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HUMAN RIGHTS  

The relevant provisions of the Human Rights Act 1998 and the European Convention 

on Human Rights have been taken into account in the preparation of this report, 

particularly the implications arising from the following rights:-  

 

Article 8  

The right to respect for private and family life, home and correspondence.  

 

Article 1 of Protocol 1  

The right of peaceful enjoyment of possessions and protection of property. 

 

Site and Proposal 

This planning application relates to a parcel of land located off Blackburn Old Road, 

outside of Great Harwood and within the designated Green Belt. The land is 

undeveloped and is surrounded by boundary hedgerows and trees. To the west of 

the site is Black Leach Farm. On the opposite (north) side of Blackburn Old Road is 

1-4 Black Leach. The site bounds the highway, Blackburn Old Road, along part of its 

northern boundary. 

 

Outline planning permission is sought including details of access and layout. The 

application proposes the erection of 7 camping pods in a linear arrangement. Access 

into the site would be taken on the corner of the junction between Blackburn Old 

Road and Limers Lane. On entry to the site it is proposed to erect a reception, 

maintenance and cycle store building and refuse store. Behind the reception building 

to the north-west would be the carpark which would provide 7no. parking spaces and 

a single staff parking space. From the car parking area, a footpath provide walkable 

access to each pod. Within the site to the north-east it is proposed to create a wildlife 

pond. 



 

Consultations 

 

Public Consultation: Objection letters have been received from 8 residential 

properties and raise the following concerns: 

 

 This is a rehash of the previous applications 11/19/0103 and 11/18/0345. The 

reasons for refusal of the first two applications have not changed. 

 The only chance is the reduced number of glamping pods from 10 to 7. 

 The entrance to the site is a ninety degree turn on the bend in the road. The 

road carries a lot of traffic, some of it fast-moving. There would be coming and 

going of cars from the site. 

 There are no footpaths on Blackburn Old Road. 

 Increase of risk of accident to pedestrians. 

 Incompatible with Green Belt status of the land and would result in a loss of 

openness. 

 Visual impact of the development unacceptable. 

 Environmental harm and damage to wildlife habitat 

 Increase in noise and smell (e.g. BBQs and partying. Whilst there will be 

management staff on site the applicant spends the majority of time out of the 

country. 

 The applicant mentions within their statement that they have proposed the site 

as part of the 'call for sites' process. This does not alter the fact that the site 

currently remains within the Green Belt and therefore the above process 

should carry very limited weight in any decision. 

 The proposed layout of the development spreads the proposed built form 

(reception/store building, car parking and cabins) across the full width of the 

application site. The scale of the proposed built form will inevitably harm the 

openness of the Green Belt, given that the site is currently an open field. 

 Whilst the applicant has attempted to screen the pods/cabin with new tree 

planting (though landscaping is a reserved matter within this application), this 

does not lessen the amount of development or its inappropriateness. It is 

inevitable that the built form would still be visible from views outside the site. It 

is also questionable whether new planting would mature sufficiently to provide 

any sort of substantial screening and whether the trees would be sufficiently 

managed and maintained in the future. 

 

HBC Environmental Health: No objections subject to planning conditions to prevent 

pollution during the construction phase and to ensure protection against landfill gas. 

 

LCC Highways: I have viewed the plans and the highway related documents 

submitted and I have the following comments to make: 

 



With reference to the access details submitted; an amended drawing is required 

showing a 2.4m setback at the access with visibility splays for a 40mph road i.e. 

120m in either direction. 

 

Upon receipt of the information, I will then provide my highway comments. 

 

HBC Ecology: I object to the application for the following reasons: 

 

The application site forms a component of Site Great Harwood 093, which was 

surveyed by Hyndburn Borough Council in 2019 ‘Hyndburn Borough Council Habitat 

Survey 2019’.  Site 093, together with the “adjacent Great Harwood 014, could be 

considered under DWS Hm4 guidelines for large habitat mosaic.”  The application 

site therefore forms part of a wider picture of habitat of conservation value that most 

likely meets the standard for District Wildlife Site.  The survey recommended (ref site 

093) that it was “Desirable to retain whole area of semi-improved grassland, with its 

patches of wet grassland, swamp and scrub, and the network of hedgerows, ideally 

also along with the areas of improved pasture at the southern end of the site 

incorporating the adjacent Gt Harwood 014, as a large habitat mosaic, but seek to 

enhance quality of improved grassland (and semi-improved grassland) by 

appropriate conservation management.” 

 

The applicant has failed to submit sufficient information to enable the Local Planning 

Authority to discharge its duty under Section 40 of the Natural Environment and 

Rural Communities Act 2006.  The NERC Act places a legal duty on public bodies, 

including planning authorities, to ‘have regard’ to the conservation of biodiversity 

when carrying out their normal functions, which includes consideration of planning 

applications.  In compliance with Section 41 of the NERC Act, the Secretary of State 

has published a list of species and habitats considered to be of principal importance 

for conserving biodiversity in England under the UK Post-2010 Biodiversity 

Framework. This is known as the list of Habitats and Species of Principal Importance 

(HPI/SPI), of which there are 56 habitats and 943 species. The HPI/SPI list is used 

to guide planning authorities in implementing their duty under the NERC Act. 

 

The proposed development site is immediately adjacent (~150m distant) to an 

Amber Great Crested Newt Risk Zone.  Great Crested Newts are European 

Protected Species, and therefore are a Species of Principal Importance.  The 

proposed development site is known to contain an area of swamp.  The capacity of 

the swamp and other onsite habitats to host GCN and any other principal species 

has not been appraised through the submission of an Ecological Impact 

Assessment.  The fact that the application is an outline application does not rule out 

the LPAs lawful duty to consider the impact on EPS.  Please refer to the attached 

advice notice for planning decisions and European Protected Species.   

 



Bats, also European Protected Species, are known to be present and roosting within 

the area of Site 093.  Although the application does not refer to trees that may felled, 

this possibility cannot be ruled out whereby the applicant has failed to submit an 

Ecological Impact Assessment or Arboricultural Impact Assessment.  A Preliminary 

Bat Roost Assessment is required for trees that may be felled.  As pointed out in 

prior applications (for the same site) a detailed assessment of the sewage outlet 

points directed through trees/hedge is required to adequately appraise the need for 

tree or hedge removal to accommodate such outfall.  The fact that the application is 

an outline application does not rule out the LPAs lawful duty to consider the impact 

on EPS.  Please refer to the attached advice notice for planning decisions and 

European Protected Species.   

 

HBC DM DPD Policy DM18 Protection and Enhancement of the Natural Environment 

Section 2d States “Development proposal likely to have an adverse effect on a 

District wildlife Site with biodiversity value of local importance will only be permitted if 

mitigation and enhancement measures can be provided to achieve a significant net 

gain in biodiversity.”  The application site, as part of site 093 and the adjacent site 

014, most likely meet the criterion set for DWS Hm4 for large habitat mosaic.  The 

application has failed to provide any evidence of mitigation, enhancement and 

Biodiversity Net Gain. 

 

The applicant must submit an Ecological Impact Assessment (CIEEM standard) that 

clearly describes the baseline ecological status of the site and mitigation measures 

necessary to achieve a significant Biodiversity Net Gain ie to ensure that the present 

status of the site is maintained and enhanced.  In the absence of such information 

the Local Planning Authority cannot adequately assess the ecological impact of the 

proposed development with regard to land of locally important conservation value, 

meeting the standard set for a District Wildlife Site. 

 

I strongly recommend that this application be refused on the grounds that the impact 

of development on an area locally important for conservation is unknown, and that 

potential impact on European Protected Species cannot be discounted beyond 

certainty.  Please refer to the attached advice notice for planning decisions and 

European Protected Species.  Where the LPA is not able to determine the impact on 

European Protected Species any such application, even an outline planning 

application, must be refused. 

 

For reference: 

 Ecological surveys for the presence or absence of European Protected species 

cannot be conditioned within a decision notice.  Please refer to the attached advice 

notice for planning decisions and European Protected Species. 

 



The fact that the application is an outline application does not rule out the LPAs 

lawful duty to consider the impact on EPS.  Please refer to the attached advice 

notice for planning decisions and European Protected Species.   

 

United Utilities: We request that the applicant submits a plan outlining the proposed 

levels (including finished floor levels and ground levels) shown in metres above 

Ordnance Datum and an indicative foul and surface water drainage strategy 

(including cover and invert levels). It is our recommendation this information is 

submitted for our review so that any risk of sewer surcharge can be further 

assessed. The applicant should note that it may be necessary to raise finished floor 

and ground levels and/or include mitigation measures to manage the risk of sewer 

surcharge. 

 

Planning History 

Pre-application advice was sought in 2018 (ref 18.023) for ‘recreation and leisure 

purpose’ involving the siting of up to 10 glamping pods at the site. The advice mainly 

focused upon the impact of the development upon the openness of the Green Belt.  

The view taken was that the proposal would be inappropriate development in the 

Green Belt.  

 

An outline application was submitted (11/18/0345).  This was refused on the grounds 

that the proposal would constitute inappropriate development in the Green Belt and 

harm the openness of the development.  Officers did not believe that the applicant 

had demonstrated very special circumstances sufficient to outweigh the harm 

arising. 

 

A further outline application was submitted (11/19/0103) and refused in June 2019. 

 

Relevant Policies 

 

Hyndburn Core Strategy (CS) 

Policy BD1 The Balanced Development Strategy 

Policy Env1 Green Infrastructure 

Policy Env2 Natural Environment Enhancement 

Policy Env3 Landscape Character 

Policy Env6 High Quality Design 

Policy T2 Cycle and Footpath Networks 

 

Development Management Development Plan Document (DMDPD) 

Policy GC1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

Policy DM1 Employment Development 

Policy DM17 Trees, Woodland and Hedgerows 

Policy DM18 Protection and enhancement of the Natural Environment 

Policy DM19 Protected Species 



Policy DM26 Design Quality and Materials 

Policy DM29 Environmental Amenity 

Policy DM31 Waste management in all new development 

Policy DM32 Sustainable Transport, Traffic and Highway Safety 

Policy DM34 Development in the Green Belt and Countryside Area 

 

Material Considerations 

National Planning Policy Framework 

National Planning Policy Guidance 

 

Observations 

The main considerations in the determination of this application is the principle of 

development, impact of the development on the Green Belt, its visual appearance 

and impact on the landscape, the effect on residential amenity, traffic and highway 

safety and ecology and trees. 

 

Principle of Development 

Policy BD1 of the Core Strategy states that development within the rural area will be 

limited to that supporting farm diversification and promoting leisure and recreational 

facilities whilst retaining landscape character.  

 

Policy DM1 of the DMDPD (Section 6) states that the Council will support 

development proposals for small-scale office and employment developments in rural 

locations, including those for tourism and leisure developments, where they will 

assist in supporting a prosperous rural economy and are in accordance with policies 

DM34-36. 

 

The development is not proposed as farm diversification – it is a standalone tourism 

development and as such Policy DM35 of the DMDPD is not relevant in this case. 

Policy DM34 Section 7 aims to support proposals that enhance, promote or improve 

access to leisure and recreational facilities subject to development being in line with 

the criteria set out elsewhere in the Policy. 

 

Policy 34 sets out the local Green Belt policy. This matter, along with the visual and 

landscape impacts of the development, is considered below. 

 

Impact on the Green Belt 

The application site is located within the designated Green Belt. Policy DM34 of the 

DMDPD sets out the circumstances (1a-d) in which the erection of new buildings 

may be acceptable in the Green Belt. The proposed development is not required for 

the purpose of forestry or agriculture; it does not constitute limited infilling or 

redevelopment of a previously developed site; and it would not replace an existing 

building.  

 



Paragraph 149 of the Framework states that the construction of new buildings in the 

Green Belt is inappropriate, subject to several exceptions.  

 

The term ‘building’ is defined in section 336 of the Town and Country Planning Act 

(1990) to include any structure or erection, and any part of a building, as so defined. 

The proposed reception, maintenance and cycle store building and refuse store are 

buildings under the s.336 definition. Whilst limited information has been provided in 

relation the construction of the pads or hard surfacing on which the pods would be 

placed, the Planning Supporting Statement submitted with the application states that 

‘the units [i.e. the pods] are permanently based upon the site and connected to all 

mains services’. It is considered that the proposed pods are of sufficient size, degree 

of permanence and physical attachment to the ground to be considered a building.  

 

One exception listed at paragraph 149 of the Framework is the provision of 

appropriate facilities for outdoor sport and outdoor recreation; as long as the facilities 

preserve the openness of the Green Belt and do not conflict with the purposes of 

including land within it.  

 

Some Inspectors have determined that the occupation of permanent or semi-

permanent structures for holiday accommodation does not represent ‘appropriate 

facilities’ for outdoor recreational activity. In this regard, it is considered that 

paragraph 149(b) of the Framework does not extend to buildings for visitor 

accommodation such as the proposed camping pods.  

 

Even if it was considered that the above exception was applicable in this case, 

paragraph 149 of the NPPF requires that facilities for outdoor recreation ‘preserve 

the openness of the Green Belt and do not conflict with the purposes of including 

land within it’.  

 

The proposed pods, reception, maintenance and cycle store building and refuse 

store would be permanent new buildings located in an open field location that is 

currently devoid of built form. They would result in a loss of openness in this Green 

Belt location. The development also includes engineering operations comprising the 

creation of hardstanding for the car park and footpaths which would further impact on 

openness. 

 

None of the other exceptions (a) to (g) of paragraph 149 of the NPPF apply to the 

development proposal. The proposed development is therefore considered to be 

inappropriate development in the Green Belt, which Paragraph 147 of the 

Framework states is harmful by definition and should not be approved except in very 

special circumstances (VSCs).  

 

The Government attaches great importance to Green Belts. The fundamental aim of 

Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the 



essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence. 

Green Belt serves five purposes:  

 

a) to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;  

b) to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;  

c) to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;  

d) to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and  

e) to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and 

other urban land. 

 

It is acknowledged that the proposed number of pods at the site has been reduced 

from 10 to 7 when compared with previously refused applications. However, the 

proposal now also incorporates a new larger reception building. The proposed 

development would seriously alter the character of the land. Even though the north 

western boundary of the site is screened by high mature hedgerows which would 

largely hide the development from view from passers-by, it would be apparent that 

development exists there. Additionally, the residents of Black Leach Farm which is 

adjacent to the site would be able to view the proposal.  

 

The proposal would result in development where none existed before and would also 

generate vehicle movements by way of comings and goings. As a result, the 

proposal would have a significant effect on openness. Furthermore, the development 

would result in an unacceptable encroachment into the countryside and would 

therefore conflict with one of the purposes of Green Belt. The site access is 

approximately 200 metres from the Green Belt boundary around Great Harwood and 

as such the application site serves to safeguard against encroachment beyond the 

established urban area. 

 

The applicant has sought to diminish the importance of the Green Belt in this 

location. Reference is made to the Hyndburn Green Belt Assessment which has 

been produced to inform the emerging Hyndburn Local Plan 2037. The application 

site (Green Belt Parcel Reference 77 in the Green Belt Assessment) is assessed as 

making an overall ‘weak’ contribution towards the five purposes of Green Belt. It is 

however assessed as making a moderate contribution to safeguarding the 

countryside from encroachment. 

 

Notwithstanding this, the Hyndburn Green Belt Assessment is an evidence 

document only. It does not form part of the adopted development plan for the 

Borough. Section 6.3 of the Green Belt Assessment clearly states; 

 

‘The outcomes from the assessment do not mean that certain parcels should 

or should not be released from the Green Belt. Should the Council consider 

that Green Belt boundaries need to be altered, an exceptional circumstances 

case will need to be developed. The lower performing parcels have the 



greatest potential to be considered for release, subject to other evidence in 

the site selection process. Higher performing Green Belt parcels can also be 

considered for release albeit a greater exceptional circumstances case will 

need to be made.’ 

 

Therefore, the Green Belt Assessment does not change the status of the application 

site as designated Green Belt and the Pre Submission (Reg.19) version of the Local 

Plan 2037 does not propose to amend the Green Belt boundary in this location.  

 

Paragraph 148 of the NPPF states that very special circumstances (VSCs) will not 

exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and 

any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations. The applicant has not 

presented any VSCs. 

 

Having regard to all of the above, the proposal would constitute inappropriate 

development in the Green Belt that would have an unacceptable impact upon its 

openness. The economic benefits associated with the development would not 

outweigh the harm arising to the Green Belt and no very special circumstances have 

been demonstrated by the applicant. As such, the proposal is contrary to Policy 

DM34 of the Development Management DPD, Policy BD1 of the Hyndburn Core 

Strategy and the aims of the NPPF.   

 

Design and Visual Appearance 

The design element of this application have been reserved, however, it should be 

noted that any design should comply with Policy Env6 of the Hyndburn Core 

Strategy. The policy states that the character and quality of Hyndburn’s urban and 

rural environments will be conserved and enhanced through high quality design. 

New development will be expected to maintain and enhance local distinctiveness 

including the character and quality of both townscape and landscape. Paragraph 2c 

of Policy DM34 states that all proposals involving the development of new buildings 

in either Green Belt of Countryside area must be capable of being developed without 

adversely affecting the character of the rural landscape. Core Strategy Policy Env3 

states that  

 

‘The design of new development must be appropriate to the landscape 

character type within which it is situated and should contribute towards the 

conservation, enhancement, or restoration of landscape character or creation 

of appropriate new features. Landscape character will be protected and 

enhanced by: 

 

a) Ensuring that new development is well integrated with the existing 

settlement pattern, respecting the small scale dispersed pattern of farmsteads 

and clusters of buildings; 



b) Maintaining and reinforcing a clear distinction between the urban edge and 

the rural areas; 

c) Restricting new development on the upper slopes of prominent hillsides 

and minimising the impact of development on prominent ridge and summit 

lines; 

d) Maintaining consistency of building materials, details and design; 

e) Encouraging the restoration of traditional field boundary walls and 

hedgerows, and; 

f) Encouraging the creation of new complementary landscapes in association 

with new developments.’ 

 

The site is located within National Character Area (NCA) 35: Lancashire Valleys and 

the Landscape Strategy for Lancashire identifies the surrounding landscape as 

‘Farmed Ridges’ that provide a mosaic of mixed farmland and woodland. From 

Blackburn Old Road the site would be relatively well-screened, with only fleeting 

views of the proposed buildings. There would however be close-up views from the 

adjacent  

restricted byway and longer distance views of the site from the south along Clinkham 

Road and other public footpaths from approximately 380 metres. 

 

The pods themselves would be single storey and appear to be constructed from 

natural materials. Whilst their form would not be reflective of local vernacular style, 

they would not be prominent additions in the landscape.  

 

However, the site entrance, access road and reception building appear to be 

suburban in nature. They would not harmonise well with the rural area. The 

requirement for a large reception building for a small-scale tourism development 

such as the one proposed is considered unnecessary. Whilst the development would 

not be seen in isolation given that it is well-related to an existing cluster of buildings, 

it is considered that the layout of the site is such that the development would not be 

sufficiently low key in this countryside area. As such, whilst the Core Strategy 

generally seeks to support small-scale tourism accommodation this should not be 

detrimental to the character and appearance of the countryside. It is considered 

therefore that the development proposals are contrary to policies Env3 and Env6 of 

the Core Strategy and Policy DM34 of the DMDPD. 

 

Impact upon Residential Amenity 

Concerns have been raised by residents regarding the potential for noise and 

disturbance. In terms of its impact on the residential amenity of nearby residents, the 

nearest residential properties are approximately 15 metres from the site boundary. 

Black Leach 1-4 are located on the opposite side of Blackburn Old Road with a 

mature hedgerow along the site’s facing boundary. To the south-west of the site, the 

side elevation of Black Leach Farm would face the development. The site layout is 



such that the closest pod would be approximately 30 metres from residential 

properties. 

 

This arrangement would prevent direct and unrestricted views and would also 

provide some protection from associated noise and the Council’s Environmental 

Health Officer has raised no concerns. However, it is important that the site is 

managed in order to limit noise levels during certain hours. The location of the site 

within the open countryside where existing ambient noise levels can be very low 

means, therefore, that such activities can greatly impact on surrounding amenity. 

 

Should consent be granted, there would be a requirement for the submission of a 

site management plan setting out the site’s codes of conduct including limiting noise 

between 10pm to 8am and times when a member of staff would be present on site. 

Outside reception/office opening hours the site would be to some extent self-

regulating as guests would likely complain about noisy or unruly behaviour. It would 

be in the interests of the site owner to adequately deal with any complaints from 

guests quickly and effectively. 

 

Considering the above, subject to the site being managed in accordance with an 

agreed management plan it is considered that the use proposed would be unlikely to 

result in any undue noise and disturbance. 

 

Trees and Ecology 

In accordance with Core Strategy policies Env1 and Env2 and DMDPD policies 

DM18 it is necessary to ensure the development is well landscaped and that 

biodiversity net gain is achieved on the site.  

 

DMDPD Policy DM18 requires development proposals that are likely to have an 

adverse effect on a District Wildlife Site or Local Nature Reserve with biodiversity 

value of local importance to achieve a ‘significant net gain in biodiversity’. 

 

As set out in the Ecological Advisors comments, the application site was surveyed by 

Hyndburn Borough Council in 2019 as part of the ‘Hyndburn Borough Council 

Habitat Survey 2019’. It is clear that the site forms part of a wider area that is 

considered to be of ecological value with potential to support protected species. 

 

The Council’s Ecological Advisor has raised an objection as the applicant has failed 

to provide the appropriate ecology surveys and impact assessments. As such, the 

Local Planning Authority is unable to assess the impact of the development on 

biodiversity and protected species. 

 

DMDPD Policy DM17 seeks to avoid the loss of, and minimise the risk of harm to, 

existing trees, woodland, and/or hedgerows of visual or nature conservation value. 



The applicant has also failed to provide sufficient information to assess the impact of 

the development on trees. 

 

Accordingly, the development is considered contrary to policies Env1 and Env2 of 

the Core Strategy and policies DM17, DM18 and DM19 of the DMDPD. 

 

Highway Safety 

The County Highways Officer has raised no objection to the application subject to 

the submission of an amended drawing showing a 2.4m setback at the access with 

visibility splays for a 40mph road (i.e. 120m in either direction). The parking shown 

within the site is sufficient to accommodate visitors. In the absence on an objection 

from the Local Highway Authority, it is considered that the development proposals 

are acceptable in terms of highway safety considerations. 

 

Conclusion 

Taking the above into the account, the application fails to address the identified 

issues and reasons for refusal of previous planning applications. The total number of 

pods proposed has been reduced from 10 to 7. However, the proposal would still 

constitute inappropriate development in the Green Belt that would have an 

unacceptable impact upon its openness and no very special circumstances have 

been demonstrated by the applicant.  

 

It is considered that the development proposals are contrary to policies Env3 and 

Env6 of the Core Strategy and Policy DM34 of the DMDPD insofar that the layout of 

the site is such that the development would not be sufficiently low key in this 

countryside area, providing a generously sized reception building and formalised 

entrance and access road arrangement that would cause some detriment to the 

character and appearance of the local area. 

 

Furthermore, the application is not supported with the necessary tree and ecology 

surveys. As such, the impact of the proposal on trees and ecology (including 

protected species) cannot be determined. 

 

It is recommended, therefore, that the application be refused. 

 

Recommendation:  

 

That permission in principle be REFUSED for the following reasons: 

 

1. The proposed development of glamping pods, roads and associated 

infrastructure would constitute inappropriate development in the Green Belt 

and harm the openness. The applicant has not demonstrated that very special 

circumstances exist that outweigh the harm arising. For these reasons, the 



proposal is contrary to Policy DM34 of the Development Management DPD 

and the National Planning Policy Framework 

 

2. The proposed development, by virtue of its siting, form and design, would be 

harmful to the visual amenity and landscape character of the area contrary to 

policies Env3 and Env6 of the Hyndburn Core Strategy and Policy DM34 of 

the Hyndburn Development Management DPD. 

 
3. Insufficient evidence has been submitted to assess the potential impact of the 

development on biodiversity (including protected species) and trees, 

woodland and hedgerows. In the absence of such information therefore, the 

development is considered contrary to Hyndburn Core Strategy policies Env1 

and Env2 and Development Management DPD policies DM17, DM18 and 

DM19. 

 
 

 

 

Decision  

Approved + Conditions   

Informative Note(s)  
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