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	DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED: 
	Proposed conversion of two traditional farm buildings into two full open market dwellings and the demolition and re-building of an existing farmhouse.

	AT:
	Sheepfold Farm Balderstone Hall Lane Balderstone Lancashire



	Ribble Valley Borough Council hereby give notice in pursuance of the provisions of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 that permission has been refused for the carrying out of the above development for the following reason(s):

	1
	The proposed scheme of conversion and extensions to the barn is considered contrary to Policies G1, ENV3, and H17 of the Districtwide Local Plan, Policies DMG1, DME2, and DMH4 of the Regulation 22 Submission Draft Core Strategy and Sections 11 and 12 of the National Planning Policy Framework in that they would have a significant detrimental impact on the original character of this traditional building, a heritage asset, and visual amenity of the open countryside in which it is set.



	2
	The proposed replacement dwelling is considered contrary to Policies ENV3, H12 and H14 of the Districtwide Local Plan, Policies DME2 and DMH5 of the Regulation 22 Submission Draft Core Strategy and Sections 7, 11 and 12 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  It would represent a significant increase in size from the original dwelling and the relocation of its siting with the creation of a domestic curtilage, with its associated domestic paraphernalia, would lead to conditions to the detriment of the visual amenities of the area.

	3
	The proposal is contrary to Policy G1 of the Districtwide Local Plan and Policy DMG1 of the Regulation 22 Submission Draft Core Strategy in that the proposed new access would have insufficient visibility at the proposed new access onto Balderstone Hall Lane and thus prove detrimental to highway safety.



	4
	The application presents insufficient information to demonstrate that there would not be a detrimental impact on the favorable status of the owl species identified in the bat survey, which is protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and under the Conservation (Natural Habitats Regulations) 2010 and as such is contrary to Policy ENV7 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan, Policy DME3 of the Regulation 22 Submission Draft Core Strategy and Section 11 of the National Planning Policy Framework.



	5
	The proposal is contrary to Policies G1, ENV3, H15 and H17 of the adopted Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan, Policies EN2, DME2, DME4, DMG1, DMH3, and DMH4 and of the Regulation 22 Submission Draft Core Strategy and Sections 11 and 12 of the National Planning Policy Framework in that the development would lead to conditions to the detriment of the visual amenities of the landscape caused by the creation of residential curtilages and parking areas for both of the barn conversion units with their associated domestic paraphernalia.



	Note(s)
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	For rights of appeal in respect of any reason(s) attached to the decision see the attached notes.

	
	The Local Planning Authority operates a pre-planning application advice service which applicants are encouraged to use. Whether or not this was used, the Local Planning Authority has endeavoured to work proactively and positively to resolve issues and considered the imposition of appropriate conditions and amendments to the application to deliver a sustainable form of development. However, in this instance it was considered inappropriate to negotiate with the applicant/ agent given significant change to the proposal would have been needed to overcome the issues.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	JOHN HEAP

DIRECTOR OF COMMUNITY SERVICES
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


2

