
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CS/JS

	Application No: 
	3/2009/0352/P

	Development Proposed:
	Retention of agricultural worker’s dwelling and residential curtilage for temporary period of three years at Lower Monubent Farm, Hellifield Road, Bolton-by-Bowland 

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No comments or observations received within the 21 day statutory consultation period.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) - No objections to the proposal on highway grounds with the retention of the farm worker’s dwelling to be reviewed after a period of three years from the granting of any permission. 

County Land Agency Manager – At the end of a lengthy and comprehensive report the County Land Agency Manager concludes that there is no clear evidence that the proposed agricultural enterprise (that seeks to justify the need for the retention of the dwelling) has been planned on a sound financial basis.  The financial requirements of PPS7 have therefore not been satisfied.

The Land Agency Manager also refers to the statement in PPS7 that, when considering applications for agricultural worker’s dwellings, local planning authorities should investigate the history of the holding to establish the recent pattern of use of land and buildings, and whether, for example, any dwellings have recently been sold separately from the farm land concerned.  



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Two letters have been received from agents acting on behalf of two nearby residents who share the same access track that serves Lower Monubent Farm.  

In the first of these letters, it is stated that their client is gravely concerned about potential increase in vehicular traffic to and from Lower Monubent Farm should these applications be approved.  They say that, in its current state, the track has a rough and unmade surface that is wholly unsuitable for heavy and regular vehicular use.  Concern is also expressed that, due to the narrowness of the track, vehicles will have to pull onto the marshy ground at the sides which is in their client’s ownership.  

In the other letter, it is stated that the clients do not object in principle to the applications.  Again, their main concern relates to what they consider to be inadequacies of the access track to serve the increased usage that would result from the proposed development, due to its poor surface and narrow width.  It is requested that a condition be imposed on any permission to require the surfacing of the whole length of the track with solid bound material.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy H2 - Dwellings in the Open Countryside.

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

PPS7 – Sustainable Development in Rural Areas



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policies G5, H2 and H5 and PPS7 – Proposal will create a new dwelling in the open countryside without sufficient agricultural justification to the detriment of the settlement strategy as set out in the saved policies of the adopted Local Plan.  



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

	The history of the agricultural enterprise known as Lower Monubent Farm is considered to be important to the consideration of this application.  I therefore explain below what I consider to be the relevant aspects of that history.  

In 1982 a previous owner of the farm and Lower Monubent Cottage sought permission for an extension of the cottage into the attached barn.  Permission was granted subject to a standard agricultural occupancy condition.  The previous owner occupied the property until 2005 when it was sold to Mr Berry (the current applicant) who, at the time, was deemed to satisfy the occupancy condition.

However, due to financial problems, Mr Berry sought on two occasions to have the agricultural occupancy condition removed, being successful on the second occasion.  Lower Monubent Cottage was then sold without the agricultural tie.  In the Design and Access Statement submitted with this application, the agent explains that, in order to continue running an agricultural contracting business and to oversee the care of the livestock, a small residential unit was created within part of the portal frame building.  The rest of the building remains in use partly as a workshop and implement store in connection with the agricultural contracting business (now scaled down to just the applicant himself) and partly as a livestock shelter.  The sale of Lower Monubent Cottage enabled all the outstanding debts to be cleared, and has also facilitated the purchase of an additional 100 acres of land to the west of Lower Monubent Farm Cottage; a further 70 acres of land near Horwich are rented on a Farm Business Tenancy Agreement, with all of the land being down to grass.

This application therefore seeks permission for the temporary retention for three years of the dwelling formed within the portal framed building.  As stated above, however, the County Land Agency Manager does not consider that clear evidence has been provided that the proposed agricultural enterprise that seeks to justify the need for the dwelling, has been planned on a sound financial basis.  Therefore, the financial requirements of PPS7 have not been satisfied.  The Land Agency Manager also refers to the statement in PPS7 that, when considering applications for agricultural worker’s dwellings, local planning authorities should investigate the history of the holding to establish the recent pattern of the use of land and buildings and whether, for example, any dwellings have recently been sold separately from the farmland concerned.  

This particular requirement of PPS7 is also covered by Policy H5 of the Local Plan.  As stated above, the applicants used to own the cottage associated with this land but sold it in 2007 to persons who are not engaged in agriculture.  

Therefore, having regard to Policy H5 of the Local Plan, and the comments of the County Land Agency Manager, it is considered that the application should be refused on the grounds that insufficient agricultural justification for the proposed residential unit has been established.

I therefore recommend accordingly.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:   NO


DATE:














