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	Development Description:
	Application for outline planning permission with some matters reserved for a residential development of 3 dwellings, following demolition of agricultural buildings including access.

	Site Address/Location:
	Daniels Farm, Preston Road, Alston PR3 3BL 

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	Object in principle to the loss of a brownfield site, which has potential employment use, being used for residential dwellings.


	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	

	No objection subject to conditions. As the access road will service more than five properties it should be built to an adoptable standard and put forward for adoption.


	United Utilities:
	

	Recommended conditions relating to drainage

  

	LLFA:
	

	No comments to make in respect of this application.



	HSE:
	

	Do not advise against this development


	Cadent Gas:
	

	There is a gas pipeline in the vicinity and therefore should the LPA be minded to approve the application an informative should be added. 



	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	No representations have been received 

 

	

	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  DMI2– Transport Considerations

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations

Policy DMG3 – Transport & Mobility

Policy DME2 – Landscape and Townscape Protection

Policy DMH3 – Dwellings in the Open Countryside & the AONB
Policy DME3 – Site and Species Protection and Conservation
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)



	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Location:

The application relates to Daniels Farm which is accessed via a track leading off Preston Road (B6243) in Longridge. The application site is located outside of the 1998 District Wide Local Plan Settlement Boundary and the recently updated Draft Settlement Boundaries and is therefore defined as open countryside.

The farmstead consists of three agricultural style buildings, two of which are steel framed with corrugated steel sheets and the third a more modern feeding shed built from concrete blocks. To the west of the site is the dwelling known as Alston Fold Farm and to the south east is a cluster of buildings, including residential dwellings, and all these properties share the access from Preston Road. 
To the north the track continues and provides access to the fields beyond. The access track is a Public Right of Way (FP 108) and this continues through the site before becoming Right of Way 107 to the north.  


	Proposed Development:

This application seeks outline consent to demolish the three existing agricultural building from this site and erect three dwelling, with all matters reserved except for access.

Access would be obtained via the existing track that serves the site, with access to the fields beyond being retained. An indicative plan has been submitted showing the potential siting of the dwellings within the site. 


	Relevant Planning History:

3/1999/0381 – Proposed garage – granted subject to conditions
3/1997/0640 – Conversion of dwelling to form 2 no. dwellings (revised application) - refused

3/1996/0508 – Conversion of dwelling (formerly redundant barn) into 3 separate dwellings - refused

3/1992/0535 – Relocation of agricultural workers dwelling (resubmission) – granted subject to conditions 

3/1992/0324 – Agricultural workers dwelling – refused  

3/1992/0220 - Change of use/conversion of redundant barn to form one detached dwelling house – approved subject to conditions
3/1990/0555 – Proposed change of use of stone agricultural barn to one agricultural workers dwelling – refused 



	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 application site is located approximately 500m from updated settlement boundary of Longridge and whilst it is accepted that the settlement boundary may be extended further towards the application site, to incorporate an approved residential development, the application site would not be included within this potential future extension of the settlement boundary. As such the application site is defined as open countryside and the proposed residential development of this site is contrary to Key Statement DS1. 

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 which will commence on 27th November 2018. 

As the application site is located outside of the 1998 District Wide Local Plan Settlement Boundary and the updated Draft Settlement Boundary of Longridge, the site is defined as Open Countryside. 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 Statements DS1 and Policy DMG2 and therefore lead to an unsustainable development, contrary to Key Statement DS2. In respect of housing requirement for the borough, and the five year land supply, the latest publicised position (for the period up to 30th September 2018) show that the Council is currently able to demonstrate a 6.1 year supply of housing. 

Regard should also be given to Policy DMH3 of the Core Strategy which concerns itself with dwellings in the open countryside (outside of the settlement boundaries). 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. 
The supporting text within Policy DMH3 comments that “The protection of the open countryside and designated landscape areas from sporadic or visually harmful development is seen as a high priority by the Council and is necessary to deliver both sustainable patterns of development and the overarching core strategy vision”. The visual impact of the proposal is considered later in this report.
Within the submission the applicant’s agent has sought to justify the proposal by stating that the applicant could convert the agricultural buildings into 3 dwellings in compliance with Policies DMH3 and DMH4 (which specifically relates to the conversion of barns and other buildings to residential use), or alternatively seek to convert the buildings under Class Q of the GDPO. Thus creating a “fall-back” position for this development. This point has been further reiterated within a supplementary document (dated 22nd November 2018) which also refers to the case of “Mansell v Tonbridge And Malling Borough Council (2017) EWCA Civ 1314” which considers fall-back positions in relation to Class Q development. The applicant’s agent considers that proposed development - demolition of buildings to be replaced with new builds - would result in a visual betterment than the above referred to conversion options, and hence why the proposal should be supported. 

The applicant’s agent has also made reference to the 256 dwellings that have been granted permission (3/2016/0974) on the edge of the settlement boundary of Longridge in seeking to justify this application.        
With regard to the 256 dwellings that were approved as part of outline application 3/2016/0974 (known as land west of Preston Road, Longridge) the Council consider that the circumstances surrounding this approval are very different to the current application. Firstly, the site directly adjoined the settlement boundary of Longridge and therefore was bound to the north by residential development within the settlement boundary. 
Secondly, at the time of determination the Council could not demonstrate a five year supply of housing and therefore Council Policies within the Core Strategy were not considered up-to-date and the application was assessed mainly against the requirements of the NPPF. The Council can currently demonstrate a 6.1 year supply of housing and thus the situation is very different. 
Finally, the erection of 256 dwelling on this site brought various public benefits by way of affordable housing, over-55s accommodation, education contributions, areas of public open space (woodland trail) and wildlife infrastructure resulting in significant ecology uplift in the area. It was therefore considered that on balance the benefits of this major development outweighed the harm. The current application for three open market dwellings would offer no such public benefits. 

In view of the above it is considered that there are vast differences between the approved development for 256 houses adjoining the settlement boundary of Longridge and the residential development of the application site. 
In respect of the “fall-back” position of the for conversion of the buildings in line with Council Policies or Class Q of the GPDO, the applicant has not applied for a conversion or a Class Q application prior to the submission of this application and as such the LPA consider that there is no “fall-back” position. Furthermore having visited the site and viewed the buildings the LPA do not consider that the existing building(s) could be converted under Class Q as the level of works required to make the existing steel framed buildings habitable would go beyond what is “reasonable necessary”. 
The NPPG states that the right under Class Q assumes that the agricultural building is capable of functioning as a dwelling. In para 104 the NPPG states “It is not the intention of the permitted development right to allow rebuilding work which would go beyond what is reasonably necessary for the conversion of the building to residential use. Therefore it is only where the existing building is already suitable for conversion to residential use that the building would be considered to have the permitted development right.”

In respect of the above the LPA do not consider that the existing buildings on site, particularly the large steel framed buildings, are already suitable for conversion and major reconstruction works would be required to convert them to dwellings. The buildings currently consist of concrete blockwork at lower level, with a mixture of timber boarding and steel sheet metal above, much of which has large gaps. Furthermore the front elevations of the steel framed buildings are completely open to the elements. 

It is therefore the LPA’s view that the existing steel framed sheds would need to be completely re-built in order to be habitable as residential dwellings, and therefore could not be converted under Class Q. As such the LPA do not consider that the applicant’s claim that they have a “fall-back” position under Class Q to be justified as the LPA’s view is that there is no possibility that the Class Q would be allowed.        
The supplementary planning statement has made reference to a structural survey that has been undertaken to show that these buildings could be converted, however this was not submitted with the application and when asked about this structural survey the applicant’s agent stated the following (email dated 16/11/18) – “The structural survey was not included within the submission because, as you’ve mentioned, this application submitted is for demolition and replacement buildings – not a class Q/conversion application.” 
In view of this the LPA do not give any weight whatsoever to a structural survey that has not even been submitted with the application, and nevertheless the LPA consider, from their own assessment of the buildings on site, that they are not capable of conversion without works being undertaken that go beyond what is “reasonably necessary”. 
For similar reasons to those detailed above the LPA do not consider that the buildings could be converted using Policy DMH4 of the Core Strategy as the buildings are not capable of conversion without major alteration or extension building works. Furthermore the buildings are not considered worthy of retention because of their intrinsic interest or contribution to their setting, which is also a requirement of any conversion under Policy DMH4. In summary, the LPA do not consider that these buildings are capable of conversion under either Class Q of the GPDO or Policy DMH4 of the Core Strategy, and thus there is no “fall-back” position in the LPA’s view.   
The LPA do 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 defined settlement boundary of Longridge (therefore within the open countryside), is contrary to both local and national policy. 

In addition to the above, since May 2015 – present a significant number of appeals (approx. 20) have been dismissed by the Planning Inspectorate for residential development outside of the defined settlement boundaries on the basis that the proposals would fail to comply with development plan policy objectives for the strategic location of new housing in the borough.  The most recent of these being APP/T2350/W/18/3202044 (Lowood, Whins Lane, Read) which was dismissed on 8th October 2018.  



	Visual Amenity/External Appearance:

Whilst it is acknowledged that this is an outline permission only, and the appearance, layout and scale of the dwellings are all reserved matters, the LPA must still have regard to the visual impact of the proposal at outline stage, particularly with regard to the impact upon the open countryside. 

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 is used in the determination of planning applications in terms of their general design and appearance. Policy DMG1 specifically 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. As mentioned earlier in this report the supporting text within policy DMH3 comments that “The protection of the open countryside and designated landscape areas from sporadic or visually harmful development is seen as a high priority by the Council and is necessary to deliver both sustainable patterns of development and the overarching core strategy vision”. Furthermore, Policy DMG2 requires development in the open countryside to be in keeping with the character of the landscape and acknowledge the special qualities of the area. 
The application site is set back from Preston Road, however a Right of Way runs directly through the site and thus the development would be visible to the public and prominent viewed from this Public Right of Way. At present the site consists of three agricultural style buildings which represent the rural/open countryside nature of the site and the removal of these to be replaced by three domestic dwellings would result in a harmful addition of built form in the opening countryside. 

The existing dwellings to the south comprise of the traditional farm and converted buildings, and thus have an organic layout with some shared external areas. Whilst indicative only, the submitted plan shows the dwellings would have private amenity space in the form of front and/or rear gardens and such features are not a commonplace within traditional farmsteads developments such as this. There is no information as to how the residential curtilages would be delineated but it is likely any formation of boundaries would result in a linear and artificial perimeter around the development, giving rise to a suburban layout which fails to effectively reflect a farmstead that has grown, changed and adapted over an extended period of time. 
It is further considered that the likely visual impact of associated domestic paraphernalia such as sheds, washing lines, children's play equipment and fence lines, would represent an urban encroachment into the area to the detriment of the character and appearance of the defined open countryside. 
The submitted application states that the development of the site for residential use will improve the visual setting of the site, however for the reasons mentioned above the LPA consider that the existing agricultural style buildings are reflective of the open countryside nature of the site, and to replace them with residential dwellings, including associated vehicles, curtilages and domestic paraphernalia, would not result in a visual improvement in this rural setting. 
It is therefore considered that the indicative plan submitted only adds to the LPA’s above detailed concerns that the proposed development is contrary to the requirements of policies DMG1, DMG2 and DMH3, and Key Statement EN2, of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.     



	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

As the application is made in outline form with all matters reserved except for access, a definitive assessment of the impact upon neighbouring residential amenity cannot be fully considered at this stage. 

The application is accompanied by an indicative layout which shows two of the dwellings sited at the north eastern end of the plot, and the third dwelling at the south western end of the plot, in place of the larger agricultural buildings. 

No objections have been received and from undertaking a site visit is considered that three dwellings could be located within the site whilst sharing an acceptable relationship with neighbouring properties in terms of residential amenity. However without detailed plans, showing orientation and window openings etc…, a full assessment cannot be carried out.  Nevertheless, it is considered that three dwellings of some kind could be accommodated on this site without having a detrimental impact upon neighbouring amenity    



	Landscape/Ecology:

The application is accompanied by a bat survey which found no evidence of roosting bats on site and concludes that the three buildings to be demolished offered negligible bat roost suitability. As such the author recommends that provided the boundary trees/hedgerows are retained for foraging potential, the development could take place without the need for further survey works (unless work was delayed by two years when a new survey would be required). 
The survey also comments that no vegetation should be removed within bird breeding season and recommends that the Himalayan Balsam is suitable eradicated prior to commencement of development – such issues would be conditioned had the LPA  been minded to approve the application. 


	Highways:
The LCC Highway Officer has raised no objection subject to conditions, and also recommended that the access track be formally adopted due to it serving more than 5 dwellings.     

A Public Right of Way (FP 107 & 108) runs directly through the site however as the application is in outline form it is unknown how exactly the proposal would impact upon this Right of Way. As such this matter would be considered in more detail at reserved matters stage when the layout was being considered, however it is clear from the indicative plans submitted that a path for this Right of Way would/could be retained through the site.   



	Other issues:

Cadent Gas have commented that they have assets within the vicinity of the application site and thus an informative would have been attached to any recommendation for approval advising the applicant to contact Cadent Gas prior to finalising the layout to be submitted as part of any reserved matters application as these pipelines may influence the layout.  



	Conclusion:

The application site is located outside the Draft Settlement Boundaries and therefore the proposed residential development is contrary to Key Statement DS1 and Policies DMG2 and DMH3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy. Approval of this application would lead to 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.  The proposed development of the site would also result in visual harm to the landscape character of the area and open countryside.


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

	01
	The proposed residential development of this site is contrary to Key Statements DS1 and DS2, as well as Policies DMG2 and DMH3, of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy. Approval of this application would lead to 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
	The proposed residential development would be visible from public vantage points and would result in the introduction of built form and 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, DMG2 and DMH3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy, as well as national guidance contained within the National Planning Policy Framework.   



	03
	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 emerging planning policies of the Council contrary to the interests of the proper planning of the area in accordance with core principles and policies of the NPPF.


