
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CB

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0439

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed erection of a disabled bungalow and new vehicular access following demolition of 2 no. agricultural buildings, and re-alignment of access track at Ramsgreave Hall Farm, Ramsgreave Road, Ramsgreave, Blackburn, BB1 9DS

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No comments or observations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) - No objections. 

Environment Agency - No objections subject to certain technical requirements.

United Utilities – No objections subject to certain technical requirements.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 – Development Control

Policy G5 – Settlement Strategy

Policy ENV3 – Development within Open Countryside

Policy H2 – Dwellings in the Open Countryside

Policy H20 - Affordable Housing - Villages and Countryside

Policy H21 - Affordable Housing - Information Needed

National Planning Policy Framework

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G5, ENV3, H2 – creation of a new dwelling in the open countryside with insufficient justification to the detriment of visual amenities.

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

	The application relates to a redundant, and somewhat run down, traditional stone barn, and a modern breeze block mono-pitch building, both described within the application as agricultural buildings, located to the south west of an established group of buildings within an area of open countryside.  Part of the established group of buildings at Ramsgreave Hall Farm are located within land designated as green belt, however, the two buildings in question are located outside the green belt, albeit adjacent.  

Public Footpath no.10 in the Parish of Ramsgreave runs close to the south elevations of these existing buildings, with Footpath no.15 running along the frontage of the traditional barn before meeting Footpath no.14 at the barns South East corner.  The barn is thus highly prominent within the public realm.

Permission is sought to demolish the two existing buildings and erect a disabled bungalow on the area of land which the two buildings occupy.  The proposed bungalow would be set back from the existing access track/ PROW which runs adjacent to and along the frontage of the traditional stone barn.  The bungalow would be ‘L’ shaped and would have a floor area of 104.7 square metres and would along its longest side have approximate dimensions of 10.5m x 7.4m.  The bungalow would have a south west facing projection with approximate dimensions of 4.5m x 6.0m.  The bungalow would have a maximum height of 5.5m with an eaves height of 2.7m. A new vehicular access is proposed from the main and formal entrance to Country Fields Children’s Nursery.  

In justifying the proposed bungalow the applicant/ agent gives three reasons as follows:

1. A replacement dwelling is justified - It should be noted, that the applicants are offering to revoke planning permission 3/1993/0644/P which gave permission for the conversion of one of the barns in question - and the application submission states; “The applicants estate [the agricultural holding and associated buildings] is a working area and a source of the applicant and her extended families livelihood”.

2. Disabled requirements; the applicant is elderly and her daughter is disabled so the proposal would meet their needs;

3. Essential to highway safety due to the existing traditional barn, and the front door, abutting the access road – the road would be re-aligned making it safer and easier for use by larger vehicles;

In assessing the application, it is necessary to look at the applicants’ three point justification, and assess them and the proposal against local and national planning policies, and to fully understand the relevant planning history relating to the site in question.

In assessing the appropriateness of this development, it is important to have regard to the settlement strategy of the Districtwide Local Plan.  Saved Policy G5 is applicable to this site as it lies outside any defined settlement boundary and the policy provides for small scale uses subject to a number of set criteria.  In respect of housing, it clearly states that this should be local needs housing or needed for the purposes of agriculture of forestry and states Policy H2 should also be considered.  

Policy H2 of the Plan concerns itself with residential development outside settlement boundaries and again outlines that this should be either essential for agriculture/forestry workers, local needs housing or the appropriate conversion of buildings to dwellings, hence the reason why the barn to be demolished was originally approved for conversion.  Whilst on the subject of conversion, in 1993 the Council granted permission for the conversion of a large traditional stone barn and the small stone barn, the subject of this application, to residential use.  Neither of the barns have been converted, although, the applicants assert that these permissions are extant due to creation of the access being carried out.  In 2004, the Council wrote to the applicants’ and informed them that this was probably the case provided the proposed conversions were/ are carried out in full compliance with condition number 4 of planning approval 3/1993/0644/P relating to the approved structural survey.  The applicants were advised that if their were/ are any significant changes or deviations to the structural stability of the barn, as identified within the approved structural survey, this may warrant a new planning application.  It is apparent from the information submitted as part of the current application that the structural soundness of the barn has deteriorated since 1993, nearly 20 years ago, and the barn has ‘significant deterioration’ as stated within the submission, and “significant remedial and replacement works would have to be made to the foundations and walls in general”.  It is therefore likely that the planning approval for the barns conversion would not be valid, however, the Council would need to assess this if development commenced.  The scheme put forward here seeks permission to demolish this existing traditional stone barn and erect a new build dwelling, therefore, the aspect of Policy H2 relating to the re-use of existing buildings is not met.  

In relation to the other two criteria of this policy; whether the bungalow is needed for the purposes of agriculture or forestry purposes, it is evident that the bungalow would not be needed for agricultural purposes as neither the applicant nor her daughter who the bungalow is intended for, carry out agricultural activities at the farm.  This is corroborated by the fact the LPA received a planning application in January 2012 for a new agricultural building on land belonging to Ramsgreave Hall Farm (Planning Application 3/2012/0033) which was subsequently withdrawn.  During this application, the building was proposed to be used by the applicants nephew, a Mr D. Orrell, and the 108 acres owned by the applicant, Mrs Wade, would be farmed by him. Therefore the dwelling is not justified for agricultural purposes.  I also note that information has been submitted illustrating the farm has received a grant to plant a number of trees on the farm; however, this is not a forestry activity which is at a level that warrants nor justifies an additional dwelling on the site.   With regards the personal needs of the applicant and her daughter, both disabled, this does not meet the aspirations of point 3 of Policy H2, as the dwelling would not meet an identified local need as determined by the Housing Strategy department within the Council.  Also, the submission does not state the dwelling would be an affordable unit, and neither has a S106 agreement been submitted in this regard. Thus in principle, I must conclude that the scheme is contrary to the provisions of the Districtwide Local Plan.

Paragraph 55 of the NPPF requires housing in rural areas to be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities and that new isolated homes in the countryside should be avoided unless there are special circumstances, examples of which are given.  The development would meet any of the special circumstances outlined and would result in the loss of a traditional rural building, a non-designated heritage asset, which adds to the distinctive character of this area of open countryside on the edge of land designated green belt, contrary to its requirements. 

Having regard to the requirements of Policy G1 of the Plan, I am mindful of the site’s relationship with surrounding land uses and matters of highway safety.  I am of the opinion that a dwelling in this location would not, in principle, significantly impact on neighbouring land uses.  In respect of highway safety, which is one of the main arguments set by the applicants for allowing this development as the applicants concede that the existing barn could not be converted as the door would open directly on to the track/ road/ PROW, and due to traffic using this lane, this is not a safe option (as outlined in their submitted design and access statement. As the question of highway safety has been raised, I am guided by the observations of the County Surveyor who has formally commented that he raises no objection in principle to the development and notes that whilst the existing arrangement is clearly not ideal, it is his professional opinion that the low volumes and speeds of vehicular traffic do not justify making this an overriding consideration.  

The new dwelling is highly visible within the public realm and the loss of the traditional stone barn would distinctly change the character of the area and detract from the setting of the original stone buildings of Ramsgreave Hall Farm, contrary to policies contained within the NPPF and local plan policies G1 and ENV3.

For all of the above reasons, and in the interests of safeguarding the visual amenities and character or this area of open countryside, and the adjacent green belt, from unjustified and inappropriate development I thus recommend the application be resisted.

	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.
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