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	Development Description:
	Conversion of redundant water tower and valve house to create a single dwelling to include the creation of a short access track.

	Site Address/Location:
	Water Tank and Valve House off Vicarage Lane Wilpshire BB1 9HY

		

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	Wilpshire Parish Council have offered the following observations:

1. The application is outside the Wilpshire village settlement (building) boundary.
2. The Footpath 3-46-FP 5 route at the side of ‘the Glen’ should not be granted vehicular access from the application onto Vicarage Lane as it is a public right of way that is too narrow and would cause nuisance to the owners of ‘the Glen and conflict with users of the footpath and vehicular traffic.
3. The Bridlepath 3-46-BW 27 on Vicarage Lane is not in a condition to sustain further vehicular traffic-if it is possible a section 106 (Town & Country planning act 1990), obligation on the application for surface improvements to Vicarage Lane should be considered to mitigate the impact of the development.


	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	

	LCC Highways have offered the following observations:

Lancashire County Council acting as the Local Highway Authority does not consider that the application as submitted fully assesses the highway impact of the proposed development and further information is required as set out in this response. Without this information the Local Highway Authority is unable to provide final highway advice on this application.

Site Access:
The LHA are aware that the site will be accessed directly off Vicarage Lane which is a private, unadopted road which serves numerous dwellings. The track is also used to serve Public Footpath 3-46-BW27.
The LHA have reviewed the supporting documents and the LHA understands that the site will use the access track from Vicarage Lane, which has been erected

following application reference 3/2021/0918. The Applicant is aiming to extend the recently erected agricultural track to the site, as shown on GHA drawing number Tur/155/3074/02 Rev A titled "Existing and Proposed Site Plans and Location Plan." The LHA have no objection to the extension to serve the site. This is even though the proposed track extension will cross over Public Footpath 3-46-FP5 to access the site.

Despite this, the LHA will request that 2 passing places are implemented along the track, with each passing place measuring 2.5m wide and 15m in length. The LHA require this because the track will serve both residential and as an agricultural use. Therefore, following the proposal more traffic will use the track, meaning that there is a higher chance that vehicles will meet along it. Due to this, the LHA require passing places to be implemented to ensure that two-way movements can occur along the single track. The LHA require these passing places to be shown on a revised drawing.

Internal Layout:
The LHA have reviewed GHA drawing number Tur/155/3074/02 Rev A titled "Existing and Proposed Site Plans and Location Plan" and are aware that the site complies with the parking guidance as defined in the Joint Lancashire Structure Plan. Therefore, the LHA have no further comments to make regarding the parking arrangements at the site.

Conclusion
The LHA require a revised drawing showing that two passing places are implemented along the agricultural track which will serve the proposed dwelling. Should the amended drawing comply with the LHAs guidance, the LHA will have no objection to the proposal.


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	Five letters of representation have been received objecting to the proposal on the following grounds:

· Inadequate access
· Access via an agricultural track
· Incorrect information
· Intensification of use of Vicarage Lane


	

	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement DS1 – Development Strategy
Key Statement DS2 – Sustainable Development
Key Statement DMI2 – Transport Considerations
Key Statement EN2 – Landscape 

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations
Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations
Policy DMG3 – Transport & Mobility
Policy DMH3 – Dwellings in the Open Countryside
Policy DMH4 – Conversion of Barns and other buildings to dwellings

Policy DME1 – Protecting Trees & Woodland
Policy DME2 – Landscape & Townscape Protection

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)


	Relevant Planning History:

2021/0918:
Prior notification for an agricultural track 240m long and 3.7m wide.  (Approved)


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The application relates to an existing shuttered concrete water tower and associated valve house.  The buildings are located within an area of greenfield agricultural land that benefits from an open countryside designation.  The site is accessed by way of an existing agricultural track that offers partial access towards the site, with the track terminating at an adjacent field gate, whereby after which no existing formal vehicular or pedestrian access is afforded to the parcel of land upon which the buildings are sited.


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

The submitted details seek consent for the conversion of the buildings to that of a single 5 bedroomed dwelling.  It is proposed that the existing water tower will accommodate the majority of the primary habitable accommodation with the valve house accommodating dedicated garaging and a workshop/utility area.  It is further proposed that a link-extension will be constructed to link both structures allowing the valve house to act as the primary entry point for occupiers of the dwelling.

The submitted details also propose the extension of an existing agricultural track to facilitate vehicular and pedestrian access.  It is proposed that the new area of  track will adjoin the existing track at its eastern extents, whereby which it will continue south though an unrelated (but within the same ownership) field, whereby it will adjoin the  triangular parcel of land on which the building is sited and form a turning area and associated hardstanding. 


	Principle of Development:

Given the proposal seeks consent for the conversion of existing buildings, outside of a defined settlement, to that of a residential dwelling, both Policies DMH3 and DMH4 are primarily engaged for the purposes of assessing the application, with Key Statement DS1 and Policy DMG2 also being engaged.

Policy DMH4 allows for the creation of new residential planning unts through the conversion of existing buildings subject to such proposals meeting a number of explicit criterion, in this respect the Policy reads:

Planning permission will be granted for the conversion of buildings to dwellings where

1. The building is not isolated in the landscape, i.e. it is within a defined settlement or forms part of an already group of buildings, and
2. There need be no unnecessary expenditure by public authorities and utilities on the provision of infrastructure, and
3. 	There would be no materially damaging effect on the landscape qualities of the area or harm to nature conservations interests, and
4. There would be no detrimental effect on the rural economy, and
5. The proposals are consistent with the conservation of the natural beauty of the area.
6. That any existing nature conservation aspects of the existing structure are properly surveyed and where judged to be significant preserved or, if this is not possible, then any loss adequately mitigated.

The building to be converted must:

1. 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. the council will require a structural survey to be submitted with all planning application of this nature. this should include plans of any rebuilding that is proposed
2. 	Be of a sufficient size to provide necessary living accommodation without the need for further extensions which would harm the character or appearance of the building, and
3. The character of the building and its materials are appropriate to its surroundings and the building and its materials are worthy of retention because of its intrinsic interest or potential or its contribution to its setting, and
4. The building has a genuine history of use for agriculture or another rural enterprise.
 
Turning to the first criterion of the primary component of Policy DMH4 (1), it is not considered that the buildings to be converted form part of a ‘grouping’ insofar that they are viewed as being relatively remote in the landscape nor is it considered that they form part of a grouping.

In respect of criterion (4) of the primary component of the policy, the criteria requires that the conversion should not result in any ‘materially damaging effect on the landscape qualities of the area’, as such, should it be considered that the proposal would prove injurious to the landscape qualities of the area, the general support afforded by Policy DMH4 is considered to be fully disengaged. 

The secondary component of Policy DMH4 relates to the nature of the building to be converted and sets out a number of explicit criterion.  In this respect DMH4 requires that the building benefit from a ‘genuine history of use for agriculture or another rural enterprise’, the proposal fails to meet this essential criterion in that it fails to benefit from a history of such uses.

The policy (DMH4(3)) further requires that the building(s) to be converted must possess the following characteristics: ‘The character of the building and its materials are appropriate to its surroundings and the building and its materials are worthy of retention because of its intrinsic interest or potential or its contribution to its setting’.  

In this respect the existing structures are constructed of pre-cast concrete and red-brick which are considered anomalous considering the rural character of the area in that the facing materials of the buildings are somewhat incongruous in their overtly industrial appearance.  In this respect, the buildings are neither considered to possess intrinsic interest or that they currently contribute to their setting, not only by virtue of their materiality by also by virtue of their largely austere, industrial and utilitarian appearance.  As such, given their external appearance and condition, the buildings are not considered to be worthy of retention.

Policy DMH3 is engaged in parallel with Policy DMH4 in that it relets to the creation of new dwellings in the countryside and AONB.  In this respect DMH3 states that:

Within areas defined as open countryside or AONB on the proposals map, residential development will be limited to:

1. Development essential for the purposes of agriculture or residential development which meets an identified local need. In assessing any proposal for an agricultural, forestry or other essential workers dwellings a functional and financial test will be applied.
2. The appropriate conversion of buildings to dwellings providing they are suitably located and their form and general design are in keeping with their surroundings. buildings must be structurally sound and capable of conversion without the need for complete or substantial reconstruction.
3. The rebuilding or replacement of existing dwellings subject to the following criteria:

· The residential use of the property should not have been abandoned.
· There being no adverse impact on the landscape in relation to the new dwelling.
· The need to extend an existing curtilage.

The creation of a permanent dwelling by the removal of any condition that restricts the occupation of dwellings to tourism/visitor use or for holiday use will be refused on the basis of unsustainability.

It cannot be argued that the proposal meets any of the exception criterion within DMH3(1) insofar that no evidence has been presented that would suggest that the proposal would be ‘essential for the purposes of agriculture or residential development which meets an identified local need’.  

In respect of the second criterion of Policy DMH4, the policy requires that conversions of such buildings be ‘suitably located’ and that ‘the form and general design are in keeping with their surroundings’.  In this respect, should it be considered that the proposed conversion would not be in keeping with their surroundings, the support afforded by Policy DMH3 should also be disengaged.

The proposal seeks consent for that of the creation of a new residential dwelling outside of any defined settlement limits.  As such, notwithstanding the above considerations, Policy DMG2 is also engaged for the purposes of assessing the principle of the creation of a new residential planning unit in this location.

Policy DMG2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy seeks to restrict residential development within the open countryside and Tier 2 Village settlements to that which meets a number of explicit criteria, with Key Statement DS1 also reaffirming these criteria and setting out the overall spatial aspirations for development within the Borough.  

Policy DMG2 is two-fold in its approach to guiding development. The primary part of the policy DMG2(1) is engaged where development proposals are located ‘in’ principal and Tier 1 settlements with the second part of the policy DMG2(2) being engaged when a proposed development is located ‘outside’ defined settlement areas or within Tier 2 villages, with each part of the policy therefore being engaged in isolation and independent of the other dependant on the locational aspects of a proposal.  

The mechanics and engagement of the policy are clear in this respect insofar that it contains explicit triggers as to when the former or latter criterion are applied and the triggers are purely locational and clearly based on a proposals relationship to defined settlement boundaries and whether, in this case, such a proposal is ‘in’ or ‘outside’ a defined settlement.  

The proposal is located outside of any defined settlement limits, in this respect when assessing the locational aspects of development, it is the latter part of Policy DMG2 (Policy DMG2(2)) which remains engaged which states that:

Within the tier 2 villages and outside 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 wellbeing 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 an identified need 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 can be demonstrated.

In respect of the matter of ‘local need’, need is defined within the Adopted Core Strategy as ‘Local needs housing is the housing developed to meet the needs of existing and concealed households living within the parish and surrounding parishes which is evidenced by the Housing Needs Survey for the parish, the Housing Waiting List and the Strategic Housing Market Assessment’.  

No such information has been provided that would suggest the proposal is that for local needs housing that meets an identified need, nor can it be argued that the development is needed for the ‘purposes of forestry or agriculture’.  

As such, notwithstanding other development management considerations, and by virtue of its failure to accord with Policies DMH3 and DMH4, the principle of the creation of a new residential dwelling in this location is also in direct and clear conflict with the criterion of Policy DMG2.


	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

Given the buildings relative distance from nearby residential receptors it is not considered that the proposal will result in any undue impacts upon the residential amenities of nearby existing or future residential occupiers.


	Visual Amenity/External Appearance:

The submitted details propose that the existing shuttered water tower will be rendered (colour to be agreed) with the insertion of a number of windows over three-floors, the majority of which will benefit from a westerly outlook.

It is further proposed that a link extension will be constructed to link both structures will the valve house being adapted through the insertion of a garage door and pedestrian entry-door on the easterly facing elevation a further window will be inserted on the westerly elevation of the valve house to afford light to the workshop/utility room area.

Notwithstanding the appearance of the structures in their current state and configuration, the submitted details propose minimal interventions save that of the construction of the link extension and the insertion of 15 windows on the water tower structure.  These works have the effect of increasing the visual prominence of the water tower insofar that it fundamentally alters the character of the structure from that of a clearly visually utilitarian structure to that of an overtly domestic structure.  

This will result in the proposal appearing both incongruous an anomalous, particularly taking account of the rural character of the area and the character of nearby residential receptors.  

As such, taking account of the appearance oof the building, in concert with the extension of the existing track, associated residential curtilage and likely associated domestic paraphernalia. It is considered that the proposal will result in the introduction of an unsympathetic, incongruous, anomalous and discordant from of development that would result in a harmful suburbanising effect upon the landscape, being of significant detriment to the character and visual amenities of the area.


	Landscape/Ecology:

The application has been accompanied by the submission of a preliminary Bat Roost Assessment, the report concludes that there was no evidence to suggest the building has been utilised for roosting by bats and further concludes that the buildings are of negligible potential to accommodate roosting bats.  As such no mitigation is required to offset the potential impacts upon protected species as a result of the proposal.

The applicant within the submitted information has stated that there are no trees/hedgerows on or adjacent the site that would eb affected by the development.  However, there are a number of trees directly adjacent the site.  In this respect the applicant has failed to adequately demonstrate the proposal will not have adverse impacts upon adjacent or nearby trees/hedgerow or vegetation which may be of habitat value.


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

As such, for the above reasons and having regard to all material considerations and matters raised that the application is recommended for refusal.


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

	
01:
	
The proposal is considered contrary to Policy DMH4 in that the building(s) to be converted do not benefit from a historic use for agricultural uses or a rural enterprise and that the buildings fail to be worthy of retention by virtue of their lack of intrinsic interest, potential or contribution to their setting. 


	
02:
	
The proposal, by virtue of the design and external appearance of the proposed dwelling, extents of associated access track, extent of residential curtilage and likely related domestic paraphernalia, would result in the introduction of an unsympathetic, incongruous, anomalous and discordant from of development that would result in a harmful suburbanising effect upon the landscape, being of significant detriment to the character and visual amenities of the defined open countryside.

As such the proposal is considered to be in direct conflict with Policies DMG1 and DMG2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and Paragraphs 130 and 134 of the National Planning Policy Framework insofar that the proposed development would be of significant detriment to the character and visual amenities of the area.


	
03:
	
The proposal is considered contrary to Key Statements DS1, DS2, and Policy DMG2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy insofar that approval would lead to the creation of a new residential dwelling within the defined open countryside, without sufficient justification insofar that it has not been adequately demonstrated that the proposal is for that of local needs housing that meets a current identified and evidenced outstanding need.


	
04:
	
The creation of a new residential dwelling in this location would lead to an unsustainable pattern of development, without sufficient or adequate justification, insofar that occupants of the residential dwelling would fail to benefit from adequate walkable access to local services or facilities - placing further reliance on the private motor-vehicle contrary to the aims and objectives of Key Statement DMI2 and Policy DMG3 of the adopted Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework presumption in favour of sustainable development.
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