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	Development Description:
	Outline application for a single new dwelling with all matters reserved (resubmission of planning application 3/2015/0208/P)

	Site Address/Location:
	Land adjacent Village Hall, Main Street, Newton-in-Bowland

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	Comments that Members of the Parish Council would like to echo the comments made in the decision of the original application, 3/2015/0208/P as it is felt that these comments still apply to this application. 

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	

	Have not commented on this current application but, in relation to previous application 3/2015/0208, the Highway Authority noted that all matters were reserved but raised no objection to the principle of the proposed development subject to a satisfactory access scheme being submitted and the ability for vehicles parked on site to enter/leave in a forward gear.



	LCC (Archaeology):
	

	Have not commented on this current application but, in relation to previous application 3/2015/0208 commented that the site is considered to have the potential to contain archaeological deposits and that, in the event of permission being granted, a condition should therefore be imposed that requires the implementation of a programme of archaeological work in accordance with the written scheme of investigation which shall first have been submitted by the applicant and approved by the Local Planning Authority.

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	Three letters have been received from nearby residents who express objections to the proposed development for reasons that are summarised as follows:

1.     The access into the site has poor visibility such that the proposed development would be detrimental to highway safety.

2.    
Permission has previously been refused for development on this site and this application should also be refused.

3.    
Contrary to answers given on the application form, the application site is immediately adjoined by a watercourse.  

4.
In the “Planning Consent Statement” submitted with the application, reference is made to the broad principles of NPPF. This is of little relevance as those principles have been incorporated into the Council’s, now adopted, Core Strategy. The application should be considered against the Policies of the Core Strategy, and should be refused for the same reasons as the previous application, including detriment to the appearance and character of the Conservation Area...  

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy 
Key Statement DS1 – Development Strategy.

Key Statement EN1 – Landscape.

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations.

Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations.

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets. 



	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	The site is within the Conservation Area of the village of Newton-in-Bowland that, itself, is within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  The site is designated on the Newton-in-Bowland Conservation Area ‘Townscape Appraisal Map’ as being an ‘Important Tree Group’, and is located opposite to properties that are considered to be ‘Buildings of Townscape Merit’.  The ‘Townscape Appraisal Map’ also considers this location to be part of an ‘Important View’ within the Conservation Area.

A previous application (3/2011/0238/P) sought full planning permission for the erection of a detached dwelling on this site.  That application was considered at a time, before the adoption of the Core Strategy, when applications for housing development were considered in relation to the presumption in favour of sustainable development as defined in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  When viewed solely within that context, the application was considered by the case officer at the time to be acceptable in principle.  Despite that conclusion, however, the impact of the proposed development upon the Conservation Area and the AONB also needed to be considered.  In that regard, and having taken account of the comments of the Council’s Principal Planning Officer (Design and Conservation) the conclusion reached was that the development of this site for housing, of whatever type/proposal, would be harmful to the setting and character of the Conservation Area (ie in that it would not preserve or enhance).  That previous application was therefore refused for that reason.

A further application (3/2015/0208/P – Outline with all matters reserved) was then submitted without the applicants or agent having first sought any pre-application advice from the Local Planning Authority.

In the consideration of 3/2015/0208/P the previous reason for refusal, relating to adverse impact upon the Conservation Area and the AONB remained valid.  Since the previous refusal, however, the Core Strategy had been adopted in which the site is within the Tier 2 Village Settlement of Newton.  As stated in Key Statement DS1, the Tier 2 settlements are the less sustainable settlements within which development will need to meet proven local needs or deliver regeneration benefits.  More specifically, Policy DMG 2 states that within the Tier 2 villages, and outside the defined settlement areas, development must meet at least one of the following considerations:

1. 
Should be essential to the local economy or social wellbeing of the area.

2.  
Should be needed for purposes of forestry or agriculture.

3.
Should be for local needs housing meeting an identified need and would be secured as such.

4.  
Development for small-scale tourism or recreation purposes that are appropriate to a rural area.

5.  
Small-scale uses appropriate to a rural area where a local need or benefit can be demonstrated.

As the development proposed by 3/2015/0208 development did not meet any of those stated requirements.  The proposed development was therefore considered to be contrary to Key Statement DS1 and Policy DMG2 and would lead to unsustainable development.  This represented a sustainable reason for refusal of the application.

It was also considered that a permission in respect of that application  would lead to a harmful precedent for the acceptance of other similar proposals without sufficient justification.  This represented a second sustainable reason for refusal of the application.

The reason for refusal of the previous application (3/2011/0238/P) relating to detrimental effects upon the appearance and character of both the Conservation Area and the AONB remained applicable.  In relation to this 3/2015/0208/P, however, it was considered appropriate that two separate reasons for refusal should be given, one relating to the Conservation Area and the other relating to the AONB.

Application 3/2015/0208 was therefore refused for four reasons as explained above.

The applicant’s agent submitted an appeal against refusal 3/2015/0208/P but the appeal was not accepted by the Planning Inspectorate because it had not been submitted within the required period of 6 months from the date of the Council’s refusal of the application. 

This current application is therefore a straightforward resubmission of the previous application, again seeking outline permission for the erection of one dwelling on the site with all matters reserved.  There have been no changes to the proposed development and no relevant changes to the applicable Planning Policies since the previous application was refused. It is therefore considered that this current application should be refused for the exact same four reasons given for the refusal of the previous application. 



	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning permission be refused.


