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Before using this form to make any comments please ensure that you have read the Housing and
Economic Development — Development Plan Document Main Modifications : Housing Allocations
document and associatad documents and the Response Form Guidance Notes, which can be
found on Ribble Valley Borough Council's website - www.ribblevalley.gov.uk and follow the HED
DPD link. If after reading the Guidance Notes you should have any queries in completing the
form please telephone 01200 425111.

This form has two parts: -

Part A - Personal Details (you need only complete one copy of Part A)

Part B - Your comment(s) (Pleas

make ) Ali completad comments formsmust be recaived by tha Council no later than 5pm on
Friday 7" September 2018.

Please return paper copies marked ‘HED DPD Main Modifications consultation’ to Forward
Planning Team, Ribble Valley Borough Council, Council Offices, Church Walk, Clitherce, BB7 2RA.
Alternatively you can emall them to: pmods22@ribblevalley.gov.uk

Q1 Please can you provide the following Information which will assist us in
contacting you if we need to discuss any of your comments further.

Name

Name of Organisation (if you are responding
on behalf of an organisation)

Database Referance number (if you have
one)

Address
Post Code
Email Address

Phone number

Coplos of ali comments made In Part B of tha form will be put in the public domain and ars not

ranfidantal znart fram any narcanal infarmadian All nareAnsl infromoiinn within Parte A anA 8 will anhs



Please use a separate form for each individual comment.

Q2

Q3

Q6

Name / Name of Organisation (if you are [ = o |
responding on behalf of an organisation) -

To which Main Medification to the HED DPD does this comment relate?
Modification number [ MM 2 |

Paragraph No. Fors z HaE e
|

T T il

Please indicate If the proposed change resolves any objection you have made at
the previous Regulation 19 consultation stage of April - June 2017;

| S

Yes D
No ]
Not applicable T

As a consequence do you consider the HED DPD is:

Yes No
i) Legally comptiant == (]
i) Sound * L] Ul

* The considerations in relation to the HED DPD being sound are explained in the Guidance

Notes

Qs

Q7

if you consider the HED DPD is unsound, is this because it is not... (please tick
the appropriate box)

Justified [T Consistent with nationat policy [T
Effective [T Positively prepared [

Please give details of why you consider that the HED DPD is not legally compliant or
sound. Please be as precise as possible and ensure that your comments only relate
to a specific proposed change. You do not need to repeat comments made at the
previous consultation stages as these have already been forwarded to the Inspector
for consideration as part of the Examination.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the HED DPD, please
also use this box to set out your comments. Please continue on a separaie sheet if
required.

Presde Seg SAAMNMED (st STAREMENT |




Qs In relation to this proposed change, please set out what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the HED DPD legally compliant or sound, having regard to the
test you have identified at Q6 above where this relales to soundness. Please
restrict your answer to specific proposed changes.

You will need to say why this change will make the HED DPD legally compliant or
sound. It will be heipful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
of any policy or text. Please be precise as possible. Please continue on a separate
sheet if required.

PLgAdE SEE BubH T PLAMMIOG ATATRMEST

Please note: your comment should cover succinctly all the information, evidence, and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the comment and the suggested change.

After this stage, further submissions will only be at the request of the Inspector, based on the
matters and issues he/she identifies for Examination in the forthcoming Examination in Public.

Q9 Participation at the Examination is at the discretion of the Inspector but
please indicate below if you wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination in connection with these representations.
O =
No, 1 do not wish to participate at Yes, | do wish to participate at the
the oral examination oral examination



Q10 if you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary. (Flease note that the Inspector will determine who
participates.) Please continue on a separate sheet if required.

IV SADEA VO Ax FrAl), Gyl eriEamon TO THHE 1R Son)
e S TE MML

Q11 If you wish to be kept informed as the HED DPD progresses through to
adoption, please indicate which of the following stages you wish to be informed
of by ticking the box(es) below.
The publication of the Inspector's report following the Examination E’
The formal adoption of the HED DPD [+t

Q12 If you have any other comments to make on the HED DPD that have not
been covered elsewhere, please use the box below. Please continue on a
separate sheet if raquire_d.

Q13 Dateof completion: 22 _/0& 1 2Z015”

Q14 Signature

Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this
comments form, your comments are very much appreciated.

If after reading the Guidance Notes you shouid have any gueries in
completing this form please telephone 01200 4251 | 1




Ribble Valley Borough Council
A Local Plan for Ribble Valley 2008-2028
Regulation 22 of the HED DPD:
Proposed Main Modifications: Additional Housing Allocations
July 2018

Objection to the proposed inclusion of a site for housing development at

Haugh Head, Whins Lane, Simonstone (Site no 24)

Hr
[ D[ |

August 2018

Prepared by Hartley Planning and Development Associates Ltd



1. The Borough Council is consulting on the possibility of recommending to the
Planning Inspector who will conduct an Examination in Public into the proposed local
plan that the site at Haugh Head, Whins Lane, Simonstone, amongst others, should
be allocated for housing purposes.

2. This statement is an objection to the inclusion of the site for housing purposes
and is made on behalf of those persons listed at the end of the report.

a8 The following plan shows the site: -

MM5 - SITE 24 - HAUGH HEAD, WHINS LANE, READ AND SIMCNSTONE
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4, The site is in open countryside and outside the settlement boundary of the
village



5. The purpose of the review of housing sites and the proposed addition of
extra sites in the local plan

6. In a report to the Planning committee dated the 17 July 2018 Members were
reminded of the need for the Council to be able to demonstrate that there is available
a 5 year supply of deliverable housing land in the Borough. The report indicates that
while it can demonstrate a 5.3 year supply it is close to the limit and leaves little or
no room for unforeseen circumstances by way of a buffer

7. The report recommends that sites which will allow for a further 164 houses
should be found and recommended to the Planning Inspector for inclusion in the
local plan before him at the forthcoming Examination in Public (see appendix 1)

8. We make no comment on the justification for an extra 164 houses

9. At the same planning meeting Members were asked to consider for
consultation purposes various new sites for allocation for housing purposes, one of
which is the site at Haugh Head (appendix 2).

10. The Council’'s Core Strategy and its development approach

11.  The Council's development strategy is stated in its Core Strategy key
statement policy DS1 (appendix 3)

12.  In essence it will concentrate the majority of development in a strategic site
south of the A59 and in the key settlements of Clitheroe, Longridge and Whalley. It
identifies 32 other settlements (including Read and Simonstone) which it classifies at
“Tier 1"

13.  ltis understood that the Councit does not wish to alter its overall development
approach.

14.  The Core Strategy calculates that Read and Simonstone should provide 45
extra houses over the plan period (2008-2028) of which 27 were already committed
by March 2014, leaving a requirement at that date for a further 18 houses.

15.  But since then planning approvals and planning applications currently at
appeal can more than meet the calculated need



16. Worthalls Farm

17.  Planning approval no 3/2015/0495 for 15 dwellings in Read was approved on
the 9 September 2015 and the associated S105 Agreement was signed on the 24
August, 2016. (Appendices 4 and 5)

18. That leaves an unmet requirement for only 3 dwellings

19. Hammond Ground, Read

20. Planning application no 3/2016/1192 for 50 dwellings adjoining the main road
in Read was refused on the 18 April 2017 for the following reasons: -

1 The proposal, by reason of its scale and location, would lead to the creation
of new residential development in the open countryside in excess of the identified
residual number of dwellings proposed to be accommodated in Read and
Simonstone. The proposal would cause harm to the development strategy set out
in the Ribble Valley Core Strategy. As such, the proposal does not comprise
sustainable development and is therefore considered to be contrary to Key
Statements DS1 and DS2 and Policies DMG1, DMG2 and DMH3 of the Ribble
Valley Core Strategy.

2 The proposal is considered to be contrary to Key Statement DS1 and DS2
and Policy DMG2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy in that the proposal would
lead to a level of development that significantly exceeds the anticipated level of
development embodied within the Ribble Valley Core Strategy in terms of the
planned residual need for the settlement of Read and Simonstone and as a
consequence the planned levels of development across the Borough.

It is further considered that the level of over-supply as a result of the proposed
development would undermine the Development Strategy for the Borough which
seeks to critically establish both the pattern and intended scale of development in
relation to housing numbers in order to achieve a sustainable pattern of
development across the Borough for the duration of the plan period.

3 The proposal, by reason of its scale and location, would be injurious to the
setting of the AONB and would result in irreversible harm to the visual amenity of



the parkiand landscape that contributes significantly to the character of the village
of Read and the surrounding area contirary to Policies EN2 and DME2.

4 The proposal would create a harmful precedent for the acceptable of
similar unjustified proposals, which would have an adverse impact on the
implementation of the planning policies of the Council, contrary to the interests of
the proper planning of the area.

21. See appendices 6-8

22. The application is currently to be determined on appeal with the resumed
Inquiry scheduled for the 9 October 2018 (Appendix 9).

23. The Hammond Ground site, like the site at Haugh Head, is beyond the
settlement boundary of Read and Simonstone but the former is much closer to that
boundary and it is in a much more sustainable location in terms of access to
services.

24. What this means is that if the appeal is allowed then this one site on its own
meets nearly one third of the 165 extra dwellings for the Borough as a whole and
there will be no need to allocate the site at Haugh Head.

25.  Ifthe appeal is dismissed then, given that the site is more sustainably located
than the one at Haugh Head, there can be no justification for the allocation of the
Haugh Head site.

26. Meadow View, Whins Lane

27.  Planning approval was granted under application 3/2013/0851 for 16
dwellings of which 15 have been constructed. — but while further permissions have
not been applied for or granted there is clearly space on the site for further dwellings
— probably for up to 6 detached houses: -



28. Other sites suitable for development

29.  Since the adoption of the Core Strategy there have been various planning
applications for housing which have been refused on the grounds that they do not
meet the Council’'s Core Strategy key statement policy DS1. Revisiting these sites is
likely to provide a contribution to the extra 165 houses now deemed to be needed.
Moreover, these will be sites where the owners are willing to bring them forward
quickly for development. It is understood that the owners of the Haugh Head site,
while not opposing the allocation of the site for housing have no plans to bring it
forward for development.

30. The owners of sites which have been refused permission for housing on the
basis of policy DS1 will not understand the logic of the Council allocating other land
when their own sites have not been revisited.



31.  Appendices 10 and 11 give just two examples of how such a revision of past
decisions can help in the provision of an extra 165 houses without having to allocate

new sites. There will be more.

32. The Haugh Head site itself
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33. The site at Haugh Head is more remote from the village than the site at
Worthalls Farm which has planning approval and also the site at Hammond Ground
for which there is an appeal for 50 houses.

34. The Haugh Head site is not particularly sustainably located, being some half a
mile away from shops, the primary school and other services, meaning that
householders would be particularly reliant on cars for transport.

35. Moreover, access to such facilities on foot is, at least in part, along unlit,
narrow and winding roads with no street lights and where the national speed limit
applies : -






36.  Drivers wishing to turn round and in some cases to pass oncoming vehicles
have to use the private drives of householders.

37.  In addition, the development of the site for housing will have an adverse effect
on the character and appearance of the area, denying long views especially to the
South but also of the attractive properties adjoining the site: -
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The site
looking South

The site looking North o




List of objectors and on behailf of whom the report is written

Roger and Denise Medlock, White Cottage Whins Lane ,Simonstone BB12 7QT.
Susan Nicholson, Tree Tops, Whins Lane

Mr and Mrs Alfred Bracewell, Woodfield House, Whins Lane BB12 7QT
Mr Douglas Simpson and Mrs Beryl Jackson, 1 Woodfield BB12 75B
Mr and Mrs Nigel Platt, 2 Woodfield BB12 7SB

Mr and Mrs James Elton, 3 Woodfield BB12 7SB

Mr and Mrs Stephen Hinson, 4 Woodfield BB12 7SB

Mr and Mrs Stephen Molyneux, 5 Woodfield BB12 758

Mr and Mrs Neil Cattermole, Haugh Farm Whins Lane

Mr and Mrs Steven Green, Cliff Mount, Whins Lane BB12 7QT

Mr and Mrs Christopher Eddiestone, Whins Lodge, off Whins Lane

Mr and Mrs P Mulcahy, No.6 Woodfields

Ms Pat Parker, No.7 Woodfields

Mr and Mrs B Goff, No.8 Woodfields

Mr and Mrs P Beneducci, No.9 Woodfields
Mr and Mrs G Motloy, No.10 Woodfields
Mr and Mrs J Troup, No.11 Woodfields

Mr and Mrs A Holt, No.12 Woodfields

Mr and Mrs J Howarth, No.14 Woodfields

Anne Walsh & John Vernon, No.15 Woodfields
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DECISION

RIBBLE VALLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL
REPORT TO PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

Agenda Item No

meeting date: THURSDAY, 17 JULY 2018

title:

HOUSING LAND AVAILABILITY

submitted by: CHIEF EXECUTIVE
principal author: RACHEL HORTON, SENIOR PLANNING OFFICER

1
1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

2.1

2.2

2.3

PURPOSE

To provide Members with key information that has informed the calculation of the most
recent Housing Land Availability Survey, which has a base date of 31 March 2018.

To inform Members of the current housing land supply position with a 5% and 20%
buffer

To provide Members with key information to illustrate the reasons why the Council needs
to consider the allocation of additional sites as a main modification to the Housing and
Economic DPD.

Relevance to the Council's ambitions and priorities

¢ Community Objectives — The information in this report relates to the delivery of
housing which is a key theme of the adopted Core Strateqgy.

 Corporate Priorities - This information is relevant to the adopted Core Strategy which
is a spatial expression of corporate priorities.

» Other Considerations — Councils have a duty to update housing supply annually.
BACKGROUND

The Council has a duty to ensure a 5 year supply of deliverable housing land (NPPF
paragraph 47). Local Government expects that Local Planning Authorities should have
an identified five-year housing supply at all points during the plan period. The issue of
five year supply continues to be a key matter in the determination of planning
applications and appeals.

Housing land surveys are conducted on a six monthly basis, The latest survey has a
base date of 31 March 2018 and updates the previous October 2017 position. It provides
an assessment of housing land supply against the requirements in the Ribble Valley
Core Strategy (adopted December 2014) and also assesses the 5-year housing land
supply position. The resulting full Housing Land Avallability Schedule (HLAS) can be
viewed on the Councils website and a copy has been placed in the Members’ Room for
reference. Interim updates may be produced to inform major appeals.

The HLAS provides information on: dwelling completions, and sites with planning
permission and their development status. It enables the Council to create a picture of
local construction trends and activity rates together with base line evidence on the



2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

3.1

3.2

amount of land that is available to be brought forward from which the latest housing land
supply position in relation to the current strategic requirement is calculated.

Practice guidance considers that Local Planning Authorities should aim to deal with any
under-supply within the first five years of the plan period where possible. The ‘Sedgefield
‘approach is to front load provision of this backlog within the first five years of the plan.
This method is currently endorsed by the Council on the basis of it being agreed as the
most appropriate by the Inspector in the Examination of the Core Strategy.

The supply position is made up of the following net additions:

Sites approved but subject to Section 106 Agreements

Units with full planning permission — not started

Units with outline planning permission — not started

Conversions — not started

Conversions — under construction

Affordable Units

Sites whereby development has commenced, but part of the site has not started
Sites whereby development has commenced and dwellings are under construction
Sites allocated in Reg. 19 HED DPD

Windfall Allowance

The following is then taken out of the supply:

¢ Less number of dwellings deliverable beyond the 5 year period on large sites which
have not started

¢ Less 10% slippage

e Less sites not currently active and unlikely to complete in the next 5 years

* Less number of dwellings deliverable beyond 5 year period on large sites which
have started

The relevant strategic housing requirement is set out in H1 of the adopted Core
Strategy. This requires a minimum of 5600 dwellings for the plan period 2008 to 2028,
equivalent to an annual average completion target of at least 280 per year. The figure of
280 is used for monitoring purposes.

Outputs from the HLAS survey show that 2170 dwellings have been constructed since
April 2008 (i.e. a 10 year period). In the monitoring year 1 April 2017 — 31 March 2018
400 dwellings were built {refer to pg. 9 of the HLAS)

10% Slippage Calculation

As outlined above the supply position includes a 10% slippage calculation to take into
account possible changes to current applications that are within the housing supply. For
example some applications may lapse in the course of the next assessment, and at
Reserved Matters stage the number of dwellings may drop from that which was
submitted at Outline.

For previous Housing Land Availability Schedules the 10% was taken off the subtotal of
the number of dwellings (on small and large sites) on sites not started, and the number



3.3

3.4

3.5

4.1

4.2

43

4.4

5.1

5.2

of dwellings considered only deliverable beyond the 5 year period. This was applied as
the Council did not undertake detailed sense testing to large sites. As the Council's
methodology has refined to reflect up to date practice, detailed reviews of deliverability
on large sites is undertaken and the methodology for discounting needs to be revised to
reflect this.

The deliverability of large sites not started is outlined within Appendix A of the HLAS.
This includes the expected delivery within the 5 year period and the number of dwellings
only considered deliverable beyond the 5 year period.

As the large sites have already been assessed, and consider expected defivery beyond
the 5 year period, the Authority consider it prudent to only apply the 10% buffer to all
those sites not started which are not listed within Appendix A to the HLAS.

The resultant calculation results in a 10% slippage of -78 (compared to -135 units under
the original methodology) and the full method of calculation can be found on pages 3
and 4 of the HLAS.

Windfali Calculation

The Authority has monitored a ten year period (2008 — 2018) which confirms that a total
of 259 dwellings were built or under construction which met criteria as outlined within the
NPPF para. 48 definition of windfall and those outlined on page 7 of the HLAS. This
amounts to an average of 26 per year. A five year requirement would be 130.

A windfall allowance is included in line with the NPPF to reflect that contribution that
windfall approvals will be expected to bring forward. Windfalls are sites that are expected
to come forward as a matter of trend and provide a reliable source of planning
permissions for dwellings. The 31 March base date HLAS includes an uplift of 15
dwellings per year to the windfall allowance.

A windfall allowance of 130 dwellings per annum is included to reflect the likely future
supply of housing land. Previously the windfall allowance was calculated as 115 based
upon a six year period of monitoring.

The windfall calculation will continue to be monitored, to show if it needs to be modified
in the light of up to date trends.

Application of a Buffer

In accordance with the NPPF each local planning authority should identify and update
annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide five years' worth of
housing against their objectively assessed needs, with an additional buffer of 5% or 20%
(moved forward from later in the plan period) where there has been a record of
persistent under-delivery of housing to provide a realistic prospect of achieving the
planned supply and to ensure choice and competition in the market for land.

During the course of assessing the HLAS an application on Land at Higher Road,
Longridge for the residential development of up to 123 houses has been allowed at
Appeal (Appeal Ref: APP/T2350/W/17/3186969).



5.3
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5.5

5.6

5.7

5.8

6.1

6.2

The Inspectors report details his position on the Housing Land Supply with a base date
of October 2017. The report includes analysis of delivery on individual sites, the current
windfall allowance and sites allocated in Reg. 19 HED DPD.

The Inspector accepted that the Core Strategy has had an influence upon the recent
increase in housing delivery rates/completion rates per year. However he considers that
there remains a considerable shortfall (page 9 of the April HLAS provides a full list of
completions per year since the adoption of the Core Strategy),

Furthermore, the Inspector analysed the delivery of a number of large key sites within
the Borough. When taking into account both the Councils and appellants case for each
site he finalised what he considered to be deliverable within the 5 year period at that
time.

When having regard to all the Inspectors key findings with respect to the large key sites
and the backlog he found;

‘on the basis of the evidence before me the deliverable housing land supply
demonstrated is approximately 4.5 years, inciuding the application of a 20% buffer
{para. 30 of the Appeal Decision)’.

This decision is considered to be a rmaterial consideration when calculating the current
HLAS and when making any subsequent planning decision. On this basis, the Authority
has taken into account the Inspectors findings in respect to the large key sites, whilst
also bearing in mind just short of nine months has elapsed since the base date of the
Inspectors decision which was October 2017.

With this in mind, the current HLAS has provided a calculation based on both a §% and
20% buffer in order to make explicit the 5 year supply for each circumstance. The
annualised requirement when applying a 5% buffer is 426 dwellings and with a 20%
buffer is 487 dwellings (refer to Appendix A of this report). With a 5% buffer the Council
can demonstrate a 5.3 Year Supply. With a 20% buffer the Council can demonstrate a
4.6 Year Supply (refer to Appendix B of this report).

IMPLICATIONS OF SUPPLY OUTTURN

As Members will note the 5 year land supply position is cntically influenced by the
relevant NPPF derived buffer (5% or 20%). This is important because at the point the
Council is unable to demonstrate a 5 year supply position what is referred to as “tilted
balance” is triggered. This introduces the presumption in favour of sustainable
development and the need to determine residential planning applications in the positive.
The key to this in terms of residential development is the provisions of NPPF paragraph
49 whersin relevant policies of the development plan fall to be considered out of date (if
the Council is unable to demonstrate a § year supply) and thers is the established
presumption then in favour of residential development through the provisions of
paragraph 14 of NPPF. For decision making this means that where the relevant polices
are out of date (as per paragraph 49) granting permission unless material considerations
indicates otherwise is the approach that must be taken.

As Members are aware, the recent Inspector's decision in relation to the appeal at
Higher Road, Longridge, found that the Council was premature in relying upon policy



6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

provisions that were still subject to consultation. The Inspector took the view that the
Council had a record of persistent under delivery which therefore triggered the
application in his view of a 20% buffer and on his analysis there was not a 5 year supply
of land. The analysis in the latest housing land supply document sets out that with the
application of a 20% buffer the Council is unable to demonstrate a 5 year supply. In his
decision letter the Inspector has made reference that the Council's reliance on the
housing delivery test and the direction of travel set out in the Government's supporting
documents, however there are a number of other factors that contribute to the
assessment of housing delivery overall and the view is maintained that these are still
relevant.

The relevant factors are that the Council can demonstrate that it has been achieving
increasing delivery since the adoption of its plan. The Council in adopting the plan has
made positive steps, within its control, to drive delivery up and this has been
demonstrated through completions on the ground. The analysis indicates an increase in
delivery beyond its planned requirements over the proceeding 4 years. It is anticipated
that this trend will continue and that the mid-term monitoring in October 2018 is expected
to show the continued achievement of housing delivery. This supports the position that
the Council is doing all it can within its power to help deliver housing.

It is also relevant that the requirement against which planned requirements are being
measured was only known in 2014 as the Core Strategy was adopted. The critical point
here is that it would have been somewhat difficult for the Council to have achieved that
requirement without knowing what it actually was. It has to be acknowledged however
that even when measured against preceding lower requirements, during the period of
moratorium and strategic policy change, the Council was not attaining the identified
requirement but was not having to accommodate such a significant backlog.

These factors contribute to forming the Council's position that it has taken relevant and
applicable steps to boost the supply of housing and the situation is that against these
conditions the Council has continued to deliver planning permissions which is essentially
what the Council is able to do. Nevertheless there is a risk of the Housing and Economic
DPD being found unsound at Examination as the Council at 20% cannot identify a 5 year
supply. If the presumption that a 20% buffer is applicable and is upheld, then on current
information the Council would not be able to identify a 5 year supply.

Planning on the basis of the 5% buffer assumption, not only brings with it the risk of
unsounding the plan, but also a potential risk of costs against appealed planning
decisions should it be shown that the Council should have adopted the 20% buffer on
the evidence available. To protect the Council from this position, it is sensible to
consider a buffer of additional identified sites to safeguard against this risk. Whilst the
Council can continue to approve planning applications (and therefore the stock of supply
will grow through that part of the process) the means by which it can demonstrate that it
is ensuring that a 5 year supply can be maintained, on whatever buffer is applied is to
make modest additional allocations thereby providing a safety net to guard against the
inevitable fluctuations that have occurred in the supply figure going forward.

As our analysis shows, with the most recent survey data, even applying a 5% buffer
leaves the Council vulnerable to fiuctuations in supply. Whilst the Council can
demonstrate a 5.3 year supply on the 5% model, this is considered to be marginal and
vulnerable to fluctuations, which may not iran out in the course of a year. Again the key
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6.9

6.10

6.11

6.12

matter would be that on a 5% model any assessment placing the Council unable to
demonstrate a 5 year supply, would lead to the application of the tilted balance and the
Council having much less control over the location of development going forward. [n
making future decisions the Core Strategy policies in terms of its Development Strategy
and the ability to move to adoption with the allocations document to establish up to date
settlement boundaries would provide the Council with much stronger controls which
don't exist at present. To protect from this the Council should ideally have a 5 year
supply that falls into the range of 5.5 to 6 years. This will ensure greater stability
mitigating the risk of challenge and support the Council's position EIP.

To protect the integrity of the plan and the Council's ability to direct development it is
suggested that the impact of a 20% buffer is adjusted to deliver at least the same year's
supply as at 5% that is 5.3 years. This way the Council's ability to demonstrate a 5 year
supply against either assumption is strengthened and risks are mitigated. There is a
need therefor to look at how the buffer can be made up. As Members are aware whilst
the survey date provides a baseline, development applications continue to be approved.
For the purposes of preparing this report we have examined planning applications
between 1 April and the end of June a 3 month period which mirrors the quarterly
monitoring periods reflected in the Core Strategy. In this period there has been
identified a further 136 units (including the outcome of the appeal at High Road) granted
planning pemmission. In terms of the gap this is a significant contribution.

Given that the buffer to close the gap identified is some 300 dwellings and that 136 are
identified in the April to June quarter, the residual buffer to identify to provide a robust
supply for strategic purposes is in the order of 165 dwellings.

In addition to the units already approved a number of applications remain to be
determined and once approved will contribute to supply. At present however the
outcome of the determination process cannot be pre-determined and any approvals will
need to be collated at the next survey date. As Members will be aware the housing
requirements set out in the plan are not a ceiling and development will continue to be
determined with the presumption in favour of sustainable development and the
provisions of policies set out in the adopted Core Strategy. It is inevitable therefore that
additional sites will come forward. It must also be stressed that the ability to demonstrate
a 5 year supply in itself cannot be used a result to refuse planning applications where
otherwise they accord with policy provisions.

The identified buffer residual should be met by way of additional allocations which will be
put forward as part of the Examination process as proposed Main Modifications for
considerations by the Inspector. By identifying additional allocations the Council will be
able to demonstrate to the Inspector that the Council can identify a deliverable supply of
sites, that is robust and addresses the requirements of the NPPF. This will place the
Council in a far stronger position to apply controls to development going forward.

The proposed allocations will, if agreed, be submitted to the Inspector as Main
Modifications. They will be subject to a statutory 6 week period of consultation, the
outcome of which will be presented to the Inspector to heip inform his deliberations. A
separate report on this Committee’s agenda deals with the proposals for specific

additiona! allocations considered suitable to put forward to provide the deliverability
buffer.
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7.2

7.3

It is also possible that other sites will be promoted through the consultation and indeed
to date sites have been put forward to the Council for consideration where applicants are
considering bringing these sites forward. It is suggested that in terms of the process to
be pursued that these are considered in response to the consultation and may in
themselves give rise to additional sources of supply. Members should also be aware
that applicants may also have identified sites that they wish to promote through the
public hearings for the Examination which will enable the Inspector to bear these in mind
in forming his judgments.

Examination of the Housing and Economic Development, Development Plan Document
(HEDDPD) and § Year Supply Position

As Members are aware the Examination will take place of the Housing and Economic
Development, Development Plan Document (HEDDPD) in November of this year.

The allocations as set out in the above document (amounting to 50 in total) are already
included within our housing land position, and an approach that was supported by the
Inspector at the Higher Road appeal.

The table below outlines applications that have been approved since the 31 March and
up to the 30 June. 136 dwellings will contribute to the next HLAS in October of this year.

IDENTIFIED SUPPLY THAT WILL CONTRIBUTE TO THE OCTOBER 2018 HLAS

Address Application No. impact Upon Supply

44-46 King Strest, Clitherce | 3/2017/1002 +10

Clayton Hey, 141 Ribchester | 3/2018/0192 +1

Road, Clayton-le-Dale

3 King Street, Clitheroe 3/2018/0191 +3

Highmoor Famm, Clitheroe 31201711221 +5

Stanley House, Clitheroe 3/2018/0147 & 0149 (LBC) | +1 (two previously approved and
in figures only one addition)

68-70 Whalley Road 3/2018/0063 +3

1A New Market Street 3/2018/0093 +3

20 Abbey Fields, Whalley 3/2018/0119 +1

Land West of Preston Road, | 3/2018/0105 =19 (Qutline was for 275)

Longridge for 256 dwellings

Land at Higher Road, 3/2016/1082 +122 (as one existing dwelling to

Longridge be demolished to create access)

Outbuildings adj. Hammond | 3/2018/0024 +1

Drive, Read

Land rear of Rocklea and 3/2018/0296 +3

Standridge, Whalley Road,

Billington

Broach Laithe, Paa Lane, 3/2018/0359 - Class Q A +1

Paythorme and B

Slated Laithe, Paa Lane, 3/2018/0357 - Class Q A +1

Paythome and B

NET GAIN 136

NB. No discounting has been applied to this figure
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The current supply is 2275 dwellings. An additional 300 dwellings to the supply would
result in the Authority having just over a § year supply with a 20% buffer (2575 + 487) =
5.3 Year Supply

7.6  The net addition of 136 dwellings would help to contribute to the Authorities housing
supply. However there remains a ‘shortfall' of 164 dweliings.

7.7 It must be stressed that the supply position is an ever moving situation and can increase
as well as decrease at any point in time which has an impact upon the calculation of the
subsequent 6 monthly HLAS. Whilst at any point an application with large housing
numbers can be submitted to the Authority other impacts can result in a reduction to the
supply at any point in time. For example lapsed permissions, reduction in housing
numbers on a large site and slower than expected completion rates.

7.8 Itis considered important to address these fluctuations to secure a more robust position
at Examination as well as managing planning decisions. It is proposed to make a
number of site allocations as part of a main modification to the HEDDPD., A separate
agenda item is included on this Committee's agenda relating to this matter.

8 RISK ASSESSMENT

8.1 The approval of this report may have the following implications:
¢ Resources — No additional staff or resources will be required.
¢ Technical, Environmental and Legal — None
= Political — No direct political implications.

* Reputation — That development plan documents be completed and adopted in a
timely and efficient manner.
» Equality & Diversity — No implications identified.

9 RECOMMENDED THAT COMMITTEE

9.1 Endorse the revised method of calculation used to apply the 10% slippage and the uplift
of the windfall allowance of 115 to 130 dwellings as set out in sections 3 and 4 of this
report

9.2  Note the implications of the survey in relation to five year supply.

RACHEL HORTON MARSHAL SCOTT

SENIOR PLANNING OFFICER CHIEF EXECUTIVE

BACKGROUND PAPERS

Housing Land Avallability Schedule As at 31 March 2018
Appeal Decision — Land at Higher Road, Longridge (Appea! Ref: APP/T2350/W/17/3186969)



Annualised Requirement with a 5% buffer

A Planned Provision 2008-2028 5600
B Annual Equivalent 280
C Five year requirement (Bx5) 1400
D Completions in the plan period 2170
1" April 2008 — 31" March 2018
E Shortfall {| 10 years x 280 | - 2170) | 630
F Plus 3% Buffer (5% of C+ E) 102
G Total 5 Year Requirement {C+E+F) | 2132
H Annualised Requirement {G + 5} 426

Annualised Reguirement with a 20% buffer

A Planned Provision 2008-2028 5600
B Annual Equivalent 280
C Five year requirement (Bx5} 1400
D Completions in the plan period 2170
1" April 2008 — 31* March 2018
E Shortfall (| 10 years x 280 | - 2170) | 630
F Plus 20% Buffer {20% of C+E) 406
G Total 5 Year Requirement (C+E+F} | 2436
H Annualised Requirement (G + 5) 487

APPENDIX A



5 YEAR SUPPLY AS OF 31°" March 2018 WITH A 5% BUFFER:

| ALL ;ITEg NQT STARTED No. of Units
Sites approved but subject to Section 106 | 63

| Agreements'
Sites with Planning Permission:
Full Permission {market units only) 536
Outline Permission (market units only) 1240
Conversions — Not Started {market units only) 65
Affordable Units 696
SUBTOTAL 2600"
106% SLIPPAGE CALCULATION No. of Units
Less total number of dwellings (large sites not | -1824
started)’
SUBTOTAL 776
Less 10% slippage -78
Plus total number of dwellings deliverable in 5 years’ | +362
TOTAL | 1060

| ALLSITES UNDER CONSTRUCTION No. of Units
Sites whereby development has commenced, but | B40
part of the site has not started
Sites whereby development has commenced and | 413
dwellings are under construction
Conversions — Development Commenced 92
SUBTOTAL 1345%

| Less sites not currently active and unlikely to |-11
complete in the next 5 years®
Less number of dwellings deliverable beyond 5 year | -299
period on farge sites which have started®
SUBTOTAL 1035

[ ADDITIONAL CONTRIBUTIONS
Sites Allocated in Re_gr. 19 HED DPD 50

| Windfall Allowance® 130
TOTAL SUPPLY { A+B+C+D} 2275

APPENDIX B

FIVE YEAR POSITION

Total Supply + Annualised Requirement’ (2275 + 426)

5.3 Year Supply with a 5% Buffer |

10



5 YEAR SUPPLY AS OF 31°" March 2018 WITH A 20% BUFFER:

ALL SITES NOT STARTED No. of Units
Sites approved but subject to Section 106 63
Agreements’
Sites with Planning Permission:
Full Permission {market units only) 536
Outline Permission {market units only) 1240
Conversions — Not Started {market units only) 65
Affordable Units 696
SUBTOTAL 2600°
10% SLIPPAGE CALCULATION
Less total number of dwellings {large sites not -1824
started)’
SUBTOTAL 776
Less 10% slippage -78
Plus total number of dwellings deliverable in S years® | +362
TOTAL 1060 A
ALL SITES UNDER CONSTRUCTION No. of Units
Sites whereby development has commenced, but 840
part of the site has not started
Sites whereby development has commenced and | 413
dwellings are under construction
Conversions - Development Commenced 92
SUBTOTAL 1345°
Less sites not currently active and unlikely to -11
complete in the next 5 years*
Less number of dwellings deliverable beyond 5 year | -299

| period on large sites which have started®

| SUBTOTAL 1035 B
ADDITIONAL CONTRIBUTIONS o
Sites Allocated in Reg. 19 HED DPD 50 C
Windfall Allowance® 130 D
TOTAL SUPPLY ( A+B+C+D} 2275
FIVE YEAR POSITION
Total Supply + Annualised Requirement’ (2275 + 487) | 4.6 Year Supply with a 20% Buffer

11
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RIBBLE VALLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL
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DOCUMENT
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2.2

PURPOSE

To outline the background to the selection of a series of proposed additional housing
allocations to the Submitted Housing and Economic Development DPD (HED DPD) and
set out maps of those sites proposed for selection.

Relevance to the Council's ambitions and priorities:

¢ Community Objectives — The matters covered in this report will contribute to
sustainable development in the area.

» Corporate Priorities — The document that is the subject of this report relates to
Council ambitions of making people’s lives safer and healthier and also helping to
protect the environment by directing future development into appropriate and
sustainable locations.

BACKGROUND

The HED DPD was submitted for Examination in Public (EIP) by the Planning
Inspectorate in August 2017. Within it were housing land allocations in Wilpshire and
Mellor, the only settlements at that time requiring allocations, given that the Core
Strategy’s housing overall Borough-wide requirement and its specific distribution to
individual settlements as set out in Core Strategy Key Statement DS1 had already been
met by the Standen Strategic Site and a variety of granted planning permissions, and at
the time of the submission of the HED DPD the Council had demonstrated that it had a
five year supply.

Unforeseen and lengthy delays caused by the iliness of the Inspector led to the
postponement of the document’s formal Examination in Public (EIP). During this time the
overall Council's housing requirement position has changed as sites have not completed
as expected, fewer new permissions have come forward and the recent appeal decision
at Higher Road, Longridge has raised the issue of the applicable NPPF buffer to apply
for the purposes of calculating a five year housing land position. All this is also against
the background of emerging new NPPF provision and potential changes in underlying
housing requirements that will alter the basis of land assessment, which the Council will
have to consider in due course.
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2.4
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3.1

4.1

42

Whilst the Council can demonstrate a five year supply with a 5% buffer, it cannot do so
when a 20% buffer is applied. Therefore to address this urgent issue further housing
land allocations will need to be considered. To allow the time necessary to select and
consult on these additional site allocations as set out below the Examination has been
postponed to November 2018. The sites and selection criteria outlined in this report have
also been recently discussed in detail by members at the Development Plan Working
Group mesting of 27 Juns.

Updated boroughwide housing figures, taking into account matters discussed in recent
appeals and set out in the Housing Land Availability report (see Para 6.6) that is also
being taken to this Committee meeting indicate that additional allocations totalling at
least 165 units are needed. Should sites be selected they will be need to be publicly
consulted on as proposed Main Modifications to the Submitted HED DPD of 2017
through a six week consultation and also be screened through a Sustainability Appraisal
process before being brought to the EIP.

SITE SELECTION

The detailed criteria used to select the attached sites are set out in Appendix 1. Briefly a
series of tests are applied to an initial of sites that were put to the Council in the
Regulation 18 and 19 consultations on the HED DPD but were at the time considered
inappropriate as they did not relate to the then specific requirements for sites only in
Mellor and Wilpshire. The tests include the application of adopted Core Strategy
strategic policies such as those relating to Principal and Tier 1 settlements; pragmatic
assessments of the likely yield of dwellings and the particular sizes of individual sites
given the need to allocate sites that would be built out in five years; specific issues
regarding sites that the Council were already aware of from discussions relating to
previous planning applications; Sustainability Appraisal feedback; updated indications
from the individual site proposers given that the sites were put to the Council nearly a

year ago and the potential of sites already allocated in the Submitted version of 2017 to
accept additional units.

PROPOSED SITES FOR ALLOCATION SELECTION

The above process has led to the selsction of the sites mapped in Appendix 2. Briefly
they and their initial approximate yield of dwellings are set out bslow. Where
approximations of dwellings are quoted they relate to an average theoretical yield of 30
dwellings per hectare.

Principal Settlemant Sites.

Site 11 Site of Pendleton Brook Day Centre, Clitheroe (11)
Site 14 Site of Clitheroe Jaint Divisional Office, Clitheroe (11)
Site 15 Chatburn Road, Clitheroe {NE portion only) {c. 40)
Site Devprd Land off Hawthome Place, Clitheroe (c. 40)
Sub Total c. 102 units
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4.4

5.1

There were no suitable sites that fulfilled the selection criteria put forward in the other
Principal Settlements of Whalley and Longridge.

Tier 1 Sites

Langho Site 1 South of Laycocks Farm, Langho {c. 10)
Site 18 North of Ribblesdale View, Chatbumn (18)
Site 24 Haugh Head, Whins Lane, Read and Simonstone {c. 20)

Site HAL2 Wilpshire (additional allocation to that already proposed)  (c.30)

Sub Total c. 78 units
Total 180 units
Tranche 2 Sites

Members may wish to consider whether it would also be prudent to guard against
unanticipated circumstances resulting in an under delivery on the above sites. To allow
for this possibility it is suggested that a secondary tranche of three sites be selected
from which any shortfall can be covered. It is emphasised that these sites are only to be
considered in the eventuality of those in the Principal and Tier 1 settlements above
falling to deliver to the anticipated scale in the anticipated time and may need to be
revisited in the light of consultation. The three sites are:

Site 6 Mellor Lane, Mellor (c. 50 units)
Site 13 Highmoor Farm, Clitheroe (c. 100 units)
Site 25 South east of Main Road ,Gisburn (c. 50 units)

At this stage to ensure an adequate buffer of identified land there is considered to be a
need to identify additional land to deliver approximately 165 dwellings. It is
recommended that this be achieved by way of additional allocation of the sites listed
above.

RISK ASSESSMENT

The approval of this report may have the following implications:

* Resources — No direct in house staff and other in house resources will be required at
this stage.

+ Technical, Environmental and Legal — None

+ Political - No direct political implications



e Reputation — That development plan documents be completed and adopted in a
timely and efficient manner.

e [Equality & Diversity — No implications identified
6 RECOMMENDED THAT COMMITTEE

6.1  Approve the need for further housing allocations to be made on the basis outlined in
paragraph 4.2 of this report and that they be consulted on and submitted to the
Examination as proposed Main Modifications to the submitted HED DPD,

PHILIP DAGNALL MARSHAL SCOTT
ASSISTANT PLANNING OFFICER CHIEF EXECUTIVE

BACKGROUND PAPERS

None

For further information please ask for Philip Dagnall, extension 4570



Appendix 1
Proposed Additional HED DPD Allocation Site Selection Criteria

1. Borough Wide Need.

The initial Submitted HED DPD allocations in 2017 were directed solely towards Mellor and
Wilpshire to address specific Core Strategy residual housing requirements in those two
settlements. However the additional requirements that have now emerged and are referred to
in the accompanying report are a Borough- wide matter and therefore a wider variety of sites in
other settlements can in principle also now be considered.

2. Regulation 18 and 19 Sites as Starting Point

To address the above need all sites that were put to the Council during the Regulation 18 and
19 consultations that led to the Submission of the HED DPD in August 2017 were re-
considered. These sites were originally discounted as they did not relate to Mellor or Wilpshire
but they can now be considered in relation to the newly emerged additional Borough-wide need.
While the Council does also have a series of sites within its 2013 SHLAA document that could
be considered in the absence of other sites, the fact that the Regulation 18 and 19 sites were
positively put forward by promoters significantly more recently is taken as more concrete
evidence that they could be delivered within the required HED DPD timescales. In addition the
promoters of the selected sites below have been contacted within the last month to ascertain
whether the sites were still positively available and they have informed us that they all remain
s0. The SHLAA sites remain as a fall back option to be considered should no suitable sites
emaerge from this particular selection process.

3. Adopted Core Strategy Strategic Locational Policles

The next step was to consider the above sites in the light of the Council's adopted Core
Strategy policies in considering particular locations for the additional allocations. Following the
Development Strategy set out in the Core Strategy (Key Statement DS1) development is guided
towards the Borough's most sustainable settlements ie the Principal Settlements of Clitheroe,
Longridge and Whalley. In addition sites could be considered in the Tier 1 settlements, the
more sustainable of the Borough's smaller settlements. This the logical approach as it rests on
adopted policy. This also means discounting sites that are in the Tier 2 settiements or in the
Open Countryside not adjacent to a settlement boundary (see below).

Applying policy further, sites, ideally brownfield sites, that are located within the current
settlement boundaries were preferred as they should be considered in principle as more
sustainable, followed by those that are immediately adjacent to the settlement boundaries.

4, Scale of Site and Likely Deliverability

Sites that were too large to deliver within five years were discounted (based on a calculation of
approx. 30 dwellings per hectare) as the need for additional allocations follows directly from an
current inability to satisfy the five year requirement. This pragmatically selects sites that could
reasonably be considered to deliver units within five years of planning permission/allocation and
also aligns with recent proposed draft govemment national planning policy changes to
deliberately favour smaller development sites. Pragmatically it is considersd that the maximum



site size that would pass the above test is one that would deliver 100 units. Thersfore sites that
were above this level were also discounted.

Taking the matter of site size further, whilst sites of a maximum of 100 units could be
considered theoretically appropriate in relation to the larger Principal Settiements of Clitheroe,
Longridge and Whalley they were considered too large for the smaller Tier 1 settlements. In
terms of their populations and built scale a maximum of 30 units was considered to be more
appropriate here. Therefore sites above 30 units in Tier 1 settlements were discounted. This
process also involved the re- consideration of the two sites that were already allocated in the
Submitted HED DPD and it was considered that the Wilpshire site (HAL2) could accommodate
additional units above its original allocation (which itself related to the specific Core Strategy
residual requirement there). The Mellor site (HAL1) was considered to be unable to host
additional units.

5! Individual Site Specific Matters.

In addition to the above general tests the Council are aware, through a variety of routes
including recent applications and on-going appeals, and the general application of professional
judgement, of some site specific matters that affected individual sites. These have also
collectively fed into the selection process.

An example of the application of this knowledge and experience is the restriction of likely
development of Site 15 in Clitheroe to exclude the “tail” of land extending south west adjacent to
the railway line as being practically too difficult to develop and therefore only that portion of the
site to the north east adjacent to Chatbum Road being considered as allocatable.

Also the Hammond Ground, Read site was discounted as the Council's position at the
forthcoming appeal relating to this site is that, due to its scale and location, it wold be injurious
to the sefting of the AONB and would cause harm to the visual amenity of the parkland
landscape that contributes significantly to the character of the village of Read.



Appendix 2
Selected Proposed Allocation Site Maps

Principal Settlements
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Tier 1 Sites

Developowent Department
Councll Offices, Chiurch Walk, Chitheroe, Loncs,. BR7ZRA

Tel: (012003 425111 Fux: {D1200) 414447

g Map Ref: Scale: sitE L
Location Plan  gfyine s APW0H

bel T v ' 5-'{';;_2 i
g o b
e ﬁ - g 5
— <4
%
&, s =
N @)
*oa, ;ﬂa’f ;’3%’ 4
' 2 & ~ -
; =<
i B O
w § L
1 ’
ko
L Tsﬂﬁ | 1
el f ¥ ) i
e I P B
i 1B
-. L | A ;
\— 7
L 0 g 7 H
! ¢ 45 .
T - ] i 5’ J
[ wsm . A “ﬂ‘..x.- w
E 4 ¥
L8
| '_
1L .-'
v
—
'.i -
i ]
—— = ‘3?.{;.!
3 _m;f-.‘b- i
- e
AT
P s b
\ «v}“"g
J £ ‘Fﬁ:ﬁ{#‘ = L
‘ —f::t‘t‘,‘f" [S !
T el : |
- 5{.‘,’,‘3‘}"? ‘i N
i o - - 2 |
off 5 M e o -
SRR / B 'l
L7 g A"( ; ,/ J“-‘__ 2
Nt 2 05
L ; .
maqunpﬂuﬂmcmohqm-ﬂﬂhmw:ﬂudmm;uhﬂ_-l'rcnuhhld CEPFT NG,
Met Maexys Blaterary Ottt € Oown eeasaighl. Usaaiodied mrsds 128 iAnges Crem Sopyatynt srd ny ied o
pRcvershon o~ ol TEIRIRGL.
This ooy T Bata prdiogs f specdfiesly Tar M3 Feber) S07aret Criitied driy. No bathar cagins oy e oule. ocay
Alxis Varwy icougs Courpl. Licenca Na LA 100015511 62 Wiy 3013

1



o R .
.@N&WMMM&M
L ku.w.m.t

Site 18:N. of Ribblesdale View

12

Siepery Dibce @ Cown pridhl Unauhariassd repmduchen ¢ binges o cyowicht and mavy ‘eed 19 oroeecull an or o vi pecsetingt

Thismen Is repoduced fam Gahance Sctvey materisl nehthe permason of Ordnance Sunay on behalt of e Coocroler ofH e I3 aiealys
Rahba Yaitey Borpugh Comndl, LCo73e N, LA 100018641 24 Movember 2018 11250



agh Hop f Parm

LormEl

Eparis Pgins

Site 24: Adi Haugh Head WhinsL

This mus 13 rescoduced fom Jrdrancs Sunvey moberiol sehtre parmasan of Ominesce Surveyen behall afihe ConteferofHer Maestis
Siubpery Btiee © Crown cocwichl Unathormed sepradudion mtinaas Cravn comngti aad miry ad b8 prastcicion o vl crocesdngs.

Fabbls Vailey Horough Camell. Litencs Mo LA 100018841 24 Novemoer 2046 1 3250

13



Appendix 1
Map 1: revised allocation boundary of Palicy HAL2
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Tranche 2 Sites
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Site 13: Highmoor Farm
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This response also referenced as an appendix the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.

This is available on the Council's website at:

https://www.ribblevalley.gov.uk/downloads/file/10010/adopted_core_strategy
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RIBBLE VALLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL

Development Department

Council Offices, Church Walk, Clitheroe, Lancashire, BB7 2RA

Telephone: 01200425111 Fax: 01200 414488 Planning Fax: 01200 414487
“Town and Country Planning Act 1990
- QUTLINE PLANNING PERMISSION

APPLICATION NO: 3/2015/0495

DECISION DATE: 9 September 2016
DATE RECEIVED: 30/07/2015
APPLICANT: AGENT:
Mr and Mrs H Speak Mr Gary Hoerty
/o Agent Gary Hoerty Associates
Suite 9
Grindleton Business Centre
The Spinney
Grindleton
Clitheroe
BB7 4DH
PARTICULARS OF DEVELOPMENT: Outline application {access only) for the erection of up to 15
dwellings on fand at Worthalls Farm with access off Westfield
Avenue,

AT: Land at Worthalls Farm Westfield Avenue Read BB12 7PW

Ribble Valley Borough Council hereby give notice in pursuance of provisions of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 that outline planning permission has been granted for the carrying out of the
development referred to above in accordance with the application and plans submitted subject to the
following conditions:

Application for approval of reserved matters must be made not later than the expiration of three
years beginning with the date of this permission and the development must be begun not later
than whichever is the later of the following dates.

(a) The expiration of three years from the date of this permission; or

(b) The expiration of two years from the final approval of the reserved matters or, in the case of
approval on different dates, the final approval of the last such matter to be approved.

REASON: Required to be imposed pursuant to Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990 as amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.

P.T.O.



RIBBLE VALLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL
OUTLINE PLANNING PERMISSION

APPLICATION NO: 3/2015/0495 DECISION DATE: 9 September 2016

2 No more than 15 dwellings (Use Class C3) are hereby permitted within the application site.

REASON: For the avoidance of doubt to ensure there is no ambiguity in the decision notice over
what amount of development has been approved. In accordance with Key Statements DS1 and
DS2 and Policies DMG1 and DMG2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy, to ensure a satisfactory
quantum and level of development given its location.

3 Applications for the approval of reserved matters shall include details of replacement parking
provision for residents of Westfield Avenue and Whalley Road, for the avoidance of doubt the
provision shall be adequate to accommodate 6 parked motor vehicles and shall not be made
available for use by residents of the development hereby approved. The agreed parking
provision shall be made available for use and completed in accordance with the approved details
prior to first occupation of any of the dwellings hereby approved.

REASON: To secure satisfactory parking provision for existing residents in the area in accordance!
with Policies DMG1, DMG3 and DMI2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.

4 Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted
Development} (England} Order 2015 or any Order revoking and re-enacting that Order, the
dwelling hereby permitted shall not be altered or extended, no new windows shall be inserted,
no alterations to the roof shall be undertaken and no buildings or structures shall be erected
within the curtilage of the dwelling unless planning permission has first been granted by the
Local Planning Authority.

REASON: To enable the Local Planning Authority to exercise control over development which
could materially harm the character and visual amenities of the immediate area or be of
detriment to the residential amenities of neighbouring occupiers due to site constraints, in
accordance with Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy (Adopted Version).

5 Unless otherwise agreed in writing and in line with the surface water management hierarchy, no
development approved by this permission shall commence until a scheme for the disposal of foul
and surface waters for the entire site has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. For the avoidance of doubt, surface water must drain separate from the foul
and no surface water will be permitted to discharge directly or indirectly into existing public
sewerage systems. The development shali be completed, maintained and managed in
accordance with the approved details.

REASON: To ensure a satisfactory form of development and to prevent an undue increase in
surface water run-off and to reduce the risk of flooding in accordance with Policies DMG1 and
DME® of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.

P.T.O.



RIBBLE VALLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL
OUTLINE PLANNING PERMISSION

APPLICATION NO: 3/2015/0495 DECISION DATE: 9 September 2016

6 Applications for the approval of reserved matters shall include details of existing and proposed
land levels and finished floor levels, including the leveis of the proposed roads. The development
shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the approved details.

REASON: To secure satisfactory finished ground and floor levels in accordance with Policy DMG1
of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.

7 No development approved by this permission shall commence until a scheme for the on and off-
site highway works, including timescales for implementation, has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development shall thereafter be carried
out in accordance with the approved details.

REASON: In the interests of highway safety and to mitigate the impacts of the development in
accordance with Policies EN2, DMG1, DMI2 and DMG3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.

8 No development shall take place, including any site preparation or demolition works, until a
Construction Method Statement has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local
planning authority. The approved statement shall be adhered to throughout the construction
period. Forthe avoidance of doubt the statement should provide details of:

A.The location of parking provision for vehicles of site operatives and visitors

B.The location for the loading and unloading of plant and materials

C.The location for the storage of plant and materials used in constructing the development

D.The erection and maintenance of security hoarding

E.The location of wheel washing facilities that shall be made available dring the construction
phase of the development

F.Measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during construction

G.Routes to be used by vehicles carrying plant and materials to and from the site

H.Hours of operation and the timing of deliveries

.Measures to ensure that construction and delivery vehicles do not impede upon access to
existing properties

J.Programme and timings of the road-sweeping of the adjacent highways network

K.Periods when plant and materials trips should not be made to and from the site (mainly peak
hours but the developer to identify times when trips of this nature should not be made)

REASON: In the interests of protecting residential amenity from noise and disturbance and to
satisfy the Local Planning Authority and Highway Authority that the development would not be
of detriment to the safe operation of the immediate highway in the interests of highway safety
and compliance with current highway legislation in accordance with Policies DMG1, DMG3 and
DMI2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.

P.T.O.



RIBBLE VALLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL
OUTLINE PLANNING PERMISSION

APPLICATION NO: 3/2015/0495 DECISION DATE: 9 September 2016

9 Prior to the commencement of the development, including any demolition or site preparation
works, a joint survey shall be carried out between the developer and the Highways Authority to
determine the current pre-construction condition of Whaliey Road. A similar repeat survey shall
be carried out within six months of the completion of the last dwelling hereby approved; the
findings of the surveys shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning
Authority.

For the avoidance of doubt the submitted details shall specify any works to be undertaken, and
their timings, to make good any damage to Whalley Road as a result of construction works, to
return the highway to the pre-construction situation/condition. The development and any
remediation/repair works shall be carried out in strict accordance with the approved details.

REASON: To maintain the safe operation of the immediate highway and to ensure no long-term
damage to the highway as a result of the construction phase of the development in accordance
with Policies DMG1, DMG3 and Key Statement DMI2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.

Note(s)

1 For rights of appeal in respect of any condition(s)/or reason(s) attached to the consent see the
attached notes.

2 The applicant is advised that should there be any deviation from the approved plan the Local
Planning Authority must be informed. It is therefore vital that any future Building Regulation
application must comply with the approved planning application.

3 The Local Planning Authority operates a pre-planning application advice service which applicants
are encouraged to use. Whether or not this was used, the Local Planning Authority has
endeavoured to work proactively and positively to resolve issues and considered the imposition
of appropriate conditions and amendments to the application to deliver a sustainable form of
development.

4 This permission should be read in conjunction with the Secition 106 Agreement signed and dated
24 August 2016.
JOHN HEAP

DIRECTOR OF COMMUNITY SERVICES



RECOMMENDATION FOR PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
DEFER AND DELEGATE

DATE: 11 February 2016

REF: SK

CHECKED BY:

APPLICATION NO: 3/2015/0495/P (GRID REF: SD 376641 434427)

OUTLINE APPLICATION (ACCESS ONLY) FOR THE ERECTION OF UP TO 15 DWELLINGS
ON LAND AT WORTHALLS FARM WITH ACCESS OFF WESTFIELD AVENUE, READ BB12
PW

3/2015/0495 Worthalls Farm, Wastfield Avanue, Read, BB12 7PW

. © Crown Copyright Feserved. For reference purposes anly. No further copias may be made.
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PARISH COUNCIL.:

LCC HIGHWAYS

LCC CONTRIBUTIONS:

LLFA:

UNTITED UTILITIES:

Read Parish Council have no objections to this proposal and
have stated that they consider that this is a good development
of redundant farm buildings.

Lancashire county council Highways have stated that they are
of the opinion that the proposed housing development would
have a negligible impact upon highway capacity in the
immediate vicinity of the site.

The Highways development Control section further state that
the provision of new footpath and junction improvements at the
site access on Westfield Avenue is fully supported by the
Highway Development Control Section but note that this will
remove parking for the adjacent terraced properties.

The applicant has indicated 6 off road parking space to replace
the lost parkin on Westfield Avenue and this is fully support as
it will remove parked cars from the access onto Whalley Road.

LCC Highways therefore has no objection to the proposal
subject to the imposition of planning conditions.

No response received.
No response received.
No objections subject to the imposition of planning conditions.

United Utilities have stated that a public sewer crosses this site
and that they may not permit building over it. An access strip
width of six metres, three metres either side of the centre line
of the sewer will be required for maintenance or replacement.
Therefore a modification of the site layout, or a diversion of the
affected public sewer at the applicant's expense, may be
necessary.

Additionally United Utilities have stated that a water main/trunk
main crosses the site and will not pemmit development in close
proximity to the main. An access strip of no less than 5
metres, measuring at least 2.5 metres either side of the centre
line of the pipe.

The applicant must comply with our standard conditions for
work camried out on, or when crossing aqueducts and
easements. This should be taken into account in the final site
layout, or a diversion will be necessary, which will be at the
applicant's expense. Any necessary disconnection or diversion
required as a result of any development will be carried out at
the developer's expense.



ADDITIONAL 7 letters of representation have been received raising the
REPRESENTATIONS: following observations and objecting on the following grounds:

o The erection of new dweliings would exacerbate the
existing poor highways safety and parking problems.

« No alternative parking arrangements for existing residents.

s Lack of footpaths.

« The application has been made on land that is not wholly
in the control/ownership of the applicant.

¢ Increased traffic impact upon the area.

* Highways safety.

e The introduction of TRO's will result in existing residents
losing parking provision.

Proposal

The application seeks outline consent {(access only) for the erection of up to 15 dwellings on
land at Worthalls Farm with access off Westfield Avenue, Read BB12 7PW.

The submitted details indicate primary vehicular and pedestrian access from Whalley Road off
Westfield Avenue. The submitted layout proposes 15 dwellings, with the units being a mixture
of detached, semi-detached and terraced forms. The layout proposes an informal cul-de-sac
arrangement with parking provision for existing residents being provided towards the site
entrance.

As the application is made in outline, layout is not a matter for which consent is sought at this
stage and therefore cannot be assessed.

Site Location

The proposal site is Located off Whalley Road Read, accessed off Westfield Avenue. The area
is predominantly residential in character with the southern extents of the site being bounded by
green belt.

Relevant History

There is no recent planning history for the site that is directly relevant to the determination of the
current application.

Relevant Policies
Ribble Valley Core Strategy

Key Statement DS1 — Development Strategy.

Key Statement DS2 — Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development.
Key Statement EN3 — Sustainable Development and Climate Change.
Key Statement EN4 — Biodiversity and Geodiversity.

Key Statement H1 — Housing Provision.

Key Statement H2 — Housing Balance.

Key Statement H3 — Affordable Housing.



Key Statement DMI1 — Planning Obligations.
Key Statement DMI2 — Transport Considerations.

Policy DMG1 — General Considerations.
Policy DMG2 - Strategic Considerations.
Policy DMG3 — Transport and Mobility.
Policy DMES — Renewable Energy.
Policy DME6 — Water Management.

Policy DMH1 — Affordable Housing Criteria.
Policy DMB4 — Open Space Provision.
Policy DMBS — Footpaths and Bridleways.

Planning Practice Guidance
National Planning Policy Framework

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues

Principle of Development

In terms of strategic considerations, Key Statement DS1 of the recently adopted Core Strategy
outlines that the majority of new housing development will be concentrated within the identified
strategic site to the south of Clitheroe (Standen); and the principal settlements of Clitheroe,
Longridge and Whalley.

Key Statement DS1 states that the scale of planned housing growth will be managed to reflect
existing population size, the availability of, or the opportunity to, provide facilities to serve the
development and the extent to which development can be accommodated within the local area.

The Council is required to maintain a 5 year supply of housing land to ensure land supply is not
a barrier to housing growth. Objectively assessed housing need identifies 280 units are
required to be delivered in the Borough per year — these are minimum targets.

Using the October monitoring figures {Housing Land Availability Schedule October 2015), the
Council can demonstrate a 5.67 year supply of housing land with an annual requirement of 280
units using the Sedgefield methodology.

The adopted core strategy, based on objectively assessed housing need, identifies the overall
minimum housing target for Read and Simonstone is 19 dwellings over the plan period 2008-
2028. As of December 2015 19 dwellings remain to be provided in Read and Simonstone over
the plan period. The current proposal would contribute up to 15 dwellings to this objectively
assessed need and the principle of the development in housing numbers terms is therefore
considered to be in accordance with the adopted Core Strategy.

Given the site is located within the defined settlement boundary of Read/Simonstone the
application is considered to be in broad accordance with the Development Strategy for the
Borough and in principle, notwithstanding other material considerations, to be in accordance
with Key Statement DS1 and Palicy DMG2 of the adopted Core Strategy.



Highway Safety and Accessibility

The development proposal is made in outline with solely matters being applied for. The
application seeks consent for the construction of a residential development of up to 15 dwellings
which will be accessed off Whalley Road via Westfield Avenue. The submitted details propose
that a 2m footway will be provided to the east and west of Westfield Avenue for the first 20
metres of the road.

It is noted that the applicant has proposed to provide 6 off-road car parking spaces within the
site to replace those that would be lost on Westfield Avenue and this is fully supported as it will
remove parked motor vehicles from the access point on to Whailey Road. The location and
provision of the aforementioned replacement parking provision will be secured via planning
condition that will require the submission of detailed information at the relevant reserved matters
stage.

LCC Highways have made a number of observations in relation to the application but have
raised no objection to the proposal subject to the imposition of planning conditions. The
observations made are as follows:

» Westfield Avenue is a private road and is not subject to any future adoption agreement.
The applicant should seek legal advice as to whether they have rights over this road toi
access the site.

¢ All off-road car parking spaces should be provided with a manoeuvring/reversing distance
of 6m.

All parking bays should be 2.4m wide by 5m in length.

The shown highway layout is acceptable for all road users but has insufficient provision for
services as such the highway as shown is not to minimum adoptable standards and as
such highway safety and future maintenance may be jeopardised. The works required to
bring the highway design up to an adoptable standard are listed below:

¢ A service verge is required on both sides of the new carriageway. A 2m wide service verge
is required for locating statutory undertakes equipment and should be provided where
buildings front onto the road. The minimum width of the remaining service verge can be
reduced to 0.5m providing no street lighting is located within the aforementioned margin. If
street lighting is required on the narrow service verge the minimum width is 800mm. Please
note - the car parking spaces must not be over the service verge area.

* All trees should be removed from the service verge, as they are not permitted within the
adoptable highway. From Lancashire County Council Residential Design Guide. The trees
would only be permitted within the adoptable highway if a section 96 agreement of the 1980
Highways Act is entered with the district authority. The principle of the agreement would
need to be agreed fully with the district authority before the section 38 agreement is
entered.

e The full length of Westfield Avenue is not to an adoptable standard/layout as above.

The Highway Development Control Engineer has requested that should consent be granted,
conditions relating to the following matters be attached:

Wheel washing facilities be made available on site.

Details of car parking provision to be provided.

Details of highways works to be submitted.

Road condition survey to be undertaken pre-commencement and post-completion.



s Construction Method Statement and Traffic Management Plan to be submitted.

it is therefore considered that subject to appropriate conditions, the proposal would be
acceptable in respect of access, connectivity and highway safety in accordance with Policies
DMG1 and DMI2 of the Adopted Core Strategy.

Legal Agreement/Planning Obligations

The applicant has submitted a S106 Agreement in respect of the development. Matters relating
to the specific content of the S.106 agreement are currently under negotiation but it is envisaged
that 30% of the units to be provided on site will be affordable in nature.

In accordance with Policy DMH1 of the Core Strategy it will be required that 15% of the units on
site will be for older persons housing provision, 50% of which shall be included within the overall
30% affordable provision. The remaining 50% of older persons housing provision will be market
housing, solely to be occupied by those over 55 years of age. It is the Local Authorities
preference that the older persons provision be brought forward in the form of bungalows, this
matter will be subject to on-going discussion.

At this stage No financial contributions have been requested in respect of education and
sports/recreation. Should matters change they will be reported verbally.

QOther Matters

As previously stated, the application is made in outline with all matters reserved save that of
access. Matters of detailed layout therefore cannot be assessed at this stage, however it is
imperative that the Local Planning Authority are assured that the level/amount of development
proposed can be adequately accommodated on site without compromising the residential
amenities of neighbouring occupiers or the visual amenities of the immediate and wider area.

| have a numbers of observations in respect of the indicative layout proposed, it is envisaged
that these matters would be addressed through negotiation at the appropriate reserved matters
stage. The following observations comments have been provided for the purposes of
clarity/continuity and in light of the nature of a number of representations received.

In respect of the proposed layout | have the following observations:

o Concerns exist in relation to the potential impact upon existing residential amenities as a
result of the orientation of a number of proposed the properties and their proximity to
existing properties, in particular but not exclusively plots 1, 14, 15 and 11 to 13.

e Given a number of the units may be in terrace form, consideration will have to be given to a
waste management strategy that allows for external provisions of a route that will allow
refuse storage receptacles to be taken from the rear of the property to the frontage on
collection day.

» The layout as proposed appears to fail to provide adequate manoeuvring for vehicles within
the site.



» The dimensions of the replacement residents parking bays appear to be inadequate as do
the required reversing manoeuvring distances.

A number of representations have been received in respect of the proposal raising issues of
land ownership and that the access to the site does not fall within the ownership of the
applicant. Members will note that matters of land ownership are a private legal matter and the
LPA cannot consider such matters in the determination of the application.

A number of the representations received also raise concerns in relation to loss of existing
parking provision. The applicant has provided a commitment that replacement parking provision
will be provided on site, this matter will be addressed through planning condition that will require
details of such provision to be submitted at the relevant matters stage.

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

Subject to further work being undertaken on the $.106 agreement , consider in principle, the
development as proposed is not in direct conflict with the adopted Core Strategy and accords
with the overall development Strategy for the Borough.

It is for the above reasons and having regard to all material considerations and matters raised
that | recommend accordingly.

RECOMMENDATION: That the application be DEFERRED and DELEGATED to the Director of
Community Services for approval following the satisfactory completion of a Legal Agreement
within 3 months from the date of this decision and subject to the following conditions:

1. Application for approval of reserved matters must be made not later than the expiration of
three years beginning with the date of this permission and the development must be begun
not later than whichever is the later of the following dates.

(a) The expiration of three years from the date of this permission; or

(b) The expiration of two years from the final approval of the reserved matters or, in the case of
approval on different dates, the final approval of the last such matter to be approved.

REASON: Required to be imposed pursuant to Section 91 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 as amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase
Act 2004.

2. No more than 15 dwellings (Use Class C3) are hereby permitted within the application site.

REASON: For the avoidance of doubt to ensure there is no ambiguity in the decision notice
over what amount of development has been approved. In accordance with Key Statements
DS1 and DS2 and Policies DMG1 and DMG2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy, to ensure
a satisfactory quantum and level of development given its location.

3. Applications for the approval of reserved matters shall include details of replacement
parking provision for residents of Westfield Avenue and Whalley Road, for the avoidance of
doubt the provision shall be adequate to accommodate 6 parked motor vehicles and shall
not be made available for use by residents of the development hereby approved. The



agreed parking provision shall be made available for use and completed in accordance with
the approved details prior to first occupation of any of the dwellings hereby approved.

REASON: To secure satisfactory parking provision for existing residents in the area in
accordance with Policies DMG1, DMG3 and DMI2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.

. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Pemitted
Development) (England) Order 2015 or any Order revoking and re-enacting that Order, the
dwelling hereby permitted shall not be altered or extended, no new windows shall be
inserted, no alterations to the roof shall be undertaken and no buildings or structures shall
be erected within the curtilage of the dwelling unless planning permission has first been
granted by the Local Planning Authority.

REASON: To enable the Local Planning Authority to exercise control over development
which could materially harm the character and visual amenities of the immediate area or be
of detriment to the residential amenities of neighbouring occupiers due to site constraints, in
accordance with Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy (Adopted Version).

. Unless otherwise agreed in writing and in line with the surface water manage hierarchy, no
development approved by this permission shall commence untii a scheme for the disposal of
foul and surface waters for the entire site has been submitted to and approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority. For the avoidance of doubt, surface water must drain separate
from the foul and no surface water will be permitted to discharge directly or indirectly into
existing public sewerage systems. The development shall be completed, maintained and
managed in accordance with the approved details.

REASON: To ensure a satisfactory form of development and to prevent an undue increase
in surface water run-off and to reduce the risk of flooding in accordance with Policies DMG1
and DMES of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.

. Applications for the approval of reserved matters shall include details of existing and
proposed land levels and finished floor levels, including the levels of the proposed roads.
The development shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the approved details.

REASON: To secure satisfactory finished ground and floor levels in accordance with Policy
DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.

. No development approved by this permission shall commence until a scheme for the on and
off-site highway works, including timescales for implementation, has been submitted to and

approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development shall thereafter be
carried out in accordance with the approved details.

REASON: In the interasts of highway safety and to mitigate the impacts of the development
in accordance with Policies EN2, DMG1, DMI2 and DMG3 of the Ribble Valley Core
Strategy.

. No development shall take place, including any site preparation or demaolition works, untii a
Construction Method Statement has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local
planning authority. The approved statement shall be adhered to throughout the construction
period. For the avoidance of doubt the statement should provide details of.



a) The location of parking provision for vehicles of site operatives and visitors

b) The location for the loading and unloading of plant and materials

c) The location for the storage of plant and materials used in constructing the development

d) The erection and maintenance of security hoarding

e) The location of wheel washing facilities that shall be made available dring the
construction phase of the development

f} Measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during construction

g) Routes to be used by vehicles carrying plant and materials to and from the site

h) Hours of operation and the timing of deliveries

i} Measures to ensure that construction and delivery vehicles do not impede upon access
to existing properties

j) Programme and timings of the road-sweeping of the adjacent highways network

k) Periods when plant and materials trips should not be made to and from the site (mainly
peak hours but the developer to identify times when trips of this nature should not be
made)

REASON: In the interests of protecting residential amenity from noise and disturbance and
to satisfy the Local Planning Authority and Highway Authority that the development would
not be of detriment to the safe operation of the immediate highway in the interests of
highway safety and compliance with current highway legislation in accordance with Policies
DMG1, DMG3 and DMI2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.

. Prior to the commencement of the development, including any demolition or site preparation
works, a joint survey shall be carried out between the developer and the Highways Authority
to determine the current pre-construction condition of Whalley Road. A similar repeat
survey shall be carried out within six months of the completion of the last dwelling hereby
approved; the findings of the surveys shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by the
Local Planning Authority.

For the avoidance of doubt the submitted details shall specify any works to be undertaken,
and their timings, to make good any damage to Whalley Road as a result of construction
works, to return the highway to the pre-construction situation/condition. The development
and any remediation/repair works shall be carried out in strict accordance with the approved
details.

REASON: To maintain the safe operation of the immediate highway and to ensure no long-
term damage to the highway as a result of the construction phase of the development in
accordance with Policies DMG1, DMG3 and Key Statement DMI2 of the Ribble Valley Core
Strategy.
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RECOMMENDATION FOR PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

REFUSAL

DATE: 13 April 2017
REF:

CHECKED BY: JM

APPLICATION REF: 3/2016/1192
GRID REF: SD 376346 434559

DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION:

OUTLINE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT FOR 50 UNITS INCLUDING RESERVED
MATTERS FOR ACCESS AT HAMMOND GROUND, WHALLEY ROAD, READ, BB12 7QN
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CONSULTEE RESPONSES/ REPRESENTATIONS MADE:

PARISH COUNCIL:

Read Parish Council objects to this development on the following grounds:

1.

The location is outside the settlement boundary and in an open countryside location.
Hammond Ground is part of Read Park, an ancient and historic landscape. There are
stunning trees set within this designated landscape which would be spoiled by being
surrounded by modemn housing. Many people enjoy the green vista of Hammond Ground
from public highways around Read and also from as far away as Great Harwood and
Altham.



The adopted core strategy, based on objectively assessed housing need, identifies the
overall minimum housing target for Read and Simonstone of 45 dwellings over the plan
period 2008- 2028. As of December 2015 19 dwellings remain to be provided in Read
and Simonstone over the plan period. The current proposal would contribute up to 50
dwellings, which along with the planned development at Worthalls Farm of 15 dwellings
would greatly exceed the objectively assessed need and the principle of sustainable
development in housing numbers terms is therefore considered not to be in accordance
with the adopted Core Strategy. Approval of the application for Hammond Ground could
mean we get more than double the number of houses deemed appropriate for Read and
Simonstone less than half way through the plan period.

A key part of this application is a claim that much of the housing will be for elderly people
yet we have no doctors, opticians or dentists in the village and our bus service has
recently been reduced. The Core Strategy concentrated development on settlements
with better infrastructure. It cannot meet any suggested need that elderly residents find
themselves living on a sloping site outside the village boundary with inadequate
services.

OAN Housing Survey undertaken by Trustees of Hammond Ground

Having reviewed the results of this survey the parish council have noted that the results of the
survey are quoted as % figures and we are unable to ascertain how many respondents there
were. We therefore feel that this survey is meaningless without this context.

Simonstone Parish Council objects to the above application on the following grounds:

The proposed application should be resisted as this piece of land is outside the
Settlement Boundary of Read and Simonstone in the District Local Plan Core Strategy
2008 — 2028,

Hammond Ground is ancient parkland and is of great scenic value to both tourists and
residents of communities both from Ribble Valley and those who travel to and from the
area. To lose this would be contrary to Policies DME1 and EN2 as this particular piece of
land is considered highly for its scenic value.

The Consultation of the Local Plan for Ribble Valley (Housing and Employment
Development DPD) - Regulation 18 is almost complete. Should this application be
approved the effect would be to virtually remove all the spare housing (55) capacity in
the Local Plan.

The Parish Council carried out a survey of residents and produced a Parish Plan and
over 30% of the 479 delivered questionnaires were returned. There was little support for
additional housing and overwhelming opposition to any large scheme development.
There was evidence that limited accommodation for single elderly people would be
welcomed, so as to give elderly residents the opportunity to down size, without having
move outside the village which would increase the risk of them becoming isolated from
their friends and acquaintances.



e The Parish Council has been working with Ribble Valley Borough Council and Ribble
Valley Homes to develop residences for villagers who have expressed a wish to
downsize.

» This extract from contaminated land report of the Application information states that;-
The site is classified as Coal Mining Development High Risk Area which is present in the
north and south of the site, associated with the ‘probable shallow coal mining’ and ‘coal
outcrops’. Long term safety of the site is questionable. Safety of the site is
compromised as the site underiain by the Pennine Middle Coal Measures with a number
of coal seams sub-cropping on site and a number of nearby mine entries. This strata
could generate ground gas (primarily carbon dioxide and methane) particularly where
worked seams are present.

s  With respect to pollutant linkage 3 {gas risk), it is recommended that the ground
conditions are confimed below the site; including the extent and depth of clay, the
presence of shallow coal seams and confirmation of shallow workings. There is no
evidence of any boreholes to enable a proper assessment of safety of the site and there
is insufficient evidence in the application to ensure that the site is safe to develop and as
such the site is unsuitable for housing development.

e The site is of historical importance as it was the scene of a battle during the civil war and
is a tocally important heritage site.

+ The Housing Needs Survey document gives no numbers of required houses or types
required; only percentages are shown and as a consequence no conclusions can be
drawn from it's findings, which renders it a worthless document.

ENVIRONMENT DIRECTORATE (COUNTY SURVEYORY):

The County Surveyor (Highways) has no objection to the proposed development subject to the
inclusion of appropriate conditions

LEAD LOCAL FLOOD AUTHORITY:
The Lead Local Flood Authority has no objection to the proposed development subject to the

inclusion of appropriate conditions requiring the submission of appropriate surface water
drainage details.

UNITED UTILITIES:

The drainage for the development should be carried out in accordance with principles set out in
the submitted Flood Risk Assessment. No surface water will be permitted to drain directly or
indirectly into the public sewer.

ENVIRONMENT AGENCY:

No aobservations.



LCC CONTRIBUTIONS:

An education contribution is not required at this stage in regards to this development.

THE COAL AUTHORITY:

The Coal Authority concurs with the recommendations of the Coal Mining Risk Assessment
Report; that coal mining legacy potentially poses a risk to the proposed development and that
intrusive site investigation works should be undertaken prior to development in order to
establish the exact situation regarding coal mining legacy issues on the site. The Coal Authority
recommends that the LPA impose a Planning Condition should planning permission be granted
for the proposed development requiring these site investigation works prior to commencement
of development.

LCC AONB OFFICER:

The AONB Partnership considers that Read Park and Hammond Ground provide important
‘buffer’ landscapes between the AONB and the more developed and industrial character of the
landscapes to the south in the Calder valley. The proposed development will erode the
character of these local landscapes and impact on the special qualities of this part of the AONB
setting. For these reasons, the AONB Partnership maintains its objection to the proposed
development.

LANCASHIRE ARCHAEOLOGICAL ADVISORY SERVICE:

It is recommended that the development site is subject to a desk-based assessment and that
the need for any form of further archaeological investigation or mitigation work is considered
and presented as part of any reserved matters application. Should it appear probable that
significant remains may exist on the site further phases of work, which may include geophysical
or topographical survey, trial trenching, etc. may be necessary.

CAMPAIGN TO PROTECT RURAL ENGLAND:

CPRE Lancashire considers the benefit of the development is outweighed by the harm to the
local community. It raises the following points:-

= The proposal is contrary to Local Plan Policy G2; within the plan area developments will
be mainly directed towards land within the main settlement boundaries. This proposal
would contribute to a significant sprawl of built development into countryside and cause
the encroachment into rural Lancashire.

¢ CPRE Lancashire remains concerned about the high incidence of 'off-local plan’ housing
applications that were approved by the Council and Planning Inspectorate in countryside
in advance of an adopted Local Plan.



o The development would incur the loss of farmland. We remind planning decision makers

that once countryside land is developed it is gone for good, with net loss to the natural
environment.

e The heritage setting of Read Park would be adversely impacted, which is an important
local historic landscape with important views to natural environments.

e There is concern about negative impact from the proposed development on the
landscape and visual amenity of local residents from both short and long range views
due to the sloping topography of the site. Views from local Public Rights of Way would
be negatively impacted. Local Plan Policy DME2 refers to the protection of landscape
features such as stone walls and townscape elements.

¢ CPRE Lancashire is concerned by harmful impacts to a number of ancient trees that
should be protecied on site.

e Ribble Valley Borough Council has a statutory responsibility to hedgerows considered
important if it is over 20 metres long, 30 years old, and home to a certain number of
plants and animal species by the Hedgerow Regulations 1997.

» CPRE Lancashire encourages the planning decisicn makers to give adequate weight to
local opinion when deciding on an application. The application proposal is opposed by a
large number of local residents and Read Parish Council.

LANCASHIRE GARDENS TRUST:

This development proposal was the subject of an earlier planning application 2016/0421, which
was refused on planning policy, housing supply and landscape grounds. The current application
appears virtually unchanged from the eariier application. The LGT was not notified of the earlier
application, and therefore no comments were made. If we had been aware at the time an
objection would have been submitted,

LGT have reviewed the application documentation, but not visited the site. LGT note that neither
the earlier nor the current application included a Heritage Assessment. This is a significant
omission from the application in view of the nature, historic origin and location of Hammond
Ground. Read Hall and Park are included in A Local List of Lancashire's Unregistered Historic
Designed Landscapes(2013) produced in partnership by LGT, Lancashire County Council and
Manchester Metropolitan University. This assessed the Read landscape as category A2, i.e. of
Regional and County significance. LGT has not yet undertaken a specific Statement of
Significance for Read Park. Although the 2013 report does not identify the boundaries of the
Park, a number of historic maps show the estate with parkland notation extending across the
entire estate. This includes Hammond Ground, which is named along with other areas of the
Estate, (Front Field, New Marls, Sagar Heys, Coppy and Acres). All are shown on the 1914 OS
map (as well as other maps which are included in the Appendix of Part 1 of the Land
Contamination Report) submiited as part of this application.

LGT would hope to undertake more detailed assessment of the Significance of Read Park in the
future. Based on the documentation currently available, the LGT objects to residential
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development within the historic boundaries of Read Park, which would result in a loss of part of
the historic designed landscape.

ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:

Two petitions have been received in objection to the proposals with a total of 364 signatures
and 162 objection letters have been received from individual residences. An objection has also
been received on behalf of the residents group Hammond Ground Resident Group. Objections
are raised for the following reasons:

The proposed development would alter the feel of the village

Local infrastructure would be unable to cope and traffic in the area is already busy

The applicant is likely to have intentions to increase house building in this area at a later
date or to re-plan the site for more market housing.

» Access is directly onto the A671 which is already congested at the beginning and end of
the day

« Local facilities such as doctors and schools would find it difficult to cope with additional
demand

e The number of dwellings proposed exceeds the housing requirement for Read and
Simonstone in the Council's Core Strategy and would nearly double the requirement

» Existing facilities within the village are limited to a few shops and small phamacy and
there are limited public transport links. There is no doctors surgery, dentist or library
making it difficult for older residents and families who would be reliant on the car
Hammond Ground is valuable landscape and contained many well established trees
The River Calder is unable to take extra water and has caused recent floodings in
Padiham and Whalley

» View of the iandscape would be altered looking out from Great Harwood, Huncoat,
Hapton and Altham and miles around.

* Hammond Ground has a local historic significance and is a valuable landscape with a
park-like appearance

¢ The housing need survey submitted is of little value as it fails to provide the number of
respondents and was done by stealth. The developers have been selective in the
information provided and the Council should undertake their own survey

¢ Understanding that individual responses to the Housing Needs Survey are confidential
but not the main body of the report which should be considered as evidence and subject
to public scrutiny. Whilst there are more older people in Read and Simonstone this does
not mean there is a justified need for bungalows.

» Demand for new properties is relatively low with a variety of housing available at various
budgets including terraced dwellings for £120k — you only need look at the ‘Meadow
View' development as proof of this. There are many bungalows for sale in the local area
available at a more affordable price.

¢ Shortage of housing for the elderly cannot be met by building on the outskirts of a village
with limited public transport, no doctors, no dentist and no community centre. The
nearest convenience shop is almost half a mile away.

Proposal would result in harm to wildlife including deer, fox, bats and owis
Dwellings along George Lane face onto Hammond Ground.
Many brownfield sites have not been utilised for residential development
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1.1

2.1

The landowners do not live locally and have no interest in safeguarding the landscape or
wider area

The proposal to have a path at the rear of houses on George Lane would be detrimental
to the occupants of these properties including invasion of privacy and security concerns
Read is undermined with shallow mine works and Hammond Ground contains a number
of mine shafts

The LVIA is based on all homes on the site being single storey accommodation

The application site is not material in terms of the 5 year supply and the Council should
work to accelerate delivery at the Standen site. There is potential for small scale
development within the settlement

Submitted LVIA is inaccurate and fails to fully assess impact
Unacceptable impact on heritage assets

Site Description and Surrounding Area

The application site is an irregular parcel of land comprising 4.09 hectares in the open
countryside and is situated to the west of Read outside of the defined settlement
boundary. The site comprises the south-eastern end of land known as Hammond
Ground and is sloping pasture land with a number of veteran trees. Levels on the site
slope steeply from north to south. The southem boundary of the application site is bound
by Whalley Road (A671) which is considered a strategic route. A roadside hedge forms
the site frontage facing Whalley Road. To the east the site abuts the gardens of
residential properties along George Lane.

Proposed Development for which consent is sought

Outline consent is sought for residential development comprising 50 dwellings including
reserved matters for access at Hammond Ground, Whalley Road, Read. The application
is a re-submission of planning application 3/2016/0421 which was refused at the
Planning Committee meeting on 21st July 2016 on the following grounds:-

1. The proposal, by reason of its scale and location, would lead to the creation of
new residential development in the open countryside in excess of the identified
residual number of dwellings proposed to be accommodated in Read and
Simonstone. The proposal would cause harm to the development strategy set out
in the Ribble Valley Core Strategy. As such, the proposal does nof comprise
sustainable development and is therefore considered to be contrary to Key
Statements DS1 and DS2 and Palicies DMG1, DMG2 and DMH3 of the Ribble
Valley Core Strategy.

2. The proposal, by reason of its scale and location, would be injurious to the
setting of the AONB and would result in irreversible harm to the visual amenity of
the parkiand landscape that contributes significantly to the character of the
village of Read and the surrounding area contrary to Policies EN2 and DME2,

3. The proposal would create a harmful precedent for the acceptable of similar
unjustified proposals, which would have an adverse impact on the
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2.2

5.1

implementation of the planning policies of the Council, contrary to the interests of
the proper planning of the area.

The application now submitted differs from the original submission in respect of
additional supporting documentation and an amended illustrative layout. There are
assertions in the covering letter supporting the application that the proposal is for up to
50 residential units all bungalows for over 55s and Starter Homes.

Relevant Planning History

3/2016/0421 - Outline residential development for 50 units (33 bungalows and 17
houses) including reserved matters for access at Hammond Ground Read. Refused.

Relevant Policies

Ribble Valley Core Strategy

Key Statement DS1 - Development Strategy

Key Statement DS2 - Sustainable Development

Key Statement EN2 - Landscape

Key Statement EN3 - Sustainable Development and Climate Change
Key Statement EN4 - Biodiversity and Geodiversity

Key Statement EN5 — Heritage Assets

Key Statement H1 — Housing Provision

Key Statement H2 - Housing Balance

Key Statement H3 — Affordable Housing

Key Statement DMI1 - Planning Obligations

Key Statement DMI2 - Transport Considerations

Policy DMG1 - General Considerations

Policy DMG2 - Strategic Considerations

Policy DMG3 - Transport and Mobility

Policy DME1 - Protecting Trees and Woodlands

Policy DMEZ2 - Landscape and Townscape Protection

Policy DME3 - Site and Species Protection and Conservation
Policy DMES6 - Water Management

Policy DMH1 — Affordable Housing Criteria

Policy DMH3 — Dwellings in the Open Countryside and the AONB

Other Material Considerations:

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

Technical Guidance to the National Planning Policy Framework
Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)

Assessment of Proposed Development

The main considerations in detemining this application are the principle of the
development, the impact of the development on the character and visual appearance of
the surrounding area, its effect on the residential amenities of neighbouring occupiers,
the ecological impact of the proposals and its effect on highway safety.
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5.2

Principle of Development

5.21

5.2.2

5.2.3

52.4

In terms of assessing the principle of residential development in this location, the
development plan for the borough comprises the Ribble Valley Core Strategy
2008-2028. Under Section 38 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act
2004, decisions on planning applications must be made in accordance with the
development plan unless other material considerations indicate otherwise.

Paragraph 47 of the National Planning Policy Framework (The Framework)
requires LPA's to boost significantly the supply of housing and to maintain five
years' worth of housing supply against their requirements. According to the latest
published figures (October 2016) the Council has a 5.3 year housing land supply
and this is the figure that the Council must use when determining planning
applications for housing. However, research undertaken into approaches taken
by inspectors to the methodology for calculating the requirement, in recent
appeals and development plan examinations has caused the re-examination of a
certain element of the five year requirement calculation relating to the application
of the 20% buffer. The net effect was to generate a five year supply position of
4.99 years supply when measured against the Council's own estimates of supply
at 30" September 2016. Where the Council cannot demonstrate a 5 year supply,
the implications of paragraph 49 of NPPF must be taken into account in making
any decisions. NPPF paragraph 49 states that, “Housing applications should be
considered in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable
development. Relevant policies for the supply of housing should not be
considered up-to date if the local planning authority cannot demonsirate a five-
year supply of deliverable housing sites.”

It is recognised however that the five year supply position constantly changes as
permissions are given and sites developed. The Council's housing land supply
figure when determining planning applications for housing remains the latest
published figure (5.3 years supply). The most comprehensive position will be
ascertained through the next survey schedules to take place at the end of March
2017. The resolution to grant outline planning permission, following completion of
a 5106 agreement, for 275 dwellings at Grimbaldeston Farm, Longridge will
address any lack of five year supply in the short-term and it is therefore
considered that the Council is able to demonstrate a five year supply of housing
land at this time. As a result, Core Strategy Policies for the supply of housing are
considered up-to-date.

The Development Strategy put forward in Key Statement DS1 of the Core
Strategy seeks to direct the main focus of new house building to the Strategic
Site, the Principal Settlements of Clitheroe, Longridge and Whalley and Tier 1
vilages which are considered the more sustainable of the 32 defined
settlements. Key Statement DS1 identifies Read and Simonstone as a Tier 1
settlement and therefore some housing development is considered acceptable in
the village. The Core Strategy identifies a requirement for 45 houses within the
defined settlement boundary of Read and Simonstone. The Core Strategy
recognises that the housing numbers are minimum requirements, but also seeks
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5.2.6

527

to manage the rate at which the settlements develop. The Council held a public
consultation exercise on the Regulation 18 (Issues and Options) stage of the
Housing and Economic Development (HED) DPD in summer 2016. This
document sets out the remaining housing requirement in the borough and, as per
the spatial development strategy of the Core Strategy, this was broken down into
settlements. Since the start of the Core Strategy plan period a total of 14
dwsllings have been built up to 30 September 2016 in the settlement of Read
and Simonstone and there is a total of 28 dwellings with extant planning consent.
Taking this into account, there is a residual number of 3 dwellings required in
Read and Simonstone to meet the minimum housing targets in the Core Strategy
and it has been determined that no specific housing allocations are required in
the settlement as this level of dwellings would be anticipated to be addressed by
windfall sites within the settlement boundary.

Settlement boundaries have recently been reviewed and updated as part of the
emerging Housing and Economic Development {DPD). The Draft Settlement
Boundaries which formed part of the Regulation 18 stage consultation have now
been adopted for Development Management Purposes (as of Dec 2016).The
Draft Read and Simonstone settlement boundary continues to excludes
Hammond Ground which is designated as Open Countryside.

The proposed development would result in an oversupply of 47 units in Read and
Simonstone; a significant oversupply against the residual requirement of 3
dwellings. it is acknowledged that the housing figures contained in Core Strategy
Key Statement DS1 are a minimum requirement and that some quantum of
oversupply can take place without detrimental harm to the development strategy.
Key Statement DS1 directs spatial growth in order to achieve the most
sustainable pattemn of development. The scale of planned housing growth for
each settlement reflects the existing population size, the availability of facilities
and the extent to which development can be accommodated within the local
area. In this case the proposed development would result in a considerable
surplus of residential properties over and above the numbers to be planned for
as a residual in Read and Simonstone which would cause harm to the
Development Strategy set out in the Ribble Valley Core Strategy. The location of
the development site on land designated as Open Countyside is subject to
consideration by other Policies in the Core Strategy which, alongside Key
Statement DS1, comprise the Development Strategy for the Borough and form
the local planning authority's plan for sustainable development.

Core Strategy Policy DMG2 provides guidance to direct development in the
Borough and relates specifically to development outside of the defined
settlements. In these areas development must meet 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;
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5.2.9

(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.

Providing affordable homes and housing for older people are priorities within the
Council's Housing Strategy and the Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(SHMA) supports the need for bungzlows in the Borough. The shortfall in
affordable homes and 55 years plus accommodation is expressly addressed
through the affordable housing policies in the Core Strategy.

There are assertions in the covering letter supporting the application that the
proposal is for up to 50 residential units all bungalows for over 55s and Starter
Homes but there is no commitment to this on the application form. The planning
agent has confimed that the proposals would include 15 'Starter Homes'

catering to the needs of young families and 30 bungalows accommodating for the
55+ age group.

5.2.10 Starter homes are a new affordable housing product designed by the government

5.2.11

5.2.12

to specifically meet the housing needs of younger generations and are available
for purchase by ‘qualifying first-time buyers’ only; these are defined as people
who don't already own a home and who are aged 23-40. Starter Homes are to be
sold at a discount of at least 20% of their market value, and always for less than

the price cap (currently set to £450,000 in Greater London; £250,000 outside
London).

The housing mix preposed is an unusual concept and not a standard approach to
addressing the housing needs for generai needs households. By providing an
element of affordable housing and homes for older people the application seeks
compliance with criterion (3) of DMG2; ‘the development is for local needs
housing which meels an identified need and is secured as such’ and Policy
DMH3 ‘Dwellings in the Open Countryside and AONB' which also supports the

principle of local needs housing in areas designated as Open Countryside or an
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

In order for the development to comply with Core Strategy Policy DMG2 the local
planning authority would need to be satisfied that the proposal would provide
local needs housing which meets an identified need. The local planning authority
has not undertaken a Housing Needs Survey for Read and Simonstone and the
Council does not hold a waiting list for properties as there is currently no
affordable housing stock. The previous planning application was not supported
by a Housing Needs Assessment for the settliement of Read and Simonstone and
therefore in was considered that the development failed to accord with criterion
(3) of Policy DMG2 and Policy DMH3.
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5.2.13 This application is accompanied by an independent Housing Needs Survey for

Read and Simonstone prepared by Planit Wright using a questionnaire that
replicates that used by the Council in its own surveys. The primary objective of
identifying need is to identify the future quantity of housing needed, including a
breakdown by type, tenure and size. According to Planning Practice Guidance
(Housing and economic development needs assessments), the need for housing
in the context of the guidance refers to the scale and mix of housing and the
range of tenures that is likely to be needed in the housing market area over the
plan period — and should cater for the housing demand of the area and identify
the scale of housing supply necessary to meet that demand.

5.2.14 National guidance is provided by paragraph 54 of The Framework which requires

5.2.16

5.2.16

5.2.17

local planning authorities to be “responsive to local circumstances and plan
housing development to reflect local needs, particularly for affordable housing,
including through rural exception sites where appropriate. Local planning
authorities should in particular consider whether allowing some market housing
would facilitate the provision of significant additional affordable housing to meet
local needs”.

It is noted that the Planning and Housing Assessment document submitted with
the application refers to the site as a ‘Rural Exception Site'. Rural Exception Sites
are defined by The Framework as “small sites used for affordabie housing in
perpetuity where sites would not normally be used for housing. Rural exception
sites seek to address the needs of the local community by accommodating
households who are either current residents or have an existing family or
employment connection. Small numbers of market hormmes may be allowed at the
local authority’s discretion, for example where essential to enable the delivery of
affordable units without grant funding.” Whilst there is no specific Rural Exception
Site policy in the Ribble Valley Core Strategy, Key Statements DS1, DS2 and H2
and Policies DMG1, DMG2 and DMH3 combine to have a similar effect (i.e.
development for local needs housing outside the defined settlement area must
meet an identified need and must be in keeping with the character of the
landscape by virtue of its size, design, use of materials, landscaping and siting).

The 15 starter homes proposed would contribute to affordable housing at the
site; in accordance with Core Strategy Policy DMH1 there would also be a
requirement for a proportion of the over 55s housing to be affordable. However,
whilst the application refers to the proposed development as a Rural Exception
Site, the share of affordable housing offered is not significantly greater than the
Council's general requirement for 30% affordable units set out in Key Statement
H3: Affordable Housing. It is opined that the site cannot truly be considered as a
Rural Exception Site given that it would predominantly comprise market housing.

Core Strategy Policy DMH1 requires proposals for affordable housing to be
accompanied by a full survey of the extent of need including how the cost of the
accomodation would be matched to the incomes of target groups. National
Planning Practice Guidance makes clear that housing need should be based on
quantitative assessments, but also on an understanding of the qualitative
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5.219

5.2.20

5.2.21

requirements of each market segment - development needs should be
proportionate and does not require local councils to consider purely hypothetical
future scenarios, only future scenarios that could be reasonably expected to
occur. Furthermore, it has to be recognised that any survey of this kind has its
limitations; people’s responses express their aspirations as well as need. Whilst it
is necessary to take account of these when considering need, affordable housing
is based on actual need. For example, although a single person may state a
preference to live in a two or three bedroom property, in reality they may only
qualify for a one-bedroom unit.

In assessing the information collated in the Read and Simonstone Housing
Needs Survey, the Council's Housing Officer has raised concerns regarding the
number of households that were surveyed which is different to the number the
Council hold on record. The Council records 1,091 households in the two
parishes compared to 1,152 as surveyed. This difference of 61 properties is
significant when the total number of households in need is considered.

Also not clear in the report is the total number of households that responded to
Part 2 (i.e. households that are likely to wish to move now or in need of
accommadation in the future). This is fundamental in understanding future need.
Planit Wright has confirmed that a total of 32 households responded as needing
accommodation either now or in the future. From this information we can
establish that the survey concluded that there is a requirement for 17 houses, 11
bungalows, 3 flats and 1 sheltered unit. However, only 25% of those looking to
move required accommodation within the next 2 years; this equates to 8
households in total. If the needs of the 2-5 year period from the survey are
considered then this provides a further need for 16 units.

Of the respondents, over half were over 55 years old and in terms of income
levels, the mean take home income was £1549 per month. In terms of affordable
housing tenure options, discount sale was identified as the most preferred with
12 households identifying discount sale, followed by 4 requiring shared
ownership and 2 interested in renting. In terms of tenure mix, 25% of
respondents have an income which would make affordable rent the only option
affordable to them; they would be unable to afford the ‘starter bungalows' on
offer. The remaining units would need to be a mix of affordable home ownership
tenures (shared ownership and discount sale). The tenure mix request would
therefore be split equally between affordable rent, shared ownership and
discount sale to reflect the income levels collated and the discount would need to
be at a discount of 40% from open market value (OMV) to enable those in need
to access the housing. All the units would need to be affordable in perpetuity and
have a local connection restriction in place.

Taking into account the above, the proposed development does not reflect the
scale of housing identified in the Housing Needs Survey. Whilst the Housing
Needs Survey submitted with the application provides a socio-economic profile of
the settlement of Simonstone and Read including a brief assessment of the local
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housing market, there is no evidence within the body of the report to support the
provision of the 50 dwellings proposed.

5.2.22 The housing mix and the range of tenures proposed also fails to match the need

5.2.23

identified in the Housing Needs Survey and may result in those in housing need
being unable to access the housing provided. Additionally, the provision of 50
bungalows fails to provide a suitable mix of housing to meet the needs of
different groups and would be contrary to the national policy requirement to
provide “...a mix of housing based on current and future demographic trends,
market trends and the needs of different groups in the community” (NPPF, para
50) and the requirements of Core Strategy Key Statement H2 which states that
“planning permission will only be granted for residential development providing in
can be demonstrated that it delivers a suitable mix of housing...". It could be
further argued that the aforementioned failure to take account of future demographic
trends/shifts in the area may ultimately result in the Local planning Authority having to
consider accommodating further development in adjacent open countryside to meet
need.

Having regard to the above, the proposal, by reason of its scale and location,
would lead to the creation of new residential development in the open
countryside in excess of the identified residual number of dwellings proposed to
be accommodated in Read and Simonstone. The proposal would cause harm to
the development strategy set out in the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and would
not comprise sustainable development. It is therefore considered to be contrary
to Key Statements DS1, DS2 and H2 and Policies DMG1, DMG2 and DMH3 of
the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.

Landscape/Visual Impact

5.3.1

5.3.2

5.3.3

Core Strategy Policies EN2 and DME2 set out how the Council will assess
development within the Open Countryside and AONB. The landscape and
character of those areas that contribute to the setting and character of the AONB
will be protected and conserved and development must be in keeping with the
character of the landscape. Policy DMEZ2 states that development proposals will
be refused which significantly harm important landscape or landscape features.

The application proposes the development of 4.09 hectares of sloping pasture
land with scattered veteran trees on the western edge of the village of Read. The
application site lies approximately 600m south of the boundary of the Forest of
Bowland AONB and when viewed from the south across the Calder Valley the
site is seen against the backdrop of the Forest of Bowland thus contributing to its
setting and character. The site lies on the northern upper slopes of the Calder
Valley with land rising steadily to the north.

The site forms an attractive gateway to the village and provides an open vista to
the north of the AB71 on entrance and exit on the west side of the village. The
proposed development would be prominent when seen from the main road that
runs through the village and is a strategic route within the Borough. The site is

15



534

5.3.5

5.3.6

also highly visible from long-distance views from the southern valley slopes. 1t is
noted that there has been significant objection from local residents who regard
Hammond Ground as an important landscape which makes a significant
contribution to the character of the village.

The site comprises parkland made up of pasture with scattered mature tree,
which was formerly the south easternmost corner of the Read Estate. To the
north and west of the site is open parkland. To the south of the site is the main
road beyond which the land drops down to the River Calder. The sites eastern
boundary is formed by the gardens of properties along George Lane. Whilst there
are no statutory designations covering the site, the significance of Read Hall and
Park as a historic landscape is recognised in ‘A local list of Lancashire's
Unregistered Historic Designed Landscapes’ (LCC, 2013) which considers it to
be of County/Regional Significance. The site is classified as Landscape
Character Type 6a Calder Valley in the LLandscape Character for Lancashire and
it is noted that “designed fandscapes, such as Hunfroyde and Read Park, are
important locally to the visual and cultural qualities of this character area; they
also contribute an important wooded element to the landscape.” The Forest of
Bowland Management Plan identified the site as falling within landscape type
Undulating Lowland Farmland with Parkland and notes that Country houses are a
feature of the area and are often surrcunded hy parklands and well managed estates.
They are evidence of the developing industrial enterprise and increasing wealth
between the 16th and 19th centuries. Forest of Bowland Management Plan
advocates the importance of conserving and enhancing the existing parkland,
including ensuring the long-term viability of the parkland trees and landscape.

The application is supported by a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment
(LVIA). In terms of its relationship with the AONB, the LVIA recognises that the
application site forms part of the setting for the AONB. It considers that any
impact would be marginal glven that inter-visibility between the site and the
AONB from viewpoints close to the site are limited. However, the AONB Officer
observes that the assessment only considers ‘inter-visibility' between the site and
the AONB as the principal factor in concluding that the impact on the AONB
setting will be Slight. The assessment goes on to highlight the importance of
Read Park and Hammond Ground as important and valued ‘parkland’ landscapes
(either existing or historic) and outlines the likely impact of the development as
ranging from Moderate Adverse to Moderate-Substantial Adverse. The AONB
Officer considers that Read Park and Hammond Ground provide important
‘buffer’ landscapes between the AONB and the more developed and industrial
character of the landscapes to the south in the Calder valley. The proposed
development will erode the character of these local landscapes and impact on
the special qualities of this part of the AONB setting.

Having regard to the visual effects of the development, the development site is
highly visible along the A671 from which the land rises to the north and the LVIA
recognises the visual impact on road users and pedestrian as Major to Moderate
adverse. There are glimpses of the site from George Lane where the impact
would be moderate to slight. There are also long distance views from the M65,
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5.3.7

5.3.8

AB80 to the west and Memorial Park on Church Lane, Great Harwood. There are
also fundamental concerns in respect of the proposed perceived visual density of
development which in areas appears overtly cramped and discordant with the pattern
of development to the east.

The LVIA outlines measures to mitigate the visual and landscape impact of the
development including the retention of mature trees, suppiementary hedge and
tree planting, use of traditional estate style meta! railings and creation of new
areas of public open space. Whilst the retention of the mature trees and the
single storey height of the proposed dwellings would reduce the visual harm of
the development, the development would still result be severely harmful to the
character and appearance of the landscape. Taking the above into account, the
proposals would be injurious to the setting of the AONB and would result in
ireversible harm to this parkland landscape that contributes significantly to the
character of the village of Read and the surrounding area contrary to Policies
EN2 and DME2.

It is noted that Read Hall is a Grade lI* Listed Building that lies approximately
700m north-west of the site. Read Park is recognised in Lancashire County
Councils publication A Local List of Lancashires Unregistered Historic Designed
Landscapes as being of County/Regional importance. Whilst the application site
forms part of the wider parkland setting for Read Hall it is not considered that the
proposed development would result in unacceptable harm to the significance of
the listed building given that there is an intervening woodland buffer which
ensures minimal inter-visibility between Read Hall and the application site itself,
and due to the application sites location adjacent to existing dwellings along
George Lane.

54 Layout and Urban Design

5.4.1

5.4.2

Whilst the issues of appearance, landscaping, layout and scale would be
considered in detall at reserved matters stage, the overall masterplan and urban
design approach to the site should be fully considered and agreed at this stage. This will
aid in ensuring that the current application would fully inform and guide the approach
taken to the site at later detailed design stages of the proposal. There is scope for more
to be made of the pedestrian entry point in the south-eastern corner of the site leading
to the ‘Green Corridor’ adjacent the eastern boundary. This entry point should be
reinforced so that the areas of informal usable Public Open Space {POS) may serve a
wider community benefit and that the entry point is seen as an ‘attractive option’ for
users who would not reside within the proposed development. The aforementioned
entry point should also be adequate to accormmodate a shared pedestrian/cycleway in
accordance with Policy DMG3 which requires provision to be made for pedestrians and
cyclists.

There are concerns regarding housing backing on to the green corridor insofar that it
will potentially be interpreted as a separate element to the development rather than
integral to its overall arrangement. It is considered that a preferable approach be that
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5.4.5

the dwellings are reoriented to front directly on to the corridor whilst respecting
overlooking distances of adjacent existing residential development. This may require
revisions to the vehicular access route so that access could he maintained to the
frontage of these properties, however this would allow the eastern corridor to act as a
semi-natural ‘green’ and ensure it benefits from natural surveillance.

The western extents of the site which would be visually defined by a number of formal
boundary treatments/garden areas with no scope or margins for adequate visual
mitigation that would allow for a sensitive visual transition from private residential
curtilage to the rural appearance of the adjacent land. Taking into account the openness
of the adjacent land to the west it is likely formal boundary treatments and areas of
residential curtilage would appear completely alien and incongruous upon the
landscape to the significant detriment of the character and visual amenities of the area.
These concerns also extend to the parcel of development to the northern extents of the
site,

Having regard to the above, it is considered that the proposed masterplan is likely to
result in the submission of a reserved matters proposal that would fail to respond
positively to the landscape character of the area or adjacent patiern of development
and is therefore likely to be of significant detriment to the character and visual
amenities of the area.

5.5  Ecology and Trees

5.5.1

5.5.2

The Ecology Assessment submitted with the application is dated November 2015
and was submitted as part of the previous applicaticn. The assessment notes
that the trees on site have a high/moderate roost potential for bats. It is
recommended that T1, T10 and T11 are subject of further surveys to establish
whether bats are present and to inform any requirements for mitigation. The
trees, woodland and hedgerows on site provide good habitat for nesting birds
and feeding. A breeding bird survey would have to be carried out at reserved
matters stage to determine species present and inform mitigation and
enhancement measures. Any subsequent reserved matters applications would
need to demonstrate how the detailed design achieves a net enhancement of
biodiversity and if a net loss is likely, biodiversity offsetting would be required. |
am satisfied that a net enhancement could be secured and no reason for refusal
is therefore raised in this respect.

An Arboricultural Impact Assessment has been submitted with the application
and includes a survey of 8 individual trees, two groups of trees and one hedge.
Five of the trees and one of the groups are categorised as high quality class ‘A’
trees which are of particular visual importance as arboricultural and/or landscape
features. Due to their sizes, topography of the site and the wider area, these
trees (T1- T5) are highly visible in the immediate local landscape and confer a
substantial visual amenity. The proposal, as it stands, includes the provision and
ability to retain all of the trees on site. The development would require the partial
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5.6

57

5.8

removal of hedge along the A671 road frontage to create the access and the
proposals include new tree and hedge planting.

5.5.3 Notwithstanding the assurance that existing trees would be protected and
incorporated into the development site, it is considered that the harm to the
character and visual appearance of the parkland resulting from the erection of 50
dwellings could not be adequately mitigated through additional hedge and tree
planting.

Impact on Residential Amenity

5.6.1 Layout is a reserved matter, however, given the location of the site, | am satisfied
that the proposed development of the land in principle would have no undue
impact on the amenity of the occupants of adjoining residential properties. The
applicant has failed to provide a noise report and details of appropriate mitigation
measures that would be required to protect the future occupants of the dwellings
from road noise associated with the A671. However, | am satisfied that noise
mitigation measures could be secured by condition of any permission. No reason
for refusal is therefore raised in these respects.

Highway Safety and Accessibility

9.7.1 The proposed development would provide 50 dwellings on undeveloped land on
the western edge of Read, with a new access on to Whalley Road. Whalley Road
(AB71) is categorised as a strategic road with a speed limit of 40mph fronting the
site access and reducing to 30mph at the eastern boundary of the site.

572 The County Surveyor estimates that the development would generate an
estimated 325 two-way daily traffic movements with a peak flow of 30 two-way
traffic movements during the moming and evening peak period. This equates to
only one additional vehicle movement on Whalley Road every two minutes. The
County Surveyor is of the opinion that the applicant should pay to relocate the
change of speed limits from the east of the site to the west of the site and these
works to be carried out under a section 278 agreement with Lancashire county
Council. The relocated change in speeds would potentially reduce speeds
fronting the site access by forming a gateway feature before the new settlement
boundary.

5.7.3 Wihilst the highway safety concems raised by local residents are noted, the
National Planning Policy Framework in paragraph 32 states "Development
should only be prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual
cumulative impacts of development are severe”. The County Surveyor is of the
opinion that the proposed development should have a negligible impact on
highway safety and capacity in the immediate vicinity of the site.

Flooding and Drainage
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5.9

5.8.1

5.8.2

The application is supported by a site-specific Flood Risk Assessment and
Drainage Strategy and the Lead Local Flood Authority has raised no objections
against the proposals. The proposals indicate that the applicant intends to carry
out works on or near to an ordinary watercourse. Under the Land Drainage Act
1991 (as amended by the Flood & Water Management Act 2010), the applicant
would need consent from the Lead Local Flood Authority to build a culvert or
structure (such as a weir) or carry out works within the banks of any ordinary
watercourse which may alter or impede the flow of water, regardless of whether
the watercourse is culverted or not.

It is evident that the applicant intends to discharge surface water to an ordinary
watercourse. Whilst other preferable runoff destinations should be considered
first, namely into the ground (infiltration}, it is noted from Section 5.5 of the Flood
Risk Assessment that infiltration is unlikely to prove a viable drainage solution for
all the surface water run-off generated by the proposals. This arrangement is
considered to be acceptable in principle, subject to sufficient evidence of

permeability testing for the site and subject to an appropriate point of discharge
being identified.

Developer Contributions

5.9.1

5.8.2

5.9.3

There are assertions in the covering letter supporting the application that the
proposal is for up to 50 residential units all bungalows for over 55s and Starter
Homes but there is no commitment to this on the application form. The
application is accompanied by a Draft S106 agreement which also fails to
indicate the mix and tenure of affordable housing proposed. The planning agent
has confirmed that the site would include 15 ‘Starter Homes'. In addition, 30
dwellings would cater for over 55s of which there would be a requirement for
some affordable units to be provided on site in accordance with Core Strategy
Policy DMH1. Should on site provision of bungalows be agreed, the Local Planning
Authority would require that a commitment to provide such provision be enshrined
within the S.106 agreement for the site. The mix of rental, shared ownership and
other tenure would be agreed through further negotiation and would be enshrined
within a legal agreement.

The proposal would place pressure on existing sports and open space
infrastructure in the Borough. Contributions would be necessary to mitigate the
impact of the development. Whilst the proposal would provide areas of informal
open space on-site, including meadow grassland, pond area and wetlands, there
would remain a requirement for an off-site contribution towards
recreational/leisure facilities in the locality. Given the application only seeks to
establish the upper quantum of development to be provided on site, based on
current practice by the Local Planning Authority, this would require a method for
calculation to be applied at the reserved matters stage as follows:

The contribution sought will be based on the following occupancy ratios at a rate
of £216.90 cost per person:
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6.1

6.2

1 bed unit - 1.3 people
2 bed unit - 1.8 people
3 bed unit - 2.5 people
4 bed unit - 3.1 people
5 + bed unit - 3.5 people

00000

5.9.4 Lancashire County Council (education} have confirmed that an education contribution is
not required in regards to this development.

Conclusion

In terms of benefits, there would be economic benefits arising from the development in
terms of job creation during the construction period and funding from the new homes
bonus. Whilst the provision of housing and affordable housing would nermally comprise
benefits, the NPPF is clear that housing provision is a benefit when it is of the right type
and in the right location. In respect of the latter, the development strategy of the Borough
identifies that Read is not the right location for new large scale housing development. In
the case of Read and Simonstone, planning permissions for residential development
granted to date would leave a residual housing requirement of 3 dwellings and a
residential development of the scale proposed would clearly exceed the housing figures
as set out in Key Statement DS1. Furthermore, no evidence has been submitted with the
application that identifies a housing need in Read for development of the mix, scale and
tenure proposed. The proposal therefore fails to comply with criterion (3) of DMG2 or
any of the other criteria within this policy. The application site has a high landscape
value and contributes significantly to the visual appearance of the surrounding area. It is
considered that the proposals would result in significant harm to the setting and
character of the AONB and harm an important landscape contrary to Key Statement
ENZ2 and Policy DME2

In this case, it is concluded that the adverse impacts of granting permission for this
development proposal would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when
assessed against the policies in the Ribble Valley Core Strategy. As such, the proposal
does not comprise sustainable development and would compromise the implementation
of planning policies of the Council, contrary to the interests of the proper planning of the
area. |t is therefore recommended that planning permission be refused.

RECOMMENDATION: That the application be REFUSED for the following reasons:

. The proposal, by reason of its scale and location, would lead to the creation of new

residential development in the open countryside in excess of the identified residual
number of dwellings proposed to be accommodated in Read and Simonstone. The
proposal would cause harm to the development strategy set out in the Ribble Valley
Core Strategy. As such, the proposal does not comprise sustainable development and is
therefore considered to be contrary to Key Statements DS1 and DS2 and Policies
DMG1, DMG2 and DMH3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.

. The proposal is considered to be contrary to Key Statement DS1 and DS2 and Policy

DMG2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy in that the proposal would lead to a level of
21



development that significantly exceeds the anticipated level of development embodied
within the Ribble Valley Core Strategy in terms of the planned residual need for the
settlement of Read and Simonstone and as a consequence the planned levels of
development across the Borough. It is further considered that the level of over-supply as
a result of the proposed development would undermine the Development Strategy for
the Borough which seeks to critically establish both the pattern and intended scale of
development in relation to housing numbers in order to achieve a sustainable pattemn of
development across the Borough for the duration of the plan period.

3. The proposal, by reason of its scale and location, would be injurious to the setting of the
AONB and would result in ireversible hamm to the visual amenity of the parkland

landscape that contributes significantly to the character of the village of Read and the
surrounding area contrary to Policies EN2 and DMEZ2.

4. The proposal would create a harmful precedent for the acceptable of similar unjustified
proposals, which would have an adverse impact on the implementation of the planning
policies of the Council, contrary to the interests of the proper planning of the area.

BACKGROUND PAPERS

https:/fiwww.ribblevalley.gov.uk/site/scripts/planx_details.php?appNumber=3%2F2016%2F 1192
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RIBBLE VALLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL

Development Department

Council Offices, Church Walk, Clitheroe, Lancashire, BB7 2RA

Telephone: 01200 425111  Fax: 01200 414488 Planning Fax: 01200 414487

Town and Country Planning Act 1990
REFUSAL OF PLANNING PERMISSION

APPLICATION NO: 3/2016/1192

DECISION DATE: 18 April 2017
DATE RECEIVED: 21/12/2016
APPLICANT: AGENT:
Trustees of Hammond Ground Ms J Dickman
c/o Agent Dickman Associates Ltd
PO Box 97
Bolton
BL1 9PT
DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED: Outline residential development for 50 units including reserved

matters for access.

AT: Hammond Ground Whalley Road Read BB12 7QN

Ribble Va

Rey 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

developm
1

ent for the following reason(s):

The proposal, by reason of its scale and location, would lead to the creation of new
residential development in the open countryside in excess of the identified residual number
of dwellings proposed to be accommodated in Read and Simonstone. The proposal would
cause harm to the development strategy set out in the Ribble Valley Core Strategy. As such,
the proposal does not comprise sustainable development and is therefore considered to be
contrary to Key Statements DS1 and DS2 and Policies DMG1, DMG2 and DMH3 of the Ribble
Valley Core Strategy.

The proposal is considered to be contrary to Key Statement DS1 and DS2 and Policy DMG2
of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy in that the proposal would lead to a level of development
that significantly exceeds the anticipated level of development embodied within the Ribble
Valley Core Strategy in terms of the planned residual need for the settlement of Read and
Simonstone and as a consequence the planned levels of development across the Borough.
it is further considered that the level of over-supply as a result of the proposed
development would undermine the Development Strategy for the Borough which seeks to
critically establish both the pattern and intended scale of development in relation to
housing numbers in order to achieve a sustainable pattern of development across the
Borough for the duration of the plan period.

P.T.O.



RIBBLE VALLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL
REFUSAL OF PLANNING PERMISSION CONTINUED

APPLICATION NO: 3/2016/1192 DECISION DATE: 18 April 2017

The proposal, by reason of its scale and location, would be injurious to the setting of the
AONB and would result in irreversible harm to the visual amenity of the parkland landscape
that contributes significantly to the character of the village of Read and the surrounding
area contrary to Policies EN2 and DME2.

4 The proposal would create a harmful precedent for the acceptable of similar unjustified
proposals, which would have an adverse impact on the implementation of the planning
policies of the Council, contrary to the interests of the proper planning of the area.

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.

JOHN HEAP

DIRECTOR OF COMMUNITY SERVICES
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Reference: APP/T2350/W/17/3185445

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990

APPEAL BY The Trustees of Hammond Ground

SITE AT Hammond Ground, Whalley Road, Read

INSPECTOR: P Lewis BA(Hons) MA MRTPI

ACTION

TIMETABLE

Start date

16 November 2017

Submission of questionnaire

30 November 2017

Deadline for comments from interested parties

02 January 2018

Submission of statement of case (Local Planning
Authority)

12 January 2018

Submission of statement of common ground

Submission of updated statement of common ground

06 March 2018

11 September 2018

Submission of proofs of evidence

Submission of updated proofs of evidence

03 April 2018

11 September 2018

Witness names and anticipated duration for:

* opening and closing statements

» evidence in chief

= cross examination of other parties’ withesses
Copy of LPA event notification letter

10 April 2018

Inquiry (time, date and venue)

10.00am on 01 May 2018,
The Council Chamber, Ribble
Valley Borough Council, 11
Church Street, Clitheroe,
BB7 2DD

RESUMED INQUIRY

9 October 2018 at 10.00am.
The Council Chamber, Ribble
Valley Borough Council, 11
Church Street, Clitheroe,
8B7 2DD




Estimated number of sitting days 5

Estimated number of resumed Inquiry sitting days 4

Decision issued on or before (Inspector decided cases) | TBA1

! The target date for Issue of the decislon will be confirmed within 4 working days of the close
of the inguiry.




l & The Planning Inspectorate

Appeal Decision
Site visit made on 21 June 2016

by Philip Lewis BA (Hons) MA MRTP1
an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government

Decision date: 12 July 2016

Appeal Ref: APP/T2350/W/16/3146494
Mayfield, Ribchester Road, Clayton le Dale, Lancashire BB1 9EE

¢ The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant planning permission.

« The appeal is made by Mr Mark Hindie agalnst the decision of Ribble Valley Borough
Council.

» The application Ref 3/2016/0095, dated 20 January 2016, was refused by notice dated
1 March 2016.

¢« The development proposed is described as proposed alterations to the existing dwelling
to convert the property into three separate retirement homes,

Decision
1. The appeal is dismissed.
Procedural matter

2. Whilst the appeal property is named as ‘Maveril’ on the application form, it is
called ‘Mayfield’ in subsequent documents and I have drafted the site address
accordingly.

Main Issue

3. The main issue for the appeal is whether the appeal proposal would harm the
development strategy for the borough and give rise to sustainable
development.

Reasons

4. Key Statement DS1 of the Ribble Valley Borough Council Core Strategy 2008-
2028 A Local Plan for Ribble Valley adopted 2014 (Core Strategy), sets the
development strategy for the area. It states that the majority of new housing
development will be concentrated within an identified strategic site and three
principal settlements, with other development, other than that for proven local
needs, being focused within Tier 1 settlements, including Wilpshire. The
parties agree that the appeal site is situated outside the settlement boundary
of Wilpshire/Salesbury and 1 note that the appellant states that the appeal site
is situated about 400 metres from the settlement boundary as defined in the
replaced Ribble Valley District Wide Local Plan.

5. Core Strategy Policy DMG2 includes that development in Tier 1 villages should
consolidate, expand, or round off development so that it is closely related to
the main built up areas. I saw at my site visit that the appeal proposal
concerns a large dwelling which is situated within linear development along
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6.

7.

10.

Ribchester Road. I consider that the appeal site is not closely related to the
main built up area of Wilpshire/Salesbury, given the distance between it and
Salesbury along a ribbon of development. Consequently, in terms of the
Council’s development strategy, the appeal site should be considered as being
in the ‘countryside’ as it does not fall within a defined settlement. Given that
there is no dispute that the Council can demonstrate a five year supply of
deliverable housing sites, which is not a maximum figure, the relevant policies
for the supply of housing should be considered up to date in accordance with
the provisions of the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework).
Although the appeal site is clearly some distance away from the main body of
the settlement, it is not however in an isolated countryside location.

The appellant has referred to the Core Strategy which sets a housing
requirement for Wilpshire of 66 dwellings, and states that there is a further 45
dwellings to provide and that there are not up to date settlement boundaries.
However, the Core Strategy was only adopted in 2014 and the strategy should
be given time to be implemented. In any event, the provision of two additional
dwellings would take place outside of the main built up area of
Wilpshire/Salesbury.

The appeal proposal is concerned with the alteration of the existing dwelling to
form three dwellings. Whilst the scheme is not a new build development, it
would nevertheless give rise to a net increase of two dwelling units outside of a
defined settlement. This is an intensification of use of the building in terms of
the number of dwelling units and whilst I note the comment that the overall
numbers of occupants may not alter, the proposal is nevertheless likely to give
rise to a requirement for additional travel with the building occupied by three
separate households.

In respect of the sustainability of the appeal site, there are some local facilities
within reasonable walking distance of the appeal site in Salesbury, including a
public house, community hall, parish church, hairdressers, primary school and
recreational facilities. The access to these would be via a lit footway. I also
note that there is a bus stop near the appeal site, with services of limited
frequency during the day, which offer some access to a number of locations
and other public transport connections including by rail. However, whilst I note
the reference by the appeliant to shops in Wilpshire, it has not been
demonstrated that the appeal site is in reasonable proximity to food shops or
other facilities such as medical services, necessary to meet day to day needs of
the future occupiers or to employment opportunities. I note the reference to
the former PPG13 but as it is no longer in place I do not give it weight.

Consequently, whilst there are some public transport services available and
some services and facilities in Salesbury, I consider that the future occupiers of
the proposed dwellings would nevertheless, be reliant upon the private car for
many essential day to day activities which it has not been demonstrated are
available locally. The appeal proposal would perpetuate therefore an
unsustainable pattern of development, placing further reliance upon the private
car.

Core Strategy Policy DMH3 sets out that residential development within the
open countryside will be limited to development essential for the purposes of
agriculture or residential development which meets an identified local need, or
the appropriate conversion of buildings provided they are suitably located. No
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11,

12,

such need has been demonstrated in this case and I have found that the
proposed dwellings would not be suitably located in respect of access to
services.

I have considered the Council’s argument that the current proposal would set a
precedent for similar developments in the countryside. Whilst each application
and appeal must be treated on its individual merits, I can appreciate the
Council’s concern that approval of this proposal could be used in support of
such similar schemes. I consider that this is not a generalised fear of
precedent, but a realistic and specific concern given the number of properties
in the area where such development could be proposed. Allowing this appeal
would make it more difficult to resist further planning applications for similar
developments which could undermine the Council’s development strategy and I
consider that their cumulative effect would exacerbate the harm which I have
described above.

I consider therefore that the appeal proposal would harm the development
strategy for the borough and not give rise to sustainable development.
Consequently, it would conflict with the development strategy as set out in Key
Statement DS1 of the Core Strategy. It also conflicts with Core Strategy Policy
DMG2, which states that development should be in accordance with the
development strategy and sets out the circumstances when development would
be acceptable outside defined settlement areas and the countryside. The
appeal proposal also does not accord with Core Strategy Policy DMH3, It has
been put to me that Core Strategy Policy DMG3 states that in addition to
assessing proposals within the context of the development strategy
considerable weight will be given to the adequacy of public transport and
associated infrastructure. However, this assessment requirement is additional
to the assessment against the development strategy and does not outweigh.
Similarly, given that the policies related to the supply of housing are up to
date, I have determined the appeal against those in accordance with Core
Strategy Key Statement DS2.

Other matters

13.

Whilst I note the comment that the appeal property is a large dwelling and it
has not proved possible to sell it in present form, no information is before me
in respect of the marketing of the dwelling and therefore I give this little
weight. It has been submitted that windfall plots should be determined
according to their unique circumstances, however in this case, I have found
that the appeal proposal conflicts with the development plan.

14, The appellant has referred to a number of policies of the Framework and the

15.

Core Strategy which I have considered. However, whilst I note that the
scheme involves little new construction work, I do not consider however that
the appeal proposal is sustainable development for which there is a
presumption in favour.

Whilst I note the comment by the appellant that the Councii has been
inconsistent in decision making, that is a matter for outside of the appeal
process. The appellant has referred to a planning appeal at Whalley
(APP/T2350/W/15/3003003) and an application for a bungalow at Rose Garth
197 Ribchester Road. From the limited details provided, I am unable to form a
view as to whether these developments are sufficiently similar to the appeal
scheme and if so whether they should provide an indication of what should be

3
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followed in this case given the harm found. I note that the planning permission
for the dwelling formed from the former annex to Mayfield was granted when
the settlement boundary was in place but prior to the Core Strategy being
adopted and the Framework being published.

16. I concur that the limited external changes proposed to the building would not
harm the character and appearance of the countryside or conflict with the
development plan in this regard. I also note that the appellant considers that
the matter raised by the Council in respect of the proposed dormers could be
dealt with by way of a planning condition if I were so minded to allow the
appeal. However these matters do not change my overall conclusion.

17. The description of development refers to the provision of retirement homes
which is clarified in evidence as being for people being over 55 years old for
which there is said to be demand. However, there is no substantive evidence
before me that such occupancy would be any less harmful than with
unrestricted housing.

Conclusion

18. For the given above and having considered all matters raised, I conclude that
the appeal should be dismissed.

Philip Lewis
INSPECTOR




I & The Planning Inspectorate

Appeal Decision
Site visit made on 5 October 2016

by W Fabian BA Hons Dip Arch RIBA IHBC

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government
Decision date: 12 October 2016

Appeal Ref: APP/T2350/W/16/3153754
Ellerslie House, Ribchester Road, Clayton le Dale, Blackburn BB1 9EE

e The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant planning permission,

« The appeal is made by Mr Andrew Milligan against the decision of Ribble Valley Borough
Council.

+ The application Ref 3/2016/0393, dated 26 April 2016, was refused by notice dated
28 June 2016.

« The development proposed is a dwelling.

Procedural Matter

1. The submitted drawing indicates that the proposal is for a new dwelling within
the garden of Ellerslie House, as applied for, However, an additional title on
the drawing indicates that the address is 142, Ribchester Road, Wilpshire. 1
saw at my unaccompanied site visit that a property several houses further
along the road on the same side as Ellerslie House is numbered 142, There is
no doubt from the proposal drawing that Ellerslie House is the property
referred to in the application and as shown on the drawings. Accordingly I
shall determine the appeal in accordance with the address as detailed in the
application,

Decision
2. The appeal is dismissed.
Application for costs

3. An application for costs was made by Ribble Valley Borough Council against
Mr Andrew Milligan. This application is the subject of a separate Decision.

The main issue is the effect of the proposal on the character and appearance of
the open countryside and whether the principle of development in this
particular location would be justified having regard to development plan policy
objectives for the strategic location of new housing.

Reasons

4. The proposed dwelling would be built in the large side garden (on a former
tennis court) at Ellerslie House and would share the existing access from the
main road. Three in-curtilage parking places would be provided as well as a
turning space to enable vehicles to enter and leave the site in forward gear,

www,planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate
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5. The long ribbon of houses along this stretch of rural road are extremely varied;
mainly detached or semi-detached, mostly in large plots and in a wide range of
styles, both single and two storey. There are sporadic gaps with open fields on
both sides of the road, which increases the sense of intermittent rural
development.

6. The proposed two storey brick house would be similar to some of the smaller
houses in the vicinity and would have adequate space around it to maintain the
sense of space along the road. The Council has raised no objection to the
proposal in terms of character and appearance and I can see none; the style of
the proposed house would blend easily with the varied mix of house types and
styles in the immediate vicinity, both opposite and alongside the site. The
Council has acknowledged that highway access and parking matters have been

resolved. The appeal therefore turns on the principle of development on this
site.

7. Policy DS1 of the Ribble Valley Borough Council Core Strategy 2008 - 2028
A Local Plan for Ribble Valley, 2014, (CSLP) mainly directs new housing
development to the principle settlements of Clitheroe, Longridge and Whalley.
In addition, the policy lists Tier 1 Villages, which are the more sustainable of
the 32 defined settlements and Tier 2 Village settlements, which are the less
sustainable of the 32 defined settlements. CSLP policy DMG2 states that
development should be in accordance with the Core Strategy Development
Strategy and should support the spatial vision.

8. Although Wilpshire, nearby, is a Tier 1 Village, there is a recognisable form to
that village, with undeveloped field gaps between it and the settlement of
Clayton le Dale, where the appeal site is located. Consequently it is clear that
the appeal site and its surroundings fall to be considered as part of an ‘other
settlement’. The policy allows for small-scale development in smaller
settlements that are appropriate for consolidation and expansion or rounding
off, for identified local needs. However, no case for local need has been put
forward in relation to the appeal proposal. Further, CSLP policy DMG2 includes
that development in Tier 1 villages should consolidate, expand, or round off
development so that it is closely related to the main built up areas; this cannot
be said to apply in this case where the site is part of a long ribbon of
development, well away from the main built up area.

9. The appeal site lies some 400m outside the settlement boundary defined in the
previous 1998 Local Plan as well as the recently updated Draft Settlement
Boundaries, April 2016. As such it lies in an area defined as open countryside
where CSLP policy DMH3 states that new dwellings should be limited to those
essential for the purposes of agriculture or which meets an identified local
need. Neither of these apply in this case.

10. With regard to paragraphs 49 and 14 of the Government’'s Framework?, it is not
disputed that the Council can demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable
housing sites. While the appellant suggests that this has not yet been fully
built out, there is little evidence before me to suggest that this will not be
achieved within the relevant plan period. As such the housing policies of the
development plan are up to date and apply in this case.

! National Planning Policy Framework
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11.

12.

13.

14,

The appellant has noted a residential annex granted approval as a separate
dwelling in 2009 and a bungalow granted planning permission in 2013, both
nearby. These both pre-date the current development plan, which forms the
policy context for this appeal. Sustainability matters relating to access to
transport, facilities and services from the site are not in dispute, but are not
determinative considerations in this case.

My attention has also been drawn to a recent appeal decision? in the same
district where the inspector noted that the presumption in favour of
development explained in paragraph 14 of the Framework cannot apply here
because housing policies are up to date (as set out above), but proposals that
are otherwise acceptable should not be refused on the basis that a five year
supply already exists. He also stated that windfall plots such as this must be
determined according to their unique circumstances - as I have done in
reaching by decision in this case. The site circumstances in that case were
wholly different; the site was located close to Whalley, a principle settlement in
the strategic policy. Since then also the draft settlement boundary document
has been published for consultation and so attracts a little more weight than
previously.

Matters of precedence, raised by the Council, are rarely a justification for
refusing planning permission as each proposal should be determined on its own
individual merits. However, in the context of numerous similar locations that I
have seen along this stretch of road, approval of this appeal could make it
more difficult for the Council to resist future similar applications for those sites
and cumulatively this could undermine the Council’s development strategy and
exacerbate the harm identified in this case.

For the reasons set out above and taking all other matters raised into
consideration, the proposal would harm the character and appearance of the
open countryside, through the introduction of an additional new dwelling. It
would fait to comply with development plan policy objectives for the strategic
location of new housing. The appeal should be dismissed.

Wenda Fabian

Inspector

? APP/T2350/15/3003006
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