
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2008/0099/P

	Development Proposed:
	Outline application to build a farm workers dwelling at former site of Crossbank Laithe, Catlow Road, Slaidburn, Lancashire.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – No objections.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Environment Directorate (Traffic and Development Engineer) – No objections.

United Utilities – No objections.

Land Agency Manager (Rural Estates) – Whilst they agree there is a functional need for two workers to be readily available, tenancy and financial issues raised in respect of the provision of a new dwelling should not overide planning policy in respect of the provision of a second agricultural workers dwelling on the unit. As such, it is still considered that the proposed site is remote from the main farmstead and does not meet this need.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations.

	No representations been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV1 – Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Policy H2 – Dwellings in Open Countryside.

Policy H3 – Agricultural Workers Dwelling.

Policy H5 – Proposals for new agricultural or forestry workers dwellings.

Policy 5 ‘Development outside urban areas’ Joint Lancashire Structure Plan 2001-2016.

PPS7 – Sustainable Development in Rural Areas.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Does not comply with PPS7, Policy 5 of the JLSP 2001-2016 or Policies G1, ENV1, H3 or H5 of the Districtwide Local Plan, due to its remote location and visual impact on the AONB.



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

	The application is a re-submission of a previously refused application for a farm workers dwelling in the same location. The site is on a Greenfield site within the A.O.N.B. as defined by the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and is in a visually prominent location off the highway. The planning application is to provide a further agricultural dwelling for the farming business, which farms Catlow Farm, Slaidburn. Information provided includes the uppermost dimensions of the proposals and a sketch of the proposed site layout.

The main issues to consider with this application are as follows;

· Whether there is a functional need for the proposed dwelling,

· The impact that a new dwelling at this location may have on the countryside, more importantly the AONB, and

· If there is any impact on highway safety.

With regards to highway safety concerns, following a site visit with the applicant, the LCC Highways engineer has no objections to a dwelling in this location.

With regards to the functional need for the proposed dwelling, I will refer to the comments supplied by the Land Agency Manager (LAM).

It is proposed to erect a new dwelling on land owned by the applicants on Catlow Road to the north of the property known as Harkers. This site has been chosen principally because the applicants own it. This re-submitted application contains much of the same detail as the previously refused proposal, albeit with additional information provided by the agent in response to both the previous refusal and the report supplied by the LAM. Again the reasons given for the application include:

· The scale of the enterprise means that two workers need to be readily available day and night.

· Since his son left home, Mr Robinson senior has had to deal with all out of hour’s emergencies or wait for Tom Robinson Junior to travel from Clitheroe.
· Tom Robinson junior is unable to carry out his share of out of hour’s operations, placing an unreasonable burden on his father.
Annex A of PPS 7 provides guidance on planning applications for agricultural workers dwellings. The functional test which is explained in paragraph 4, is an assessment of ‘whether it is essential for the proper functioning of the enterprise for one or more workers to be readily available at most times.  Such a requirement might arise, for example, if workers are needed to be on hand day and night. Paragraph 3 of the Annex provides guidance on the provision of permanent agricultural dwellings, and in respect of criteria (i), (ii), (iii) and (v), comments from the LAM remain unchanged to those given in the report dated 26 July 2007. He considered the main issue surrounding the current application relates to criteria (iv) and related matters. Whilst it is accepted that there is a functional need for two workers to be readily available, the issue that needs to be addressed is what location is considered suitable to meet the identified need.

Thomas Robinson Junior, the key worker to which the application relates, currently resides in what I understand to be a 2 bedroom cottage in the middle of Slaidburn, which is rented on an assured short hold basis from the Slaidburn Estate. I note that the Agent states on page 1 of his supporting letter dated 28 January 2008 that Mr Robinson Junior has now married and that he intends to start a family, rendering the existing dwelling unsuitable. A letter has been provided from John Forrester, agent to the Slaidburn Estate explaining that whilst there are some 3 and 4 bedroom houses in the vicinity, none are available at the present time. Whilst the current dwelling that Thomas occupies is small, reference should be made to paragraph 1 of Annex A which explains that the personal circumstances should not be taken into account when considering applications for agricultural dwellings. The Agent also suggests that the limited tenure of a rented property would not be suitable, but I would comment that the use of the words ‘dwellings to let from time to time’ in John Forrester’s letter infers that changes in tenants are not frequent.

As stated in the first report from the LAM, it was considered that a dwelling on the farmstead would be the most appropriate location to meet the identified need. The need itself arises principally due to the size and nature of the activities carried out at Catlow farmstead, which is the location where all the livestock are housed. Whilst it is appreciated that there may be financial disincentives from erecting a dwelling or converting a barn at the farmstead, in my opinion, this should not be taken into account when considering the application, as this would set a precedent when considering other similar applications. Also, the cost of providing a dwelling on the rented holding would not be dissimilar to previous investments in other items such as the erection of farm buildings. Having spoken to Caroline Holden of United Utilities, the owner of Catlow Farm, the LAM considers that there is no reason why from an environmental point of view that a dwelling could not be created at the farmstead.  For clarity, whilst a conversion is clearly not the only option, the barn to which I refer is approximately 150m to the south west of the farmstead. The Agent states that the Landlords are not willing to invest on the holding and that neither is the applicant, however the farm is let on a Farm Business Tenancy legislated under the Agricultural Tenancies Act 1995.  Provision is made within this Act for tenants to seek consent to carry out an improvement (via arbitration if necessary) and provision is also made for compensation to be paid to the tenant at the end of the tenancy.

The LAM also notes that the Agent suggests that were the land owned by the applicant considered purely in isolation to the rented part of the holding then it by itself would be sufficient to justify the erection of an agricultural workers dwelling. However, the reality is that all owned and tenanted land is farmed as a combined unit, relying on buildings at Catlow Farm and as such I consider the application should be considered against the current arrangements.

With regards to travelling times between the applicant current place of residence in Slaidburn and the farmstead, it was made clear to the LAM on site that the travelling time was around 20 minutes.  Following the inspection of the proposed site, the time was recorded as to how long it would take to reach Slaidburn, which was recorded to be in the region of 5 minutes. Therefore, when subtracting this figure from the 20 minutes given, the journey time from the proposed site to the farmstead was 15 minutes. The agent then questioned this time and decided to submit new travelling times of 10.5 minutes from Slaidburn to the application site and 4 minutes from the application site to the farmstead. Due to time constraints, it has not been possible to verify these times, but the LAM is surprised of these new times, given that the proposed site is about halfway between Slaidburn and the farmstead and that a large part of the journey from the farmstead to the application site will be over the farm access track, over which speeds will be limited.

As stated in his earlier report, a time reduction of 5 minutes in the journey time from the application site as opposed to Slaidburn is not considered to be sufficient to justify the erection of a dwelling. The Applicant initially moved to Clitheroe, but found the travelling too onerous and therefore began renting the property in Slaidburn from March 2007. The LAM considers that the Agent places much weight on this existing property being unsuitable, and refers to paragraph 9 of Annex A which states ‘it is the requirements of the enterprise, rather than those of the owner or occupier, that are relevant in determining the size of dwelling that is appropriate to a particular holding’.

The LAM also considers it important to consider the longer-term future of Catlow Farm. The applicants only recently entered into a 35 year tenancy for the farm, which is believed to represent a medium term but given the importance of the farmland with regards to United Utilities’ water catchment area it is likely that United Utilities will continue to let the farm when this lease expires and that Mr Robinson Junior will want to keep running the farm in the future. As such Mr Tom Robinson Junior would be in the region of 65 when the existing tenancy would expire and the reasons for not investing in a dwelling at the farmstead appear to be based on short-term issues.  On the other hand were the dwelling to be constructed on the applicant’s own land it is considered probable that this land area is severed from the main agricultural unit, and not only would this leave the main unit without a second dwelling but the separated land would not justify someone working full-time in agriculture and as such would not satisfy the occupancy condition.

Therefore to summarise in respect of the LAM comments, tenancy and financial issues raised in respect of the provision of a new dwelling should not override planning policy in respect of the provision of a second agricultural workers dwelling on the unit, which as outlined above would be most appropriately sited at the farmstead which is accepted by the applicant and Mr Hoerty.  The need for a second dwelling relates to the tenanted farm and should therefore be located on it. The provision of a dwelling at the proposed site only reduces the travelling time to the farmstead by approximately 5 minutes from that of the existing dwelling in Slaidburn and is a further reason why the second dwelling should not be erected on the proposed site. As such, whilst I consider the applicant’s farm enterprise demonstrates there is a functional need for two workers to be readily available at most times, the proposed site is remote from the farmstead and in my opinion does not meet the identified functional need and is of little benefit to the current arrangement of Mr Robinson junior living in Slaidburn.

Finally with regards to the impact of a property at this location, I must refer to the Policies H2, 3 and 5 and ENV1. As a brief overview of these Policies, a proposal must show the following;

· The development must be essential for the purposes of agriculture,

· Must be specifically intended to meet a proven local need,

· Must be appropriately sited,

· Must protect, conserve or enhance the natural environment, and

· Have a minimal impact on the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Bearing in mind the above comments from Rural Estates, and a visit to the site, the location of the proposal is a remote and isolated site, devoid of built form. The introduction of a large, detached property along with a detached garage and two entrance points to the site will create a significant visual impact on this area of the A.O.N.B. to its detriment, and as such, the application is recommended accordingly.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 12/02/2008





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














