 

Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2010/1017/P

	Development Proposed:
	Outline application for proposed new agricultural worker’s dwelling (Re-submission of 3/2009/1046/P) at Little Middop Farm, Burnley Road, Gisburn, Clitheroe, BB7 4JN.



	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – The Parish Council have no objections, they do however have a serious concern. They are aware that currently the efficient operation of the enterprise of the applicant would be greatly assisted by the residence of an agricultural worker on the site. They also appreciate that the acquisition of some additional 70 acres on rental makes the site even more attractive to the applicant. However their concern rests around what would become of the application property if this rental were to be withdrawn or if the enterprise (which involves shifting cattle and sheep from Rochdale to calve and lamb) were to collapse. 
 

The applicant would be left with a house and no farm (20 acres is not viable farm) with the almost inevitable consequence that he would apply for a change in status for the property. The P.C. would like it made clear that such an application would not be viewed favourably as this would mean that a residential property had been sanctioned in a rural/green field area, contrary to the strictures of the District Wide Local Plan.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC 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, however a temporary structure such as a caravan for the lambing period may be appropriate.

County Surveyor (LCC) – No observations or comments have been received within the statutory 21-day consultation period, however no objections were made in principle to the previous 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:

	This application is a re-submission of a previously refused application for outline-planning consent for a proposed new farm worker’s dwelling at Little Middop Farm, Gisburn. The situation for the Applicant has not significantly changed except for the following two reasons,

1. An additional area of land adjacent to the land owned at the application site is now farmed. This extends to approximately 72 acres and has been occupied since the spring of 2010 on an informal basis.

2. The second change is that some of the land at Ashworth Moor is now being offered on a new 5-year farm business tenancy, however this is subject to a restriction removing the ability to lamb and supplementary feed on the land due to the presence of a nearby reservoir.

The written submissions therefore explain that it is intended to lamb sheep in batches at the application site. 

The above two changes are considered by the Applicant to provide a sufficient justification for the proposed agricultural workers dwelling on site, along with the reasons given with the original application which 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 still seeks permission for is for a detached farmhouse to be located to the rear of the farm buildings and to provide a lounge, hall, kitchen, dining room at ground floor, and three bedrooms and a bathroom 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. Having considered the Council’s view on the previous dwelling proposed, the size of the property has been reduced from a footprint of approx. 12m x 8m, to 9.5m x 6.5m, and whilst still being a two-storey property, the maximum ridge height has been dropped from 9.3m to 7.5m. This creates a proposed floor area of 130 square metres.

As with the previous application, whilst it is an 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 reduced size of the dwelling, paragraph 9 of Annex A of PPS7 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 reduced size of the dwelling indicated is now appropriate at a more modest 130m2, as suggested during the previous proposal.
That noted, the main concern with the application is with regards to the functional need for the dwelling, and I will refer to the comments supplied by the Land Agent. His earlier assessment had regard to local plan policies but also in particular Annex A of PPS 7, which provides national planning policy advice to local planning authorities, and his view remains that an assessment of the functional test is important when considering this application.

He notes that his earlier report acknowledged the fact that Mr Baines farms a significant area of land and operates a relatively large-scale agricultural operation. However despite this, he did not consider there to be a functional need at the application site.  This view took into account the fact that the area of land at the application site was small and that the agricultural activities are divided between a number of locations and not concentrated on one particular site.

The applicant now rents an additional area of land adjacent to the land owned at the application site, so that the total area of land farmed at the site extends to approximately 98 acres.  However, the additional land is only occupied on a short-term basis and whilst a letter from the owner suggests that the applicant can use the land for the foreseeable future, she is not willing to offer a longer-term tenancy. In essence therefore this land could be withdrawn at any time. Notwithstanding this, the land at the application site still remains to be a small part of the agricultural holding.

It is suggested that now that the land at Rochdale can no longer be used for lambing, more sheep will be lambed at the application site. Whilst the LCC Officer accepts that with the additional area of land he has recently started to rent that this is an option available to him, the land and farmstead can still only support a limited part of the flock and for a limited time, due to the limited grazing at the site. He also makes reference to his earlier report where he commented that all the half-bred mules, which are likely to require more attention than the Swaledales, are lambed on the land at Trawden and Skipton. His view remains therefore that the farming activities that give rise to a functional need take place in a number of locations throughout the applicant's widely fragmented unit.

One requirement in relation to the functional need is that the worker needs to be on site at most times. Despite planned changes in the lambing system, the period of lambing is to remain unchanged i.e. the half bred mules (which lamb elsewhere anyway) will lamb from mid March, with most having lambed by the end of April, followed by the Swaledale ewes, with most of these having lambed by the middle of May. The period where greater supervision is required is therefore relatively short, being approximately 10 weeks, and does not in his view constitute ‘at most times’ and is in his mind seasonal.  Whilst he appreciates that calving does take place beyond this period, the number of cows kept is limited, and given these comments, whilst he does not consider there to be a functional need, a temporary structure such as a caravan for the lambing period may be appropriate. Notwithstanding the above, he has had sight of the financial accounts for the year ending April 2010, and he is of the view that the business satisfies the financial test.
The proposal is therefore still 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: 08/03/2010





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














