	Report to be read in conjunction with the Decision Notice.

	Signed:
	Officer:
	SK
	Date:
	13.9.24
	Manager:
	LH
	Date:
	18.9.24

	

	Application Ref:
	2024/0348
	[image: ]

	Date Inspected:
	26.7.24
	Site Notice:
	26.7.24
	

	Officer:
	Stephen Kilmartin
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

		

	Development Description:
	Proposed detached self-build dwelling to the rear of the existing dwelling, including formation of a new access road and alterations to existing access and parking.

	Site Address/Location:
	The Pippins 248 Preston Road Longridge PR3 3BD

		

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No representations received in respect of the proposal.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	United Utilities:
	

	United utilities have raised no objection to the proposal requesting that should consent be granted a condition be imposed requiring the submission of a sustainable surface water drainage and foul water drainage scheme prior to the commencement of development.

	HSE:
	

	The Health and Safety Executive have raised no objection to the proposal stating the following:

‘Do Not Advise Against, consequently, HSE does not advise, on safety grounds, against the granting of planning permission in this case’.


	LCC Highways:
	

	The Local Highways Authority have raised no objection to the proposal stating the following:

‘Having reviewed the documents submitted, Lancashire County Council acting as the local  highway authority does not raise an objection regarding the proposed development and  are of the opinion that the proposed development will not have a significant impact on  highway safety, capacity or amenity in the immediate vicinity of the site subject to  amended plans being submitted satisfactorily, the following comments being noted and  conditions being applied to any formal planning approval granted.’

The Local Highways Authority have further requested, should consent be granted, that conditions be imposed in relation to the following matters:

· Submission of a Construction Method Statement
· Visibility splays to be provided and retained
· Parking and manoeuvring to be provided prior to first occupation of the dwelling
· Access road surfacing
· Cycle storage to be provided 


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	One letter of representation has been received objecting to the proposal on the following grounds: 

· Inadequate access arrangements
· Detrimental effect upon the landscape


	

	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement DS1:	Development Strategy
Key Statement DMI2:	Transport Considerations

Policy DMG1:	General Considerations
Policy DMG2:	Strategic Considerations
Policy DMG3:	Transport & Mobility
Policy DME1:	Protecting Trees & Woodland
Policy DME2:	Landscape & Townscape Protection
Policy DME3:	Site and Species Protection and Conservation
Policy DME5:	Renewable Energy
Policy DME6:	Water Management
Policy DMH3:	Dwellings in the Open Countryside and AONB

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)


	Relevant Planning History:

2016/0195:
Application for outline planning permission for one detached dwelling with integral garage. New detached garage to front of existing property. (Refused) (Appeal Dismissed)


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The application relates to the rear garden area 248 Preston Road, Longridge.  The site is located outside of any defined settlement limits being on land that benefits from an open countryside designation.


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

The application seeks consent for the erection of a detached bungalow style dwelling in the rear garden area associated with the residential dwelling located at 248 Preston Road known as ‘The Pippins’. 

The submitted details propose that vehicular access to the dwelling will be provided towards the western extents of the site, utilising and improving an existing vehicular access/egress point associated with the existing dwelling.  A dedicated access road will also be provided towards the western extents of the site to solely serve the proposed dwelling with a dedicated parking and turning area being provided.  The site configuration of the existing dwelling will also be altered to provide an area of formal parking provision to the frontage of the dwelling.

It is proposed that the new dwelling will be single storey in height, being faced in render and natural stone laid in random coursing.  The fenestrational arrangement of the dwelling will benefit from cut-stone surround, head and sill detailing with the roof being faced in natural slate.  The submitted details further propose that the south-east facing roof-plane will accommodate an array of recessed photovoltaic panels.


	Principle of Development:

The application site is located outside any defined settlement limits, being within land that benefits from an open countryside designation, as such and given the application seeks consent for new residential development, Policies DMH3 and DMG2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy are fully engaged for the purposes of assessing the acceptability of the principle of development, particularly in relation to the spatial and locational aspirations for new housing growth within the borough.

Policy DMG2 of the RVCS seeks to restrict residential development within the open countryside (or outside of defined settlement limits) 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, Policy DMG2(2) 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.

It is clear from the submitted details that the proposal could not be argued as being ‘essential to the local economy or social wellbeing of the area’ nor could it be considered that the proposal ‘is needed for the purposes of forestry or agriculture’.

In respect of the matter of ‘local need’, no evidence has been provided to suggest that the proposal would align with the definition of ‘local needs housing’ as defined within the Ribble Valley Core Strategy which states that ‘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’.  

In light of the above matters, it cannot be considered that the proposal meets any of the exception criterion contained within Policy DMG2 in relation to the creation of new dwellings outside of defined settlement limits.  Policy DMH3 is also applicable and engaged in parallel with Policy DMG2 given the sites location outside of any defined settlement limits with the policy providing further context stating 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 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 sustainability.

In light of the above considerations it cannot be considered that the proposal meets any of the exception criterion contained within either Policies DMG2 nor DMH3 of the RVCS in relation to the creation of new dwellings outside of defined settlement limits.

As such the proposal is considered to be in direct conflict with Policies DMG2 and DMH3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy insofar that approval would lead to the creation of a new residential dwelling, located outside of a defined settlement boundary within the defined open countryside, without sufficient justification, in 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 or that the proposal would meet any of the exception criterion inherently contained within either policy.


	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

Given the proposal relates to the erection of a new residential dwelling within the curtilage of an existing dwelling, in close proximity to existing nearby residential receptors, consideration must be given in respect for the potential of the proposal to result in undue impacts upon residential amenities.  

The spatial offset distances proposed between that of the proposed dwelling and existing nearby residential receptors, including that of ‘The Pippins’ exceed the tolerances that would normally be secured by the authority in respect of direct intervisibility that may affect the sense of privacy experienced by existing and future residential occupiers.  As such it is not considered the proposal will result in any undue impacts upon the sense of privacy experienced by existing and future nearby occupiers.

Taking account of the single storey nature of the development and taking account of its siting in relation to nearby residential properties, it is not considered that the proposal will result in any measurable detrimental impacts by virtue of an overbearing impact, overshadowing nor loss of light.

As such, and taking account of the above matters, the proposal does not raise any significant direct conflicts with Policy DMG1 which seeks to ensure of adequate standards of residential amenity and protect against development(s) that would result in measurable detrimental impact(s) upon nearby existing residential amenities.


	Visual Amenity/External Appearance:

Given the proposal relates to new development within the designated open countryside, consideration must be given in respect of the potential for the proposal to result in undue impacts upon the character and visual amenities of the area.  In this respect Policy DMG2 states that ‘within the open countryside development will be required to be in keeping with the character of the landscape and acknowledge the special qualities of the area by virtue of its size, design, use of materials, landscaping and siting’. 

Policy DMG1 is also engaged in parallel with Policy DMG2 insofar that the policy sets out general Development Management considerations, with the policy having a number of inherent criterion that are relevant to the assessment of the current proposal, which state:

In determining planning applications, all development must:

DESIGN

1. Be of a high standard of building design which considers the 8 building in context principles (from the CABE/English Heritage building on context toolkit.
2. Be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature as well as scale, massing, style, features and building materials.
3. Consider the density, layout and relationship between buildings, which is of major importance. particular emphasis will be placed on visual appearance and the relationship to surroundings, including impact on landscape character, as well as the effects of development on existing amenities.

AMENITY

1. Not adversely affect the amenities of the surrounding area.

ENVIRONMENT

3. All development must protect and enhance heritage assets and their settings.

The submitted details propose the erection of a new residential planning unit within the rear curtilage of an existing dwelling.  In this respect the character of the area is largely defined by a distinct linear pattern of development, with the proposed dwelling, by virtue of its location and siting, being considered as being an anomalous introduction that would fail to respond positively to that inherent linear pattern of development.

In respect of this matter, in dismissing a historic appeal on the proposal site for the erection of a single dwelling, the inspector also concluded ‘The erection of a dwelling in the rear garden of The Pippins would detract from the aforementioned distinctive character to an unacceptable degree. Paragraph 17 of the Framework says that planning should recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside. The erection of a dwelling would lead to encroachment into the countryside. In this case, I consider that the erosion of the character and appearance of this part of the countryside would be significant’.  With the Inspector further stating ‘I do not consider that a dwelling on the appeal site would reflect the pattern and position of development along Preston Road. In essence the proposed dwelling would appear out of place and isolated from the more linear pattern of development along Preston Road’.

Taking account of the above matters, the proposal is considered to be in direct conflict with Policies DMG1 and DMG2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy insofar that the introduction of a residential dwelling in this location would result in significant measurable harm to the character and visual amenities of the defined open countryside and immediate character of the area.  Particularly insofar that the siting of a dwelling in this location conflicts with and fails to respond positively to the inherent linear pattern of development that defines the character of the area in this location, resulting in the introduction of an anomalous, discordant and incongruous pattern and form of development.


	Highways and Parking:

Lancashire County Council acting as the local highway authority have raised no objection regarding the proposed development and are of the opinion that the proposed development will not have a significant impact on highway safety, capacity or amenity in the immediate vicinity of the site subject to amended plans being submitted satisfactorily, the following comments being noted and conditions being applied to any formal planning approval granted.

As such the proposal raises no significant measurable conflict(s) with Key Statement DMI2 or Policy DMG3 which seek to ensure the continued safe operation of the highways network and to ensure adequate pedestrian infrastructure, parking provision and sustainable methods of travel are brought forward to accommodate and serve existing and proposed development.


	Landscape/Ecology:

The application has been accompanied by the submission of an Arboricultural Impact Assessment in respect of existing trees and hedgerow on site.  The Impact Assessment proposes the retention of all trees on site identifying that mitigation will be required by way of a cellular confinement system in respect of T5 which will be impacted during the construction of the proposed access track.  With it being suggested that excavations within the Root Protection Area of T11 will need to be supervised by an Arboricultural consultant to minimise and mitigate any impacts.

The application cites that the proposal is afforded exemption from statutory Biodiversity Net Gain requirements by virtue of the proposal being a self-building dwelling. However no legal mechanism has been forthcoming to secure the proposed dwelling as self-build. Therefore the proposal cannot be considered an exemption and as such fails to meet this mandatory requirement.

As such the proposal does not raise any significant measurable conflict(s) with Policies DME1, DME2 nor DME3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy which seek to protect against adverse impacts upon habitat, biodiversity, ecology or protected species and species of conservation concern.


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

Whilst the application description cites this as a self-build proposal as per the application submission, no legal agreement has been forthcoming to secure this as such, and so this is not material to the overall assessment. 

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 to be in direct conflict with Policies DMG2 and DMH3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy insofar that approval would lead to the creation of a new residential dwelling, located outside of a defined settlement boundary within the defined open countryside, without sufficient justification, in 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 or that the proposal would meet any of the exception criterion inherently contained within either policy.


	
02:
	
The proposal is considered to be in direct conflict with Policies DMG1 and DMG2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy insofar that the introduction of a residential dwelling in this location would result in significant measurable harm to the character and visual amenities of the defined open countryside and immediate character of the area.  Particularly insofar that the siting of a dwelling in this location conflicts with and fails to respond positively to the inherent linear pattern of development that defines the character of the area in this location, resulting in the introduction of an anomalous, discordant and incongruous pattern and form of development.


	03:
	The application fails to provide adequate information to demonstrate that the proposal would achieve the mandatory requirement for Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) or that it would meet one of the exemptions to BNG, which is in conflict with the 2021 Environment Act.
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