
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CS/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2014/0074/P

	Development Proposed:
	Variation of condition 3 of planning permission 3/2012/1099/P to allow holiday let to be used as a dwelling permanent dwelling for the owner/manager of the adjoining touring caravan park at former garage adjacent to 1 Swinglehurst Cottage, Garstang Road, Chipping

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No comments or observations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) – Comments that the proposal raises no highway implications and he therefore raises no objections to the application on highway grounds.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy H2 - Dwellings in the Open Countryside.

Policy ENV1 - Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Ribble Valley Core Strategy Regulation 22 Submission Draft Post Submission Version (including proposed main changes)

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations.

Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations.

Policy DMH3 – Dwellings in the Open Countryside and AONB.

Policy DME2 – Landscape and Townscape Protection.

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policies G5, H2, DMG2, DMH3 and NPPF – The proposal represents the unjustified formation of a residential unit in the open countryside and would result in the loss of a unit of holiday accommodation to the detriment of the local rural economy.



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

	The application relates to Brickhouse touring caravan site that lies off the south eastern side of Garstang Road within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty outside the settlement boundary of Chipping.  The applicants presently live at no 1 Swinglehurst Cottages that immediately adjoins the caravan park.  To the south of the applicants dwelling and to the west of the boundary of the caravan park there is a block of garages.  The garage at the eastern end of the block is in the applicant’s ownership.

There have been two relatively recent applications (3/2011/0256/P and 3/2012/0291/P) for the erection of a new live/work unit (two storey warden’s house with a single storey attachment containing a reception area and office/shop) on land within the caravan park and adjoining the eastern end of the garage block.  The second of those applications (that was determined after NPPF came into force) was refused for the following reasons:

1.
In the opinion of the Local Planning Authority, the touring caravan site does not necessitate the construction of a manager’s/warden’s dwelling within its boundaries.  The proposed development therefore represents the erection of a dwelling (that does not satisfy any identified local need, and is not for the purposes of agriculture or forestry) in a location outside the settlement boundary of Chipping and within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  As such, the proposal would be contrary to the requirements of Policies G5 and H2 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and would be detrimental to the visual amenities of the AONB contrary to Policy ENV1 of the Local Plan.

2.
The proposal is contrary to the environmental dimension of sustainable development as defined in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in that it would not contribute towards protection and enhancement of the AONB which is an area recognised in NPPF as having the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty.

Permission was then sought (3/2012/1099/P) for the change of use of the eastern end garage to comprise a 1 bedroom holiday let and the erection of a single storey structure to form a 2 bedroomed holiday let and a 1 bedroom holiday let (ie 3 holiday lets in total).  The proposed new building containing 2 of the holiday lets would be constructed on approximately the same site as the previously refused applications for a warden’s house.  In the supporting statement submitted with application 3/2012/1099/P the agent stated that the proposed holiday lets would be run in conjunction with the applicant’s existing 34 pitch touring caravan site; and that the applicants considered that the units would enhance their existing business.
 

That application was considered in relation to National Planning Policy context provided by NPPF.  Section 3 of NPPF is concerned with “Supporting a Prosperous Rural Economy”.  Paragraph 28 states that sustainable growth and expansion of businesses and enterprise in rural areas should be supported and that the development and diversification of agricultural and other land based rural business should be promoted.  Paragraph 17 states that Local Planning Authorities should recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside and support thriving rural communities within it.

As a diversification/expansion of an existing business in a rural village (that has the potential to provide increased custom/business for other local businesses) the proposal to provide 3 holiday lets was considered to comply with the general sustainability requirements and the need to support a prosperous rural economy as contained within NPPF.

As a small-scale tourism related development that would benefit the local economy, that proposal was also considered to comply with the requirements of saved policies G5 and RT1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.  As the general intentions and requirements of those policies are effectively carried forward by Policies DMG2 and DMB3 of the emerging Core Strategy, it was also considered that the proposed development was in accordance with those relevant policies of the emerging Core Strategy.

The previously proposed warden’s/manager’s dwelling had been considered to be an unnecessary development that would not comply with the applicable housing policies and would not particularly benefit the local economy.  It was therefore considered to constitute unjustified development that would be detrimental to the visual amenities of the AONB contrary to Policy ENV1 of the Local Plan.

However, the holiday lets proposed in application 3/2012/1099/P would benefit the local economy.  One unit would be in a converted existing single storey building whilst the other 2 units would be in a single storey building (the previously proposed manager’s/warden’s house was 2 storey) of appropriate design and external materials for the locality.

Overall, therefore it was considered that the proposed holiday let development would be in compliance with the guidance within NPPF and also the relevant saved policies of the Local Plan and emerging Core Strategy.  Permission was therefore granted in respect of application 3/2012/1099/P subject to the imposition of 4 conditions, no 3 of which restricted the occupation of all 3 units of holiday accommodation such that they should not be let to or occupied by any one person or group of persons for a continuous period of longer than 3 months in any one year and in any event they should not be used as a permanent accommodation.

This current application seeks the variation of condition 3 of planning permission 3/2012/1099/P in order to allow the 2 bedroomed holiday let to be used as a permanent accommodation.

In the supporting statement submitted with this current application, the agent states that the new build unit has been constructed, but it has not yet been fitted out internally (as such, it has not yet been used for its permitted holiday let purpose).  The agent states that, specifically, the purpose of the application together with an accompanying Unilateral Undertaking is to seek permission for the use of the 2 bedroomed holiday cottage as a manager’s dwelling in association with the management of the touring caravan park and the remaining 2 holiday cottages, whilst at the same time providing an undertaking that the applicants existing dwelling (that is subject to a local occupancy condition) would be released back for purchase by persons who could demonstrate eligibility within the local community.

The Unilateral Undertaking submitted with the application contains one obligation as follows:

“The owner covenants with the Council with the intent that this is a planning obligation for the purpose of Section 106 of the Act to dispose of their interest in the property known as 1 Swinglehurst Cottage, Garstang Road, Chipping, PR3 2QW within a maximum period of 6 months following the practical completion and occupation of the new manager’s dwelling the subject of this planning application to a person or persons who satisfy the terms of the restrictive occupancy criteria and are eligible to reside within the property.”

The applicants have submitted a letter with the application that is from a lady who is a single parent and lives with her 12 year old son in her parents’ home at 2 Greenside, Chipping that is in close proximity to the application site.  She says that she would relish the opportunity to purchase her own home, albeit an affordable one if 1 Swinglehurst Cottages became available since her ultimate goal is to buy a home, not rent one so that herself and her son’s future would be assured.  She states that she is a full-time teacher on a permanent contract at a primary school in Blackburn and is confident that her earnings would enable her to obtain a mortgage for an affordable property such as 1 Swinglehurst Cottages.

In the submitted supporting statement the agent states that his clients are in the situation where their present property, whilst close to the park, due to its size and internal configuration is not ideally suited to providing the management function of the park as it inevitably results in people walking directly into their private kitchen; and that it is impractical to adapt or extend the property to meet the operational needs of the park in providing a much needed dedicated office.

The agent puts forward the argument that, if his clients elected to stay in their existing property despite its inappropriateness for filling the function of manager’s accommodation to the park, if this current application had been submitted in a format simply to allow the conversion of the approved 2 bedroomed holiday cottage to a social housing unit then, in his opinion, such an application would be compliant with adopted policy given the location of the site on the edge of the village of Chipping.  Therefore, as such, such an application would simply add another unit of social accommodation to the village.  By approaching matters in the way advocated in this current application, the result will be the same albeit with a formal switchover of functions between their present house and the 2 bedroomed holiday unit.

In response to the agent’s interpretation of the situation, the previous applications for a manager’s/warden’s dwelling were refused on the grounds that there was no functional need for a dwelling and that, as such, the proposal would be contrary to Policy G5 and H2 of the Local Plan (that are effectively carried forward by Policies DMG2 and DMH3 of the emerging Core Strategy).

Policy H2 does state that outside settlement boundaries residential development specifically to meet a proven local need could be acceptable.  This does not, however, mean that “affordable dwellings” could be constructed in any location outside a settlement boundary.  The Policy does state that “the impact of proposals on the countryside will be an important consideration in determining all applications.  Development should be appropriately sited and landscaped.  In addition, scale, design and materials used must reflect the character of the area and the nature of the enterprise”. The manager’s/warden’s dwelling applications were refused because it was considered that the proposed dwelling would have a detrimental effect upon the visual amenities of the AONB; and there was no justification or benefits that might, on balance, have outweighed the harm to visual amenity.

The proposed holiday lets, however, had the benefit of their contribution to the local rural economy and any visual harm was reduced by the single storey design of the building.  On balance the application to provide 3 holiday lets was therefore considered to be acceptable and permission was therefore granted.

The agents contend that – if this current application had been formatted simply to allow the conversion of the approved two bedroomed proposed holiday cottage to a social housing unit then this would be compliant with adopted policy given the location of the site on the edge of the village of Chipping and therefore as such, would simply add another unit of social accommodation to the village.  Such an application might possibly be considered to comply with those elements of policy that relate to the principle of the development.  When all relevant detailed considerations are made, however, in my opinion, such an application should be refused for reasons that I will now explain.

Such a proposal would result in the loss of a unit of tourist accommodation that was granted planning permission only 1 year ago (on 19 March 2013) primarily for the reason that it would be of benefit to the local economy in compliance with the guidance in NPPF.  The unit has not yet even been used for its approved purpose in order for its viability and economic benefits to be assessed.  Saved Local Plan Policy H23 states that: “proposals seeking the removal of conditions which restrict the occupation of dwellings to tourism/visitor usage will be refused unless the proposal conforms to the normal development control policies of the Local Plan.  Policies G5, H2 and H15, H16 and H17 will be particular relevant in any assessment”.  This is carried forward as part of Policy DMH3 of the emerging Core Strategy where it is stated that “the creation of a permanent dwelling by the removal of any condition that restricts the occupation of dwellings to tourism/visitor use or for holiday use will be refused”.

Any proposal to convert the holiday let, even to a “social/affordable” dwelling would therefore be contrary to those Policies.  Any provision of social/affordable dwellings should also be on a properly planned basis and not simply by granting planning permission for individual units on any piece of land that may be available outside but close to the settlement boundary.  I do not consider that the erection of a social housing unit within the existing site area of a touring caravan site would be appropriate.  It would not accord with the existing pattern of development in Chipping.  Such a location would also not provide a particularly high level of amenity for the future occupiers of any such dwelling.

For these reasons, I therefore do not agree with the agent’s assessment of how such an application would be determined.  I do not consider that the holiday let should be converted to a social housing unit; and I remain of the opinion that, as the applicant’s existing dwelling immediately adjoins the touring caravan site, there is no justification for a further dwelling to be occupied by the site owner/manager.

 In the submitted supporting statement, the point is made that the internal configuration of the applicant’s existing dwelling is not ideally suited to providing the management function of the park as it inevitably results in people walking directly into their private kitchen; and that it is impractical to adapt or extend the property to meet the operational needs of the park in providing a much needed dedicated office.  The holiday let unit to which the application relates, however, comprises two bedrooms, a lounge a bathroom and an open plan living/kitchen/dining area.  I cannot see how it would be any easier to provide the “much needed dedicated office” within the converted holiday let than it would be to provide an office within the applicant’s existing dwelling.

Overall, I consider that the conversion of the approved holiday let to a dwelling for the owner/manager of the touring caravan park would represent inappropriate and unjustified development in this location that would be to the detriment of the rural economy contrary to the requirements of NPPF. The submitted Unilateral Undertaking does not, in my opinion, make this application acceptable.
 

	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.
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