
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: RH

	Application No: 
	3/2009/0536

	Development Proposed:
	Construction of a general purpose agricultural building at Carr Meadow Barn, Carr Lane, Balderstone.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	No observations received.

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Rural Estates: - 

· Agricultural activities carried out by the applicant are relatively modest.

· Land at the application site is small and is already fully stocked given the presence of the horses and associated stabling.

· It would be more appropriate to site such a facility on the larger area of land at Aspden Fold Farm.

· I note that there is a spare stable at the site and therefore any sheep needing attention could potentially be accommodated within the spare stable and I note that there are also some storage facilities within the stable block.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations received.

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 – Settlement Strategy

Policy ENV3 – Development in Open Countryside

Policy SPG – “Agricultural Buildings and Roads”

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G5, ENV3 and SPG “Agricultural Buildings and Roads – No agricultural justification resulting in further development to the detriment of the Open Countryside and its immediate setting.

	COMMENTS/ENVIRONMENTAL/AONB/HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES/RECOMMENDATION:

	The application relates to land in an area designated as Open Countryisde at the end of Carr Lane, off Commons Lane, Balderstone, which is outside the residential curtilage and in the ownership of Carr Meadow Barn, which was the subject of a barn conversion approved under application 3/2005/0898.

Permission is sought for an agricultural building located on a strip of land approx. 25 metres to the north of Carr Meadow Barn to be used for the storage of hay, agricultural machinery and when necessary one section of the building would occasionally be used for the handling of sheep. Approx. dimensions of the building are 12m x 5m x 4m to the ridge with a pitched roof and the insertion of two stable like doors and two windows to the front elevation and two windows to the eastern elevation constructed of brown stained timber to the walls with grey fibre cement sheets to the roof.

In terms of visual amenity I consider whilst modest in size, the cumulative impact of the development and existing buildings would have a detrimental impact on this area designated as Open Countryside and if allowed would set a dangerous precedent for the acceptance of similar unsympathetic proposals resulting in the further detriment of the visual amenities of the Open Countryside. In addition, the building would also be visible from the footpath, which runs through the site and in front of the proposal.

With regards to impact upon residential amenity I consider that as the proposal is to be sited approx. 18 metres from the nearest residential property Pewter Cottage and is well screened by existing mature hedging and trees its impact will be minimal.

Lastly with regard to actual need, one of the requirements detailed in Policy G5 of the Districtwide Local Plan states “outside the main settlement boundaries and the village boundaries planning consent will only be granted for small scale development, which are needed for the purposes of agriculture or forestry”. The County Estates Officer has advised that there is no agricultural justification for the proposed building on the unit as the agricultural activities carried out by the applicant are relatively modest, it would be more appropriate to site such a facility on the larger area of land in the applicants ownership at Aspden Fold Farm and that the spare stable at the site could be utilised for sheep needing attention and storage. Thus the proposal is considered contrary to the provisions of Policy G5 of the Districtwide Local Plan.

To comment further on the advice from the County Estates Officer I also consider that the proposal is domestic in nature due to its siting, scale and design, especially with the insertion of domestic type windows to the front and side elevation rather than a building that you would associate for agricultural use. It is noted that previous applications at the property for domestic extensions such as a garage and porch have been refused on the grounds of their effect on the character and appearance of the existing building and the surrounding area.

The potential harm of this proposal is that if allowed, the building would be considered both an unnecessary and unjustified development in the open countryside, which detracts from the appearance and character of the locality and would set a dangerous precedent for the acceptance of further inappropriate development, which would cause visual harm to the landscape.

It is therefore considered that the proposal is contrary to Policies contained in the Districtwide Local Plan in that it would have a detrimental impact on the original character and setting of the traditional building and be to the detriment of the visual amenities of the area.

I therefore recommend that planning permission be refused for the above reasons.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 10/07/2009
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