RIBBLE VALLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL
REFUSAL OF PLANNING PERMISSION CONTINUED

APPLICATION NO:  3/2020/0568                       DECISION DATE: 17/12/2020
______________________________________________________________________________________
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	DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED: 
	Leisure development including electric motorsport adventure facility and support building, cafe building, natural playground and 10 glamping pods.

	AT:
	Carr Hall Whalley Road Wilpshire BB1 9LJ


	Ribble Valley Borough Council hereby give notice in pursuance of the provisions of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 that permission has been refused for the carrying out of the above development for the following reason(s):

	[bookmark: Reasons]1
	The proposal is contrary to Policy DME6 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and the requirements of Paragraph 163 of the National Planning Policy Framework insofar that the applicant has failed to submit adequate information that demonstrates that the proposal would not result in an unacceptable risk of flooding or exacerbate flooding elsewhere.

	2
	The proposal, by virtue of the quantum, design, scale and external appearance of the proposed buildings, glamping pods and associated 'Natural Playground' would result in the introduction of an incongruous, anomalous and discordant form of development that fails to respond positively to the character of the area and would result in development that fundamentally and significantly compromises the visual and spatial openness of the Green Belt.  As such the proposal is considered to be in direct conflict with Key Statement EN1 and Policies DMG1 and DMB3(3) of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and Paragraphs 143 and 145(b) of the National Planning Policy Framework.

	3
	The proposal, when taking account of existing built-form, would result in a cumulative level of development that fundamentally and significantly compromises the visual and spatial openness of the Green Belt.  As such the proposal is considered to be in direct conflict with Key Statement EN1 and Policies DMG1 and DMB3(3) of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and Paragraphs 143 and 145(b) of the National Planning Policy Framework.

	4
	The proposal is considered contrary to the aims and provisions of Key Statement EN1 insofar that it does not represent 'essential outdoor sport or recreation'.  It is further considered that the proposal is contrary to Paragraph 144 of the National Planning Policy Framework insofar that 'very special circumstances' have not been demonstrated that would outweigh the identified visual harm to the Green Belt resultant from the development.

	5
	The proposal is in direct conflict with Policies DME1 and DME2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy insofar that the applicant has failed to provide adequate information in relation to the potential impacts of the alignment, levels and construction of the 'quad bike track 'upon trees that are afforded protection through a Tree Preservation Order.  It is further considered that the proposal will result in the unacceptable loss of trees protected by a Tree Preservation Order that are considered to be of high landscape amenity value without adequate mitigation having being proposed.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	Note(s)
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	For rights of appeal in respect of any reason(s) attached to the decision see the attached notes.

	2
	The Local Planning Authority operates a pre-planning application advice service which applicants are encouraged to use. The proposal does not comprise sustainable development and there were no amendments to the scheme, or conditions that could reasonably have been imposed, which could have made the development acceptable and it was therefore not possible to approve the application.
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	NICOLA HOPKINS
DIRECTOR OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING
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