
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CS/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0716/P

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed erection of a new agricultural building, creation of new access track across land to building from existing access gate on land off Trapp Lane, Simonstone

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No objections to this application. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) - No objections in principle to this application on highway safety grounds as the proposed development utilises an existing access and would have minimal impact on the adjacent local highway network.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	None received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Core Strategy 2008-2028 A Local Plan For Ribble Valley Regulation 22 Submission Draft

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations.

Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations.

Policy DME2 – Landscape and Townscape Protection.

National Planning Policy Framework.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policies G1, G5 and ENV3 – building not justified on agricultural grounds, therefore unnecessarily detrimental to the visual amenities of the locality.



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

	The application relates to approximately 2.43 hectares (6 acres) on undeveloped land on the west side of Trapp Lane to the north of the Higher Trapp Hotel.  The land is within the open countryside outside the settlement boundary of Simonstone, but it is not within the Forest of Pendle Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

The application seeks full planning permission for the erection of a new agricultural building and the creation of a new access track between the building and the existing access gate on to the track from Trapp Lane that serves this land and also a number of residential properties to the south.  

The building has dimensions of approximately 18.18m x 12.12m (approximately 60ft x 40ft) with an eaves height of 4m and a ridge height of 6.3m.  Its external materials would comprise blockwork to a height of .45m with block profiled sheeting to the walls above this height and similar box profile cladding to the roof.  It would have concrete floor and double opening doors.  It is stated in an Agricultural Justification Report submitted with the application that the applicants bought the land to develop a small holding but, as they do not live near the land, they require a building for secure storage so they can keep machinery, equipment, feed and supplies for the livestock.  In the submitted Design and Access Statement, it is stated that (in addition to the storage of equipment etc, the building would also be used for housing livestock.  

In this case it is considered appropriate to describe the applicants’ involvement with this land as it provides a context for the consideration of the application.  The applicants purchased the land in 2011.  In July 2011, after they had purchased the land, they submitted a pre-application enquiry concerning the siting of a static caravan on the land.  In the enquiry they stated that this would be a temporary measures whilst they decided what their future plans were for the land.  The Council’s response to that enquiry was that no encouragement was given to the submission of an application because a caravan would be considered on the same basis as a dwelling, and that Policy G5 of the Local Plan states that residential development (including caravans for residential use) will not be permitted unless essentially required for an agricultural or forestry worker or for housing needed to meet an identified local need (ie ‘affordable’ housing).  The applicants were advised that, even if they were to use the land that they have purchased for agricultural purposes, it would not be considered large enough to justify an agricultural workers dwelling (or even a caravan to be occupied by an agricultural worker).  

In February 2012, the applicants submitted a second pre-application enquiry in relation to the building of generally the same size, intended use, external appearance and siting as the building that is the subject of this formal planning application.  in response to that enquiry, general advice was given in relation to matters of siting and external appearance.  It was, however, stated in the response that ‘at planning application stage’ it will be necessary to demonstrate the need for the new facility, which is assessed by the Rural Estates Officer at Lancashire County Council’.  The concluding comment in the pre-application response (with my emphasis) was that ‘subject to agricultural justification the proposal may be acceptable in principle in planning terms’.  

Although no written report has been requested in this case, the County Council Land Agent (Ed Roberts) has commented orally on this application as follows:

· Concern expressed about the address of the applicants (in Manchester) as they would be unable to look after any livestock.  

· Commented that there is no livestock at the site at the present time.

· Commented that the land could accommodate 20-25 sheep dependent upon the quality of the land.

· Commented that there is insufficient agricultural justification for a building of the proposed size.

In the absence of agricultural justification, the construction of the proposed building and the formation of the access track would be contrary to Policy G5 of the Local Plan and would therefore unnecessarily detract from the appearance of the locality contrary to Policies G1 and ENV3 of the Local Plan.

The Policies of the Core Strategy Regulation 22 Submission Draft also need to be taken into account in the determination of this application. Policy DMG2 repeats the requirement of Policy G5 for development to be needed for the purposes of agriculture. The general requirements of Policy DMG1 are similar to those within Local Plan Policy G1 and Policy DME2 seeks to protect the landscape in a similar manner to Local Plan Policy ENV3.   

It is therefore considered that permission should be refused for reasons relating to non-compliance with Policies in both the Local Plan and the Core Strategy Regulation 22 Submission Draft.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 8 November 2012





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  NO

















