
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: SW/JS

	Application No: 
	3/2004/0498/P

	Development Proposed:
	Construction of stables and indoor school buildings (Resubmission)  at Walton Fold Farm, Walton Fold Lane, Longridge

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council – Whilst having no objection in principle to this development, many of the concerns raised against planning permission 3/03/0794 still remain.  There is still concern with the poor condition of the unadopted road and the possible risk to both passengers in vehicles and walkers on the shared route.  They would like to see the number of tutors restricted too as they would not like to see this development evolve into a fully commercial operation.  Comment was also passed that they were surprised that this matter was dealt with in a delegated manner last time.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) – I should be grateful if you would refer to my previous observations dated 25 September 2003 reference 3/03/0794 as these are still relevant to this application.  The development as described is clearly very low key but, unless you are able to control it at this level by the imposition of planning conditions, or a Section 106 Obligation, I must recommend that the development be refused or the access be significantly improved to accommodate horse box/trailer movements.  



	CONSULTATIONS: Nearby Residents

	Two letters of objection have been received which can be summarised as follows:

1.   The existing manége is to the detriment of visual amenity and is commercial thereby being the first step to a potentially accelerating expansion.

2.   This is patently a commercial proposition.

3.   The elevations, measurements and overall scale of the buildings are out of keeping with the general location.

4.   Concerns over highway safety.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy RT16 - Development Involving the Keeping or Riding of Horses.

Policy 1 - Development in Rural Areas - Lancashire Structure Plan 1991 - 2006 "Greening the Red Rose County".



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policy G1 – Detrimental to highway safety.

Policies G1, G5, ENV3, RT16 and Policy 1 of the Lancashire Structure Plan – inappropriate development to the detriment of visual and residential amenity. 



	COMMENTS/HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES/RECOMMENDATION:

	This application is two component parts as follows.

1.   Stable Block

This is proposed to the north of the site and has an ‘L’ shaped footprint.  The section which runs east/west is single storey in nature and measures approximately 16m x 11.5m x 4.9m to the apex of its pitch.  That part of the building running north/south is two storey in nature, measuring 11m x 20.5m x 6.9m in height.  It would house stables, tack room, feed store and drying area at ground floor with feed storage area, rest room WC, shower and office above.  Half of the two storey section would be used to accommodate horse wagons.  Construction materials are shown as stone and blockwork rendered plinths with Eternit profile sheeting above to the walls and roof.  The latter having a series of velux on all roof slopes.

2.   Indoor Arena

This is set approximately 8.6m to the south of the proposed stables and has approximate dimension of 60m x 21m x 7.1m in height being constructed of rendered plinth with Yorkshire boarding to break up sections of solid render under an Eternit profile roof which, again, has a number of velux inserted.

The plans also denote landscaping around the site.  

Walton Fold Farm lies to the south of Lower Lane within open countryside and is accessed by a long single width track down which a public footpath runs.  Whilst the applicant owns the field in which the buildings would be sited, they live away from the area on a small residential cul-de-sac off Lower Lane.  Dwellings in the immediate vicinity, ie to the east are a collection of barn conversions.  

In terms of assessing the appropriateness of this against plan policy, G5 allows for small scale development in open countryside areas.  ENV3 recognises that all countryside is worthy of conservation and a landscape appraisal identifies this area as lowland fringe farmland.  The positive aspects of such an area are the absence of urbanisation whereas potential landscape detractors are intrusive, inappropriate and insensitive siting and design of the development.  RT16 concerns itself specifically with developments involving the keeping or riding of horses and states such schemes will be approved unless they would materially worsen the impact on the landscape or traffic generation.  This scheme proposed two significant sized buildings and there still remains a question as to whether they are for personal/private and domestic use or associated with a commercial enterprise.  Horse culture is a generic term used to describe development including the keeping and riding of horses for recreational purposes or as part of a commercial based equestrian activity.    The applicant is an international dressage competitor who would offer private lessons to individuals at the proposed premises.

For these reasons I believe the scheme to represent a commercial undertaking and, as such, this is of particular concern to the County Surveyor given the potential for an increase in traffic generation to the site.

In visual terms I am concerned about the visual impact on the surrounding countryside from two such large buildings.  The applicant has made attempts to address this in the resubmission but the existing footpath network in the immediate vicinity enables views across the site from Chapel Brow.  This, at present, is an open aspect and these two large buildings would add an air of urbanisation.  

Therefore, I am still of the opinion that this scheme is over intensive in nature for the area and that approval would be to the visual detriment of the surrounding countryside.

In terms of impact on residential amenity, given the nature of the scheme is commercial I am concerned about the possible impact on surrounding properties, not only from the increased comings and goings from the site but also the intensification of use on the site itself.  

Therefore, having regard to all of the above, I recommend accordingly.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














