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APPLICATION NO: 3/2013/0691/P
(GRID REF: SD 359596 440551)

PROPOSED CONVERSION OF THREE BARNS TO FOUR DWELLINGS, ERECTION OF AGRICULTURAL BUILDING FOLLOWING DEMOLITION OF EXISTING STRUCTURES AND CREATION OF AGRICULTURAL ACCESS ROAD.  (RESUBMISSION OF APPLICATION 3/2013/0100) AT ELMRIDGE FARM, ELMRIDGE LANE, CHIPPING PR3 2NY

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	No representations received at time of writing this report.

	
	
	

	ENVIRONMENT

DIRECTORATE

(COUNTY SURVEYOR):
	3/2013/0100 – I raised concerns regarding the site access into Elmridge Lane, following a site meeting with the applicant and his agent, the current application has resolved these issues satisfactorily.  At the meeting I also raised concerns regarding the visibility at the access on to Heights Lane, whilst not raised in my previous comments, I think there is an opportunity to improve the visibility at this junction which would be necessary as there are likely to be increased movements at this junction.  Subject to conditions being attached to any permission that may be granted I would raise no objection to the proposal on highway grounds.  



	LANCASHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL (RURAL ESTATES)
	Comments made during original application (3/2013/0100) remain relevant:

· The farm is typical of many farms, in that there are both traditional and modern buildings.

· Traditional farm buildings do have limited use due to their design and the fact that farming practices have changed.

· Some of the traditional buildings were being utilised more than others but any use that did exist was limited to modest storage and were not essential.

· Whilst some of the existing cattle housing could be improved, in my mind the site of the existing buildings could be used to provide new facilities as opposed to a completely new site.

· In my opinion, the driving force behind the proposed development is financial, ie the desire to obtain planning consent for four new dwellings, as opposed to any agricultural requirement in creating farm buildings.

· The proposed size and design of the proposed building is on balance acceptable.

· The proposed midden and yard would appear to be larger than required.

November 2013, in response to the additional financial information submitted:

· The figures put forward propose a significant increase to the level of income and profitability compared to recent accounts.

· The livestock housing area put forward I understand will not be too dissimilar to the existing space and the area of land remains unchanged.

· Insufficient information has been put forward to support this substantial increase. The financial projection put forward is also extremely brief.

· I will seek further information from the applicant’s agent, but my initial thought is that insufficient evidence has been put forward to support the financial viability. 

December 2013: The applicants provided revised profitability details. These indicated that the agricultural holding would still be profitable but not to the same extent as was previously proposed. 

These details were forwarded to the Land Agent at Lancashire County Council for further comment. At the time of drafting this report no formal comments had been received. 



	ENVIRONMENT AGENCY:
	No objections in principle but wish to make the following comments:



	
	· Any discharge of sewage or trade effluent made to either surface water or ground water will need to be registered as an exempt discharge activity and hold an environmental permit issued by the Environment Agency.

· Domestic effluent discharge from a treatment plant/septic tank at 2m3 or less to ground or 5m3 or less to surface water in any 24 hour period may be registered as an exempt activity providing that no public foul sewer is available to serve the development and that the site is not within an inner ground water source protection zone.

	
	· A soakaway used to serve a non mains drainage system must be sited no less than 10m from the nearest watercourse, not less than 10m from any other foul soakaway and not less that 50m from the nearest potable water supply.

· Where the proposed development involves the connection of foul drainage to an existing non mains drainage system, the applicant should ensure that this is in a good state of repair, regularly de-sludged and of sufficient capacity to deal with any potential increase in flow and loading which may occur as a result of the development.

· The proposed development must fully comply with the terms of the Water Resources (Control of Pollution) (Silage, Slurry and Agricultural Fuel Oil) (England) Regulations 2010 and the Code of Good Agricultural Practice (COGAP) for the Protection of Water, Soil and Air (produced by DEFRA).

	
	· The Environment Agency must be informed of a new, reconstructed or enlarged slurry store, silage clamp or fuel stores at least 14 days before the structure is brought into use.  Further guidance is available on our website and the applicant will need to complete WQE3: New or Improved Agricultural Structures form which can be obtained from the Environment Agency.



	COUNTY ARCHAEOLOGY:
	No objections subject to the use of a condition relating to building recording.



	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	Two letters have been received from two nearby addresses, the comments can be summarised as follows:



	
	· The submitted details are not consistent with one another.

· The existing reversing bay is essential to cars and light industrial vehicles to turn around and depart up Gib Hey Lane.

· The submitted details state the proposed access route to the new site will enhance footpath 42 so it can be used by disabled persons but an existing stile is erroneously marked as a gate, thus making disabled access impossible.

· There is an agreement at present that the cost of maintaining Gib Hey Lane is allocated at a third each between the applicant and the occupiers of Gib Hey Cottage and Gib Hey No 2, which equates roughly to the volume/weight of vehicles used by each subscriber. I trust the applicant will accept a new sharing of maintenance cost once construction of the new farmstead gets underway since it will have many more delivery vehicles than the two dwellings.

· I would hope that the applicant and/or developer advises would ascertain whether the present water supply will be adequate to furnish the increased number of dwellings demands.

	
	· The proposed slurry pond is significantly larger than the existing pond adjacent to the agricultural building.  Just as an issue to minimise any nuisance from smells that may occur would it not be wiser to stipulate that the slurry should be contained in a covered tank.

· There are already water pressure issues at three properties, seven will make these worse, and the supply pipe should be upgraded.


Proposal

The proposed development consists of the conversion of three barns to four dwellings and the erection of a new agricultural building and formation of new farmyard with the formation of a new agricultural access road.

The buildings on site which are included in the proposed development have been identified as buildings 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7.  For purposes of clarity I will use the same identifiers.

Building No 1: 

This building is a traditional stone built agricultural building finished with slate roofs located 17m to the east of the main farmhouse.  This building has, at some point, been subjected to a series of extensions and alterations. One of which is a single storey brick built structure to the side whilst extensions to the rear are constructed from timber and metal sheeting.  

The main body of the stone built building and the attached brick built element to the side are to be retained and converted.  The other extensions to the rear constructed from metal sheeting and timber are to be demolished.

An existing blockwork mono pitched structure attached to the rear of this building is to be retained but refurbished to reflect the remainder of the building.  

The number of new openings proposed in this building is limited by virtue of the fact that the existing structure benefits from already having a range of openings. 

Building No 2: 

This is the largest building on the site.  Constructed predominantly from stone under slate roofs it has also been subjected to some extensions and alterations with the addition of timber wrap around structures to the north east elevation.  This building is approximately 20m away from the existing farmhouse.  The south west elevation of this building forms the focal point of the existing farmyard when accessed from Elmridge Lane.

This building is to be converted into two residential dwellings. The main alterations proposed to this building are the demolition of the existing timber wrap around extensions.  

Three new openings are proposed in the east elevation, the north elevation (rear) consists of a large catslide roof.  This roof will have two roof lights and two flue vents inserted.  One of each feature for each proposed dwelling. The existing large opening on the south elevation is to be retained and glazed.

Buildings 3, 4, 5 and 6:

These buildings are constructed to more modern standards utilising steel clad portal framed structures.  These buildings are of no particular architectural merit or historic significance.  They currently provide storage and livestock housing facilities for the existing farm.  It is proposed that they are to be all demolished. 

Building No 7:

This building is a traditional field barn constructed from stone under slate roofs.  It is not part of the main group of buildings.  It is located 170m to the north east of the existing farmhouse.  The existing building contains an extremely limited number of openings.

It is proposed that this building will be retained and converted to residential use.  This barn will form the new farmhouse being sited immediately to the south of the proposed agricultural building and farmyard.

The main exterior alterations to this building are the formation of five new openings and the insertion of a flue vent pipe on the rear roof slope.  The existing large opening on the east elevation is to be retained and heavily glazed.

Development ancillary to residential conversions: 

The proposed development includes provision for three double garages.  One is to be sited on land between building 2 and the existing farmhouse.  Whilst the other two garage units are to be constructed as a group of four and sited on land to the eastern corner of the residential enclave.  The proposed garages are to be constructed from stone under dual pitched slate roofs with timber vehicles doors.

Proposed new agricultural building and associated farmyard and slurry lagoon:

This is perhaps the most significant part of the development.  Following the conversion of the existing farm into a residential enclave, it is proposed to relocate the farm on to previously undeveloped land to the north east of the existing farmstead.

This aspect of the development will involve the formation of a farmstead of approximately 0.63 hectares on land immediately to the north west of building No 7.  

Within the proposed new farmstead it is proposed to erect a steel portal framed agricultural building and a manure store.  The proposed agricultural building is to measure 37.3m x 34m occupying a footprint of 1268m2.  This building is to be constructed to a ridge height of 7.9m and be constructed from concrete blockwork, Yorkshire boarding and fibre cement sheeting.  The building is to be divided into three sections internally, a workshop area of 190m2, straw/hay storage/additional livestock handling area of 550m2 and a cattle section of 459m2.  

In addition to the agricultural building a manure store is also proposed to the north west corner of the new farmyard.  This would cover an area of approximately 400m2. 

Site Location

Elmridge Farm is located to the east of Elmridge Lane approximately 3 miles to the south-east of Chipping and 3 miles north of Longridge.  The existing farm itself is set in excess of 100m back from Elmridge Lane and accessed via a single width track.  The development site is located within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Chipping and Longridge are both equidistant from the site and would form the service centre for amenities and services situated 3 miles away.  The nearest points of access to public transport are the bus stop on Longridge Road, near the Derby Arms Public House 1.2 miles to the south east of the site.  Any future occupants of the proposed dwellings would therefore be reliant on private transport to access amenities and services.

The existing site consists of a detached farmhouse adjacent to the north-east and south-east are two traditional stone built agricultural buildings.  Both of these buildings have been extended or altered through the addition of extensions constructed from timber and corrugated metal work.  Beyond the largest of the traditional buildings on site there are three steel portal framed type buildings currently used to house livestock.

The final building on site is a traditional stone built field barn.  This is situated in excess of 90m to the north east of the main group of buildings and is accessed via the existing agricultural tracks that follow the route of public right of way (FP42).

Relevant History

3/2013/0100/P – Proposed conversion of three barns to four dwellings, erection of agricultural building following demolition of existing structures and agricultural access road.  Refused 19 March 2013.

Relevant Policies

Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (DWLP)

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV1 - Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Policy H2 - Dwellings in the Open Countryside.

Policy H15 - Building Conversions - Location.

Policy H16 - Building Conversions - Building to be Converted.

Policy H17 - Building Conversions - Design Matters.

Ribble Valley Core Strategy Regulation 22 Submission Draft

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations.

Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations.

Policy DME2 – Landscape and Townscape Protection.

Policy DMH3 – Dwellings in the Open Countryside and AONB.

Policy DMH4 – The Conversion of Barns and other Buildings to Dwellings.

Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions.

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

Policy SPG - Agricultural Buildings and Roads.

English Heritage – The Conservation of Farm Buildings: A Good Practice Guide.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

The previous application (3/2013/0100) was refused for the following reasons:

· The design of the proposed conversions and the impact this would have upon the character of the traditional buildings was considered unacceptable.

· The formation of the new farmstead and agricultural building would be detrimental to the character, setting and visual amenities of the AONB.

· The location and scale of the proposed farmstead does not represent sustainable development and is therefore unjustified.

· The development would lead to intensification in the use of a substandard junction which would be prejudicial to highway safety.

The resubmitted scheme under construction in this application needs to address the previous reasons for refusal in order to be considered appropriate. I am satisfied that the general design of the proposed conversions is acceptable. The number of new openings required has been significantly reduced, the level of extensions and general alterations have been kept to an absolute minimum. In addition to this the extent of the proposed curtilages of the development is acceptable. 

As I have outlined above the County Surveyor has raised no objections to the scheme on the grounds of highway safety; subject to the imposition of a series of conditions. I am therefore satisfied the previous highways reason for refusal has been addressed.

This however does leave to other extant reasons for refusal.

Principle of Development:

The conversion of traditional agricultural buildings is a common development undertaken across the Borough. They can, when executed well safeguard the long term future and integrity of a traditional landscape feature. Buildings of this nature contribute to the general character and amenity of the countryside and in this particular instance the Forest of Bowland AONB.

However in this particular instance there is one unique feature to the proposals under consideration in this application. That is the conversion of the existing farm to a residential development and the wholesale relocation of the existing farmstead to previously undeveloped land.

The National Planning Policy Framework advocates sustainable development and identifies three mutually dependent strands that define sustainability and states there should be a presumption in favour of sustainable development. They are:

· An economic role – contributing to building a strong, responsive and competitive economy.

· A social role – supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by providing the supply of housing required to meet needs of present and future generations.

· An environmental role – contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic environment.

With regards to the principle of converting the barns to a residential property, the creation of a new dwelling in the borough’s open countryside would not normally be allowed unless it was needed for the purposes of agriculture or forestry or met an identified local need thereby contributing to the social well being of the area.  

Notwithstanding this, Policy H2 of the Local Plan and DMH3 of the emerging Core Strategy are both an ‘exception policy’ relating to the formation of dwellings in the open countryside.  Both policies allows for ‘the appropriate conversion of buildings to dwellings provided they are suitably located and their form, bulk and general design are in keeping with their surroundings’.   However, in light of the National Planning Policy Framework and that settlement strategy policies in the Districtwide Local Plan are considered to be out-of-date, this national document must be the first consideration. This document promotes sustainable development and this therefore requires the location of the barns needs to be considered.  

The NPPF seeks to ensure that, amongst other things, development takes place where it will enhance and maintain the vitality of rural communities.  The Framework also notes that new isolated homes in the countryside should be avoided unless there are special circumstances such as:

●
the essential need for a rural worker to live permanently at or near their place of work in the countryside; or

●
where such development would represent the optimal viable use of a heritage asset or would be appropriate enabling development to secure the future of heritage assets; or

●
where the development would re-use redundant or disused buildings and lead to an enhancement to the immediate setting; or

●
the exceptional quality or innovative nature of the design of the dwelling. Such a design should:

· be truly outstanding or innovative, helping to raise standards of design more generally in rural areas;

· reflect the highest standards in architecture;

· significantly enhance its immediate setting; and

· be sensitive to the defining characteristics of the local area.

(Paragraph 55, NPPF)

Elmridge Farm is an existing operational farm. The proposals would result in a farmhouse being retained albeit in a different location. The proposed development would accord with the first bullet point of Paragraph 55.

In terms of whether the development would represent the optimal viable use of a heritage asset; the barns in question are depicted on the 1st Edition Ordnance Survey, surveyed in 1844.  The buildings are therefore considered to be of some historic interest and therefore regarded as  non-designated heritage assets.  At the time of my site visit, the barns were in agricultural use principally as storage the more modern portal frame structures were used to house livestock. 

The applicants have provided representations from their appointed Historic Buildings Consultant who notes; ‘it is to be accepted that finding an appropriate new use is the only way of sustainably conserving the redundant buildings.’

The representations made also reference ‘The Conversion of Traditional Farm Buildings’ document published by English Heritage; this notes: ‘Reuse is inherently sustainable. These buildings represent a historical investment in materials and energy, and contribute to environmentally benign and sustainable rural development. The concept of reuse is not a new one. Farm buildings have often been adapted over a long period to accommodate developing farming practices and technologies’.

In summary the applicants historic building consultant concludes; ‘the proposed conversion scheme represents the optimum viable solution in that it secures the sustainable long term future of the buildings in a manner that appropriately conserves their heritage value and significance’.

As such the proposed development could be considered to accord with the second bullet point of paragraph 55 of the NPPF.

The buildings in question are not redundant or disused, but their current use is modest and limited to general storage.

With regards the final bullet point, the proposal is not considered to be truly outstanding or innovative and whilst the proposal would involve the removal of modern lean to additions, their removal is not considered to significantly enhance its immediate setting.  

In addition, the proposal does not accord with one of the Core Planning Principles within the NPPF that seeks to support the transition to a low carbon future in a changing climate. The proposed re-use of an existing building would not involve the creation of a carbon intensive new build, however, the site occupies a remote location in relation to any settlement, as discussed earlier in this report, therefore travel by occupiers of the barns to any shops, services and facilities would be heavily reliant on the private car.  This would be inconsistent with the underlying sustainability objectives of national guidance. 

Within the information submitted reference has been made to the lack of a 5 year land supply in the borough. As members will be well aware this is a figure that at present can change frequently; as of October 2013 the current housing land supply figure stands at 4.34 years. Notwithstanding this I am of the opinion that in this particular instance there are other material considerations that should be given greater weight such as the wider sustainability of development. 

Precedent:

The development proposed within this application raises significant concerns with regard to the precedent of the wholesale relocation of farmsteads to allow for residential conversions. Approval for such proposals would signal that the LPA are content with the concept of relocating farms to new modern facilities whilst allowing the historic farmstead to be given over to residential uses, once existing facilities are considered to be outdated. Similarly in a generation’s time when the new farmstead is deemed not to meet modern standards do we simply relocate again? Whilst only one agricultural building is proposed within the current application farmyards grow and adapt over time; as has been demonstrated by the existing farmstead. Therefore in establishing a new farmstead it could conceivably require additional agricultural buildings on the site in the future, leading to the site growing in a piecemeal fashion.

Justification of the new farmstead:

The existing built extent of the existing farmstead covers approximately 0.5 hectares that would in the main part be given up to the residential development. 

It is contended by the applicants agent that;

‘It is my opinion that the viability of my clients’ farming business is a material consideration of weight. The income that will be generated as a result if the barn conversions and sale of the farmhouse will allow the business to continue. Without that income it is highly likely that the business will fail and agricultural use of the site will cease.’

Subsequently information has been provided by the applicants relating to the viability and profitability of the existing agricultural business and the projected profitability of the proposed new farmstead.

The period covered by the submitted accounts ranges from January 2008 – April 2009, and accounts for 2010 to April 2011. The submitted details demonstrate that there is a degree of profitability within the business, but they also demonstrate a downward trend in the business over this period. The profits peaked at just in excess £14,000 in April 2009. These have since diminished to less than £7,500 as of April 2011. Details of the profitability beyond April 2011 have not been provided, however if the previous trends were sustained then I would anticipate that any current profitability could be minimal.   

In contrast it has been projected that the proposed development could generate profits in excess of £87,000. 

These details were forwarded to the Land Agent at Lancashire County Council for further consideration and analysis. The County Council Land Agent had raised questions over the projected profitability. The increase in profitability would be significant but the livestock housing area and land holding would remain broadly unchanged from that which exists at present. As such the Land Agent was of the opinion that insufficient evidence had been put forward to support the financial viability; however these discussions were on going at the time of drafting this report.

Revised details regarding the projected profitability of the agricultural enterprise were provided in December 2013. These revised details still projected that the enterprise would be profitable; however these figures have been revised down to £36,740. These revised figures were forwarded to the Land Agent at Lancashire County Council for further comment. At the time of drafting this report no formal response had been received. It was noted however during informal discussion with the Land Agent that given the overall land holding of the agricultural business will remain broadly unchanged and that the enterprise had previously been profitable. The relocated venture should, theoretically, still be capable of being a profitable venture.    

During the previously refused application Land Agents at Lancashire County Council did question the extent of the proposed agricultural development. It was considered that the extent of the proposed yard was larger than required, as was the proposed manure store. It was also stated that the proposed building was higher than would be necessary for its intended use. The proposed building is to be built to a height of 7.9m; it was however considered on balance, that the scale of the building was appropriate. Given that this element of the development remains unchanged in terms of scale and design I expect the previous comments to still have merit.

It should also be noted that whilst the Land Agent acknowledged that farming practices have changed over time meaning that some of the traditional buildings on site are therefore no longer suitable; he did state that the existing more modern structures were suitable for continued use.

NPPF looks to support a prosperous rural economy by promoting the development of rural business through:

· Sustainable growth and expansion of all types of business and enterprise.

· Promote the development and diversification of agricultural and other land based rural business.

· Support sustainable rural tourism and leisure development.

· Promote the retention and development of local services and community facilities.

It is however important to note that this does not simply mean that any proposal which would potentially benefit a rural enterprise should be allowed. The policies within NPPF have to be taken as a whole rather than in isolation. As such I would argue that other policies, specifically those relating to rural housing and general sustainability issues are of greater weight in this particular instance, given the nature of wholly relocating the business and its current viability. Certainly a more sustainable approach in this case would be to develop and modernise the agricultural enterprise within the existing site.

Planning balance:

The development under consideration does present benefits, but equally it presents concerns and risks; these all have to be considered together and balanced. The benefits are that there is the potential for an existing agricultural enterprise, which has fallen into decline, to be rejuvenated. This would have benefits to the applicant as an individual but would benefit the wider rural economy. In addition to this, existing traditional buildings would be returned to a more substantive use thus protecting them from falling any further into decay; safeguarding the heritage and traditional features of the open countryside and Forest of Bowland AONB. 

However there are also risks and drawbacks to the proposals. As discussed earlier in this report the location of the development site and its proximity to services and amenities would mean that any future occupants of the converted barns would be reliant upon the use of a private car to access services and amenities. Increasingly it is apparent in appeal decisions from the Planning Inspectorate that a core principle of sustainability is proximity to services and amenities. As this reduces reliance upon the use of private cars to access amenities and services. Development that increases the reliance on the use of private cars is contrary to the sustainability principles of NPPF.

Additionally another risk that the scheme presents is that in granting consent for the development as described. It would theoretically possible to commence any such consent but only in part. For example, the consent if granted would allow for the residential conversion of the existing barns and the relocation of the farmhouse and formation of new farmstead. However it would theoretically be possible for the residential conversion elements to be undertaken but not the formation of the new farmstead. A piecemeal implementation of a planning consent can have significant implications. As outlined earlier a scheme can bring benefits but there are inevitably some costs or harm involved. When considered together these may balance so one outweighs the other. However in a piecemeal implementation the elements that may be more harmful may be brought forward without the beneficial elements, or potentially vice versa.

The agents for the application have indicated that that the applicants would be willing to accept a condition that would require the development to be phased. This would ensure that prior to the occupation of the converted residential units the existing agricultural buildings to be demolished are removed from site; and the new agricultural building, yard, manure store and access road are completed.  It may be possible to impose a phasing condition to secure and I believe it would meet the relevant criteria in relation to use of planning conditions. 

Conclusion

I am mindful of the benefits but still conclude that the proposed development would represent an unsustainable development by virtue of its scale and location. In addition to which if approved the principle of wholly relocating farmsteads when they are deemed no longer to be suitable could set a dangerous precedent that could be used elsewhere in the Borough. The conversion of the farmstead would arguably safeguard the traditional farm buildings and return them to a more substantive use than at present. However the proposal of an entirely new farmstead, increasing the extent of the built form on the site would be harmful to the character and setting of the AONB. I therefore recommend accordingly.

RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be REFUSED for the following reasons:

1.
The proposed formation of a new farmstead including the erection of an agricultural building and associated yard area would be detrimental to the character, setting and visual amenities of the AONB, contrary to Policies ENV1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and Policy DME2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy (Regulation 22 Submission Draft).

2. 
The proposed farmstead by virtue of its location and scale does not represent sustainable development as defined in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and would therefore form an unjustified development within the open countryside to the detriment of the appearance, character and setting of the Forest of Bowland AONB. It is therefore considered contrary to Polices ENV1, G5, and H2 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan, Policies DME2, DMG2 and DMH3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy (Regulation 22 Submission Draft) and Section 6 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

