Simon Elliott Associates 

Planning & Development Consultants 

Proposed Alterations & Extension to Existing Building to Form Cafe/Tea Room and Associated Kitchen and Toilets,
At Parkside Farm, Sheffield Road, Hoyland Common, Barnsley.       
Applicant: Mr B Mason.  

1.
Introduction 

1.1
This report has been prepared by Simon M Elliott - Dip URP.  The purpose of this report is to highlight the merits of the proposed development, as described above, at Parkside Farm, Sheffield Road, Hoyland Common.  The details of the proposed development are as shown on the plans that have been prepared for submission to the Local Planning Authority (LPA) by Garry Greetham Associates.  A more detailed description of the proposed development is given below.  The LPA for the site in question is Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council.    

1.2 This report takes account of the current UDP Policies and any relevant Supplementary Planning Guidance Notes, together with Government guidance as included in the current National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  All other material planning considerations relating to the alteration and extension of the existing buildings to create the proposed development

in Green Belt areas have also been taken into account.  
1.3 This report also takes account of all other material planning considerations that are believed to be relevant to the proposed development or may have some influence on the LPA’s decision on the planning submission in question.  
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2.
Site & Surrounding Area

2.1 The existing building that forms part of the proposed development is located within  confines of what was a traditional farmyard at Parkside Farm.  The building in question forms part of a group of buildings on two distinct levels, which is located between Parkside Cottage and the other development on the site adjacent to Sheffield Road.  The building and site of the proposed development is set well back from Sheffield Road and is generally well screened from views from public vantage points.    

2.2 The application building is constructed of coursed natural stone and has a natural slate roof.  The neighbouring buildings are also predominantly built of natural stone.  The building is question is detached from the other outbuildings on this site that are being used for ancillary uses to the main agricultural use of the wider area of land.  The existing ancillary uses include a large farm shop and associated kitchen, where meat from the farm is prepared alongside items like cooked meats, pies, scotch eggs, breads, quiches and cakes.  There is also a flower shop adjacent to the main farm shop and a large storage building where items like eggs packaging, boxes and other dry goods are stored prior to their use in the kitchen and shop.  
2.3 Owing to the success of the applicant’s business in this location and the number of customers that visit the site on a daily basis it is proposed to create a cafe/tea room to complement the existing facilities on this site and to provide an additional attraction for visitors to the site.  It is considered that, in line with other similar farming establishments in the locality, this represent an acceptable forms of development within the Green Belt as another element of farm diversification.  
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2.4 There is a long established access drive into this site off Sheffield Road and a car parking area adjacent to the existing buildings, which will continue to be used to provide parking for the visitors to both the existing farm shop and flower shop as well as the proposed cafe/tea room.  The proposed development will only create a relatively small floor area on two levels, which will make use of the drop in levels where the building is located and reduce the overall footprint of the proposed building.  It is not considered that the proposal would have a detrimental effect on the parking or manoeuvring arrangements for the site or the adjacent property.             

2.5 The proposed development is separated from the adjacent residential properties and it is not considered that the size of the development or the level of activity associated with the use would have a materially detrimental effect on residential amenity.  Pedestrian access to the cafe/tea room would be via the existing pedestrian footpath from the car park to the existing farm shop and flower shop and down a slight slope to the proposed development.  The private garden areas of adjacent property will also be unaffected and the adjacent land is also enclosed with fences and a stone wall.  Beyond the fence and all around this group of buildings is the applicant’s agricultural land.    
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3.
Outline of Proposals

3.1 The Planning Application for the development, as proposed, is being submitted to the LPA for alterations and an extension to an existing building that has been used for the garaging of vehicles and an agricultural preparation room and storage area.  The proposed development does not affect the existing off-street parking spaces and turning area for the applicant’s adjacent property and established business.  It is also considered that the building in question can be developed as proposed without having a detrimental impact on the character and visual amenity of the area or the amenities of neighbouring properties.  
3.2 It is also proposed that the cafe building, once completed, would have the same appearance and character as the existing building, which is a substantial stone built structure.  Although the existing building is capable of conversion without having to make any material alterations to the external appearance of the structure in its current state, it is not large enough on its own to accommodate the proposed use.     
3.3 The applicant proposes to alter and extend the building to form a small cafe/tea room with ancillary accommodation, as shown on the submitted plans.  The site and building area are already well enclosed with boundary fences and walls and there will be no changes to the boundary treatment as a result of this proposal, unless otherwise required by the LPA.  It is considered that the proposed  development will not affect any interests of acknowledged importance to justify any objections to the proposal on planning or highway safety grounds.        
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Planning Guidelines & Other Material Considerations

4.1 It is understood that the site is not located within a Conservation Area and none of the buildings on or adjacent to this site are Listed Buildings.  The existing building and wider application site nevertheless form part of an established agricultural holding and the surrounding land continues to be used as such.  There is a large car park in close proximity to this proposal that is capable of accommodating around 60 cars, which is adjacent to two large agricultural livestock buildings that are predominantly used for rearing chickens and turkeys.  These buildings will continue to be used for the same purposes.   
4.2 one can clearly see from the submitted plans and supporting details, the proposed development only represents a relatively small addition to the built development on this site and much smaller than the buildings adjacent to Sheffield Road that have been approved for the farm shop and associated uses.  The existing building is in an excellent state of repair and it is considered that the proposed alterations and extension to the building will not have a materially detrimental effect on the visual amenity or character of the area or the amenities of any local residents.  
4.3 The proposed development will need to be considered under the LPA’s current UDP Policies and Guidelines as well as Government Guidance as included in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  It is clear that the proposed development will only involve an extension and relatively minor building operations as can be seen on the submitted plans.     
4.4 The proposed conversion works and new extension involved in the proposed development are considered to be extremely straight forward for this proposal and the character, external appearance and overall design of the building will remain almost unchanged.  The new extension has also been designed to replicate the appearance of the existing building in all respects.  
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4.5 The main consideration for the Council regarding this proposal is whether the development will accord with the provisions of the UDP.  It is clear from a perusal of the relevant UDP Policies, together with the advice contained in the NPPF that this development can be supported by the Council. 

4.6 Paragraphs 143 to 147 of the NPPF provide the appropriate guidance relating to development of the type proposed in this application under the heading of “Proposals Affecting the Green Belt”.  Paragraph 143 advises that: “Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstance”. 

4.7 Paragraph 144 goes on to advise that: “When considering any planning application, local planning authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt.  ‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the proposal, is clearly outweighed by other considerations”. 

4.8 Paragraph 145 then states that:  “A local planning authority should regard the construction of new buildings as inappropriate in the Green Belt.  Exceptions to this are: 


a) buildings for agriculture and forestry; 

b) the provision of appropriate facilities (in connection with the existing use of or a change of use) for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation, cemeteries and burial grounds and allotments; as long as the facilities preserve the openness of the Green Belt and do not conflict with the purposes of including land within it;    


                             

c) the extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building; 

d) the replacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same use and not materially larger than the one it replaces; 

d) limited infilling in villages; 

e) limited affordable housing for community needs under policies set out in the development plan (including policies for rural exception sites); and 
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f) limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed land, whether redundant or in continuing use (excluding temporary buildings), which would: - not have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than the existing development; or             - not cause substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt, where the development would re-use previously developed land and contribute to meeting an identified affordable housing need within the area of the local planning authority. 

4.12  
Paragraph 146 of the NPPF then states that: Certain other forms of development are also not inappropriate in the Green Belt provided they preserve its openness and do not conflict with the purposes of including land within it.  These are: 


a) mineral extraction; 


b) engineering operations; 


c) local transport infrastructure which can demonstrate a requirement for a Green Belt location; 


d) the re-use of buildings provided that the buildings are of permanent and substantial construction; 


e) material change in the use of land (such as changes of use for outdoor sport or recreation, or for cemeteries and burial grounds); and 


f) development brought forward under a Community Right to Build Order or Neighbourhood Development Order. 

4.13
Paragraph 147 of the NPPF then advises that: “When located in the Green Belt, elements of many renewable energy projects will comprise inappropriate development.  In such cases developers will need to demonstrate very special circumstances if projects are to proceed.  Such very special circumstances may include the wider environmental benefits associated with increased production of energy from renewable sources”.      
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4.14
This development would not extend development into open countryside as the buildings already exist, alongside a number of other buildings on this agricultural holding that are being uses for similar purposes.  The Government has also expressed a relaxation of the regulations relating to the conversion of buildings through the recently issued GPDO.  It is clear that the Government is taking a positive view on both farm diversification projects and the retention and conversion and extension of existing buildings, adding further support to this proposal.         

4.15
In terms of the Council’s Policies, which relate to the control of development 
in the Green Belt they clearly also provide support for the proposed 
development.  The proposed development is consistent with the design and 
character of the existing building and will not therefore have an adverse 
impact on the visual amenity of the area.  A number of similar and much 
larger projects similar to this one in rural and semi-rural areas, such as the 
one at Rob Royd Farm, have been supported by the Council's planning 
officers in the open 
countryside.  Owing to the much more conservative 
scale of this proposal than others within the Barnsley Borough it is 
presumed that this development will also be supported by the LPA.                  
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5.
Conclusions 

5.1 In conclusion it is considered that the proposed development can be successfully implemented on the application site without having a materially detrimental impact on any interests of acknowledged importance.  As highlighted above, the principle of the proposed development is considered to be acceptable in all respects.  It is also clear that the details of the proposed conversion works and extension accord with the current guidelines for such development within the Green Belt.      

5.2 The proposed development has been designed to replicate the appearance of the existing building with traditional opening details, using natural stone to the external walls and natural stone heads and sills throughout. simple gables are also proposed to both side elevations, again to replicate the general and traditional design of buildings in this area.  The new development will not have a detrimental impact on highway or pedestrian safety, as sufficient off-street parking and turning space is already available to accommodate the needs of the proposed use, as it is considered that this will be a complementary or ancillary use to the existing businesses on this site and because of its size as well, it will not attract a significant number of additional visitors such that the interests of highway safety could be compromised in any way.       

5.3 The principle of the proposed development is considered to be acceptable in all respects and there are no special circumstances to indicate why the building in question should not be altered and extended as proposed.  The development in question will not materially affect the openness or visual amenity of the Green Belt, or any other interests of acknowledged importance in planning terms.  It is therefore considered that there should be no significant objections to this proposal and I trust that the LPA will support the current submission in line with other similar forms of development within the Barnsley Borough.    
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