
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: RH

	Application No: 
	3/2010/1003

	Development Proposed:
	Infill of ground level to adjacent field. Re-submission at Petre Farm Eggs, 127 Whalley Road, Wilpshire.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Wilpshire Parish Council – Object to the application for the following reasons:

· Creation of dust from the site

· Impact on the neighbour’s amenity

· Impact on the street scene

· Smells from the site

· The site would also require environmental monitoring in respect of the waste materials and it has not been proven that the development could not be carried out by digging into the hillside.

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC (County Surveyor) – No observations received in relation to this application. 

LCC (Waste and Minerals)  - No observations received.

Environment Agency – Object to the application due to a lack of information regarding the material to be imported as part of the proposal.

RVBC (Countryside Officer) – Confirms that his previous comments/observations remain valid as follows:

· The area of land included in the proposal is classed as Improved Grass Land…..therefore its ecological value is low, however it is the type of field which could be of benefit to wader species, all be it with some management. Notwithstanding the potential impact on any water courses and trees, the visual impact of dumping inert material will be highly significant. Any mature trees on the perimeter of the site will require a root protection zone of 8-12 metres.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Four letters have been received from neighbouring residents who wish to raise the following objections:

· Visual impact upon the green belt from what appears to be a landfill site.

· Noise disturbance from visiting lorries and the dumping of landfill waste.

· Dust and dirt as well as potential water pollution from the development.

· Creation of smells from the development impacting upon neighbouring amenity.

· The amount and type of waste will be difficult to monitor.

· The raising of land levels will make the building more visible.

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV3 – Development in Open Countryside 

Policy ENV4 – Green Belt

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1, ENV3 and ENV4 – Over intensive development to the detriment of visual and neighbouring residential amenity.

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

	This application is a resubmission of a previously refused scheme for the infill of material on land adjacent to an approved poultry shed (3/2008/0462) at Petre Farm Eggs. The site includes 20 acres of land, the majority of which is occupied by redundant and collapsing buildings and located on Whalley Road between Langho and Wilpshire. The site is accessed via an access track between two residential properties and is within an area designated as both Open Countryside and Green Belt land.

Plans submitted and details of precise works that are to be carried out have not been amended from that which was previously submitted. The only change is that this application has been submitted together with a separate application for the creation of a temporary access road off Whalley Road to facilitate the movement of vehicles rather than accessing the site between two residential properties (3/2010/1009).

No changes to the amount of material and the area of land to be in filled have been made in this re-submission. Therefore the extent of works still applies as follows;

To remove the existing topsoil and bring on site inert material to infill approx. 0.6 hectares in order to level the land to accommodate the base of the western half of the previously approved building and create a gradual sloping profile radiating approx. 46 metres north, 18 metres south and 33 metres west increasing existing land levels by a maximum of approx. 2.6 metres in order for it to be made suitable for poultry. It is estimated that the approximate volume of material to be dropped onto and contoured over the site area of 5576m2 will be around 10000m3. On completion of altering the gradients, the existing topsoil will be reinstated and additional material purchased as required to give sufficient depth of topsoil for agricultural purposes and then seeded.

Two supporting statements have been submitted with the application. One entitled ‘Proposals for re-defining contours of area adjacent existing farm buildings’ and another entitled ‘Petre Farm Egg’ submitted by Ribble Valley Landscapes. The Environment Agency has queried a discrepancy between the two documents with regards to the amount of material to be imported.  A phonecall to the agent has confirmed that the amount of material and area of land to be covered does not change form that which is detailed above, i.e. a site area of 5576m2 to be covered with 10000m3 of material.

The visual impact of the proposal and the potential impact on neighbouring residential amenity are main considerations in the determination of this application.

As this application has not sought to address the reasons for refusal of the initial application by reducing the amount of land to be infilled, I still consider that the intensity of the proposal which would include the stripping of topsoil, amount of material and area of land which is to be developed would neither, conserve, renew or enhance the landscape area and as such have a significant detrimental impact upon the visual amenity of this area of designated Open Countryside and Green Belt.

In addition, the comments from the Countryside Officer confirm that works would be carried out well within the root protection zone of two mature trees on the perimeter of the site and it is likely that if the works were to go ahead this would significantly affect the stability of these trees to the further detriment of the visual amenity of the area.

I acknowledge that the agent has sought to remedy some of the previous concerns with regards to the impact upon neighbouring residential amenity by submitting an additional application for a temporary road access from Whalley Road (3/2010/1009) rather than accessing the site between two residential properties. However as stated above, the principal of infilling a large area of what is designated as Open Countryside and Green Belt Land is still considered contrary to policies ENV3 and ENV4 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan as it the works will not be in keeping with the character of the landscape.

I also consider that ay potential traffic to and from the site from either the existing access and any proposed new access to complete the extensive works and the noise generated from these visits will have a significant detrimental impact upon the amenity of neighbouring residents.

To add to the above comments the Environment Agency still expresses an objection to the application on the basis of the uncertainty of the type of material to be used as well as the amount and also raise additional concerns with regards to the current state of the site which will need to be rectified before any such work can commence.

I therefore recommend that planning permission be refused for the above reasons.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 10/02/2011

















