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1. REASON FOR REPORT

Councillor Lake has requested that this application be referred to Planning
Committee if the Case Officer is recommending approval due to having received a
conflicting Agricultural Report to the appraisal undertaken by the Council's
appointed Agricultural Consultant which concludes that the proposal conflicts with
Policy WE9 (Rural Workers' Dwellings) of the Teignbridge Local Plan 2013-2033.

2. RECOMMENDATION

PERMISSION BE GRANTED subject to the following conditions:
1. Temporary permission for 3 years, with dwelling and septic tank associated with

dwelling to be removed before 3 years from date of approval and land restored
to its former condition in accordance with a scheme of work that shall be
submitted and approved in writing by Local Planning Authority

2. Development to proceed in accordance with the approved plans
3. Agricultural occupancy condition
4. Prior to first occupation of the dwelling a septic tank shall have been installed

and be available for use after which it shall be retained thereafter, unless the
dwelling is removed from the site

3. DESCRIPTION

The Site

3.1 The site lies to the east side of Polehouse Lane and extends towards the A30 road
to the north. There is an agricultural building which is currently under construction
on the site which was granted consent under planning reference 14/01434/FUL to
house livestock.



3.2 The applicant owns approximately 146 acres at Ide, which is split into two blocks.
The first is approximately 57 acres within a ring fence which is the block of land
incorporating the application site.  The second is a nearby block of land amounting
to 89 acres.  All this land is presently laid to grass and is shown on the farm holding
drawing submitted with this application submission.

3.3 The land slopes from west to east with the surrounding area predominantly an
agricultural landscape interspersed with small pockets of development. The
surrounding agricultural land has field boundaries formed by hedgerows with
hedgerow trees and occasional blocks of woodland.

The Proposal

3.4 Planning consent is sought for the introduction of a temporary dwelling for use by
an agricultural worker for a temporary period of 3 years.

3.5 The building sought for the temporary dwelling takes the form of a chalet-style
lodge building.

3.6 The temporary dwelling would be sited adjacent to the recently-erected agricultural
building approved under reference 14/01434/FUL.

3.7 The applicant presently lives at Woodbury Salterton where there is 20 acres of land
and buildings and which is the present base for his farming business, which is
approximately 15 miles from the block of land at Ide.

3.8 The applicant presently has 30 Red Devon suckler cows with 60 followers and it is
his proposal to relocate his farming business to the site at Ide using the land at Ide
in his ownership and the newly-erected building.  It is his intention to increase stock
numbers over the next three years to a total of 50 Red Devon suckler cows with
100 followers and 30 breeding ewes.

3.9 The proposed temporary dwelling is to be occupied by the applicant’s step-son who
presently manages the farming side of the applicant's business.

3.10 There are therefore two main enterprises proposed to be operated from the
farmland at Ide: suckler cows and breeding ewes.

Principle of the development/sustainability

3.11 The application site is located in open countryside outside of the settlement of Ide.

3.12 Policy S22 (Countryside) of the Teignbridge Local Plan is therefore relevant in
assessing a proposal in this location outside any settlement limit.  It restricts
development in the open countryside to limited developments, one of which is
dwellings for agricultural workers.  This policy would therefore offer in principle
support for the application proposal of a temporary dwelling for an agricultural
worker subject to the consideration of the other policies of the Local Plan.



3.13 The key policy in considering the proposal for an agricultural worker's dwelling in
the Local Plan is Policy WE9 (Rural Workers’ Dwellings).  This policy sets out that
dwellings for workers in agriculture, forestry or other rural business will be permitted
in open countryside provided that:

a) There is an essential functional need arising from the business for a full-time
worker to be housed on the site;

b) The business unit is of sufficient size to require a full time employee, is
economically viable and has clear prospects of remaining so; and,

c) There are no dwellings on the holding which could meet the need, and no
such dwellings have been sold in the previous 3 years.

3.14 The Council's appointed Agricultural Consultant has appraised this application
submission and has concluded in relation to the above criteria that (a) there is a
functional need for a full-time worker to be resident on site; (b) that the present
proposals are of a sufficient size to require a full-time employee when the business
has achieved the livestock numbers in year three, and that, although any farming
business is subject to the vagaries of the market, the proposed business plan
should be economically viable and has a clear prospect of remaining so.
Furthermore in relation to criterion (c) there are no other dwellings on the holding
and no dwellings have been sold in the previous 3 years, and in any event the
Consultant concludes that the functional need of the enterprise can only be met by
workers living on site.

3.15 The Council's appointed Agricultural Consultant therefore concluded that the
proposal meets Policy WE9 (a), (b) and (c) and that the proposal would therefore in
principle be supported by this policy. The Agricultural Consultant's full report is
contained in Section 5 of this report.

3.16 During the course of the consideration of this application representations have been
received from Ide Parish Council, Ide residents and an Agricultural Consultant
which dispute the functional and financial need for an agricultural worker's dwelling
on this site, the requirement for a full-time worker and there have been suggestions
that any need for an agricultural worker to reside in the area could be met by rented
accommodation in Ide or the surrounds.

3.17 The Council's appointed Agricultural Consultant has been consulted on these
representations, and specifically the alternative Agricultural Appraisal received.
The Consultant has reviewed the appraisal and his recommendation remains that
the proposal accords with criteria (a), (b) and (c) of Policy WE9. The further
comments from Agricultural Consultant are also included in Section 5 of this report.

3.18 It is concluded that:
 in terms of the full-time worker requirement that with the numbers of cattle at

the end of year 3 and the ewe flock which are there for part of the year, put
together with a percentage for repairs, maintenance, etc., then the standard
man days are equal to or above 275 which equates to 1 full-time worker;



 it has been shown that from the number of livestock proposed to be kept on
the holding that there is a functional need for a worker to be resident on site
at most times of the day and night;

 In terms of the financial test the business has been planned on a sound
financial basis;

 In terms of suitable and available accommodation nearby whilst there may
be accommodation in Ide and the surrounds which could provide housing it
is concluded that the functional needs of the proposed enterprises could
only be met by living on site.

3.19 Based on the above appraisal it is concluded that a rural worker's dwelling on this
site would be permitted in accordance with criteria (a), (b) and (c) of Policy WE9 of
the Local Plan.

3.20 The policy goes on to state that where a dwelling is permitted in accordance with the
above criteria that a temporary dwelling will be granted for the first 3 years in order
to assess the longer term application of criteria (a) to (c) of this policy.  A condition
is therefore recommended to be applied for the dwelling to be removed from the site
before 3 years from the date of approval to be complaint with criteria (d) of Policy
WE9 and to ensure that the dwelling is only permitted on a temporary basis.

3.21 Furthermore, the policy goes onto state that the siting of any new building should be
grouped with existing buildings where possible (f) and should be limited in size to
meet the established functional need (g).  In this case the building is to be erected
adjacent to the recently-approved agricultural building and therefore accords with
criterion (f) of Policy WE9 and the building is assessed to be of an appropriate size
to meet the established functional need as required by criterion (g).

3.22 Criterion (h) of the policy requires the dwelling to be limited to the occupation of an
agricultural worker or a widow or widower of such a person and any dependent
family.  An agricultural occupancy condition is recommended to ensure that the
dwelling is occupied only by an agricultural worker as applied for to meet criterion
(h) of Policy WE9.

3.23 Criterion (i) requires the dwelling to be discreetly located and designed to reflect
traditional Devon styles.  The nature of the site dictates the location proposed for
the dwelling is the most suitable on this parcel of land given the sloping nature of
the site and the proximity of the proposal to the approved agricultural building.
Whilst the dwelling does not accord with the material palette found in nearby Ide, as
this is a temporary dwelling, the lodge chosen is a temporary building, the style of
which is in keeping with most other temporary worker’s dwellings permitted in the
District.  The proposal is therefore not assessed to be contrary to criterion (i) based
on the proposal being for a temporary building.  However, had the proposal been for
a permanent building it would be important for the dwelling to reflect traditional
Devon styles, picking up on the materials palette found in the nearby village of Ide.

3.24 Criterion (j) requires the proposal to not adversely affect the South Hams Special
Area of Conservation (SAC). The site is not located in the SAC sustenance zone or
strategic flyways and therefore it is assessed that the proposal will not adversely
affect the South Hams SAC.



3.25 Based on the above and subject to the suggested conditions the proposal is
assessed to fully accord with Policy WE9 of the Local Plan.

Impact upon the character and visual amenity of the area

3.26 The site is located within a designated Area of Great Landscape Value (AGLV) and
within the West Exeter Slopes Landscape Character Area.

3.27 Policy EN2A is therefore applicable to the consideration of this application it states
that development in AGLVs should be sympathetic to and help to conserve and
enhance the qualities, character and distinctiveness of the locality and minimise
adverse visual impacts through high quality building and landscape.

3.28 The site is elevated above the road but largely screened from the north by planting
on the roadside embankments and the landform screens the site from most other
views.

3.29 The previous approval for a large, modern agricultural building on the site
(application reference: 14/01434/FUL) included proposed mitigation in the form of
hedgerow planting along the open section to the north and tree planting within the
hedgerow.

3.30 This mitigation will also assist to screen the proposed temporary dwelling from
wider landscape views.

3.31 The simple chalet-style design of the lodge and timber material palette will also limit
the visual impact of the proposal on the wider landscape.

3.32 Whilst, it is recognised that the introduction of development in this location will not
positively contribute to the AGLV it is considered that there is a  justified need for
an agricultural worker's dwelling in this location and, on balance, it is considered
that the mitigation measures including the landscaping scheme approved for the
agricultural building which will also screen the proposed dwelling, the single storey
scale of the proposal, the materials palette chosen for the dwelling and temporary
nature of the proposal will lessen the impact of the proposal on the AGLV and on
this basis the proposal is considered to be acceptable in landscape terms.

Impact on residential amenity

3.33 By virtue of the distance to residential properties from the site and the scale of the
temporary dwelling proposed, the building is not assessed to adversely harm
residential amenity in terms of being overbearing, resulting in significant loss of light
or creating overlooking opportunities.

Impact on ecology/biodiversity

3.34 The site is within 10km of the Exe Estuary and a Habitat Mitigation Contribution has
therefore been provided to mitigate the impacts of the proposed dwelling on the
Exe Estuary Special Protection Area.



3.35 It is considered that this mitigation, and the landscape mitigation previously
proposed for the previously-approved agricultural building on the site which will
provide a biodiversity gain for the site, is considered sufficient to ensure that no
adverse harm would be caused to ecology as a result of the proposed
development.

Highway safety

3.36 Concern has been raised in representations about additional traffic using the
access road to the site and concern about the site discharging onto a busy road.

3.37 Whilst this concern is acknowledged, this is an existing access, not altered by the
proposal, and is therefore currently available for use to and from the agricultural
land, the additional use to serve the agricultural dwelling for a temporary period is
not considered to significantly increase the number of vehicles using the access
track.

3.38 Devon County Highways have been consulted on this application and chosen not to
comment and Highways England have offered no objection to the proposal.

3.39 NPPF advice is that development should only be prevented or refused on transport
grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe.  There
is no evidence that this is the case.

3.40 A refusal on highway safety grounds is therefore considered to be unjustified.

Foul sewage

3.41 It is proposed to dispose of foul sewage through the use of a new septic tank which
is considered to be an appropriate method of sewage disposal.

3.42 Conditions are recommended to ensure that the proposed septic tank is provided
prior to first occupation of the dwelling and for it to be retained until such time as the
temporary dwelling is removed from the site at which point it should also be
removed.

Other matters

3.43 A number of the representations received in objection to this application raise
concern about a permanent dwelling on the site, and also about this proposal
creating a precedent for further development of this site creating an urbanising
effect to the edge of Ide village.

3.44 Whilst this concern is noted, Members must only judge this application on the basis
of the temporary dwelling proposed: any proposal for a permanent dwelling on this
site or further development of the area would need to be subject to a separate
application, the merits of which would be considered at time of application
submission.



Conclusion

3.45 On the basis of advice received from the Council's Agricultural Consultant following
a visit to the site and assessment of the supporting information contained in the
application submission, it is considered that the proposal is acceptable on a
temporary basis and is in accordance with Policy WE9 of the Teignbridge Local
Plan.

3.46 Furthermore, it is considered that the proposal accords with Paragraph 55 of the
NPPF which states that ‘Local planning authorities should avoid new isolated
homes in the countryside unless there are special circumstances such as the
essential need for a rural worker to live permanently at or near their place of work in
the countryside’.  Whilst this application is only for a rural worker to reside
‘temporarily’ at the site it is considered that the application submission has
sufficiently demonstrated an essential need for a rural worker to live on site in an
isolated home in the countryside and therefore broadly accords with paragraph 55
of the NPPF albeit the dwelling is temporary rather than a permanent dwelling in
the countryside.

3.47 Conditional Approval is recommended.

4. POLICY DOCUMENTS

Teignbridge Local Plan 2013-2033
S1A (Presumption in favour of Sustainable Development)
S1 (Sustainable Development Criteria)
S2 (Quality Development)
S22 (Countryside)
EC3 (Rural Employment)
WE9 (Rural Workers’ Dwellings)
EN2A (Landscape Protection and Enhancement)

National Planning Policy Framework

National Planning Practice Guidance

5. CONSULTEES

Highways England - No objections.

Agricultural Consultant Appraisal - This application is for a temporary agricultural
worker’s dwelling sited adjacent to the recently erected agricultural building
approved under reference 14/01434/FUL.  The frame and roof of this building are
complete but no internal fittings or walls had been completed at the time of my
inspection.  However, the building is a purpose- built agricultural building which can
be used to provide winter accommodation for livestock as well as general purpose
agricultural storage requirements.

The applicant, Mr. Stevens, owns approximately 146 acres at Ide, which is split into
two blocks of approximately 57 acres within a ring fence which is the block of land



incorporating the application site, together with a nearby block of land amounting to
89 acres.  At the present time all this land is down to grass.

The applicant presently lives at Woodbury Salterton where there is 20 acres of land
and buildings and is the present base for his farming business.  Woodbury
Salterton is approximately 15 miles from the block of land at Ide.

The applicant presently has 30 Red Devon suckler cows with 60 followers and it is
his proposal to relocate his farming business to the site at Ide, utilising that block of
land, the newly erected building and to increase stock numbers over the next three
years to a total of 50 Red Devon suckler cows with 100 followers and 300 breeding
ewes.

The proposed temporary dwelling is to be occupied by the applicant’s step-son who
presently manages the farming side of the business.

Summary of principal consideration/factors relevant to this application

Functional test

Is there a functional need?

To assess functional need then it is normal practice to assess the proposed
enterprises and business alongside a ‘functional test’ which attempts to show that
for the proper functioning of the enterprises there is a need for a full time on-site
presence at most times of the day and night.

The agent has provided an agricultural appraisal which not only provides evidence
of the applicant’s farming business, but also deals with the labour requirements for
the proposed enterprises over the first three years together with the need for a
worker to be on site.

Having taken into consideration the proposed enterprises and the husbandry
requirements of the various animals during the course of a year, I am satisfied that
at the end of three years there will be a functional need for a full-time worker to be
present on site at most times of the day and night to manage the unit properly.

Is this a newly-erected agricultural unit or a new farming activity on an established
one?

Although the applicant has an existing agricultural unit and activity based at
Woodbury Salterton, this is a new agricultural unit at Ide, with the existing land
holding and the new agricultural building.  Therefore, I am treating it as a newly-
erected agricultural unit for the purposes of this assessment.

Can the functional need be fulfilled by other dwelling(s) on the unit or in a nearby
settlement?

There is no existing dwelling on the unit that can accommodate the worker
concerned.  Neither is there any existing accommodation in the area which is either



suitable and available for the worker concerned, as it is my opinion that the
functional need for the enterprises can only be met by the worker living on site.

Have any dwellings or redundant building suitable for conversion been sold in
recent years?

Not that I am aware of.

Financial Test

Has clear evidence been produced in the form of a business plan or financial plan
to indicate a firm intention and ability to develop the enterprise concerned?

The agent has provided a three year business plan as part of his agricultural
appraisal.  Having assessed the projected financial attributes of both the main
enterprises (suckler cows and breeding ewes) I am satisfied there is a firm intention
and ability to develop the enterprises concerned.

Has the proposed enterprise been planned on a sound financial basis?

The figures provided in the projected budgets should be sustainable and indicate
the enterprises have been planned on a sound financial basis.

Teignbridge District Council Local Plan Policy WE9

Is there an essential functional need arising from the business for a full-time worker
to be housed on site?

Please see above, it is my opinion there is a functional need for a full-time worker to
be resident on site.

Is the business unit of a sufficient size to require a full-time employee, is it
economically viable and has clear prospects of remaining so?

As previously stated above, the present proposals are of a sufficient size to require
a full-time employee when the business has achieved the livestock numbers in year
three.  Although any farming business is subject to the vagaries of the market, the
proposed business plan should be economically viable and have a clear prospect of
remaining so.

Are there any dwellings on the holding which could meet the need, and have any
dwellings been sold in the previous 3 years?

See answer above.  I questioned the agent on whether or not the applicant owned
any other dwellings close to the site or had previously sold anything off in the
previous 3 years, to which the answer was no and no.

Policy WE9 states that where a dwelling is permitted in accordance with these
criteria, it will be subject to the following requirements:



Permission for a temporary dwelling will be granted for the first three years, in order
to assess the longer term application of the above policy criteria.

This is an application for a temporary dwelling.

Where a permanent dwelling is acceptable, a new building will only be permitted if
an existing building suitable for conversion is unavailable and no such buildings
have been sold in the previous 6 years.

Not applicable.

The siting of new buildings should be grouped with existing buildings where
possible.

The proposed siting of the temporary dwelling is close to the newly-erected
agricultural building.

The new dwelling is limited to a size to meet the established functional need.

The proposed temporary dwelling comprises a single storey timber-built chalet-style
dwelling.  The scale and size of the proposed dwelling meets the functional need.

The occupation of the temporary or permanent dwelling is limited to a person
solely, mainly or last working in the business of agriculture or forestry in the locality
or a widow or widower of such a person and any dependent family.

If approved, I assume there would be an occupancy condition.

The dwelling should be discreetly located and designed to reflect traditional Devon
styles.

The nature of the site dictates there is probably only one potential location for the
temporary dwelling, which is the chosen site of the application.  As this is a
temporary dwelling then the style is in keeping with most temporary worker’s
dwellings.

Other relevant issues

Are there other factors which need to be taken into account?

No

Is the proposed siting related to the functional need of the enterprise and other
buildings?

Yes, see above.

Conclusion



This application is for the relocation of an existing farm business which is presently
of a moderate size in terms of livestock numbers. The applicant intends to increase
numbers by nearly doubling the amount of cattle and adding a breeding ewe
enterprise to the business.  The financial business plan and erection of the recently-
approved agricultural building shows that there is a clear intention and ability to
create the proposed farming business and I am therefore content that all the
necessary criteria for a temporary agricultural worker’s dwelling have been satisfied
in this case.

For the reasons stated above, I support the application.

Further comments from Agricultural Consultant following receipt of the alternative
Agricultural Appraisal:

The salient points that are dealt with in the application and in which Mr. Skinner has
contradicted some of my advice are as follows:

 The area of the holding;
 Full-time worker;
 Functional need;
 Financial test;
 Suitable and available accommodation nearby.

Dealing with the area of the holding, it is my understanding that the holding owned
by the applicant at Ide amounts to a total of approximately 146 acres of which 56
acres is in a ring fence around the proposed site of the temporary dwelling and the
agricultural building and another 89 acres in a ring fence situated very nearby.

Full-time worker – Mr. Skinner is correct in his assessment of the agent’s standard
man day calculations, as I had the same argument with the same agent in a recent
appeal for Teignbridge District Council (16/02401/FUL refers).  I explained to the
Inspector in that case that there was some double counting with the standard man
day requirements for livestock and field work which I am certain I am correct (Mr.
Skinner agrees with me) so I have made my own assessment on the proposed
farming enterprises based on the livestock numbers the applicant intends to reach
by end of year 3 i.e. 50 suckler cows and 100 other cattle as opposed to what he is
presently managing which is 30 suckler cows and 60 other cattle.  I think Mr.
Skinner has looked at the 30 cows and 60 other cattle set up as opposed to the
increased number at the end of year 3.  So with these numbers of cattle at the end
of year 3 and the ewe flock which are only there for part of the year, put together
with a percentage for repairs, maintenance, etc., then it is my calculation that the
standard man days (SMDs) are equal to or above 275 SMDs which equates to 1
full-time worker.

Functional need – from my experience of doing these appraisals both for authorities
and applicants over the last 25 years, and having sat in plenty of informal appeal
hearings, I am satisfied that the number of livestock proposed to be kept on this
holding would satisfy the old functional test under PPS7 Annex A, and show a
functional need for a worker to be resident on site at most times of the day and
night.  I suppose Mr. Skinner is allowed to disagree with me.



Financial test – Again I have looked at the proposed budgets prepared by the agent
and, although they may be on the slightly optimistic side for the proposed
enterprises, I am satisfied that the business has been planned on a sound financial
basis.  I’m afraid that if we start looking into the crystal ball of what Brexit is going to
do after 2019 then we are playing a very subjective game.  I appreciate that if
figures are going to have to be prepared for lending purposes then they may need
to be far more conservative, but for the purposes of a planning application to justify
a business plan I think the figures provided are acceptable.  As an Inspector at the
same hearing referred to above stated in his verbal cross-examination of both the
applicant and myself, he was quite clear that a temporary worker’s dwelling
application was a trial period of 3 years to see if a business could survive or not.
Obviously, the various other criteria need to be met, but it is clear that there is a
general theme that an applicant who attempts to satisfy all the criteria and puts
together a financial business plan which is possible to achieve, should be given the
chance to ‘have a go.’

Suitable and available accommodation nearby – this is a temporary dwelling
application for a 3 year consent, and it is my opinion that the functional need
requires somebody to live on-site and not ¼ mile or further away in a dwelling that
might or might not be available.  I would deem that not to be suitable.  Again, I have
sat in plenty of informal hearings where it has been discussed whether the
functional need could be met by jumping in a car and travelling 5 minutes down the
road at 3am on a freezing cold winter’s night to calve a cow.  It is my opinion that
the functional needs of the proposed enterprises should be met by living on site.

6. REPRESENTATIONS

Twenty letters of objection have been received and one agricultural appraisal has
been submitted which contradicts the appraisal submitted by the Council's
Agricultural Consultant.

This appraisal is given in detail below under separate heading, the other objections
received raise the following summarised concerns. See case file for full
representations.

1. Concern about what future development this proposal will potentially lead to seen
as pre-cursor for further development and the start of urbanisation on the village
boundary and concern about the impact this will have on the highly-valued rural
character of the village;

2. Concern about the impact on rural character of Ide village;
3. Mobile home would be more suitable if temporary dwelling is required;
4. Application appears to be pre-emptive move to get planning permission for

permanent housing on site in future which otherwise would not be granted due to
the sensitive status of the proposed location;

5. Concern impact of any future development will have on local wildlife;
6. Do not consider that there is a justified argument to erect this structure;
7. Unnecessary to have 24 hour on site worker, cattle do not need 24 hour care;
8. Plenty of properties available to rent in Ide and surrounds for such a worker, no

need for new dwelling;
9. Structure would have a detrimental effect on the AGLV designated landscape;



10.Applicant has turned ‘temporary’ accommodation into permanent dwellings before,
concern that he will do so again;

11.Pole House Lane cannot cope with the additional traffic;
12.Concern site not near newly-erected cow shed and concern that an argument that

the applicant needs to be on site cannot be valid on the basis that there is a large
commercial enterprise (Radmore and Tucker) between the proposed site and the
farmland, negating the ‘on site’ appeal of this building;

13.Concern about financial long term stability of the farm and what would happen to
the house if the farm were to shut in the future;

14.Feel if approved applicant should agree to a legally binding planning restriction
covering the whole of his farm land stating that the farm land would only be used as
a farm in perpetuity;

15.The case has not been made convincingly that a dwelling as large as a three
bedroomed house is required as temporary accommodation.

Agricultural Appraisal Report from Peter M Skinner:

I object to the above planning application because the application fails to meet both
the Functional Test and the Financial Test as demonstrated below.

I am an Agricultural Consultant and a Rural Chartered Surveyor with over 20 years’
experience working in Devon.

I now refer to the applicant’s design and access statement written by X L Planning
Limited:

The introduction refers to this agricultural enterprise as an “established business”
yet it is accepted later on in the statement that the Council considers the proposal to
be a new enterprise.  It must therefore be assessed as such.

The “Site and Surrounding Area” section of the statement refers to a land holding of
150 acres but under “The Case for Permission” section of the statement the writer
quotes a land holding of over 210 acres – which is it?  This is important because
such a discrepancy has a major impact on how this application is assessed.

The “National Policy” section of the statement refers to paragraph 55 of the NPPF
which states that new dwellings such as this should only be allowed where there is
an essential need for a rural worker to live permanently at or near their place of
work.  There is no essential need to be in close proximity to such a small herd of
suckler cows 24 hours a day 365 days per year.  Perhaps if this was a 6,000 bird
poultry unit or a 150 cow dairy unit but certainly not for 30 suckler cows and
followers.   In addition, there is plenty accommodation available in the immediate
locality.  On 27 July 2017 the Right Move property website detailed twenty seven
properties within ¼ mile of Ide on the market for sale ranging in value from
£117,000 to £1,200,000.  There are also three properties available to rent within ¼
mile of Ide ranging from £675 per month to £900 per month.  There is quite clearly
therefore plenty of accommodation available in the immediate locality.

Within the “Local Policy” section of the applicant’s statement Local Plan Policy
WE9, paragraph b is quoted – “the business unit is of sufficient size to require a full-



time employee, is economically viable and has clear prospects of remaining so; …”
As evidenced below, the holding and enterprise mix is well below the size to require
a full-time employee, is quite clearly not currently economically viable and unless
there is a major shift in agricultural economics, is unlikely to be economically viable
in the foreseeable future.

Policy WE9 permits dwellings where there is clear evidence of a successful rural
enterprise including sound financial planning.  As this is a new enterprise there can
be no evidence of a successful rural enterprise presently and as detailed below the
financial planning is certainly not sound.

Within the “Case for Permission” section of the statement the application refers to a
full-time farm manager being employed in the future.  By implication, there is
therefore no full-time manager at present and given the applicant already owns 30
suckler cows and followers there can be no need for a full-time manager to be on
site.

Functional (Practical) Need

The applicant’s statement details a total Standard Man Day (SMD) requirement for
the current enterprise of 279.4.

One full-time worker equates to 275 SMD.

The applicant’s calculation of total Standard Man Days (SMD) is wrong and grossly
inflated.

All the data I now refer to is derived from the Agricultural Budgeting and Costing
Book, 84th Edition dated May 2017.

The SMD requirement per suckler cow including calves to weaning including all field
work (silage, fertilising, muck spreading, etc.) is 2.25 (not 1.9 as quoted in the
applicant’s statement).  The SMD requirement for weaned calves to 12 months of
age is 0.81 (not 1.35 as quoted in the applicant’s statement).  The SMD requirement
for 12–24 month beef including all field work (silage, fertilising, muck spreading,
etc.) is 1.75 (not 1.35 as quoted in the applicant’s statement.  The SMD requirement
for a lowland ewe including all field work is 0.5 but this figure needs to be reduced
as sheep will only be present on the holding for approximately half the year.
Silaging has been quoted at an SMD factor of 2.8 per hectare within the applicant’s
statement but this is an error because all field work including silaging, etc., is
included in the SMD calculation per animal noted above.

The correct calculation is a total SMD requirement including the sheep of 219.30.
Even if one added 15% to this figure to allow for repairs and maintenance of
buildings, etc., on the holding (of which there is only one partially built at the
moment) the total SMD requirement for this holding would be 252.0 which is
significantly short of 275.0 SMD which equates to one full-time worker.

To my knowledge the applicant does not own any sheep at present and it appears
to me sheep have only been introduced into the enterprise mix to increase the SMD



calculation.  The Council should not be including an SMD allocation for sheep as
according to the statement, the applicant does not own any sheep at present.

If we look at his actual enterprise of 30 suckler cows and followers and add 15 % for
repairs and maintenance, etc., of buildings that do not exist, the total SMD currently
amounts to only 166.0 and is therefore far below that quoted in the applicant’s
statement.  It equates to one person working three days a week on the holding.

The above figures should in any event be apparent to anyone with a basic
agricultural knowledge.  For example, it is generally accepted that one man can look
after a dairy herd of approximately 100 cows.  Dairy cows need far more
management than suckler cows due to milking at least twice a day, etc.  On the
basis of the applicant’s SMD calculations, a dairy farmer with 100 dairy cows would
require approximately three full-time farm workers which is unheard of.

The applicant’s statement also refers to the lack of affordable dwellings in the
locality.  As noted above, there are three properties available to rent today at
between £675 per month and £900 per month within ¼ mile of Ide itself.

As a result of the above, it is clear that the applicant has failed to meet the
Functional (Practical) Need test.

Financial Test

I have reviewed the applicant’s budgets.  I have derived the information noted below
from The Agricultural Budgeting and Costing book, 84th Edition, May 2017.

The gross margin after forage costs for a suckler cow unit with 30 cows and
followers is £11,340.  To this we add the Basic Payment Scheme subsidy which
equates to approximately £11,250 giving the holding a total gross margin or gross
profit of £22,590.

We need to deduct fixed costs or overheads which are quoted at a total of £342 per
acre.  This figure includes rent and interest and if we exclude these costs, the total
fixed costs amount to £300 per acre which equates on 150 acres to a total fixed
cost of £45,000.

On the basis of the current enterprise and stocking rates, the business is set to
make a net loss of £22,410.

If we now look at the proposed farming system comprising a suckler cow herd of 50
cows plus 300 sheep in three year’s time, the holding is still making a net loss of
£3,849 and this includes full payment of the Basic Payment Scheme subsidy which
is due to end in 2019.  The government is already making it clear that such
subsidies are likely to be withdrawn and were this to be the case, the proposed
enterprise mix of 50 lowland suckler cows and 300 sheep would incur a net loss of
£15,099 per year according to standard data.

I have tried to analyse why the applicant’s budgets deviate so significantly from the
norm.  It is difficult to see why because they have not been generated in a standard



format but it would appear that the applicant has inflated the gross margins of each
enterprise and significantly reduced the fixed costs thereby creating a profit.

I therefore submit that the applicant has demonstrably failed to meet the Financial
Test.

Conclusion

On the basis that the applicant has failed to meet both the Functional and Financial
Test, as evidenced above, this application should be refused.

Should the Council be persuaded otherwise, then an Agricultural Occupancy
Condition should be a planning condition with regards to the dwelling.  In addition,
the Council should make any approval conditional upon the applicant entering into a
Section 106 planning agreement whereby both the Ide holding and the applicant’s
Woodbury Salterton holding are combined and may only be sold or disposed of as
one complete unit – not separately.

7. PARISH COUNCIL’S COMMENTS

Ide Parish unanimously reject this application and draw attention to Teignbridge
Local Plan 2013-2033, Policy WE9, Rural Workers' Dwellings, paragraphs a), b), g)
and i).

In relation to paragraph a) Ide Parish Council do not find the case made in the
applicant’s supporting documents to be convincing that there is an essential
functional need arising from the business for a full-time worker to be housed at this
site.  Whilst at calving or lambing time a farmer needs to keep a close eye on stock,
it is the Parish Council's view, and a view reported to be shared by farmers within
the locality that they have spoken with, that there is no need for a worker to be
permanently amongst stock.

The Parish Council also point out that the location in question is only one mile from
residential areas of Exeter, in particular Alphington.  The applicant’s statement sets
out that the cheapest available accommodation in the area is in the region of
£230,000. The Parish consider that this does not reflect their reading of the market
noting that comparable properties are available at a significantly lower cost.  Given
that the application proposes a temporary period whilst due assessment of the
financial viability of the business is assessed then renting would seem to be the
most sensible option in this case.  The Parish also point that the proposed location
is close to the A30 junction on the edge of the city, only 1.8 miles from the M5/A30
interchange, and as such can be reached within minutes from residential areas
elsewhere around the city of Exeter and indeed beyond.

The Parish Council conclude from the above that there is not an essential need for
a three bedroom house to be constructed on site.

The Parish also note that a barn conversion proposed a few hundred yards from
the site (17/00661/NPA), was also submitted by the same applicant and as such



could itself be used to house any temporary or indeed permanent agricultural
worker required once it has been converted to a dwelling.

In relation to paragraph b) of Policy WE9 the Parish Council state that whilst they
recognise that the application is for a temporary dwelling in order that the financial
viability of the business can be assessed over a three year period they feel that
unless the application’s business plan is inspected and analysed in a thorough
fashion by independent agricultural authorities then the projections, etc., within the
applicant’s supporting documents cannot be considered valid.  We would press for
the Local Planning Authority to organise and initiate such an inspection.

In relation to paragraph g) of Policy WE9 the Parish Council state that whilst they
respect that article h) of WE9 allows for a worker’s dependent family to be housed
in any agricultural worker’s dwelling it is their belief that there is no need for a three
bedroom dwelling or indeed any dwelling on this site as stated above, the functional
need for a dwelling here has not, in the committee’s view, been established, given
both the temporary nature of the proposal, and the existence of suitable, equivalent
and more economic options for housing any agricultural workers employed here.

In relation to paragraph i) of Policy WE9 the Parish Council comment that the
design of the ‘temporary’ dwelling in no way reflects ‘traditional Devon Styles’.

8. COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY

This is an application for a temporary period.  CIL liability would be calculated if an
application is made for a dwelling on a permanent basis.

9. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT

Due to its scale, nature and location this development will not have significant
effects on the environment and therefore is not considered to be EIA Development.
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