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DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION:

APPLICATION FOR OUTLINE CONSENT FOR 20 BUNGALOWS FOR THE ELDERLY (6 DETACHED TWO-BED AND 14 SEMI-DETACHED ONE-BED) AND 9 AFFORDABLE, TWO-BED APARTMENTS WITH ASSOCIATED ROADS, ANCILLARY WORKS LANDSCAPING AND ACCESS.  LAND OFF SHEEPFOLD CRESCENT, BARROW BB7 9XR
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CONSULTEE RESPONSES/ REPRESENTATIONS MADE:

PARISH COUNCIL:
Barrow Parish Council wishes to object to the application on the following grounds: 

· The Ribble Valley Core Strategy has stated that there is zero residual need for additional housing in Barrow.  There is already a five-year housing supply in relation to NPPF para 49 and allowing an additional 29 dwellings in Barrow is not sustainable and is contrary to the terms of the approved Core Strategy Key Statement DS1.

· The proposed site lies in open countryside, outside the settlement boundary of Barrow, as stated in the 1998 District Wide Local Plan (DWLP) boundary and the new Development Plan Document which forms part of the Core Strategy’s Housing and Economic Development Plan.  The Parish Council understands that the latter document has passed the consultation stages and is currently under inspection and therefore carries a lot of weight.  This planning application is contrary to Core Strategy Policy DMH3 and Ribble Valley Borough Council should reject this application as it has for other planning applications outside the settlement boundary in Barrow.

· Granting consent to the proposed development would create a harmful precedent for the acceptance of other similar unjustified proposals and would damage the implementation of Ribble Valley Borough Council’s planning policies under the Core Strategy and NPPF.

· Any limited social and economic benefits arising from the development would fail to outweigh the harm to the Core Strategy.  There are very few facilities and services in Barrow and public transport links to the proposed site are some distance away, particularly for the elderly with mobility problems.  Adding more houses in Barrow would put a strain on the village’s infrastructure that is already struggling to cope with the increased population and housing growth in recent years.

· Traffic leaving the proposed site through the Barrow Brook Enterprise Park would increase the amount of congestion that exists at the McDonald’s roundabout on the A59.  There are already significant waiting times at this junction but we have been advised that Lancashire County Council will not take any action to improve safety and traffic flow until there has been a serious accident.

· Whilst the Parish Council understands that there is a need for elderly housing in the borough, it believes that the proposed site is not suitable.  The Core Strategy does not define the type of housing required for the elderly so this application cannot be viewed as satisfying a requirement.  Also, Ribble Valley Borough Council recently gave consent to amendments on the adjacent Bloor Homes development to reduce the number of bungalows and reduce the percentage of social housing so fulfilling a requirement on this adjacent site cannot be given priority.

· The application form states that foul water sewage and surface water disposal are ‘unknown’.  Barrow experienced incidents of flooding in 2015 and the Parish Council objects to the loss of yet more green fields and the impact this will have on the whole village.  The development’s impact on the flood risk must be carefully considered and the Lead Flood Team at LCC must be consulted.

· The application form states that the development is not within 20m of a watercourse.  This is incorrect as Barrow Brook and Barrow Lodge are nearby.

· The application form states that the site cannot be seen from a public road.  This is incorrect as the proposed development would be visible from the A59, the bridge over the A59 on Whiteacre Lane and by residents of the Bloor Homes Estate.

· Pendle Fisheries is mentioned in the Ecological Survey but there is no mention of Barrow Lodge which is adjacent to the proposed site and feeds Barrow Brook.

ENVIRONMENT DIRECTORATE (COUNTY SURVEYOR):
No response received in respect of the application.
LOCAL LEAD FLOOD AUTHORITY (LLFA)
No response received in respect of the application.
UNITED UTILITIES:

United Utilities have no objection to the proposal subject to the imposition of conditions relating to foul and surface water drainage.
LCC CONTRIBUTIONS:

No response received in respect of the application
ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:

Sixteen letters of representation have been received objecting to the application on the following grounds:

· Increase in traffic in the area
· Noise form the A59 will be of detriment to residents of the development

· Lack of parking
· Barrow is at capacity

· Insufficient infrastructure in the area
· The proposal is contrary to the adopted Core Strategy

· There is no residual housing need in Barrow

· Incorrect information submitted as part of the application

· Impacts upon wildlife

· Increased pollution

· Detriment to residential amenity

· Entrance to the site adjacent existing habitable room windows

1.
Site Description and Surrounding Area
1.1
The application relates to a greenfield area of land 1.075 Hectares in size.  The site is located to the eastern extents of an existing housing development (Pendle Hill View).  The site is located within the defined open countryside, outside but directly adjacent the settlement boundary of Barrow as defined within the Regulation 22 Draft Proposals Map.
1.2
The site is bounded to the north by an area of open land associated with the Barrow Brook attenuation pond with the site being bounded to the east by a graded highways verge which fronts the A59.  Located to the south of the site is numbers 15-19 Whitacre Lane.
1.3
The site is bounded to the west for the most part by Pendle Hill View with an area of woodland and usable open space for the adjacent development bounding the south western extents of the site.
2.
Proposed Development for which consent is sought
2.1
Outline consent (Matters of access) is sought for the erection of 20 open market bungalows for the ‘elderly’ and 9 affordable two-bedroom apartments with associated roads, ancillary works and landscaping.
2.2
The submitted indicative layout proposes that primary the vehicular and pedestrian access to the site will adjoin and be provided off of Sheepfold Crescent to the west.  The proposed layout branches both north and south off the primary access with the southern extent of the site accommodating two cul-de-sac arrangements and the northern extents of the site accommodating a proposed apartment block and associated parking court.
2.3
The submitted details propose that 30% of the housing to be provided on site will be affordable in accordance with Policy H3 of the adopted Core Strategy and that this will be brought forward in the form of 9 x 2 bedroom apartments.
2.4
The open market element will be brought forward in the form of bungalows with a housing mix of 14 x 1 bedroom and 6 x 2 bedroom units.  The applicant has indicated that whilst these bungalows are to be for open market sale, it is proposed that the occupancy of the bungalow units will be controlled through an age restriction limiting occupation to those over 55 years of age.
3.
Relevant Planning History


The site to which the application relates has no notable planning history that is relevant to the determination of the application.  However the adjacent land to the west benefits from a number of planning consents related to the Pendle Hill View housing development.
4.
Relevant Policies

Ribble Valley Core Strategy


Key Statement DS1 – Development Strategy


Key Statement DS2 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development


Key Statement EN3 – Sustainable Development and Climate Change


Key Statement EN4 – Biodiversity and Geodiversity


Key Statement DMI2 – Transport Considerations


Policy DMB4 – Open Space Provision


Policy DMB5 – Footpaths and Bridleways


Policy DME1 – Protecting Trees and Woodland


Policy DME2 – landscape and Townscape Protection


Policy DME3 – Site and Species Protection and Conservation


Policy DME6 – Water Management


Policy DMG1 – General Considerations


Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations


Policy DMG3 – Transport and Mobility


Policy DMH1 – Affordable Housing Criteria


Policy DMH3 – Dwellings in the Open Countryside


National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)


National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)

Technical Guidance to National Planning Policy Framework
5.
Assessment of Proposed Development
5.1
Principle of Development:

5.1.1
The application site is located outside but directly adjacent the Defined Settlement Boundary for Barrow.  A fundamental component of Key Statement DS1 is to guide the majority of new housing development towards the principal settlements within the Borough and in addition to these locations development will be focused towards the Tier 1 settlements, one of which being Barrow.

5.1.2
The latest formal published housing monitoring position (April 2017) concludes that the Local Authority currently benefits from a 5.73 year supply of housing.  In relation to residual housing need for the settlement of Barrow, the adopted Core Strategy determines that there is currently no outstanding residual housing need for the settlement.  Taking account of consents grated within and adjacent the settlement boundary of Barrow it is clear that the housing need, in terms of numbers, has been both met and significantly exceeded.
5.1.3
Turning to other locational matters, the proposal site lies outside the settlement boundary in an area currently defined as open countryside.  Policy DMG2 (Strategic Considerations) states that ‘outside of the defined settlement areas development must meet at least one of the following considerations:

1. The development should be essential to the local economy or social well-being of the area

2. The development is needed for the purposes of forestry or agriculture

3. The development is for local needs housing which meets and identified needs and is secured as such

4. The development is for small scale tourism or recreational developments appropriate to a rural area

5. The development is for small-scale uses appropriate to a rural area where a local need or benefit ca be demonstrated

6. The development is compatible with the enterprise zone designation. 


Therefore in terms of this proposal, residential development in this location would only be acceptable in principle if it sought to meet an ‘identified local need’.  
5.1.4
Whilst it is accepted that an element of the proposal seeks to meet identified affordable need within the Borough, the remainder of the proposal is for open market sale.  The applicant has proposed that out of the 29 units proposed, 20 will be for open market sale, albeit with an occupancy restriction relating to age.
5.1.5
Whilst the applicant seeks to justify the proposal through the provision of open market housing for a specific demographic group (over 55’s), the Local Authority can also demonstrate an equatable if not greater need for housing for those under 55, particularly younger demographic groups.  The proposed demographic restriction of the occupancy of these open market dwellings does not and would not allow for such a proposal to be held in a higher regard than other open market housing in this location solely by virtue of occupancy restriction, nor should it be considered as an exception to the criterion of Policy DMG2.  The fundamental matter remains that the majority of the housing will be for open market sale and is therefore in direct conflict with the requirements of DMG2.

5.1.6
The applicant themselves recognise that the application site ‘if developed for market housing, would be considered to be contrary to the provision of the development plan’.  The applicant further considers that as the proposal seeks to meet an identified priority need of elderly bungalow provision, that it should be treated as an exception to Policy DMG2, adding that the benefits of the development being brought forward would outweigh any harm and as such would outweigh the clear conflicts with the housing policies of the adopted Development Plan.
5.1.7
In respect of the above matters the Councils planning Policy Section have offered the following additional observations:

The proposed development is situated adjacent to the Settlement Boundary for Barrow (a Tier 1 Settlement as designated within the adopted Core Strategy).  Policy DS1 (Development Strategy) states that in addition to the strategic site at Standen and the borough’s principal settlements, development will be focused towards the Tier 1 villages, which are the more sustainable of the 32 defined settlements.  However, this site lies outside the settlement boundary and Policy DMG2 (Strategic Considerations) requires that outside of the defined settlement areas development must meet at least one of the policies embodied criteria and  in terms of this proposal, residential development in this location would only be acceptable in principle if it meets an ‘identified local need’.  


The issue of Identified Local Need


The Planning Policy Statement submitted by the application states that the development proposed is for elderly person bungalows, with the reason being stated that there is an unmet demand and need for such accommodation type in the area that is not being met by the Council’s development strategy.  They state that the elderly person bungalows will be marketed first for local people and only after that be offered for general sale if they do not sell locally.  


The Council do not currently hold any information which suggests or identifies a ‘need’ for housing solely for those aged 55 and over.  It is my understanding that the information that is held by the Council is taken from the affordable housing waiting lists for the area, which provides an up to date picture of need in this location.  The households registered have identified a need for affordable older persons housing only. 


Whilst an Elderly Housing Needs Assessment (EHNA) produced by Pinders has been submitted by the applicant with the planning application, an analysis of the information contained within this needs to be undertaken.  The assessment provides information on the number of elderly persons likely to require care (whether minimal through to high needs).  It seeks to assess the current and future demand for care services for the elderly, both within the specified catchment area surrounding the subject area and in the wider administrative area.  I would suggest contacting the Housing Strategy Officer for further clarification on whether the level of ‘need’ set out in the EHNA is accepted by the Council.  In addition I would also seek clarification on the catchment areas used in the report in terms of the suitability of using data from these areas to assess ‘local’ need, as it appears that some data is taken from locations outside the borough boundary.  


Following consultation with the Housing Strategy Officer if it is considered that the proposals do not meet an identified local need then the proposals will not comply with policy DS1 and DMG2 of the Core Strategy.    


Policy H2: Housing Balance of the Core Strategy states that “planning permissions will only be granted for residential development providing it can be demonstrated that it delivers a suitable mix of housing that accords with the projected future household requirements and local needs across the Ribble Valley as a whole, as evidenced by the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA)”.  It states that the “determination of planning applications for residential development will be informed by the most recent Housing Needs Surveys, Addressing Housing Needs Statement and the most recently adopted SHMA, to identify the type, tenure and size of residential dwellings, required at different locations throughout the borough as well as reference to relevant housing market information as appropriate”.  The Housing Strategy team undertakes and holds information on the Housing Needs Surveys.  As previously discussed this section would need to confirm if the proposals comply with the identified need to determine if they are in accordance with Policy H2 of the adopted Core Strategy.      


Affordable provision


Policy H3: Affordable Housing of the Core Strategy states that in this location “on developments of 5 or more dwellings (or sites of 0.2ha or more irrespective of the number of dwellings) the council will require 30% affordable units on the site.  The Council will only consider a reduction in this level of provision, to a minimum of 20% only where supporting evidence, including viability appraisal fully justifies a lower level of provision to the Council’s satisfaction”.


“Providing housing for older people is a priority for the Council within the Housing Strategy.  Within the negotiations for housing developments, 15% of the units will be sought to provide for older people on sites of 10 units or more.  Within this 15% figure a minimum of 50% would be affordable and be included within the overall affordable housing threshold of 30%.  The remaining 50% (i.e. the remaining 50% of the 15% older people’s element) will be for market housing for older people”.


As the proposals are for 9 of the units to be for affordable housing, policy H3 of the Core Strategy has been satisfied.   


Conclusion

In conclusion therefore it will be necessary to seek clarification from the Strategic Housing team on the issues raised above.  To re-cap, if Officers from this team consider that the elderly provision proposed in the application does meet a recognised local identified need by the Council then the type of development being proposed will be acceptable in terms of policy DS1 and DMG2.  However, moving beyond this, consideration will still need to be given to the proposed location of the development in so much that it is located outside of a settlement boundary of a Tier 1 settlement where the housing need (in numbers terms) has been met and significantly exceeded.  Whilst it cannot be argued that the settlement of Barrow is a sustainable location for development (in terms of access to services and facilities etc.), the quantum proposed is of such a level that, in addition to the existing and permitted housing development in this settlement, it is considered over intensive, and contrary to the adopted Development Plan.  Also, to reiterate, the site is also located outside of the Barrow Settlement Boundary, within the Open Countryside.        
5.1.8
Clarification has been sought from the Strategic Housing Team in respect of the issue of identified need.  Whilst it has been identified that accommodation for the over 55’s, particularly in the form of bungalows, is a priority within the Borough, other such parallel and equal housing priorities similarly exist.  Meeting such priorities or perceived ‘need’ does not automatically ensure that such a proposal will be treated as an exception to the overall aims and objectives of the Development Plan in relation to housing, particularly the overarching Development Strategy and its embodied aims and objectives in relation to the location of housing.  
5.1.9
Further to this, the Local Authority’s Strategic Housing Officer has raised fundamental concerns in relation to the location of the site and its inability to provide walkable access to a full range of services and facilities, particularly given the proposed demographic of the majority of the occupiers of the development.

5.1.10
It is therefore considered that the proposal is in direct conflict with Key Statements DS1, DS2 and Policies DMG2 and DMH3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy in that it would lead to the creation of a new open market residential dwellings in the defined open countryside, located outside of a defined settlement boundary, without sufficient or adequate justification.
5.2
Impact upon Residential Amenity:
5.2.1
As the application is made in outline with matters of layout and appearance being reserved for consideration at a later date no definitive assessment can be made in respect of the potential impacts upon residential amenity resultant from the proposal.  Notwithstanding this matter the Local Planning Authority consider it is appropriate to give due consideration to potential conflicts or issues that may arise as a result of the indicative layout proposed.
5.2.2
The proposal site is bounded to the west by a recently constructed housing development with the proposal having a direct interface with an existing cul-de-sac, Sheepfold Crescent.  The location of the proposed vehicular access is off a small portion of road that currently accommodates a terrace of three bungalows which will directly front the access, with another bungalow to the south being orientated 90 degrees to the access point.
5.2.3
In relation to the orientation and layout of the proposed dwellings, those that are located adjacent the site to the west for the most part adopt a layout that acts as a continuation of existing building lines, with the proposed bungalows being orientated parallel to their neighbouring counterparts.  As such it is unlikely that such an arrangement is likely to be of detriment to existing or future residential amenity.

5.2.4
The indicative orientation and siting of Plot 06 results in a side to rear elevation relationship with numbers 23 and 25 Sheepfold Crescent resulting in an  indicative offset distance of 17m measured from the principal rear elevation of the existing dwelling (at its closest point) to a garage located on the west elevation of Plot 06.  This distance is in excess of what the authority would normally seek to achieve in such situations and consider the distance proposed to be adequate to protect the residential amenities of both existing and future occupiers.
5.2.5
It is proposed that the northern extents of the site will accommodate a block of 9 x 2 bedroom apartments, no details have been provided in respect of the anticipated scale or height of the aforementioned apartments other than reference to it being potentially three-storey in height within the submitted Planning Policy Statement.  Notwithstanding this matter the indicative layout proposes an offset distance of approximately 25 from existing apartments located to the west.  Provided the scale of the proposed apartment block is commensurate with the scale of its neighbouring counterpart and primary habitable windows were orientated to take account of potential direct overlooking, it is not considered that the proposal would be of significant detriment to existing or future residential amenity.
5.3
Highway Safety and Accessibility:
5.3.1
At the time of writing this report no observations have been received from the Highways development Control Section.  Should observations be received prior to the Planning and Development Committee meeting such matters will be reported verbally to members.
5.4
Landscape/Ecology:
5.4.1
The applicant has submitted a Phase 1 Habitat Survey in support of the application.  The report finds that the site is largely composed of single semi-improved poor grassland that shows signs of having been poorly managed, this is evidenced through a build-up of thatch and some developing rankness.  
5.4.2
The report concludes that the development will only directly affect semi-improved grassland, tall ruderal herb, a single hedgerow and a small number of self-seeded sapling trees.  It is considered that the proposal contains sufficient landscape margins to accommodate adequate mitigation and enhancement which could be secured are the relevant detailed reserved matters stage.

5.4.3
The report further notes that any hedgerow removal must be undertaken outside of the breeding season do avoid any direct impact upon nesting birds and that any loss of habitat could be compensated for by the provision of new tree/shrub planting of an appropriate species.  The report has further identified that and Ash tree on site (T3) may have bat roosting potential and that further surveys may be required should any works proposed at the detailed reserved matters stages directly affect the tree.
5.5
Affordable Housing Provision:

5.5.1
The applicant has submitted a commitment to meet the Core Strategy 
requirements in relation to overall housing mix and affordable housing provision 
on site.  It is proposed 30% of the proposed dwellings will be for affordable 
housing provision.  Key Statement H3 requires that 15% of the overall number of dwellings on site will be for occupation by those over 55 years of age with half of this provision being provided within the affordable provision and the remaining being provided on an 
open market basis.  
5.5.2
The proposal significantly exceeds the 7.5% open market requirement for over 55 accommodation however no details have been provided in respect of the remaining 7.5% which should be provided on an affordable basis.
5.6
Flood Risk and Drainage:
5.6.1
At the time of writing this report no observations have been received from the Lead Local Flood Authority.  United Utilities have raised no objection to the proposal subject to the imposition of conditions relating to foul and surface water drainage.
6.
Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion
6.1
For the reasons outlined above the proposed development is considered to be in direct conflict with the adopted Development Plan insofar that approval would lead to the creation of open market dwellings, in the defined open countryside, in a location that does not benefit from walkable access to a full range of services and facilities perpetuating an already unsustainable pattern of development.
RECOMMENDATION: That the application be REFUSED for the following reasons:
1.
The proposal is considered contrary to Key Statements DS1, DS2 and Policies DMG2 and DMH3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy in that the approval would lead to the creation of a new residential dwellings in the defined open countryside, located outside of a defined settlement boundary, without sufficient or adequate justification which would cause harm to the development strategy for the borough.
2
The proposal is consider to be contrary to Key Statement DS1 and DS2 and Policy DMG2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy in that the proposal would contribute to a level of development that already significantly exceeds the anticipated level of housing development embodied within the Ribble Valley Core Strategy in terms of the planned residual need for the settlement of Barrow.  It is further considered that the level of over-supply of housing, as a result of the proposed development would undermine the Development Strategy for the Borough which seeks to critically establish both the pattern and intended scale of development in relation to housing numbers in order to achieve a sustainable pattern of development across the Borough for the duration of the plan period.
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