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	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
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	Development Description:
	Outline planning permission for eight new houses including access, layout  and scale

	Site Address/Location:
	Oakleigh, Longsight Road, Copster Green 

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	Expressed following concerns in respect of this development:
· The site is within a Tier 2 village with no amenities or facilities within walking distance; 

· No recognised need for housing in settlement;

· An application has been submitted to convert the local nursery into two dwellings;

· The character, scale and massing of the development is not in keeping with the surroundings.



	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	

	· The proposed development is located adjacent to a classified road with a speed limit of 40 mph. A traffic count undertaken in 2013 reveals an 85th %ile speed of 42mph west and eastbound which would suggest that a visibility splays of 2.4 m x 120m would be appropriate. The submitted plans should show how these sightlines are to be achieved .

· The access to the development scales at 4.5m in width from the plan. This would be regarded as too narrow , the minimum carriageway width should be 5.5m with a 2m footway along at least  one side.

· Preference would be for all the proposed units to be served from a single access road. This would maximise the available visibility splays for all residents and reduce the number of vehicular connections on to the highway. Notwithstanding this, the central residential unit fronting Longsight Road is too close to the estate access and would not be acceptable.

· Provision should be made to enable vehicles to enter and leave the development in forward gear

On the basis of the information submitted there is insufficient detail to overcome the concerns listed above and allow a full consideration of the potential access implication would therefore recommend that the application be refused pending further information.

Finally it should also be pointed out that the proposed integral garage facilities are too short and cannot be considered as parking spaces. The minimum dimensions of which should be 6m x 3m.Parking provision for each of the units should be provided in accordance with the Lancashire Parking Standards



	Countryside Officer :
	

	The proposal requires a much more concise tree report, with a more in-depth and accurate tree constraints plan, especially as a number of trees affected are owned by 3rd parties.

In respect of the Ecology Report, no objection subject to the development being carried out in accordance with any mitigation measures and recommendations within the ecology report. 


	United Utilities:
	

	No objection subject to imposition of conditions. 


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	Eleven letters of objection have been received (including a letter from Copster Green Residents Sub Group) and the points raised in these objections are summarised below:
· Highway safety – the proposed access is close to the Oaks Bar traffic lights and the A59 is very busy. 

· This is a tier 2 village and therefore considered to be an unsustainable location with poor access to amenities.

· Oversubscribed schools and doctors.

· Loss of wildlife from the application site.

· Drainage and flooding.

· Noise levels.

· There have been a number of applications refused and dismissed on appeal for residential developments in this area and there has been no change in circumstances. 



	

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement  DS1 – Development Strategy

Key Statement  DS2 – Sustainable Development

Key Statement  EN2 – Landscape

Key Statement  EN4 – Biodiversity and Geodiversity 

Key Statement  H1 – Housing Provision

Key Statement H2 – Housing Balance

Key Statement H3 – Affordable Housing

Key Statement  DMI2– Transport Considerations

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations

Policy DMG3 – Transport & Mobility

Policy DME1 – Protecting Trees and Woodlands

Policy DME2 – Landscape and Townscape Protection

Policy DME3 – Site and Species Protection and Conservation

Policy DME5 – Renewable Energy

Policy DMH3 – Dwellings in the Open Countryside & the AONB
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)



	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Location:

The application relates to an area of land measuring approx. 0.6 hectares which is associated with the residential property at Oakleigh in Copster Green. Oakleigh is a detached dwelling accessed directly off Longsight Road (A59) and to the west (side) of the dwelling is a collection of unused and dilapidated sheds of varying sizes. To the north (rear) and east (side) of the property is an area of well-maintained grassland which does not appear to form part of the original residential curtilage of Oakleigh, however it does have the appearance of land used as garden area for this dwelling. 

Beyond this grassland area to the north is Park Brook and either side of the application site are the residential dwellings at Bridgecroft and Tynebrook. On the opposite side of the A59 is an open field and the application site is located outside of the 1998 District Wide Local Plan Settlement Boundary, as well as the recently updated Draft Settlement Boundary of Copster Green.

The application site is located within a rural setting with a row of trees and hedgerow fronting onto the A59. The western side boundary, where the sheds are located, is well defined by trees and hedgerows whereas the eastern boundary is more open, although there are still some trees and hedges. To the rear, adjacent to the brook, is a group of mature trees. 


	Proposed Development:

This application seeks outline consent for the erection of eight dwellings on land associated with Oakleigh, with consent sought in respect to the access, layout and scale. The existing sheds  along the western boundary would be demolished as part of the proposal.  

Three of the proposed dwellings would front onto the A59 with a new access created for the detached dwelling labelled as plot 1, and an existing access reinstated to serve the semi-detached dwellings (plots 2 & 3). The other five dwellings would be served via the existing access for Oakleigh, however the submitted plan shows that this access would be widened. The widening of the existing access and the formation of a new access would require the removal of part of the existing hedgerow along the front boundary and the felling of two trees. 

An internal access road would be provided within the site to serve the large detached dwellings (Plots 4 – 8) with a turning circle provided within the development site. These five detached dwellings would be sited to the north of the existing dwelling at Oakleigh, in a somewhat ad-hoc manner, following no particular layout pattern. Each dwelling would be provided with a residential curtilage and off-street parking, however the submitted layout plan (LR01 02) is not entirely clear and being submitted at a scale of 1:625 on A3 paper is somewhat lacking in detail.   

As detailed above the proposed development would include two semi-detached dwellings and six large detached dwellings, all of which would be two storey. The submitted design and access statement briefly comments that 20% of the properties would be low cost homes and 80% “normal” (open market) but no further detail in this respect has been provided. 


	Relevant Planning History:

n/a


	Principle of Development:

Key Statement DS1 of the Core Strategy seeks to direct the main focus of new house building to the Strategic Site and the Principal Settlements of Clitheroe, Longridge and Whalley and then through the nine Tier 1 Villages which are considered the more sustainable of the 32 defined settlements within the Borough. 
The Settlement Boundaries were originally drawn up as part of the 1998 District Wide Local Plan, however these have recently been reviewed and updated. The Draft Settlement Boundaries and their attached methodology paper were made public and the reports sent to Planning and Development Committee on 14th April 2016 and the updated settlement boundary evidence base forms part of the formal public consultations of the Housing and Economic Development DPD. The Draft Settlement Boundaries have now gone out to public consultation.  
The application site is located outside of the 1998 District Wide Local Plan Settlement Boundary of Copster Green and is also outside of the recently updated Draft Settlement Boundaries, the site is therefore defined as Open Countryside. Notwithstanding this, Copster Green is in itself only a Tier 2 Settlement. Policy DMG2 of the Core Strategy states that within the Tier 2 villages, and outside the defined settlement areas (Open Countryside), 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.

The proposed development would not meet any of the above stated requirements and thus would be contrary to Key Statement DS1 and Policy DMG2 and therefore lead to an unsustainable development. In respect of housing requirement for the borough, and the five year land supply, the latest publicised position (31st March 2016) show that the Council is able to demonstrate a 5.36 year supply.  

Regard should also be given to Policy DMH3 of the Core Strategy which concerns itself with dwellings in the open countryside. This policy seeks to restrict unjustified developments and states that residential development will be limited to that which meets an identified local need or which is essential for agricultural or forestry workers. The proposed residential development of this site does not satisfy either of these requirements and subsequently the proposal is also contrary to Policy DMH3. 

The objectors have referred to a number of refused planning applications for residential developments in the Copster Green area (ref: 3/2014/0307, 3/2014/0501, 3/2014/0535 and 3/2015/0200)  and all four of these applications were refused consent and dismissed at appeal by the Inspectorate on the basis that the residential development of these sites within the Copster Green area was contrary to the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and there has been no change in circumstances that would lead to the Council reaching a different conclusion in respect of the current proposal.  

The LPA accept that in accordance with the economic role of sustainable development, housing is seen as a key component to economic growth and is recognised as such within the NPPF.  The delivery of new housing of the right type, at the right time and in the right location is fundamental to economic growth but what must be remembered is that this application is for new residential development within open countryside.  Thus whilst the proposal accords with the economic dimension of the NPPF, its location outside the settlement boundary means the benefits are not so significant in this respect to outweigh the Development Strategy of the Core Strategy. 
In summary, the principle of this residential development, being located outside of the any defined settlement boundary (therefore within the open countryside), is contrary to both local and national policy, and even if the site was located within the settlement boundary of Copster Green, being a Tier 2 Village the principle of residential development would still not be acceptable. 


	Visual Amenity/External Appearance:

Key Statement EN2 of the Core Strategy states “As a principle the Council will expect development to be in keeping with the character of the landscape, reflecting local distinctiveness, vernacular style, scale, features and building materials” and Policy DMG1 requires development to be of a high standard of design and be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of size, intensity and nature. 

Whilst it is accepted that this is an outline permission only, and the appearance of the dwellings is a reserved matter, the submission does seek consent for layout and scale. There is no evidence to suggest that the site layout has been designed to take account of, or has been informed by, site characteristics or has had regard to the defining characteristics of the surrounding rural area/open countryside. It is considered that the development would introduce a sub-urban form of development within the open countryside and the cumulative impact of the  proposed residential curtilages, along with the likely visual impact of associated domestic paraphernalia such as sheds, washing lines, children's play equipment and fence lines, along with the new access roads serving the dwellings and associated cars, would represent an urban encroachment into the area to the detriment of the character and appearance of the defined open countryside. In addition, the proposal would represent an over-development of the site and would not reflect the housing density of the area which is characterised by large gardens
In view of the above, and given the largely open nature of the immediate and surrounding landscape, this proposal would be read as a visually and physically isolated group of dwellings resulting in the introduction of an incongruous and incoherent form of development that would undermine the character of the landscape. 

With the above in mind, the proposal clearly fails to accord with the need of high quality design and careful integration of new proposals into the landscape as required by local and national policy. Furthermore the large dwellings and the associated domestic paraphernalia would have a far greater impact upon the open countryside than the existing group of sheds/buildings on the site to be demolished.           



	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

To the west of the application site is the detached bungalow at Bridge Croft, which is located within its own significant curtilage/garden. This neighbouring property has its principle front elevation facing south onto the A59 and therefore the east facing side elevation of this dwelling faces the application site. The side elevation of Bridge Croft is located 21m from the boundary with the application site and more than 25m from the nearest proposed dwelling and it is considered that the proposed development would share an acceptable relationship with this neighbouring property. In terms of outdoor amenity space, as mentioned above Bridge Croft has a large garden and at the nearest point the rear elevation of proposed plot 4 would be sited 8m from the shared boundary. The LPA would normally seek to ensure a separation distance of 10m is provided to prevent overlooking into a neighbouring garden, however due to the size of the garden of Bridge Croft, and the vast tree coverage, it is not considered that Plot 4 would result in a level of overlooking into the side garden area that would justify refusing the application.   

In respect of Tynebrook to the east, the blank gable elevation of this semi-detached property would face the side elevation of proposed plot 1 and the proposed dwelling would be sited almost in line with Tynebrook to ensure that there is no amenity issue in respect of the principal elevations at both the front and rear of this existing dwelling. The first floor windows in proposed plot 1 would provide a certain level of overlooking into the rear garden area of Tynebrook, however this relationship is common at most properties and the level of overlooking would be no greater than from the adjoining semi at Glendale. In view of the above it is considered that the proposed development would share an acceptable relationship with the dwellings either side at Bridge Croft and Tynebrook. 

Whilst the existing dwelling at Oakleigh is owned by the applicant, the impact of the proposed development on this property must also be assessed. The front elevations of the proposed plots 4, 5, 6 and 7 would all face onto the rear garden area of Oakleigh, and whilst the separation distance from these elevations to the garden area varies between 9-14m, it is considered that the occupants of Oakleigh would be overlooked, and have a strong perception of being overlooked, by the occupants of these four large detached dwellings.      

In addition to the above, the proposed relationship between each of the proposed dwellings with each other must also be evaluated and the front elevation of proposed plot 8 would directly face into the rear garden of proposed plot 5. The front elevation of plot 8 would be sited only 6.5m (at the nearest point) from the rear garden of plot 5 and such a relationship would again result in significant overlooking issues both within the garden area of Plot 5 and between the principal elevations of both these proposed dwellings. In addition, the siting of the proposed dwelling on plot 5, directly to the south of plot 8, would result in an unacceptable level of visual amenity by way of overbearing impact and poor outlook for the occupants of both these proposed plots.
In view of the above, it is considered that the proposed development and in particular the relationship between plots 5 & 8, and the relationship between plots 4, 5, 6, & 7 and the eixtsing dwelling at Oakleigh, would provide a poor level of residential amenity for the occupiers by way of poor levels of privacy, overlooking and overbearing impact. The proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to Core Strategy Policy DMG1 seeks to ensure that development proposals do “not adversely affect the amenities of the surrounding area” and “provide adequate day lighting and privacy distances” as well as Paragraph 17 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), which explains how planning should “always seek to secure high quality design and a good standard of amenity for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings”.


	Landscape/Ecology:

The original submission was not accompanied by either an ecology survey or an arboricultural report, despite there being a significant number of trees both within and directly adjacent to the application site and a number of derelict buildings to be demolished as part of the proposal. 

Upon receipt of the application the Officer contacted the applicant’s agent to inform them that the principle of residential development on this site was clearly contrary to the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and consequently the application would be refused. Notwithstanding this the Officer also informed the applicant’s agent that the application would also be refused due to the lack of  both an ecology and arboricultural report (along with other concerns in respect of the highway and the layout).  The applicant therefore submitted both an arboricultural report and an ecology survey. 
The submitted tree report is relatively basic and does not appear to have given any regard to the trees outside (on the edge) the development site. There are mature trees along both the western and eastern boundaries of the site and whilst these have been surveyed within the report, the proposed root protection areas shown on the plan are directly adjacent to the tree trunks and therefore not sufficient to preserve these trees. The proposed dwellings at plots 2, 4 & 6 would all be positioned close to these trees and from the information submitted it is not clear that these trees would not be harmed by the development and even if the trees were to be retained there is possible resentment issues due to their proximity to the proposed dwellings. In addition, good arboricultural practice requires tree surveys to be carried out prior to a design layout being formed, whereas in this case the layout was drawn and the tree survey completed afterwards and therefore the layout does not appear to have been influenced by the findings of the tree report. 
In view of the above, the submitted layout/application does not appear to have given full regard to the trees on and adjacent to the site and the application is therefore considered to be contrary Policy DME2 which states that development proposals will be refused which significantly harm important landscape or landscape features such as hedgerows and trees. 

The application is accompanied by a Phase 1 Habitat Survey and the Council’s Countryside Officer has reviewed the survey and raises no objection to its findings or the conversion works, provided the development is undertaken in accordance with the mitigation measures as detailed within this report. These would have been attached to any decision should the application have been recommended for approval.  



	Highways
Lancashire County Council Highway Officer raised a number of highway concerns in respect of the proposal. These concerns related to the visibility splays at the new access points, the width of the access road, the preference to have the proposed units served from a single access road to minimise vehicular connections to the highway and provision made to  enable vehicles to enter and leave the development in forward gear. In addition the highway officer also noted that the proposed integral garage facilities are too short and cannot be considered as parking spaces. The minimum dimensions of which should be 6m x 3m.Parking provision for each of the units should be provided in accordance with the Lancashire Parking Standards. 

The Highway Officer’s comments were sent to the applicant’s agent early in the application process and an amended plan was received to address the issues raised. This amended plan was forwarded to the Highway Officer for further comments (Highway officer comments to amended plan as per below):
1. “The required sight lines have not been shown on the amended plan.

2. The scale of 1:625 is not a standard scale, and it remains unclear what the proposed widths are. The design width should be annotated on the plan (at a standard scale)
3. As a minimum, I would have expected the access to Oakleigh and the majority of the units to be a shared access

4. I would need to be satisfied that units 1, 2 & 3 are able to enter and leave in forward gear. 

· As it stands, I would consider that the information supplied is of insufficient detail to take a view and I would therefore recommend that the application be refused.” 
As detailed above Highway Officer is not satisfied that the proposed development (including the amended/updated plan) could take place without compromising highway safety and therefore objects to the application on the basis that it would fail to satisfy Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy which requires all new development to consider the potential traffic implications and ensure safe access can be provided which is suitable to accommodate the scale and type of traffic likely to be generated by the development.


	Affordable Housing Provision:

The application site measures 0.61 hectares and proposes to erect eight dwellings. The proposal therefore exceeds the 0.2 hectare site area and five dwelling threshold outlined within Key Statement H3 for provided on site affordable housing. 

On 19th May 2016 paragraph 031 of the “Planning Obligations” section of the NPPG was updated to state that affordable housing “should not be sought from developments of 10-units or less, and which have a maximum combined gross floorspace of no more than 1000sqm”. 
The proposed outline application seeks consent for both layout and scale, and the proposed cumulative floor area of the eight dwellings would measure more than 2,500sqm. As a consequence the proposal would exceed the 1000sqm limit outlined within the NPPG and affordable housing would need to be provided as part of this development. 

Key Statement H3 requires 30% affordable units on site and the submitted design and access statement comments that the proposal would provide 20% affordable and 80% open market dwellings. Clearly 20% affordable units would not meet the 30% requirement specified within Key Statement H3 and in any case no further information has been provided to explain or show which of the proposed dwellings would be affordable. 

In view of the above, the application as submitted, with 20% affordable units would not satisfy the requirements of Key Statement H3. Were the Council minded to approve this application it would seek the 30% requirement and this would be provided by way of a Section 106/legal agreement, however given that the principle of the residential development of this site is clearly contrary to the Core Strategy no specific discussion took place with the applicant/agent in respect of affordable housing provision on this site.  


	Conclusion:

The erection of eight dwellings within the open countryside is contrary to the Ribble Valley Core Strategy which seeks to resist residential development in such locations as it would not further the aims of sustainable development and cause harm to the spatial vision of the plan. 

In addition, the proposed development would result in an unsatisfactory level on amenity for proposed residents and the layout/design of the proposal is considered detrimental to the visual amenities of the area. 

The development as proposed would compromise highway safety and full regard has not been given to the existing trees adjacent to the application site. The proposal would also not provide 30% affordable housing and subsequently this application is recommended for refusal. 



	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning consent be refused for the following reason(s):

	01
	The proposed residential development of this site is contrary to Key Statement DS1 and Policies DMG2 and DMH3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy. Approval of this application would lead to eight new dwellings within the open countryside without sufficient justification which would cause harm to the development strategy of the borough as set out in the Core Strategy, leading to unsustainable development.  


	02
	As a result of their location, the proposed dwellings, by reason of their layout, scale and form, are considered to be incongruous features that fail to achieve high quality design that adequately reflects the local character and vernacular of this rural location. It is further considered that the access roads and extent of proposed residential curtilages, along with the likely visual impact of associated domestic paraphernalia such as sheds, washing lines, children's play equipment and fence lines, along with additional vehicles associated with the proposed dwellings, would represent an urban encroachment into the area to the detriment of the character and appearance of the defined open countryside. The scheme is thus considered detrimental to the visual amenities of the area which is contrary to Key Statement EN2 and Policies DMG1, DMH3 and DME2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy, as well as national guidance contained within the National Planning Policy Framework.   


	03
	The proposed development would result in unacceptable level of amenity for the occupiers of Oakleigh and future occupants within the development site itself by virtue of an overbearing impact, unacceptable levels of privacy being provided due to overlooking, and insufficient daylight and outlook, as a result of the inadequate separation distances provided between the units 4, 5, 6 & 7 and the existing dwelling at Oakleigh, and the relationship between proposed units 5 & 8. The proposal is therefore contrary to Ribble Valley Core Strategy Policy DMG1, as well as Paragraph 17 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).



	04
	The level of detail submitted with the application has not clearly demonstrated that the proposal could take place without compromising highway safety. The proposal would fail to satisfy Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy which requires all new development to consider the potential traffic implications and ensure safe access can be provided which is suitable to accommodate the scale and type of traffic likely to be generated by the development.



	05
	The level of detail submitted with the application has not clearly demonstrated that the proposal could take place without negatively impacting upon adjacent trees. In the absence of such information the Council cannot determine the level of harm the proposed development would have on the trees and the landscape quality of this rural area in the open countryside in accordance with Policy DME2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.



	06
	The proposed development would create a harmful precedent for the acceptance of other similar unjustified proposals for residential developments outside the settlement boundaries without sufficient justification which would have an adverse impact on the implementation of the development strategy and its intent and role to manage development in the borough in a planned and sustainably manner. The proposal is therefore contrary to the interests of the proper planning in accordance with core principles of the Rbble Valley Core Strategy and policies of the NPPF.




