 

Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2009/1046/P

	Development Proposed:
	Outline application for a proposed new agricultural workers dwelling (all matters reserved) at Little Middop Farm, Burnley Road, Gisburn, Lancashire, BB7 4JN.



	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – The Parish Council have no objections, however they have the following observations to make;

1. The development must be tied to its agricultural justification, as the P.C. would be very concerned if in the future because of changing strategies for agricultural undertaking, the property was allowed to become a non-tied residential property,

2. Section 8.1 of the Agricultural Appraisal makes reference to the main access and that the siting of a house at Little Middop would remove or reduce traffic movement, however the P.C. do not accept this, and

3. The P.C. have concern that parcelling of land could be used to gain permission to build even if the various tests for functional and the financial criteria are in place.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Land Agent (Rural Estates) – Taking into account the nature of the enterprise, I do not consider there to be a functional need for an agricultural worker to live at Little Middop Farm. In addition, I consider that the size of the proposed dwelling is inappropriate and that a more modest design with a floor area no greater than 130 sq.m. would be more appropriate in size, and I also consider that there is existing accommodation within close proximity to Little Middop Farm that would be appropriate for an agricultural worker.
County Surveyor (LCC) – No objections in principle to this application on highway safety grounds. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations.

	No letters have been received from nearby neighbours in regards to this proposal.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV3 – Development in Open Countryside.

Policy H2 – Dwellings in Open Countryside.

Policy H3 – Agricultural Workers Dwelling.

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

PPS7 – Sustainable Development in Rural Areas.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Contrary to PPS 7 'Sustainable Development in Rural Areas and Policies ENV1, G5 and H2, H3 and H5 of the Districtwide Local Plan, in that I do not consider there to be a functional need for an agricultural worker to live at Little Middop Farm.


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

	The application seeks outline-planning consent for a proposed new farm worker’s dwelling at Little Middop Farm, Gisburn. The principal reason given by the applicant for the proposal is that the applicant's existing house is 8½ miles away from Little Middop Farm at Trawden and they consider that an on site presence is necessary for husbandry purposes including calving and lambing. The proposal is for a detached farmhouse to be located to the rear of the farm buildings and to provide a lounge, dining room, kitchen, changing room and W.C. at ground floor, and three bedrooms (one with en-suite), a bathroom and an office at first floor. The site in question is situated within open countryside as defined by the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan, and is a prominent roadside location. Information provided includes a full agricultural appraisal in support of the application, and a site layout plan. Whilst the application is in outline with all matters reserved, the Applicant has submitted an illustrative sketch of what the external appearance of the dwelling may be. The dwelling proposed will be a two-storey property with a footprint of approx. 12m x 8m, an eaves height of approx. 6.5m and a ridge height of approx. 9.3m.

Whilst the application is outline with all matters reserved, the main issues to consider with this application are whether there is a functional need for the proposed dwelling, and the actual visual impact of the dwelling on this countryside location. With regards to the impact of the dwelling at this location, I must refer to the Policies H2, H3 and H5 and ENV3. 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 visual impact on this area of open countryside.

With regards to the functional need for the dwelling, I will refer to the comments supplied by the Land Agent. The assessment of this proposal will need to have regard to the criteria referred to in Annex A of PPS7. Paragraph 3 of the Annex provides guidance on provision of permanent agricultural dwellings, and the criteria are listed as follows:

New permanent dwellings should only be allowed to support existing agricultural activities on well established agricultural units providing:

1. there is a clearly established existing functional need;

2. the need relates to a full time worker or one who is primarily employed in agriculture and does not relate to a part time requirement;

3. the unit and the agricultural activity concerned have been established for at least three years, have been profitable for at least one of them, are currently financially sound and have a clear prospect of remaining so;

4. the functional need could not be fulfilled by another existing dwelling on the unit, or any other existing accommodation in the area which is suitable and available for occupation by the workers concerned; and

5. other planning requirements, e.g. in relation to access, or impact on the countryside are satisfied.
When assessing the above, an assessment of functional need is perhaps most important when considering applications of this nature, and the functional test which is explained in Paragraph 4 of Annex A of PPS 7 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:
i) in case animals or agricultural processes require essential care at short notice; and

ii) to deal quickly with emergencies.

With reference to the present application, the guidance (as stated above) refers to the following factors which should be considered when assessing whether one or more workers need to be readily available at most times: 

i) essentiality;

ii) being available day and night; and

iii) essential care at short notice.

When considering livestock breeding enterprises against this criterion, the Land Agent notes that there will always be circumstances when essential care will be necessary, principally in relation to the birth of offspring. In the Land Agents opinion it is therefore necessary to take into account the scale and nature of the operation in order to consider whether there is a need for someone to be on hand at most times, as required by the guidance. The applicant operates a relatively large scale operation involving both the breeding and rearing of sheep and cattle, and he was informed by the applicant that calving of the suckler cows takes place principally between the months of April and August whilst lambing takes place between 1 April and the end of May depending on their breed, the majority of which is outdoors. The period when closer supervision is required is therefore concentrated from the springtime through to August and does not occur throughout all the year or at ‘most times’. When assessing the functional test in relation to the applicant’s farming operations, he notes it is also important that they are not centred on one particular location. The land occupied by the applicant is in a number of different locations and is not within close proximity to each other e.g. the application site, land at Skipton, and land at Trawden etc. (see description of Agricultural Land above)). Therefore, activities that could give rise to a functional need are not centred on one location. For example, when discussing the farming operations with the applicant, he was told that during the lambing season, the applicant and his wife would travel to different land parcels to check on the sheep. It is recognised that the land at the application site is unlike the rest of the holding in that it is owned by the applicant as opposed to being rented but it is considerably smaller than the other land parcels (see description of Agricultural Land above) and is only capable of accommodating a relatively small number of animals in comparison to the other sites. Whilst it is appreciated that the application site does provide accommodation for livestock, the facilities are limited, and at the time of his inspection only approximately half the cattle were being accommodated at the site. It is perhaps linked to the fact that the farming operations are geographically spread out that the farming operations have been successfully maintained for at least 10 years despite the fact that the applicant has lived away from the land holding. However, taking into account the nature of the applicant’s landholding and for the reasons given above, I do not consider there to be a functional need for an agricultural worker to live at Little Middop Farm.

The Land Agent notes his views in relation to points 2, 3 and 4 of the Annex A of PPS7, however given the consideration that there is not a functional need at the site, I will not refer to them. He does make a valuable point in reference to point 5, where he notes that whilst the proposed siting relates reasonably well to the existing buildings from an operational point of view, he believes that it should have regard to the requirements of paragraph 9 of Annex A of PPS7, which states that the agricultural dwelling should be of a size commensurate with the established functional requirement and that it is the requirements of the enterprise and not those of the owner that are relevant in determining the size of the dwelling that is appropriate to the holding. I refer here to Policy H2 of the local plan, which states that as a general rule the Planning Authority would not normally approve proposals, which provide in excess of 120 square metres of floor space although this size restriction may be relaxed to allow for office space. As such, whilst all matters are reserved for this outline application, it is considered that the size of the dwelling indicated is inappropriate and that a more modest design having an internal floor area no greater than 130m2 would be more appropriate for the size of this enterprise that take account of a need for an office.
The proposal is therefore considered contrary to PPS 7 'Sustainable Development in Rural Areas, and Policies G5, H2, H3 and H5 of the Districtwide Local Plan, and the application is recommended accordingly.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 03/02/2010
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