
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0723/P

	Development Proposed:
	Demolish the existing stable block and erect 2 no. two-storey, four bedroom detached houses and garage block on site of former stable, Trapp Lane, Simonstone, Lancashire.



	CONSULTATIONS: Parish Council

	Simonstone Parish Council – The PC object to the proposal on the basis that,

· the planned project will be an intrusion to the residents of Wickentree Row,

· it will be visible across the valley,

· if allowed this project may lead to further developments on green field,

· Paragraphs 123 & 125 of the NPPF states that residents should have "Tranquillity" within their surroundings,
· if this development is approved the residents will suffer from light pollution,
· Loss of screening and landscaping as trees which were planted as part of the original planning application to build the existing stables will be removed, and
· Bird-nesting sites will be destroyed if the project is approved.


	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Environmental Services (County Surveyor) – No objection in principle to this application on highway safety grounds.  The proposed development utilises an existing access and will have minimal impact on the adjacent local highway network.

There is adequate off street parking provided for the two four-bedroom properties.  The eight car parking spaces include a block of two double garages.  In order to retain the intended use of these amenities in perpetuity, he included an appropriate Condition.


	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Thirteen letters of objection have been received from the occupiers of adjacent dwellings, and the following points have been raised,

1. The site is within a designated location that has a high level of environmental protection, in accordance with the NPPF, new development should prefer land of lesser environmental value which this application does not,
2. Proposal will have a significant visual impact not only to the nearby properties but from a wider visual perspective,
3. Scheme will be an extension into the open countryside and a visual intrusion,
4. Light pollution,
5. The proposal to dispose water into a soak away and sewage treatment plant could cause flooding issues,
6. Location is entirely unsuitable for residential developments,
7. Two storey building will visually prominent from a great distance,
8. Overlooking/loss of privacy,
9. The proposal is not environmentally sustainable,
10. Overdevelopment of the site,

11. The development will be an eyesore,

12. Precedent for further unacceptable rural housing development,

13. Concerns regarding ground works that may cause damage to our land,

14. Will the applicants pay towards the maintenance fee for the upkeep of the road?

15. Contrary to Local and National Planning Policy,

16. RVBC now have a 5 years supply of housing,

17. Scheme is not essential to the local economy and social wellbeing of the area,

18. Scheme is not essential for the purposes of agriculture, forestry or other such uses,

19. Scale, massing and design of the dwellings is totally out of keeping with the locality,
20. Impact on ecology/wildlife, and

21. Submitted bat survey is considered to be flawed.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 – Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV3 – Development in Open Countryside.

Policy ENV7 – Species Protection.

Policy ENV13 – Landscape Protection.

Policy H2 – Dwellings in the Open Countryside.

Addressing Housing Need in Ribble Valley.

Policy L4 of the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS).

Policy L5 of the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS).

National Planning Policy Framework.

Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010.

Bat Surveys Good Practise Guidelines 2nd Ed
SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The site is in an isolated, predominantly rural and open location, and the development of the site in principle would therefore not be in accordance with the NPPF presumption in favour of sustainable development, and is also considered by definition to be inappropriate development contrary to Local Plan Policies G1, G5 and H2.


Due to the location, scale, massing and design of the proposed dwellings, approval of this proposal would have an adverse visual impact on the character, setting and appearance of the locality to the visual detriment of the area, contrary to Local Plan Policies G1, G5, H2 and ENV3 and guidance contained within the NPPF.


Due to the location, scale, massing and design of the proposed dwellings, approval of this proposal would have an unacceptable impact on the residential amenity of the occupiers of the nearest dwellings by virtue of its over dominating appearance, contrary to Local Plan Policies G1 and ENV3 and guidance contained within the NPPF.




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

	This application relates to a plot of land currently home to a single storey block of stables that were granted permission to be converted into holiday lets in July 2006.  This permission has since lapsed.  This application seeks permission for the demolition of the existing block of stables on the land in order to erect two, two storey, four bedroom, detached houses with a detached shared garage block.  Access to the site will be via the existing access track from Trapp Lane.  Pre-application advice has been given to the applicant (in April 2012) however this was given without prejudice to the formal decision of any subsequent application, and was given on the basis of the details and policies relevant at that time.

The starting point in relation to policy principles is the development plan.  This has two elements, the Regional Strategy (whilst soon to be abolished remains extant) and the Districtwide Local Plan – Saved Policies.  The policies of the recently published NPPF must then be considered with a judgement being made in relation to the weight of the key material considerations.  The RS provides a position in relation to the housing requirements, affordable housing and the broad focus of development.  Primarily, Policy L4 and L5 are significant policies in this case.  

For decision-making purposes, the Council has adopted the RS housing requirement pending its review through the preparation of the Core Strategy.  The RS requirements plans for some 161 units per year against which the Council can demonstrate a 5.82 year supply at present.  The Core Strategy seeks to plan for 200 units per year, however the scale of requirement has been subject to significant and extensive objections that remain to be resolved through the examination process and at this time, the Council attaches less weight to this element of the Core Strategy.  The Council cannot however demonstrate a five-year supply against this requirement.  It should be borne in mind that whilst a five-year supply can be demonstrated against the RS requirement, this is not a maximum or ceiling and development needs to be considered against the principles established in NPPF around the presumption in favour of sustainable development.

NPPF also emphasises the need to base decisions on the development plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  The NPPF is clearly a material consideration as up to date national planning policy, with the most significant material consideration is that of the presumption in favour of sustainable development.  Paragraph 55 of the NPPF states that ‘To promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities.  For example, where there are groups of smaller settlements, development in one village may support services in a village nearby.’  It is considered that the reference to isolated houses appears to refer to housing outside settlements, as opposed to houses in an isolated context per se.  It also advises that ‘Local planning authorities should avoid new isolated homes in the countryside unless there are special circumstances such as (amongst other things),

· the essential need for a rural worker to live permanently at or near their place of work in the countryside; or
the exceptional quality or innovative nature of the design of the dwelling.
In terms of the saved Local Plan policies, in general terms the proposal site is outside any settlement boundary and is located in open countryside where development would be restricted.  Local Plan Policies G5 and H2 are therefore considered the most important policies against which to assess the scheme.  Policy G5 notes that,

‘Outside the main settlement boundaries and the village boundaries planning consent will only be granted for small scale developments which are,

i. Essential to the local economy or social well being of the area,

ii. Needed for the purposes of agriculture or forestry, or

iii. Sites developed for local needs housing.’

Policy H2 provides more specific advice for dwellings in the open countryside noting that,

‘Outside the settlement boundaries residential development will be limited to:

1. Development essential for the purposes of agriculture or forestry,

2. The appropriate conversion of buildings to dwellings, or

3. Residential development specifically intended to meet a proven local need.’

Both policies recognise the need to protect the countryside from inappropriate development, and that the protection of attractive open countryside for its own sake is an important element of both the national and county planning policy.

Despite the site being reasonably well related to existing dwellings, the site is in an isolated, predominantly rural and open location over a mile from the village of Simonstone and 1.5 miles from Sabden.  It is surrounded on all sides by open land and has only the loosest association with nearby buildings, and neither can it be said to sustain rural communities, since there are limited services and shops in the village to support in any event. The village is also not readily accessible by foot from the site since it is necessary to traverse the steep Trapp Lane and pass down a meandering private access road.  The site is therefore considered to be an unsustainable location, and the development of the site in principle would therefore not be in accordance with the NPPF presumption in favour of sustainable development.  The proposal is also not considered to be essential to the local economy or social well being of the area, it is not essential for agricultural or forestry purposes and it does not meet an identified local need.  Therefore by definition the proposal is also considered to be inappropriate development contrary to the relevant and up-to-date Local Planning Policies G5 and H2.

With specific regards to the design of new dwellings, paragraph 55 of the NPPF is worth considering as it notes that in rural areas, housing design should reflect the highest standards in architecture, significantly enhance its immediate setting and be sensitive to the defining characteristics of the local area.  Paragraph 56 continues noting that the Government attaches great importance to the design of the built environment, with good design being a key aspect of sustainable development, in fact indivisible from good planning, and should contribute positively to making places better for people.  I am also mindful of paragraph 60 of the NPPF that states that ‘Planning policies and decisions should not attempt to impose architectural styles or particular tastes and they should not stifle innovation, originality or initiative through unsubstantiated requirements to conform to certain development forms or styles.’  But it continues stating that ‘It is, however, proper to seek to promote or reinforce local distinctiveness’, which in this case is important as the dwelling proposed is of a scale and massing considered to be incongruous and inappropriate for the area.  This is enforced by paragraph 61 of the NPPF that highlights that ‘planning policies and decisions should address the connections between people and places and the integration of new development into the natural, built and historic environment.’
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’, that ‘Particular emphasis will be placed upon visual appearance and the relationship to surroundings as well as the effects of development on existing amenities.’ and that ‘Development should be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature’.
Policy ENV3 also provides advice relating to development in open countryside noting that,

‘Development will be required to be in keeping with the character of the landscape area and should reflect local vernacular, scale, style, features and building materials’.

On the basis of the above Policies and Guidance, there is a particular emphasis on proposals,

· being visually acceptable,

· having an acceptable relationship with their surroundings,

· having a high standard of building design and landscape quality,

· not adversely affect the amenities of the surrounding area, and

· reflecting the character and appearance of the area.

Proposals in such locations would be expected to provide a high standard of building design and reflect the landscape quality.  Having considered the proposed two, two storey dwellings against the above policies, neither the housing design or its materials are considered to reflect local architecture and nor would they be sensitive to the defining characteristics of the local area.  With floor areas of 221.52sqm and 180.96sqm, and an overall height of 8.8m, the two units will be of a significantly larger scale than any dwellings nearby, and due to the elevated position of the site the new dwellings would be clearly visible from not only local viewpoints but also longer distance views.  In considering the above and with the design of the dwellings more akin to urban style developments, the proposed houses would undoubtedly adversely affect the visual amenities of the surrounding area.

With regards to considerations relating to privacy, Policy G1 of the Districtwide Local Plan advises that ‘Developments should provide adequate daylight and privacy’ and that ‘Development should be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature’.  This is also supported by paragraph 53 of the NPPF.  With regards to appropriate spacing distances, the SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ advises that a distance of 21m (direct) should be adhered to between habitable room windows, and that first floor habitable room windows should not be positioned to allow unrestricted views into neighbouring gardens.  Recent appeal decisions have supported the Council’s concern for new developments causing a loss of privacy and in this case despite the distance of around 60m between the front elevation of the properties and the northern garden boundary of Tythe Barn House, due to the overall height of the proposed houses this would afford views into rear garden area of this property, leaving the occupiers with a strong sense of intrusion resulting in an unacceptable increase in actual and perceived loss of privacy.  On this basis, it is considered that the development would have an unacceptable impact on the amenity of the occupiers of the adjacent dwellings.

There are no specific concerns relating to the bat survey submitted or the drainage proposed as such details could have been agreed via suitable planning conditions if the scheme was approved.

The proposal is therefore considered contrary to Local and National Plan Policy as the development of the site for Market housing is unacceptable in principle, it will have an overbearing impact on neighbouring properties to the detrimental of the residential amenity of the occupiers, and due to the excessive scale, height and massing of the dwelling, the proposed development would be conspicuous, incongruous and visually harmful to the open and rural character of the area.  The application is therefore recommended accordingly.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 28/09/2012

















