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	Officer:
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	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

	


	Development Description:
	Removal of condition 6 (removal o permitted development rights) from planning permission 3/2017/0765

	Site Address/Location:
	Eatoughs Barn, Fleet Street Lane

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	Hothersall Parish Council – do not support the removal of the condition relating to permitted development rights. The current development already creates an adverse visual impact on the open countryside and public footpaths. The Parish Council fell that any further development would be undesirable. 

Ribchester Parish Council – no strong views or objection to this application. 


	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	No representations have been received  

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Key Statement DMG1 – General Considerations

Key Statement DMG2 – Strategic Considerations 

Key Statement EN2 – Landscape 

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations

Policy DME2 – Landscape and Townscape Protection

Policy DMH3 – Dwellings in the Open Countryside & the AONB

Policy DMH4 – Conversion of Barns and Other Buildings to Dwellings

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)




	Relevant Planning History:

3/2014/0409 - Proposed change of use from barn to dwelling house. Erection of detached garage – refused and dismissed at appeal
3/2015/0850 - Change of use from barn to dwelling, including alterations to elevations to reduce number and size of window and door openings – approved subject to conditions

3/2017/0021 - Proposed alterations to previously approved application 3/2015/0850 including alterations to site layout, solar panels, glass verandah extension, additional window and door openings and garage – approved subject to conditions
3/2017/0765 – Change of use from barn to dwelling, including alterations to elevations to reduce number and size of window and door openings - approved subject to conditions


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:
The application relates to a detached stone barn which was granted consent for conversion to a residential dwelling in 2015 under planning application 3/2015/0850 and again in 2017 under planning applications 3/2017/0021 & 3/2017/0765. The application site is situated within a rural location to the south of Fleet Street Lane, approximately 1.2miles north west of the settlement of Ribchester and 1.4miles south east of the settlement of Longridge on land defined as Open Countryside. 

It appears from information submitted with previous applications that the detached barn (to which this application relates) dated from the same period as the farmhouse (circa mid-19th century). It is believed that the farmhouse and barn were part of a working farm until the early 1980’s after which the farmhouse became a private residence and the application building fell into disrepair. It is believed that some renovation works took place on the barn around 2005, although there is no substantive evidence to support this. 


	Proposed Development for Which Consent is Sought:
The application seeks to remove condition 6 (removal of permitted development rights) from planning approval 3/2017/0765. 
As mentioned above this condition removed permitted development rights, preventing the converted barn from being altered or extended, or additional buildings/structures being erected within its curtilage.  
The submitted application comments that the applicant “suspect that there has been an honest mistake in the inadvertent withdrawal of general permitted development rights in this instance” by the Council and therefore this application seeks to “clarify that permitted development rights may be enjoyed by this property”.  


	Assessment: 

Firstly, with regard to the applicant’s comment that they “suspect that there has been an honest mistake in the inadvertent withdrawal of general permitted development rights in this instance”, this is not the case and the LPA intended to remove permitted development rights for the reasons detailed below
History of site: 

In 2014 an application (3/2014/0309) was refused to convert the barn into a residential dwelling. This application was appealed and dismissed by the Inspectorate, with the Inspector concluding (para 14) “In summary therefore I conclude that despite its location within an existing group of buildings, in its current form the barn would not be suitable for conversion due to its overtly domestic, unsympathetic character and appearance…” . Thus the Inspector clearly gave regard to visual impact the alterations had upon its character and appearance when dismissing the appeal.  
Following on from this refusal, and dismissal at appeal, a revised application was submitted (3/2015/0850). This application was approved by the LPA and the case officer’s report states the “external fenestration details have been amended to address the concerns/objections of the Inspector about the excessive number and inappropriate “uniformity” of the openings”. As such the revised application in 2015 made alterations to the visual appearance/design of the conversion to make it acceptable in visual terms. 

In 2017 two further applications (3/2017/0021 & 3/2017/0765) for the conversion of this barn to residential use have been approved by the LPA, and on both occasions/applications Permitted Development Rights were removed. 

In view of the above it is clear from the planning history that the design/appearance of the conversion have been seriously considered during the determination of these previous applications, and thus the removal of permitted development rights was not an “honest mistake” by the LPA and very much considered essential in the determination of these applications. 

Removal of permitted development rights:           
Contrary to the claims of the applicant within the submission, it is commonplace for planning permissions for barn conversions to specify the removal of permitted development rights. The reason being is to ensure that the character and appearance of barn conversions are not prejudiced by future extensions/alterations that could take place without further permissions, and that no harm is caused to surrounding rural landscape by way of outbuildings or domestic paraphernalia within the curtilage. 

With regard to Council Policies in relation to barn conversions, DMH3 allows the appropriate conversion of buildings to dwellings provided “…their form and general design are in keeping with their surroundings…” and DMH4 states that “the building to be converted must be structurally sound and capable of conversion for the proposed use without the need for extensive building or major alternation, which would adversely affect the character or appearance of the building.” Policy DMG1 requires all new development to place “particular emphasis” on visual appearance and relationship to surroundings, including impact on Landscape character. In addition, Key Statement EN2 “…expects development to be with the character of the landscape, reflecting local distinctiveness, vernacular style, scale, style, features and building materials.” and in the subtext states “The Council will also seek to ensure the open countryside is protected from inappropriate    
As such Council policies seek to ensure that all barn conversions retain the traditional character of the building. After considering an application for a barn conversion in accordance with the requirements of this policy, it is considered necessary to remove permitted development rights to ensure that future alterations and extension could not take place without significantly alter the appearance of the converted barn.   
To not remove permitted development rights by condition, or to remove such a condition as requested by this application, would allow the owner of a converted barn to make significant alterations that would drastically alter its appearance. Such alterations could include single and two storey extensions, dormer extensions, front porches, new/enlarged window and door alterations, outbuildings  etc… and all of these would have the potential to adversely affect the character and appearance of the building and area which would be contrary to the Council Policy in relation to barn conversions. 
The application states that the building is not of historic interest is not within the greenbelt, a national park or within the Area of Outstanding natural beauty and therefore the removal or permitted development rights is unjustified. In response to this, for the reasons mentioned above the LPA do not consider it to be unjustified to remove permitted development rights and for the Inspectorate to dismiss the original application from 2014 at appeal on the grounds that the alterations were “overtly domestic, unsympathetic character and appearance” suggest that the Inspector also considered that the quality of the surrounding landscape was worthy of protection from alterations at this barn. 
Furthermore, it is evident that the originally refused application (3/2014/0309), which was also dismissed at appeal, was amended/revised in order to overcome the Inspector’s concerns in respect of design/appearance in approved application 3/2015/0850. To remove permitted development rights would not only allow the applicant to revert back to a scheme that  is similar to the one previously dismissed at appeal, but to go considerably further with the various other extensions and alterations that removal of permitted development rights would allow at this property.     

NPPG: 

The submitted application refers to paragraph 017 Conditions section of the NPPG which does state that “Area wide or blanket wide removal of freedoms to carry out small scale domestic and non-domestic alterations that would otherwise not require an application for planning permission are unlikely to meet tests of reasonableness and necessity”. In response to this it is the LPA’s view that it has not issued an “area wide or blanket wide” removal of permitted development rights, it has removed permitted development rights from a specific property for a specific reason – in this case to ensure that the character and appearance of the building, and surrounding landscape, are not prejudiced by future extensions/alterations to the property.
Other issues:

The submitted application refers to buildings that have been granted permission on nearby sites under planning applications 3/2018/0012 and 3/2018/0224, stating that these approved structures are larger than the barn that is being converted. In response to this, both these applications are for agricultural buildings which are commonly found in rural locations such as this and thus they are not considered to be relevant in the consideration of this application. The applicant has also referred to three other dwellings in the area that do not have permitted development rights removed. The applicant has not provided the specific addresses but it is likely that these are not converted barns and thus not the same as the application site/property.   


	Conclusion:

In summary, the LPA removed permitted development rights from this barn conversion in order to ensure that the that the character and appearance of building is not prejudiced or harmed by future extensions/alterations that could take place without further consent being granted, and to ensure that no harm is caused to the surrounding rural landscape. The LPA see no reason to allow this condition to be removed and thus the application is refused.  



	RECOMMENDATION:
	That consent for removal of condition 6 be refused for the following reason: 
The removal of condition 6 (removal of permitted development rights) from approved planning permission 3/2017/0765 would allow the applicant/owner to carry out various extensions and alterations to the property which could materially harm the character and visual amenities of both the converted barn and the surrounding landscape qualities of this area within the open countryside, and would therefore be contrary to Policies DMG1, DMH3 and DMH4, and Key Statement  EN2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.  





