
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: SW/MN

	Application No: 
	3/2005/0154/P

	Development Proposed:
	Outline application for the erection of a farm workers dwelling at Moss Farm, Lower Lane, Longridge 

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council – In principle no objections but the Council will be guided by RVBC with regard to the justification and agricultural restrictions.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) - No objections providing the application has full agricultural support.

Rural Estates Officer – I am concerned that based at the present site that a functional need does exist and consider expansion of the enterprise is necessary.  I consider that the original farm house should not be discounted as appropriate accommodation and likewise I fee the closeness to Longridge should not be discounted as an alternative to housing, although I recognise the scale of the enterprise will have a bearing upon this.

Environment Agency - No objections subject to certain technical requirements.



	CONSULTATIONS: Nearby Residents

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy H2 - Dwellings in the Open Countryside.

Policy H3 - Agricultural Workers Dwellings.

Policy H4 - Occupancy Conditions.

Policy H5 - Proposals for New Agricultural or Forestry Workers Dwellings.

Policy SPG - Agricultural Dwellings.

Interim SPG – Housing

Policy 12 – Housing Provision and Policy 5 – Development outside Urban Areas

Joint Lancashire Structure Plan 2001-2016.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	H2, H5, ENV3, Interim SPG- Housing, Policies 5 and 12, Joint Lancashire Structure Plan – unjustified agricultural dwelling to the visual detriment of the area.



	COMMENTS/ENVIRONMENTAL/AONB/HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES/RECOMMENDATION:

	The determination of this application requires an understanding of the history of the business which can be summarised as follows:

1980  

Applied for second dwelling – refused and dismissed on appeal.  Inspector                                                                               commented that he did not think it impractical for any additional supervisory staff to live in Longridge if suitable alarm and communication systems were installed.

1987

Outline application for second dwelling, approved with conditions but did not tie the original farm house.  No Section 106 just imposed condition about occupancy.

1988

Full application for dwelling and again tied by condition not Section 106.

1995

Consent for poultry rearing house.

This planning application is made because the original dwelling associated with the poultry business but never tied to it is about to be put on the open market.  One of the farm workers lives in that house with his parents whilst his brother is in the second unit approved in 1987 and tied to the farm.  The applicants feel that because it has previously been held that there was a need for two dwellings in 1987 then if one of them is to be sold they have the right to have another.  The Rural Estates Officer, however, concludes that for a functional need to be proven to exist today, then the business needs to expand.  Even then he questions whether the need for a second unit cannot be met by the existing untied property.  The closeness of Longridge should also not be discounted.  On the basis of this, he believes the application should be refused.

The appellants contest this for the following reasons:

· The original house has always been legally separate from the farm.

· The occupants of that are under no obligation to sell it to their son at a reduced value.

· The house is neither available nor suitable.

· Cannot see the relevancy of whether the business is expanded or not over the last 20 years to this application.

· Warning systems are no more advanced than they were when the second dwelling on the holding was granted 20 years ago and Nick Bower should produce evidence to show how it has.

· Nick Bower has referred to abuse of the system and this allegation should be withdrawn.

Applications of this nature are always contentious issues and it is common place to find the Rural Estates Officer and applicants agricultural representative at odds.  The Council has very strict policies over new residential development and there needs to be a proven justification to allow approval of such a dwelling.  In my opinion, there are two key issues, ie does a functional need exist for two dwellings and, if so, can it be met by another dwelling either on site or within Longridge.  It is clear from the Rural Estates Officer’s comments that there are questions over the actual functional need and he considers that the possibility of utilising other dwellings within the locality has not been explored fully.  Based on the observations of the Rural Estates Officer I consider it would be inappropriate to grant permission for an additional agricultural workers dwelling when the need has not been categorically proven.  Thus the principle of this development is at variance with National Guidance and Plan Policy and should be resisted.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














