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	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	Refusal

		

	Development Description:
	Demolition of an agricultural building (with Class Q consent for residential) and erection of a new dwelling.

	Site Address/Location:
	Pinfold Farm Preston Road Ribchester PR3 3YD

		

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No objections in result of the proposal.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	

	No objections subject to the imposition of conditions.

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	UU – Developers must contact the Developer Services team prior to commencing any works on site. The drainage plans should be in accordance with the drainage hierarchy outline in the NPPF/NPPG.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement DS1 – Development Strategy
Key Statement DS2 – Sustainable Development
Key Statement EN4 – Biodiversity and Geodiversity
Key Statement DMI2 – Transport Considerations

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations
Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations
Policy DMG3 – Transport and Mobility
Policy DME3 – Site and Species Protection and Conservation
Policy DMH3 – Dwellings in the Open Countryside

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)


	Relevant Planning History:

3/2021/1271: Proposed demolition of agricultural buildings, erection of a detached dwelling and garage. Refused.

3/2021/0096: Prior Notification: Proposed change of use from agricultural building to one dwelling and associated operational development. Refused. Appeal Allowed - APP/T2350/W/21/3274371.

3/2021/0083: Proposed demolition of concrete block and timber agricultural building under a box profile roof.  Approved.

3/2020/0855: Proposed change of use from agricultural building to one dwelling and associated operational development. Refused.


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The application relates to three agricultural buildings located off and to the north-east of Preston Road, Ribchester.  The application site is located outside of any defined settlement boundaries sited on land designated as open countryside.

The area is largely agricultural in character, being of a relatively open aspect save that for sporadic cluster of built-form, the majority of which is residential in nature.


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

This proposal seeks consent for the demolition of an existing agricultural building (with class Q consent for residential) measuring 18.180m x 9.030m with a maximum height of 5.205.5m to ridge (3.9m to eaves) and the erection of a two-storey four-bedroomed detached dwelling measuring 15.157m x 8.950.1m with a maximum height of 7.893m top of chimney (6.508m to ridge (3.707m to eaves).

It is proposed to re-orientate the building from east/west gable facing to north/south front facing.

It is proposed that the dwelling will be faced in timber cladding and random stone, with the roof area being faced in natural blue-slate apart from the proposed south west facing roof which would have a GB SOL Seamless Infinity Solar Roof System.  The architectural language of the proposal is that of a modern dwelling, with large, glazed elements on the south and east elevations with taller, narrower glazed features to all elevations, the two on the west-facing elevation are proposed to have two vertical timber louvres.

The overall fenestration is quite regular in order and hierarchy including the insertion of vertical windows, French doors/Juliet balcony and large glazed doors to the north including a wraparound window at first floor to the north/east.  Vehicular and pedestrian access is provided via an existing shared access that is accessed via Ribchester Road to the south.


	Principle of Development:

The larger primary building to which the application relates benefits from an extant consent for conversion to a residential dwelling, with prior approval having been granted under the provisions of Article 3(1) and Schedule 2, Part 3, Class Q(a) and (b), of the Town and  Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (as amended) by way of appeal decision ref: APP/T2350/W/21/3274371.  

As such, the granting of the prior approval, under the provisions of Article 3(1) and Schedule 2, Part 3, Class Q(a) and (b), of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (as amended), has established a consent for the creation of a residential planning unit on-site, albeit through conversion of an existing building.  As such, this matter forms a material consideration in the determination of the current application.

It is accepted that there is significant discord between the provisions of article 3(1) and Schedule 2, Part 3, Class Q(a) and (b), of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (as amended) and that of the overall spatial aspirations for housing growth within the borough as embodied within Policies DMG2 and DMH3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy. 

Even so, the fall-back position offers a sustainability benefit of re-use of an existing building, which does not apply to this proposal. Furthermore a different policy test in the development plan applies to conversions to dwellings in rural areas, with the policy being generally supportive of them in principle subject to meeting relevant criteria. 

Notwithstanding the ‘fall-back’ position, the starting position for any assessment of a planning application is against the development plan.

The proposal seeks consent for the erection of a new residential planning unit within the defined open countryside through demolition of an existing agricultural building and the erection of a new dwelling.  In this respect both Policies DMG2 and DMH3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy are engaged for the purposes of assessing the application.

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 of 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 would meet the above definition, nor can it be argued that the development is needed for the ‘purposes of forestry or agriculture’.  As such it cannot be considered that the proposal aligns with the requirements of Policy DMG2 in these respects.

Policy DMH3 relates to the creation of new residential planning units within areas of designated open countryside and sets out a number of explicit criteria which must also be met, in this respect Policy DMH3 reads:

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.

Taking account of the above criterion, as previously identified, it cannot be argued that the proposal is ‘residential development which meets an identified local need’, as such the proposal must be considered to also be in direct conflict with Policy DMH3.

As such, and taking account of the above matters, it can only be concluded that the proposal is considered contrary to Policies DMG2 and DMH3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy in that approval would lead to the creation of a new residential dwelling in the defined open countryside, located outside of a defined settlement boundary, 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.

Taking account of the location of the proposal and its relative isolation from any defined settlement, it is considered that the development would perpetuate an already 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 – notwithstanding the bus stop which serves Pinfold Cottages this provides a limited school/college bus service with two regular services along Preston Road between Clitheroe and Chipping and Blackburn and Preston,  this would still place 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 and weighs against the development proposal. 


In summary the principle of development of development is contrary to the development plan however it is acknowledged that the fallback represents a material consideration which carries weight. The following sections will consider the impact of the development proposal and, where appropriate, a comparison against the fallback scheme will be made to help inform the overall assessment.


	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

The proposed dwelling would be sited approximately 40m from the nearest dwelling Pinfold Farm Bungalow to the south east, 65m from Pinfold Farm to the south west and around 70m from 1 and 2 Pinfold Farm Barn sited to the south east.

Taking account of the orientation and arrangement of the proposed dwelling and its relative distance from nearby residential dwellings, it is not considered that the proposal will result in any undue impact upon nearby existing or future residential amenities.


	Visual Amenity/External Appearance:

As established within the ‘principle of development’ section of this report, the extant prior approval granted at appeal, not only remains a material consideration in respect of matters of principle, but also in relation to matters of visual impact.  

In this respect, consideration must be given as to whether the submitted proposal would result in any additional adverse visual impact over and above those that may be resultant if the Class Q prior approval, allowed at appeal, were to be implemented. 

In the original Class Q application (3/2021/0096) the authority determined that the proposal would result in harm to the character and visual amenities of the area, with the proposal having been refused for the following reasons:

‘The external appearance of building, having particular regard to overall design, external materials and fenestrational arrangement would result in the introduction of a proposal of an overtly suburban character which would be read as an anomalous, incongruous and discordant introduction  which would be visually incompatible with and unsympathetic to its rural surroundings in conflict with the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework and Q.2(f) of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015.’

However the Inspector, in determining the appeal, did not consider such harm was evident.  Given the extant permission on site, a comparative viewpoint must be established as to whether the submitted proposal would result in additional or lesser visual harm.

Whilst the proposed dwelling would occupy a slightly smaller footprint than that of the existing building, it would, however, be re-orientated so that the larger front elevation faces south west rather than east and would be sited closer to the entrance into the site and extending right up to the site boundaries creating a more prominent visual impact.  

The architectural language of the proposal is that of a modern dwelling, with large, glazed elements on the south and east elevations with taller, narrower glazed features to all elevations, the two on the west-facing elevation are proposed to have two vertical timber louvres.

The overall fenestration is quite regular in order and hierarchy including the insertion of vertical windows, French doors/Juliet balcony and large glazed doors to the north including a wraparound window at first floor to the north/east.  

The roof would be asymmetrical and the material would involve use of both random stone and timber cladding. The collective design is overly fussy and out of keeping with the simple design that many rural buildings  depict.

Taking account of the appearance of the proposed dwelling, it is therefore considered that the proposed dwelling would result in a visually suburbanising effect upon the landscape over and above that which would be resultant from the Class Q prior approval consent.  

Furthermore, taking into account the proximity of the proposal to adjacent residential built-form, the cumulative effect of further overtly residential development in the area would undermine the character and visual amenities of the area being of detriment to the character of the defined open countryside in this location.


	Landscape/Ecology:

The application has been accompanied by a Bat Survey which is, however, out of date and therefore fails to consider the potential impact of the development on protected species contrary to Key Statement EN5 and Policy DME3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

The proposed new build dwelling in open countryside is contrary to the development plan, would be dependent on a private motor vehicle, would result in visual harm, and insufficient evidence has been submitted to demonstrate no resultant harm to protected species. 

Whilst a fall-back position exists, this relates to a conversion of an existing building and is considered to result in less harm than the development proposal. 

It is 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 reasons:

	
01
	
The proposal would lead to the creation of a new residential dwelling in the defined open countryside, located outside of a defined settlement, 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 nor does the proposed dwelling benefit from adequate walkable access to local services or facilities thus placing reliance upon the private motor vehicles contrary to Key Statements DS1, DS2, DMI2 and Policies DMG2, DMG3 and DMH3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy 2008 – 2028. Whilst a fall-back position is acknowledged, which is a material consideration, this fall-back relates to a conversion with different policy considerations and so carries very limited weight in the overall planning balance.


	02
	The proposal, by virtue of the external appearance of the dwelling, the horizontal repositioning of the proposed residential unit, driveway/parking area and the likely visual impact of associated domestic paraphernalia such as sheds, washing lines, children's play equipment and fence lines would result in the introduction of an incongruous form of residential development which is overtly domestic and would result in a cumulative visually suburbanising effect of the landscape being of significant detriment of the character, appearance and visual amenities of the area contrary to Policies DMG1 and DMG2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy. Whilst a fall-back position is acknowledged, which is a material consideration, this fall-back is considered to result in less visual harm in comparison to the development proposal and so carries very limited weight in the overall planning balance.


	03
	Insufficient evidence has been submitted to assess the potential impact of the development on protected species, including bats. In the absence of such information therefore, the likelihood that the proposed works will cause disturbance to bats result in the loss of a bat roost or cause injury or death to bats and other wildlife within or adjacent to the site cannot be determined and the proposed works therefore fails to accord with Key Statement EN4 and Policy DME3 relating to Site species protection and conservation of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy 2008 – 2028.
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