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	Development Description:
	Permission in Principle for the erection of one dwelling.

	Site Address/Location:
	The Stables Chaigley Road Longridge PR3 3TQ

		

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	Thornley with Wheatley PC has considered this Permission in Principle application and no issues have been raised.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	Recommends conditions be added to any grant of permission. The proposed conditions relate to the submission and approval of a Construction Traffic Management Plan, car parking provision, cycle storage provision, retention of the garage for parking of vehicles and surfacing of the access. 

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	Two objections have been received in response to the application raising the following issues/comments:

· concerns regarding cumulative impact of residential development (123 new houses granted under planning ref: 3/2021/0556) within the site entrance/exit onto Higher Road. 
· further loss of countryside 
· proposal is not a natural completion of development 
· concerns regarding proximity of development to stream
· there are already issues with surface water flooding which could be made worse by proposed development
· there are swallow nests in the block of stables, concerns regarding negative ecology impacts. Trees have already been cut down by new owner
· there have already been refused schemes on the site for residential development
· the development is not essential to local economy or for local needs housing and if allowed could set harmful precedent for other future development
· already issues with foul water flooding


	

	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement DS1: Development Strategy
Key Statement DS2: Sustainable Development
Key Statement EN3: Sustainable Development and Climate Change
Key Statement EN4: Biodiversity and Geodiversity
Key Statement DMI2: Transport Considerations

Policy DMG1: General Considerations
Policy DMG2: Strategic Considerations
Policy DMH3: Dwellings In The Open Countryside And AONB
Policy DMG3: Transport & Mobility
Policy DME1: Protecting Trees & Woodlands
Policy DME4: Protecting Heritage Assets

Adopted Longridge Neighbourhood Development Plan (2028):

Policy LNDP3: Longridge Design Principles
Policy LNDP4: Conserving And Enhancing Our Designated Heritage Assets
Policy LNDP6: Landscape      

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 

Self-build and Custom Housebuilding PPG (February 2021)


	Relevant Planning History:

3/2021/0070
Permission in Principle for up to 6 dwellings.
Refused

3/2018/0507
Outline application for up to 10 self-build dwellings with all matters reserved save for access.
Refused
Appeal Dismissed

3/2017/1100
Outline application for up to 15 self-build dwellings (30% affordable self-build) including access.
Refused

3/2016/0604
Outline application for a two storey dwelling including access.
Refused

3/1990/0875
OUTLINE APPLICATION FOR SPLIT LEVEL DWELLINGHOUSE FOR RESIDENTIAL SUPERVISION OF EXISTING STABLES (RESUBMISSION)
Refused

3/1990/0010
ERECTION OF ONE SPLIT-LEVEL DWELLING
Refused

3/1989/0411
EXRECISE YARD, SERVICE BUILDING & COMPOUND
Approved with Conditions


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The application site comprises a plot of land located outside of the settlement boundary of Longridge within the Open Countryside. The settlement boundary extends to the south of the application site, along the rear garden boundaries of the properties at Chaigley Road and also extends up to the point where Higher Road meets Ruge Court. 

The site currently accommodates an area of land used for equestrian purposes including a horse menage and vehicular access of Chaigley Road. There are other buildings located beyond the red line boundary including a stable building. In addition, the site is abutted to the north and west by John Smith Playing Fields. There are a number of trees located along the site boundaries and either side of the site access and it should be noted that the topography of the site is at a lower land level when compared to Higher Road. A small section of the site also comprises contaminated land. 


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

The application seeks ‘Permission in Principle’ (PiP) consent for the erection of one residential dwelling within the application site.  Given the application seeks consent solely for matters relating to the principle of the development, no details in respect of the proposed layout, configuration nor external appearance of the dwellings are required to be submitted for consideration at this stage. Notwithstanding this, the application is accompanied by an existing and proposed site plan which shows the siting of the proposed dwelling within the site boundaries.


	Principle of Development:

The application seeks permission in principle for the erection of one residential dwelling. As such, it is necessary to consider whether the location of the proposed new dwelling is compatible with the overall spatial strategy for the housing growth within the borough as identified within the currently adopted development strategy.

When considering the principle of a new residential dwelling, Key Statement DS1 states that:

The majority of new housing development will be:

· concentrated within an identified strategic site located to the south of Clitheroe towards the A59; and the principal settlements of:
· Clitheroe;
· Longridge; and
· Whalley.

In addition to the strategic site at Standen and the Borough’s principal settlements, development will be focused towards the Tier 1 Villages, which are the more sustainable of the 32 defined settlements:

· Barrow
· Billington
· Chatburn
· Gisburn
· Langho
· Mellor
· Mellor Brook
· Read & Simonstone
· Wilpshire

The first part of Policy DMG2 states that:

‘Development should be in accordance with the core strategy development strategy and should support the spatial vision.

1. development proposals in the principal settlements of Clitheroe, Longridge and Whalley and the tier 1 villages should consolidate, expand or round-off development so that it is closely related to the main built up areas, ensuring this is appropriate to the scale of, and in keeping with, the existing settlement’.

The second part of this policy also requires development within the tier 2 villages and outside the defined settlement areas to meet at least one of six considerations which are listed as follows:

1. The development should be essential to the local economy or social well-being 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. 

6. The development is compatible with the enterprise zone designation’. 

Policy DMH3 seeks to limit residential development in the open countryside and AONB to development essential for the purposes of agriculture or residential development which meets an identified local need.
  
There have been several other planning applications for residential development at the site which have been refused, including one outline application for up to 10 self-build dwellings which was dismissed at appeal. 

Since the dismissed appeal at the site in February 2020, another planning application was submitted under planning ref: 3/2021/0070 for Permission in Principle for up to 6 dwellings which was refused. The delegated report for planning ref: 3/2021/0070 refers to an appeal at another site to the edge of Clitheroe which is located within the Open Countryside but outside and adjacent to the settlement boundary (appeal ref: APP/T2350/W/20/3253310 for the erection of 39 dwellings with landscaping and associated works, and access from adjacent development site). At the time planning ref: 3/2021/0070 was determined, the Council had engaged in undertaking a Judicial review of the aforementioned decision and considered the inspector wrongfully interpreted and failed to appropriately or properly engage Policy DMG2. 

The original appeal decision was quashed and the appeal was subsequently re-determined. The High Court held that ‘in’ the principal settlements means proposals falling within the settlement boundary, and that this requirement should first be met before considering whether the proposal would consolidate, expand or round-off development. The redetermined appeal also noted that it was clear following the judgement of the court that as the appeal site fell outside of the settlement boundary of Clitheroe and the first part of Policy DMG2 is not applicable to the proposal.

This appeal is of relevance to the application site as the proposed dwelling would be located outside of the settlement boundary of Longridge, albeit closely related to the settlement. 

Paragraph 7.1 of the applicants Planning Statement states that ‘Given the application site’s proximity to the settlement, it is deemed to form a logical point for residential development, negating the need for housing development in smaller settlements and more isolated rural locations’. 

The statement also states that ‘Further support is offered by Key Statement DMG2 which states in principal settlements development proposals should consolidate, expand or round-off development so that it is closely related to the main built-up areas. Although located beyond the settlement boundary, dwellings adjoin the site’s southern boundary along Chaigley Road which lie within the settlement of Longridge. The site is therefore well related to Longridge given its proximity to the settlement boundary and these properties, with the proposals representing a minor development which continue the existing grain of built form’.

Whilst this is noted, appeal ref: APP/T2350/W/20/3253310 is of relevance where the appellant put forward a similar argument. The inspector noted the following:

‘The appellant’s approach effectively downplays the importance of the spatial strategy in favour of other considerations, in particular proximity to the settlement and a lack of visual harm to the countryside. However, to downgrade the weight to be afforded to the development plan conflict when it has not been shown to be out-of-date due to inconsistency with the Framework or because of a failure to meet its overall housing delivery aims would undermine the primacy of the plan-led system.

No evidence has been submitted within the application to demonstrate that the development is essential to the local economy or social well-being of the area, nor has there been evidence to demonstrate that the development is for local needs housing which meets an identified need. In addition, the proposed development would not be used in relation to agriculture and is not considered a small scale use appropriate to a rural area where a local need or benefit can be demonstrated. As such, the proposal fails to comply with the above criteria outlines in Policy DMG2’.

Paragraph 6.9 of the applicants Planning Statement makes reference to Paragraph 84 of the NPPF which states that ‘Planning Policies and decision should recognise that sites to meet local business and community needs in rural areas may have to be found adjacent to or beyond existing settlements, and in locations that are not well served by public transport’. This paragraph is of little relevance to the application site as whilst the site is located within the Open Countryside designation, it is not a rural location and nonetheless the development is not considered to meet a local business or community need. 

Having regard to the above considerations, including the noted appeal decision, whilst the proposed site may be closely related to the settlement of Longridge, Criterion 1 of Policy DMG2 is not of relevance to the application site as it is not located ‘in’ a settlement boundary. It is not considered that the proposed development would be essential to the local economy or social well-being of the area, nor would it constitute development which is needed for the purposes of forestry or agriculture. In addition, the proposal is not considered to be for a small-scale use appropriate to a rural area where a local need or benefit can be demonstrated and the development would not be for ‘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’.  As such, the proposal would fail to meet the requirements of Criterion 2 of Policy DMG2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and would not align with the spatial strategy for the Borough.

In addition to the above, Policy DMG1 is also of relevance. Whilst the specific design of the dwelling would be dealt with at the ‘technical matters’ submission, consideration must be given to the pattern of development that would be resultant from the proposal, including the spatial and visual relationship of the proposal to that of existing built form/settlement relationship.  

Policy DMG1 states:

‘In determining planning applications, all development must:

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.

In addition, Policy DMG2 also states:

‘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. where possible new development should be accommodated through the re-use of existing buildings, which in most cases is more appropriate than new build’. 

With regards to the adopted Longridge Neighbourhood Development Plan, Policy LNDP3 states:

All new development proposals will only be supported when they are of good design that responds positively to the local character and distinctiveness of the surroundings. Proposals should: a) Conserve and enhance the locally distinctive built, historic and natural environment; b) Are designed to take account of site characteristics and surroundings.

The delegated report for the previously refused scheme made reference to the inspectors notes on the previous appeal at the site (appeal ref: APP/T2350/W/19/3235162 where the inspector concluded that ‘it does not follow that as a result there would be a visual relationship or link between the settlement and the developed appeal site’ adding that ‘the proposed houses, while often viewed in the context of the nearby built form of Longridge, would nonetheless be seen as a development that was separated from the established built form of the settlement’. As such the Inspector concluded that ‘I nonetheless find that the proposed development would harm the character and appearance of the area’ adding that ‘that the harm I have identified to the character and appearance of the area is contrary to Policies DMG1 and DMG2 of the CS that seeks, amongst other matters, that new development is in keeping with the character of the area and designed to be sympathetic to existing land uses’. 

There are key differences between the appeal scheme and this application is that this application is for Permission in Principle and visual impact does not fall to be assessed.  The submitted Planning Statement concludes that ‘The application site is now more closely related to Longridge given it direct connection to the settlement boundary, with the more open land to the north left untouched by development.’

Concerns have been raised from a neighbour that the proposal is not in keeping with pattern of development and would not constitute a natural completion of development. It is noted that there is a visual separation from the properties along Chaigley Road, however this application is for one dwelling only, on previously developed land. The development would not result in an encroachment into the countryside when compared to the refused schemes. As such, whilst residential development of a greater density has been previously considered to be visually separated from the settlement of Longridge and not in keeping with the pattern of development, this application for permission in principle for one residential dwelling would not result in the same level of harm due to the size, scale and density of development. 

Self-build

The proposal has been submitted as a self-build development and the applicant has signed a unilateral undertaking to secure the dwelling as a self-build dwelling. 

With a shortfall of self-build housing within the Borough, whilst the proposal only relates to the provision of one dwelling, some weight is nonetheless given to the fact that this would be a self-build dwelling. The Council has given regard to the provision of a self-build unit as a material consideration. In addition to this, of relevance to this application is a recent appeal (appeal ref: APP/T2350/W/23/3335737) where an appeal was allowed for outline planning permission for one self-build dwelling in April 2024. Similarly, the site was located outside of a Tier 1 settlement boundary in conflict with the development strategy, however the inspector noted the following:

“Although located just outside the settlement boundary, the appeal site lies within easy walking distance of the primary school, village hall, church, public house and bus stops in both directions. The latter are served by an hourly service to Preston and Blackburn 6 days a week from around 7am to 8pm. There is also a two hourly service on a Sunday from approximately 8.30am to 6.30pm. Thus, future occupiers would not be solely reliant on the private car for all their day-to-day needs”. 

The inspector then concluded that:

“The proposal would be contrary to the development strategy of the CS and would conflict with CS Policies DMG2 and DMH3. However, the proposal would be a self-build dwelling. Given the likely level of unmet demand for such housing in the borough this is a material consideration to which I give substantial weight. Moreover, although outside the settlement boundary the appeal site is within walking distance of a range of services and facilities meaning that future occupiers would not be totally dependent on the private car to meet all their day-to-day needs. The proposal would also not unacceptably harm the character of the landscape or the area. I consider that, in this instance, these material considerations outweigh the conflict with the development plan”.

The site is sustainably located, within walking distance to key services and facilities within the town centre and to primary and secondary schools. 

As such, taking into account the above appeal decision and that the site is sustainably located, compliant with Key Statement DMI2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy, the provision of a self-build dwelling against the Council’s shortfall of self-build housing within the Borough is considered to be given moderate weight. Whilst the Council have confirmed that the applicant is not on the Council’s Self-Build Register, the applicant has entered into a legal agreement to secure the dwelling as such and as such, this is still considered to be given moderate weight in the determination of the application. 


	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

This application relates solely to principle of development and whether the proposal would align with the spatial and locational strategy of the borough. 

As such, the impact upon the amenity of the occupiers of surrounding residential properties does not fall to be assessed within the scope of this application and would be reserved for consideration/assessment following the submission of ‘Technical Matters’. 


	Visual Amenity/External Appearance:

This application relates solely to principle of development and whether the proposal would align with the spatial and locational strategy of the borough. 

As such, matters relating to the potential for adverse impact(s) upon the character or visual amenities of the area resultant from the development do not fall to be assessed within the scope of this application and would be reserved for consideration/assessment following the submission of ‘Technical Matters’. 


	Highways and Parking:

Lancashire Country Council Highways have been consulted on the application and suggest a number of planning conditions be added to any grant of permission. These relate to the submission and approval of a Construction Traffic Management Plan, car parking provision, cycle storage provision, retention of the garage for parking of vehicles and surfacing of the access. 

Notwithstanding the above comments, this application relates solely to principle of development and whether the proposal would align with the spatial and locational strategy of the borough. 

As such, the above matters relating to the potential highways impact(s) resultant from the development do not fall to be assessed within the scope of this application and would be reserved for consideration/assessment following the submission of ‘Technical Matters’. 


	Landscape/Ecology:

The proposal would be located within close proximity to mature trees and within the Open Countryside and concerns have been raised from a neighbour regarding swallows nesting in the stables and possible ecological implications as many trees have been cut down at the site. Appropriate surveys would be required to be undertaken (bats/nesting birds) and submitted in support of any subsequent ‘Technical Matters’ submission to determine whether the proposal is likely to result in adverse impacts upon protected species or species of conservation concern.

As the application is proposed as a self-build dwelling and a legal agreement to secure this has been signed and submitted, it would benefit from the mandatory BNG exemption rules.

The site also has a number of trees running along the site boundaries. Any ‘Technical Matters’ submission would be required to include an Arboricultural Report and details of Tree Protection Methods depending on the proximity of the proposal to the trees along the boundary (as the site plan does not appear to show all the trees on site) to identify the location of the trees and that any trees located outside of the application site would not be harmed as a result of the development. 


	Heritage:

The site access is adjacent to Grade II Listed Tunnel Portal in the John Smith Playing Field.

A full assessment would be made following the submission of ‘Technical Matters’ of the scale of any harm or loss of the significance of the designated heritage asset in accordance with Policy DME4 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and Policy LNDP5 of the adopted Longridge Neighbourhood Development Plan. 


	Other matters

The Councils records indicate that United Utilities have apparatus which runs directly through the application site. This application relates solely to principle of development and whether the proposal would align with the spatial and locational strategy of the borough. In addition, concerns have been raised regarding flood risk implications from a resident.

Concerns have also been raised for resident regarding inadequate drainage at the site and the potential flood risk as a result. However, the above matters relating to the potential impact on water utilities and flood risk implications resultant from the development do not fall to be assessed within the scope of this application and would be reserved for consideration/assessment following the submission of ‘Technical Matters’. 


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

The proposed development is considered to be in conflict with the development strategy for the Borough and would result in residential development that does not fall within any of the exceptions outlined within Policies DMG2 and DMH3 within the Ribble Valley Core Strategy. Notwithstanding the above, the granting of this permission would result in one self-build dwelling which, taking into account the appeal decision discussed earlier in this report is given moderate weight. It is considered that the benefits of providing a self-build dwelling where the Council currently has a shortfall of supply, in a sustainable location which is not considered to be out of keeping with the pattern of development would outweigh the deviation from the development strategy for the Borough. As such, it is recommended that permission in principle is granted. 


	RECOMMENDATION:
	That Permission in Principle be granted subject to condition(s). 
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