 

Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2010/0959/P

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed Agricultural Workers Dwelling (Temporary for Three Years) at Stubs Wood Farm, Rimington Lane, Rimington, Lancashire, BB7 4DP.



	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – The Parish Council have discussed the application and wish to object to the siting of any residential development of any kind on this site for the following reasons;

1. They are not convinced by the arguments presented in this case (see reply from P.C. for further details of this point),

2. The applicant owns property that is for rent some 200m away. If it is so essential to have staff nearby then why not use this property and avoid further building in the open countryside,

3. There is no mention of what happens after the three period lapses. If it is needed now, it will be needed again so the application is a wedge shape heading for a permanent dwelling in the open countryside for which a need has not been established,

4. Do the Council know of any other hen farm development of a similar size that also requires a residential member of staff?



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Land Agent (Rural Estates) – Notwithstanding that the development meets most of the criteria set out in paragraph 12 of Annex A of PPS 7, the Land Agent concludes that there is no functional requirement for a farm worker to be readily available at most times, and therefore there is no functional need for a caravan to be sited on the holding to provide accommodation on a temporary basis.

LCC Environmental Services (Highways) – No objections in principle to this application on highway safety grounds.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations.

	An anonymous letter has been received raising similar objections to that of the Parish Council, however as this letter is anonymous, I have chosen not to include the full reasons for objecting to the application.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 – Settlement Strategy.

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 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 Stubs Wood Farm, Rimington Lane, Rimington.

Contrary to Policy ENV3, as the siting of the caravan is considered detrimental to the visual amenity of this particular location within the open countryside.


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


	The applicant considers that there is a need for the poultry manager to be on site 24 hours a day, seven days a week, and as a result considers that a temporary permission for three years for a mobile home would enable the manager to be on site at all times. The mobile home would have the following accommodation:

· Living room/kitchen,

· two bedrooms, and

· a bathroom and w.c.

The mobile home would be sited to the northwest of the existing poultry building and access would be via the existing yard.

Annex A of PPS 7 provides guidance on planning applications for agricultural workers' dwellings.  Paragraph 12 of the Annex provides guidance on the provision of temporary agricultural dwellings as follows:
If a new dwelling is essential to support a new farming activity, whether on a newly created agricultural unit or an established one, it should normally, for the first three years, be provided by a caravan, a wooden structure, which can be easily dismantled, or other temporary accommodation.  It should satisfy the following criteria:

· clear evidence of a firm intention and ability to develop the enterprise concerned (significant investment in new farm buildings is often a good indication of intentions);

· functional need;

· clear evidence that the proposed enterprise has been planned on a sound financial basis;

· 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

· other normal planning requirements, e.g. on siting and access, are satisfied.

He considers that an assessment of the functional need to be important when considering this application (criteria ii above). The functional test, which is explained in paragraph 4 of Annex A 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:

· In case animals or agricultural process requires essential care at short notice.

With reference to the operational issues relevant to an assessment of the functional test, the guidance (as stated above) refers to the following factors which should be considered to assess whether one or more workers are needed to be readily available at most times;

· Essentiality.

· Being available day and night.

· Essential care at short notice.

However the guidance also makes the point in paragraph 7 that it is necessary to consider the scale and nature of the enterprise in order to assess the number of workers required to meet the functional need. In assessing the functional need, he also distinguished between the general day to day management requirements that are recognised as necessary and those of particular relevance to the key requirements specified in Paragraph 4 of PPS 7 referred to above.

The present enterprise is that of a free-range egg unit accommodating 16,000 laying birds, which has been in operation since April 2010. The applicant has engaged the services of a poultry manager, Mr Steven Goulding, who lives at Todber approximately 5-10 minutes travel time from the farm.  Mr Goulding is self-employed and is paid on an hourly basis. Mr Goulding has been employed to ensure the safe operating of the poultry unit. In considering the poultry enterprise against the criteria of Annex A of PPS 7, there will be circumstances where essential care will be necessary and in particular being available to deal with both poultry problems and mechanical problems arising from the operation of the poultry unit.  It is therefore necessary in assessing functional need to take into account the scale and nature of the operation in order to consider whether someone needs to be on hand at most times as required by the guidance. He understands that there are teething problems with regard to the operation of the poultry unit, but does not consider these to be such that require on site supervision 24 hours a day. In addition, he notes that the chickens have to be gathered each evening to ensure that they are within the building at night and that the pop holes are all closed to prevent vermin and predators do not get into the building. Nevertheless, he considers this to be a normal operational need that does not justify someone to be on hand at most times.

The applicant has provided an operating budget for the poultry enterprise, and whilst the budget is planned to show a small profit it would appear that the enterprise appears to have been planned on a sound financial basis. However, notwithstanding that the development meets most of the criteria set out in paragraph 12 of Annex A of PPS 7, he concludes that there is no functional requirement for a farm worker to be readily available at most times, and he therefore consider that there is no functional need for a caravan to be sited on the holding to provide accommodation on a temporary basis.

With regards to the visual impact of the proposed caravan, as noted above proposed temporary home appears to be sited in the middle of the landscaping belt approved when the poultry building was originally approved, and as the landscaping belt has not been planted, is in a prominent roadside location. The site in question is situated within open countryside as defined by the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan, and Policy ENV3 of the Local Plan notes that ‘The Borough Council is committed to protecting key elements of the landscape character of any site affected by proposed development and would make siting, scale and form of any landscape proposal that forms part of any planning application a priority.’ In this instance, the caravan will be sited in a prominent location, visible from the adjacent highway, in a position that will compromise the previously improved, important landscape-screening belt. As such, the siting is considered detrimental to the visual amenity of this particular location within the open countryside.

The proposal is therefore considered contrary to PPS 7 'Sustainable Development in Rural Areas, and Policies G5, ENV3, H2, H3 and H5 of the Districtwide Local Plan, and the application is recommended accordingly.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.
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