
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0140/P

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed earth covered sanitary accommodation unit built into hillside within valley to form Bond Beck Campsite on land adjacent to High Gill Barn, Tosside, Skipton, Yorks, BD23 4SJ.



	CONSULTATIONS: Parish Council

	Parish Council – The Parish Council object to this application for the following reasons.

The proposed location appears to be on quite a steep slope which is covered in bracken and as can been seen from the accompanying report has been identified as a biological heritage site. It appears that campers would be expected to site their tents on the slope itself. As a biological heritage site it is clearly a site where wildlife, flora and fauna should be encouraged and so far as possible left undisturbed. We are very concerned that development in this location and a change of use of the land to tourism will significantly adversely impact upon the wildlife.  We anticipate that if the site is to be used as a campsite it will need significant upkeep and maintenance and perhaps significant levelling, which we believe will interfere with the natural habitat in this very secluded location.

Furthermore, the access and egress to this site is on a long, private lane that does not have many passing places. If it were to be used as a campsite, we are concerned with the increased usage of the lane as it may affect its quality and create situations were vehicles cannot pass. The lane then turns into a gravel road which is not consider suitable for normal cars, and the site itself has no parking facilities whatever.

The development may also affect the footpath that follows the Beck down the valley, as it is a quiet, secluded location where you have the possibility of viewing rare species, and this proposal will interfere with this. However, this objection does cause some conflict as we appreciate the need for additional tourist facilities in this area, however we consider this site to be unsuitable.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways Officer - Recommends refusal of this application on highway safety grounds as I am not satisfied that the access road can be provided as indicated on the site plan and that the existing track/access does not provided a suitable route for the general public who would be utilising the proposed site.

LCC Contributions Officer – There is likely to be a request for sustainable transport measures in relation to this proposal however this will be at the discretion of the Highways Officer.

LCC Senior Landscape Architect (A.O.N.B.) - The application site is in a highly sensitive landscape set within the Forest of Bowland AONB. The building proposed is of an appropriate scale for the landscape, and through the use of a vernacular building style and clever use of the topography, the significance of likely landscape and visual impacts would be slight. However, in my opinion the introduction of car parking in this small scale sensitive landscape would have adverse landscape and visual impacts, diminish the high levels of landscape tranquillity and adversely affect the landscape amenity of those users of the public rights of way that pass close to the proposed building.

LCC Ecologist - The proposals appear to have the potential for significant impacts on non-statutory designated sites and associated biodiversity. Unfortunately insufficient information appears to have been submitted to demonstrate that the proposals are in accordance with the requirements of biodiversity planning policy, guidance and legislation. The application area is within Bond Beck Pastures Biological Heritage Site (BHS 75SE06). This site is known to support areas of ancient semi-natural neutral grassland with flushes. According to the Design and Access Statement, the sanitary building would be located in an area dominated by bracken, the removal of which "will therefore be beneficial to the Biological Heritage Site". Whilst bracken removal might be beneficial to the BHS, the siting of a substantial building (toilet/shower/kitchen facilities), together with associated sewage treatment plant, electricity cabling, drainage and outfall (although the locations of these are unknown) are extremely unlikely to result in enhancement to the BHS. Moreover, construction will presumably require fairly substantial earthworks/excavation and not just the bracken removal claimed by the Design and Access Statement.  There will also be an increase in pedestrian movements/disturbance to the BHS as a result of these proposals.  The applicant has not qualified or quantified these impacts and has not demonstrated that there would be any mitigation for impacts.

Natural England – Natural England Advise that the LCC A.O.N.B. Officer and the LCC Ecologist are consulted on this proposal given the like impact of the development.




	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Three additional representations have been received from nearby residents, all of which object to the proposal for the following reasons;

· The access track to the site is unsuitable for the increase in traffic for this development,

· There are no passing places,

· The Design and Access Statement notes that the ancient track, which leads to the development, is passable by most cars and partially grassed over. Photographs are supplied which clearly show this is not the case. The track would require a large amount of re-constructions and development, impacting on the area.

· We fail to see how this proposal will benefit our community as there are already caravan and camping facilities within a mile of the development, as well as B&B’s and holiday lets, who all have better access and are fully supervised.

· The applicant lives nowhere near the site, so how will have any idea what is going on at the site?

· It will spoil the beauty and visual effect of the area from the public footpath,

· We have concerns regarding noise and disturbance to the area, wildlife and out livestock,

· The application does not state where tents are to be pitched or the capacity of the site so we feel unable to fully comment,

· The creation of a permanent camp site with no owner or manager causes concern for security, noise and respect for the environment, and

· We challenge the applicant’s claim that the “choice of accommodation is limited”, as within 2 miles of the site there are 11 different types of accommodation available.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 – Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV1 – Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Policy ENV9 – Important Wildlife Site.

Policy ENV13 – Landscape Protection.

Policy RT1 – General Recreation and Tourism Policy.

Policy EM1 of the North West of England Plan Regional Spatial Strategy to 2021.

Policy DP7 of the North West of England Plan Regional Spatial Strategy to 2021.
PPS1 – Delivering Sustainable Development.

PPS7 – Sustainable Development in Rural Areas.

PPS9: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation.

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010.

The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended).


	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Contrary to Local Plan Policies G1, G5, ENV1, ENV9, ENV13 and RT1, Polices EM1 and DP7 of the RSS, PPS1, PPS7 and PPS9 – Adverse visual impact on the landscape character, setting and appearance of the area, adverse ecological impact on the Biological Heritage Site, impact of the proposal on highway safety at this location and impact on residential amenity.



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

	The application relates to Bond Beck Pasturelands, which form part of a farmstead covering approximately 200 acres, situated on the western periphery of the Ribble Valley, and lies within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The site lies 1.5 miles from the village of Tosside, and is a designated Biological Heritage Site (BHS). This proposal seeks permission for the formation of a new campsite with an earth covered, sanitary building constructed into the ground in order to blend in with the rural landscape.

The key issues to consider are the principle of the development, the visual impact caused by the development, the potential impact on highway safety, the potential impact on the amenity of other properties in this vicinity and ecological impacts caused by the development. We must therefore assess the scheme against Local Plan Policies G1, G5, ENV1, ENV9, ENV13 and RT1, and the National Guidance within PPS1 and PPS7.

PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT

Nationally, PPS1 refers to the plan-led system and the certainty and predictability which it aims to provide being central to planning, with paragraph 8 noting,

‘Where the Development Plan contains relevant policies, applications for planning permissions should be determined in line with the plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.’
Indeed, one of the key principles outlined within the statement is that,

‘(vi) Planning policies should promote high quality inclusive design in the layout of new development and individual buildings in terms of function and impact, not just for the short term but over the life time of the development. Design which fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an area should not be accepted.’

In respect of protection and enhancement of the environment, the statement also makes clear in paragraph 17 that,

‘The Government is committed to protecting and enhancing the quality of the natural and historic environment, in both rural and urban areas. Planning policy should seek to protect and enhance the quality, character and amenity value of the countryside and urban areas as whole.’ 

Ministerial advice on development in the countryside is contained within PPS7 which states as one of its key principles,

‘(iv) All development in rural areas should be well designed and inclusive, in keeping and scale with its location, and sensitive to the character of the countryside and local distinctiveness.’
With regards to the Local Plan Policies, Policy G5 notes that only planning consents for “small scale tourism developments and small scale recreational developments appropriate to a rural area subject to Policy RT1” will be considered, and Policy RT1 notes that the Council will again only approve development proposals that extend the range of tourism and visitor facilities subject to the scheme meeting the following criteria;

· Proposal must not conflict with other Policies,

· Proposal must be well related to an existing main village or settlement,

· Development should not undermine the character, quality or visual amenities,

· Proposal should be well related to the existing highway network and should not generate additional traffic movements of a scale and type likely to cause problems, and

· Site should be large enough to accommodate the necessary car parking service areas.

On the basis of the above Policies, given the condition of the access track beyond High Gill Barn, the requirement for substantial engineering operations in order to provide a suitable access track and parking facility on the site and the isolated location of the site in relation to the nearest settlement of Tosside, I do not consider the principle of the development of the site to a ‘tent only’ campsite to be suitable or in accordance with the above Plan Polices. I am also concerned with the visual impact of the scheme and the ecological impacts at this site, however this will be covered in the following sections.

VISUAL IMPACT

With respect to the Local Plan Policies, Policy G1 states that,

‘Proposals will be expected to provide a high standard of building design and landscape quality, and development which does so will be permitted unless it adversely affect the amenities of the surrounding area’, and also that,

‘Particular emphasis will be placed upon visual appearance and the relationship to surroundings as well as the effects of development on existing amenities.’

Policy ENV1 must also be considered which states,

‘The landscape and character of the A.O.N.B. will be protected, conserved and enhanced, and in addition, development will also need to contribute to the conservation of the natural beauty of the area. The design, materials, scale, massing and landscaping of development will be important factors in deciding planning applications.’

Having assessed the supporting information and the plans submitted, I can provide the following assessment. In respect of the sanitary building proposed, it is considered to be of an appropriate scale for the landscape and the size of the site, and through the use of the topography of the site, I do not consider it to be significantly detrimental to the visual amenities of the landscape or the surrounding area. Despite this, there are concerns with regards to its construction and the impact on the BHS but I will discuss this shortly.

The major visual concern is the level of engineering work required in order to create a suitable vehicular access onto the site, and the requisite parking and turning areas, given the significant difference in land levels beyond the corner of the site adjacent to the sanitary building. In my opinion, the introduction of a significant track and parking area in this small scale sensitive landscape would have a significant and adverse visual impact on the landscape and diminish the high levels of landscape tranquillity and adversely affect the landscape amenity of those users of the public rights of way that pass close to the proposed building, not to mention the ecological impacts to the BHS.

ECOLOGICAL IMPACTS

Given the site lies within a Biological Heritage Site, I will refer to the comments made by the specialist consultee, the LCC Ecologist.

The application area is within Bond Beck Pastures Biological Heritage Site (BHS 75SE06), and this site is known to support areas of ancient semi-natural neutral grassland with flushes. According to the Design and Access Statement, the sanitary building would be located in an area dominated by bracken, the removal of which "will therefore be beneficial to the Biological Heritage Site". Whilst bracken removal might be beneficial to the BHS, the siting of a substantial building (toilet/shower/kitchen facilities), together with associated sewage treatment plant, electricity cabling, drainage and outfall (although the locations of these are unknown) are extremely unlikely to result in enhancement to the BHS. Moreover, construction will presumably require fairly substantial earthworks/excavation and not just the bracken removal claimed by the Design and Access Statement. There will also be an increase in pedestrian movements/disturbance to the BHS as a result of these proposals.  The applicant has not qualified or quantified these impacts and has not demonstrated that there would be any mitigation for impacts.

 

In general, impacts on Biological Heritage Sites (local sites of acknowledged nature conservation value) should be avoided.  If impacts are unavoidable, then adequate mitigation and compensation should be delivered to ensure that unavoidable impacts are adequately offset.  Mitigation and compensation proposals will need to be informed by a comprehensive ecological survey of the site, which should include a detailed habitat/vegetation survey with mapped plant communities and full species lists indicating the relative abundances of species, together with an assessment of faunal interest.
The proposals appear to have the potential for significant impacts on non-statutory designated sites and associated biodiversity, however insufficient information appears to have been submitted to demonstrate that the proposals are in accordance with the requirements of biodiversity planning policy, guidance and legislation. In determining this application, the requirements of the following legislation, planning policies and guidance should be addressed:

· The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010. 
· The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). 

· The Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006. 

· The Protection of Badgers Act 1992. 
· Planning Policy Statement 9: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation. 
· Government Circular: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation – Statutory Obligations and Their Impact within the Planning System (DEFRA 01/2005, ODPM 06/2005). 
· North West of England Plan Regional Spatial Strategy to 2021, Policies EM1 and DP7 (RSS) 
· Environmental Protection / Nature Conservation policies of the Local Plan.

 

In order to meet the requirements of the above, the development proposal would need to demonstrate that the development would be located and designed in a way that would avoid ecological impacts and that mitigation/compensation measures were sufficient to fully offset all unavoidable ecological impacts and maintain and enhance biodiversity.  It should also be demonstrated that habitat connectivity would be maintained and enhanced. In addition to mitigating and compensating for unavoidable ecological impacts, the above policies and guidance require enhancement of the quantity and quality of biodiversity and habitat. As such, given there has been insufficient justification provided within the application to allay the concerns that the development will not materially affect this designated BHS, the scheme is considered contrary to Policies ENV9 and ENV13 of the Local Plan, Policies EM1 and DP7 of the RSS, and PPS9: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation, as it is likely that the proposed construction of the sanitary block and the associated access track and parking areas will have a significant and detrimental ecological impact on this site.

IMPACT ON HIGHWAY SAFETY

The LCC Highways Officer recommends refusal of this proposal on highway safety grounds as he is not satisfied that the access road can be provided as indicated on the site plan, and that the existing track/access does not provided a suitable route for the general public who would be utilising the proposed site. The access road beyond High Gill Barn is described as "passable by most cars", however he notes that from his experience this is a generous description and the condition of the track would not be suitable for the majority of private vehicles. While he recognises the desire of the applicant to reduce the visual impact of the development and that retaining the grassed over appearance of the track is an important consideration, it must provide a safe means of access to members of the public travelling to the site.
IMPACT ON NEARBY AMENITY

The nearest properties affected by the proposed development aside from High Gill Barn, are Beckfoot and Blue Scar Lodge. Beckfoot is approx. 250m away from the site and screened by existing trees to the south of the property, however Blue Scar Lodge is approx. 300m away and adjacent to the access track/road to the site. Neighbours close to the site have concerns regarding the safety of the proposed access as well as the level of traffic the development may create, something that the LCC Highways Officer also acknowledges. There is also concern with the fact the site would appear to be unmanned and therefore a potential security risk, something that the Applicant has not covered in the D&A Statement. Bearing this in mind, it is considered that the use of such an isolated site combined with the increased level of traffic to and from the site on an unsuitable access road may cause and unacceptable impact on the amenity of the occupiers of nearby properties, contrary to Local Plan Policy.

As such by virtue of the engineering works required to form a suitable access track and parking area on site the proposal will have an adverse visual impact on the landscape character of the area, the significant ecological impact to the BHS by virtue of all the engineering works involved on site (including the construction of the building), the impact of the proposal on highway safety at this location and the potential impact on residential amenity, the proposal is therefore considered unacceptable and contrary to Local, Regional and National Plan Policy, and the application is recommended accordingly.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 01/04/2011





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














