
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: SW/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2010/0783/P

	Development Proposed:
	Agricultural workers dwelling and workshop.  Resubmission at Brockthorn, Tosside

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No objections to this proposal.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) - No objections in principle on highway safety grounds.

Rural Estates Officer – My assessment provided in my report of 18 May 2010 in relation to the previous submission remains unchanged.  The contents of rebuttal information provided by the applicant to my report dated 30 November 2010 does not alter those opinions.  The conclusion is that I do not consider that there is a functional need for a worker to be readily available at the application site.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	One letter has been received from the adjacent landowner on which there is a small caravan park and barn which has consent for conversion to two holiday let cottages.  They raise the following points:

1.
If approved, it would destroy the caravan business.

2.
Situated on the crown on the hill it would be visible from miles around and is so close to our boundary wall no screening could ever take place.

3.
It could be better located ie less elevated and further away.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV1 - Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

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.

PPS7 – Sustainable Development in Rural Areas.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policies G1, G5, ENV1, H2, PPS7 – Unjustified residential development to the detriment of visual amenities of the AONB.



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

	This is an outline application with all matters reserved for the erection of a farm workers dwelling and workshop at Brockthorn Farm, Tosside.  It is a resubmission of an earlier withdrawn scheme reference 3/2010/0168/P.

The Design and Access Statement submitted in support of the application makes reference to the dwelling and workshop being sized for family accommodation in traditional vernacular design of reclaimed local stone wall and roof slabs with timber windows and doors in keeping with existing farmstead cottages in the area.  The submitted plans denote a two storey dwelling with approximate dimensions of 7.9m x 9.9m x 6.6m to the apex of its pitch with an adjoining single storey workshop building of 6m x 6m x 4m in height.  The workshop would immediately abut a previously approved but not yet constructed agricultural building that gained planning approval under 3/2007/0866/P.  The B6478 Wigglesworth Road lies to the north with a new stoned access road already approved to serve the aforementioned agricultural building.  Parking for the proposed dwelling would be on an area of hard standing directly adjacent to its northern gable.

The sites lies within the AONB and occupies a ridgeline setting in the wider landscape.  To its south east lies Marl Barn approximately 200m away which has consent for conversion to two holiday lets and a certified caravan site which they operate.

Given that the site lies outside any identified settlement boundary the only forms of residential development considered appropriate under the provisions of Policy H2 of the Districtwide Local Plan are those essential for the purposes of agriculture, conversions or local needs housing.  This is also evident in Policy G5 of the plan which forms part of the saved settlement strategy.  The dwelling is put forward as a farm workers dwelling and thus the views of the Rural Estates Officer at Lancashire County Council have been sought to establish whether it is essential for the purposes of agriculture.  He has commented that when assessing the scheme against Annex A of PPS7, he considers the functional need and in particular the explanation of the function test provided in paragraph 4 of the Annex to be of particular relevance to this case.  He comments:

When assessing whether there is a functional need for a dwelling at the site, it should be noted that currently the only agricultural activity being carried out is the breeding and rearing of cattle, on a relatively modest scale.

I do appreciate that the scale of this beef enterprise is going to be increased, and that previously the applicant has operated a breeding sheep flock, which will be reintroduced.   I am informed that the applicants are also currently in the process of establishing a free-range poultry enterprise.  From discussions with the applicant, it is clear that investment in the agricultural activities has and will continue to take place with the land farmed having increased.  However at the time of the inspection, a number of agricultural operations are still to be established.

I recognise that the applicant has had security issues at the application site, however I note that the building granted consent at the application site is yet to be erected, and such a building could improve security to the site.  Taking into account the operations at the proposed site, ie the lambing of some sheep for a relatively short period of time, I do not consider there will be a requirement for a full-time presence at the site, with the principal issue relating to security.  I therefore do not consider there to be a functional need for a worker to be readily available at most times.

In addition, Annex A of PPS7 comments on the availability of dwellings in the locality (paragraph 3iv).  The principal agricultural activities are carried out at Lower Edge Farm, which is the centre of the farming operations, with all the cattle being housed and calved here, and also the proposed free-range poultry activity will be centred on this location.  Currently, at Lower Edge Farm, there are already three dwellings associated with the unit ie the farmhouse occupied by Mr Ashworth, and two cottages occupied by his daughters including Laura and her boyfriend Richard, both of whom work on the farm.

Taking the above comments into account I do not consider there is a functional need for a worker to be present at the application site at all times and notwithstanding this there are a number of dwellings already associated with the farming operations which are within a short distance of the application site.

These comments were offered originally in relation to application 3/2010/0168/P which sought outline consent for a bungalow as a farmworkers dwelling but was withdrawn before determination.  The Rural Estates Officer considered that assessment to remain unchanged but added the following:

I note that a standard man-day calculation has been submitted, however I consider that this sets out a higher labour requirement than is actually the case and that the labour requirement as calculated is not accurate.  However it should be remembered that a standard man-day calculation examines labour requirements as a whole on a unit but does not relate to a functional need eg a business may have a large workforce but this does not mean that there is a need for any or all of these workers to be living on the site at all times.  Given the fact that the circumstances at the farm remain unchanged, my comments made in my earlier report remain unchanged ie I do not consider that there is a functional need for a worker to be readily available at the application site.

There has been correspondence received from the applicant’s agent in response to the above observations but this has not altered the opinion of the Rural Estates Officer from LCC.  Therefore on the advice of the Rural Estates Officer I must conclude that the principal of such an unjustified dwelling would be unacceptable when measured against the requirements of Policies G5 and H2 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan as well as central government guidance offered within PPS7.

Whilst mindful of the fact that this is an outline application with all matters reserved, I consider it is still appropriate to assess the effect which the development would have on the character and appearance of the surrounding countryside.  The site is within the AONB and occupies a prominent ridgeline setting.  Plans have been submitted to show floor layout and elevation details of the proposed dwelling but also such detailed matters are reserved for future reserved matters application submissions.  Thus I am interpreting the drawings as providing information on use, amount of development, indicative layout, scale parameters and indicative access point as required by paragraph 52 of DCLG Circular 01/2-006 – Guidance on Changes to the Development Control System.  Policy ENV1 of the Districtwide Local Plan concerns itself with developments within the AONB and seeks to ensure that the landscape and character of the AONB is protected, conserved and enhanced.  It makes reference to the design, materials, scale, massing and landscaping of development being important factors in deciding planning applications with cross-reference to saved Policy G1.  I am of the opinion that the site is particularly prominent within its landscape setting and whilst there is an approved agricultural building to its immediate south, the scale of this scheme is somewhat different to that if working to the height as indicated on the submitted drawings for the dwelling (approximately 6.4m).  The supporting text to Policy H2 states that new agricultural dwellings should have limited impact on the countryside and I am of the opinion that this building and associated curtilage area would appear unduly prominent and have a materially harmful impact on the landscape character of the AONB in which it is set.

Therefore having carefully considered all the above and notwithstanding the additional information submitted by the applicant’s Agent, it is concluded that there is no functional need for a worker to be readily available at the application site.  It would therefore be an unjustified dwelling in the open countryside to the detriment of the visual amenities of the AONB and should be resisted. 



	RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 15 FEBRUARY 2011





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO
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