
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CS/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2008/0312/P

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed replacement of agricultural building for storage and repair of vehicles and farming machinery (2 tractors, forklift, mower and 2 trailers) (retrospective) at Thurstons Farm, Myerscough Road, Balderstone

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No representations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	N/A



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Six letters have been received from nearby residents who object to the application for the following reasons:

· 
Highway safety as a result of an increase in heavy goods vehicles visiting the site due to transportation of vehicles and farming machinery.

· 
Noise and light disturbance.

· 
No need for a building of this large size at a residential property.

· 
Application unclear as to exactly what is being requested.

· 
Fear that the application is really intended as an extension to the adjoining Monks plant hire repair garage.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policy G1 – excessive size and height of the building to the detriment of visual amenity.  



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

	Thurstons Farm comprises a dwelling and a number of outbuildings between Myerscough Smithy Road and the A59 to the south east of the Mellor Brook roundabout on the A59.  It is adjoined to the west by the Monks plant hire repair garage.  

One of the existing outbuildings is a timber building with a corrugated sheet roof which is 13.7m x 6.1m with an eaves height of 2.1m and a ridge height of 3.6m.  This building is old and in a very poor state of repair.  Around and above this building, the steel framework of a larger building has been constructed without the necessary planning permission.  When the applicant was informed that planning permission was required for this building, works ceased and this application was submitted.  It is therefore partly retrospective.  If approved and completed, the proposed building would measure 15m x 9m with an eaves height of 3.6m and a ridge height of 4.9m.  Its walls up to 2.2m would be concrete blocks with vertical metal sheeting to the upper part of the walls and to the roof.  

The description of the development above is exactly as stated on the application form.  On the submitted location plan, however, only the small area of land within which the building is being built was identified as being within the applicant’s ownership, and this area is not used for agricultural purposes.  

The applicant’s agent was therefore asked if there is a more substantial land holding in the vicinity which belongs to Thurstons Farm, and which is actually used for agricultural purposes.  If there was no such land, the agent was asked to explain why a building is required to house the stated vehicles, when, effectively, there is no farm.

The agent responded as follows:

· 
My client has housed agricultural vehicles and machinery on this site for the past 50 years.  

· 
When the A59 was realigned, my client lost most of his land under a Compulsory Purchase Order.  

· 
He has, however, the first option to buy 3 acres of land on the west side of the A59 from Lancashire County Council.

· 
At the present time, my client’s agricultural machinery carries out farm work for other local farmers.  

From these answers, I do not consider the building to be essential for agricultural purposes as the applicant no longer has a farm.  It therefore represents a large building of industrial appearance within the curtilage of a residential property.  I do not consider a building of this size, design and external materials to be ancillary to the residential use of the former farmhouse.  As such, it represents an excessively large building without agricultural justification which detracts from the appearance and character of the locality.  I therefore recommend that permission be refused for that reason.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 29 May 2008





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














