
Opening submission by Stephen Sauvain QC LPA3.1
Closing submission by Stephen Sauvain QC LPA3.2
Email communication between Gareth Davis and Martm Nugent LPA4
(LCC Highways)

Committee report 2 Feb 2012 Core Strategy Housmg Requirement LPAL
Minutes of special Planning & Development Commtttee ~ housing LPAG
requlrements -
Instructions from RVBC re appointment of consultants and response by LPAY
Gareth Davis and Richard Purser :
Memorandum from David Watson to Martin ]\iugeni: LCC Highways | LPAS

8 October 2010 ,

Bus Route Plan LPAS
Revised conditions list LPALO

AW ;!anningporta] ‘gov.‘uk/planninginspec'tofate 22
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INTERESTED PERSONS’ DOCUMENT LIST

-IP/I Statement from Maureen Fenton
IP/2 | Statement from David Butterworth

iP/3 | Statement from Ron Loebell

390120623 P

www .planningportal gov uk/planninginspectorate

23




Appeal Decision APP/T2350/A/11/2161186

SCHEDULE OF CONDITIONS

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Application for approval of reserved matters must be made not later than
the expiration of 5 years beginning with the date of this permission and the
development must be begun not later than whichever is the latter of the

following dates:

(a) the expiration of 5 years from the date of this permission; or

(b) the expiration of 2 years from final approval of the reserved
matters, or in the case of approval of different dates, the final

approval of the last such matter to be approved.

No development shall begin on any phase of development (as approved
urider condition 9) until detailed plans indicating the design and external
appearance of the buildings, landscape and boundary treatment, parking and
manoeuvring arrangements of vehicles, including a contoured site plan
showing existing features, the proposed slab floor level and road level (called
the reserved matters) for that phase of development has been submitted to
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development of
each phase shall be implemented in accordance with the approved details.

No development shall begin untit a scheme identifying how a minimum of
10% of the energy requirements generated by the development wili be
achieved by renewable energy production methods has been submitted to
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall
then be provided in accordance with the approved details prior to occupation

of the development and thereafter retained.

No development shall begin until a scheme for surface water dralnage and
attenuation for the site, based on sustainable drainage principles and
assessment of the hydrological and hydro geological context of the
development has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. Details of the maintenance and management of the
scheme after completion shall be included. The scheme shall subseguently
be implemented in accordance with the approved details before the

development is completed.

No development shall begin until details of any works that will alter the
existing ponds on site or details of any new ponds adjacent to them have
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority,
The scheme shall subsequenily be implemented in accordance with the
approved details before development is completed.

Development shall not commence on any phase-approved under condition 9)
of this permission until that phase has been subject to & detailed scheme for
investigation and recording of contamination of the land and risks to the

"'deveiopmeat, its future uses and surrounding environment. A detailed
~written“report-on the findings including proposals and a programme for the

remediation of any contaminated areas and protective measures to be

" incorporated into the buildings shall be submitted to and approved in writing

by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall include proposals for the
disposal of surface water during remediation. The remediation works shall be
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7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

carried out and a validation report shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority in accordance with the approved
proposals and programme. If during the course of the development further
evidence of any type relating to other contamination Is revealed, work at the
location will cease until such contamination is investigated and remediation
measures, approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority have been

implemented.

Any application for the approval of reserved matters that includes

developrent of residential properties adjoining the shared northern site
boundary with the kennels/cattery shall include specific measures for the
provision of a suitable noise barrier along the shared boundary. The
measures so submitted and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority shall be implemented in accordance with the approved measures
prior to the commencement of residential development in that phase.

The submission of reserved matters in respect of layout, scale, appearance
and landscaping and implementation of development shall be carried out in
substantial accordance with the Development Framework Plan 4370-P-01
Rev-G, Design and Access Statement 4370/DAS Rev-C and the Illustrative

Masterplan 4370-P-02-Rev-I,

The reserved matters application(s) shall include details of phasing of
development across the whole development site. The phasing scheme shall

include the following matters:

(a) a plan demarcating the development phases;

(b) details of the number of development plots for both market and
affordable housing units; and

(¢) a programme of delivery of development phases.

All reserved matters applications and consequent development shall be
made in accordance with the approved phasing scheme or any subsequent
submitted and approved amendments to the scheme.

The new estate road/access between the site and Henthorn Road shall be
constructed in accaordance with the Lancashire County Council Specification
for Construction of Estate Roads to at least base course level before any

residential development takes place within the site.

No development shall begin until a scheme for the programming,
implementation and construction of the site access and the off-site highway
works of highway improvements has been submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority In consultation with the Highway

Authority.
The off-site highways works and improvements shall inciude:
(a) Toucan crossing on Whalley Road, close to Turner Street

(b} Zebra crossing on Henthorn Road, north east of Siddows Avenue
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12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

(c) Pedestrian improvements in the form of dropped kerbs, improved
surfacing matetials and pedestrian route signage between the site
and Clitheroe town centre (as illustrated on approved plans
1222/19 Henthorn Road Pedestrian Crossing Scheme and 1222/21
Indicative Henthorn Road 20MPH 'Sign Only' Scheme')

(d) Cycle stands (for 4 cycles) within Clitheroe town centre’

The works shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the approved
scheme.

No deveiopment shall begin until a scheme for the construction of the
pedestrian/cycle links through the site between Henthorn Road and the
caravan track including a bollard or similar barrier arrangements on the link
at its junction with the caravan track has been submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority in consultation with the Highway
Authority. The scheme so approved shall be implemented in accordance with
the approved phasing details submitted under condition 9) prior to the first
occupation of the 10% dwelling unit on the site.

No development shall take place on any phase of development (as approved
under condition 9) until a programme of archaeological work has been
completed for that phase in accordance with a written scheme of
investigation which has been submitted to and approved in writing by the

Local Planning Authority.

No site clearance, site preparation or development work shall take place
within 7m of the river edge unless an otters (Lutra lutra) survey for the
presence of otters has been carriad out. The survey, together with proposals
for mitigation/compensation (if required) shall be submitted to and approved
in writing by the Local Planning Authority in consultation with specialist
advisors. Any necessary and approved measures for the protection of otters

shall thereafter be implemented in full.

No site clearance, site preparation or development work shall take place
within 7m of the river edge unless a water vole (Arvicola terrestris) survey
has been carried out in advance. The report of the survey (together with a
scheme for mitigation/compensation, if required) shall be submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority in consultation with
specialist advisors. Any necessary and approved measures for the protection
of water voles shall thereafter be implemented in full,

No development shall take place for any works affecting a watercourse
before a survey for whiteclawed crayfish (Austropotamobius pallipes) has
been undertaken. The report of the survey (together with proposals for
mitigation/compensation, if required) shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority in consultation with specialist
advisors. Any necessary and approved measures for the protection of white-
clawed crayfish shall thereafter be implemented in full.

No development shall take place until a repeat survey for the presence of

-badgers has been undertaken. The report of the survey (fogether with
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18)

19)

20)

21)

22)

proposais for mitigation/compensation, if required) shall be submitied to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority in consultation with
specialist advisors. Any necessary and approved measures for the protection
of badgers shall thereafter be implemented in full.

Tree felling, vegetation clearance works, or othar works that may affect
nesting birds shall be avoided between March and July inclusive. In the event
that works are required to be carried out during the nesting period a
comprehensive risk assessment in order to establish the absence/presence
of nesting birds shall be undertaken The report of the assessment (together
with proposals for mitigation/compensation, if required) shall be submitted
to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to any works
taking place. Works shall be carried out in accordance with any necessary

and approved measures,

All trees and hedgerows (and the Biological Heritage Site) being retained in
or adjacent to the application site shall be protected during construction, in
accordance with existing guidelines (e g. BS5837: 2005 Trees in relation to

construction - Recommendations).

No site clearance, site preparation or development shall take place until a
habitat creation/enhancement and management plan and programme has
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority in
consultation with specialist advisors. The plan shall include (but not be
limited to) further details of measures for: the maintenance and
enhancement of retained hedgerows, compensation for hedgerow losses;
retention and enhancement of species rich/neutral grassland (and measures
for mitigation/compensation, if retention in situ is not possible);
enhancement of the stream and associated habitat; native scrub and tree
planting; maintenance and enhancement of part of the River Ribble BHS.
The approved management plan shall be implemented in full in accordance

with the approved programme,

No development shall begin until a detailed method statement for the
removal or treatment and control of Himalayan Balsam (Impatiens
Glandulifera) on site has been submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority, The method statement shall include details of
proposed working methods to be adopted to prevent the spread of the
species during any operation such as mowing, strimming or soil movement.,
It shall also contain measures to ensure that any soils brought to the site are
free of the seeds/root/stem of any invasive plant covered under the Wildlife
and Countryside Act 1981, Development shall proceed in accordance with

the approved method statement.

No development shall begin on any phase of development {as approved
under condition 9) until details of a lighting scheme has been submitted to
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The lighting scheme
shall included details to demonstrate how artificial illumination of important
wildlife habitats (the River Ribble and its banks, trees with bat roost
potential, hedgerows used by foraging and commuting bats) is minimised.
The approved lighting scheme shall be implemented in accordance with the

approved details.

www planningpoital gov uk/planninginspectoraie

.??-ﬁ?f}ﬁﬁf\ﬁm
»CEUTLUD /3P




Appeal Decision APP/T2350/A/11/2161186

23)

24)

25)

26)

Prior to occupation of the ist dwelling a Travel Plan based on the Framework
Travel Plan (FTP) to improve accessibility of the site by sustainable modes
for residential uses and PCT facility shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority in consultation with Lancashire
County Council Highways Travel] Plan team.

The Travel Plan should include the following matters:

Appointment of a hamed Travel Plan Co-ordinator.

Travel survey.

Details of cycling, pedestrian and public transport links to the site.
Details of secure covered cycle parking.

Targets for a reduction in private car journeys.

Action plan of measures to be introduced.

Details of arrangements for periodic monitoring and review of the

Travel Plan,

The approved Travel Plan shall be implemented, monitored and reviewed
(including undertaking any necessary remedial or mitigation measures
identified in any such review) in accordance with the approved Travel Plan
for a period of time not less than 5 years following completion of the final
phase of development (as per the approved phasing scheme under condition

9).

No development shall take place until a Construction Method Statement has
been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority.
The approved Statement shall be adhered to throughout the construction

period. The Statement shali provide for:

(iy the parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors

(i} loading and unloading of plant and materials
(iii) storage of plant and materials used in constructing the development

(iv) the erection and maintenance of security hoarding including
decorative displays and facilities for public viewing, where
appropriate

(v} wheel washing facilities

(vi) measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during
construction

(vii) a scheme for recycling/disposing of waste resulting from
construction works

The dwellings shall achieve @ minimum Level 3 of the Code for Sustainable
Homes. No dwelling shall be occupied until a final Code Certificate has been
issued for it certifying that Code Level 3 has been achieved.

No development shall begin until both a Masterplan and Design Code for the
whole of the site has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The Masterplan and Design Code shall both substantially
accord with the Design and Access Statement 4370/DAS Rev-C submitted
with the application. The Dasign Code will address the following matters:

» Architectural and sustainable construction principles
e Character areas
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Lifetime homes standards

Street types and street materials
Development block types and principles
Pedestrian and cycle links to adjoining land
Boundary treatments

Building types and uses

Building heights

Building materiais

Sustainable drainage system

Public open spaces

Any application for reserved matters for any phase of development (as
approved by condition 9) shall be made in accordance with the approved

Masterplan and Design Code.

27) No development shall begin until a scheme for the provision of a
pedestrian/cycie link between the site boundary with the caravan park track
and Edisford Road (including details of lighting, surface treatment and
signage} has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority in consultation with the Highway Authority, The scheme
so approved shall be implemented in accordance with the phasing details
submitted under condition 9 prior to first occupation of the 15 dwelling on

the site.

28} The reserved matters application(s) shall include details of the provision of a
bus stop to the Lancashire County Council Bus Stop Quality Standard within
the site in accordance with such details as have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority in consultation with the
Highway Authority. The bus stop shall be implemented in accordance with
the approved details and be capable of being brought into use by a public
bus service operator prior to occupation of the 51% dwelling on the site.
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