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21/00730/FUL 
 

 

Change of use and extension of existing agricultural building and 
land to mixed agricultural and commercial use. 
 
At: Skate Beck Farm Great Busby North Yorkshire TS9 5LB 
For:  Mrs R Stevenson. 
 
This application is brought to Planning Committee following an earlier deferral 
of the matter by Planning Committee. 
 

1.0 Update 
 
1.1 The application was considered by Planning Committee in May of 2022. The matter 

was deferred to allow further consideration of the following matters. 
 

• An assessment of alternative sites 
• Potential noise impacts 
• Storage arrangements 
• Flood risk and safe use of access 

 
1.2 Since the application was considered extensive work has been undertaken by the 

applicant and their agent, in particular in preparation and review of an acoustic 
report. The following paragraphs up-date the May Report. 
 
Assessment of Alternative Sites 

1.3 The applicant has set out their site assessment methodology including the size, 
tenure and affordability of the site along with the location, accessibility and amenity 
issues raised, noting that Agriplus are looking for their own premises to purchase 
and not lease. 

 
1.4 The following sites on an existing business park have been assessed: 
 

• Land to the East of Stokesley Business Park (STK2) 
• Land to the South East of Stokesley Business Park (STK3) 
• Existing business premises within Stokesley Business Park 
• Other employment sites within the Stokesley area 

 
1.5 The applicant has stated that other locations beyond Stokesley would be unsuitable 

as they would be too far from their client base.  
 
  



1.6 The applicant has investigated various options with regard to Stokesley Business 
Park and has sought to establish that the allocations are either unsuitable, owing to 
their size, form and location or would otherwise not be financially viable for 
development owing to service charges and rental agreements. Further concern is 
expressed with regard to STK3 and in particular the likelihood of this land coming 
forward in the short term, given that STK2 is yet to be completed. 

 
1.7 The applicant further argues that the allocations policy for these employment sites 

seeks development of a high quality and that all buildings should be of a high 
standard of design and be capable of accommodating high quality business uses 
and that the Agriplus business is unlikely to conform to these requirements. 

 
1.8 The applicant has investigated existing premises within Stokesley Business Park. 

The applicant remains concerned that the Business Park is not appropriate for their 
needs and again cites the issues of the impact of their current business on 
neighbouring occupiers. No suitable alternative sites have been identified on the 
Business Park. A wider search for sites beyond the Business Park has taken place 
but has not identified any suitable locations. 

 
Noise Assessment 

1.9 Planning and Environmental Health met with the Acoustics consultant in the 
summer to help improve the understanding of the proposal, the detailed specifics 
and model the worst case scenario. It has been identified that for the majority of the 
time, through the working day, the noise generated from the site is unlikely to result 
in any significant adverse impact on residential amenity. The question is whether or 
not the development would result in a harmful impact, particularly on the occupiers 
of the caravan site opposite, outside usual working hours, when the background 
noise levels are much reduced.  

 
1.10 The working hours are set out in the noise report as 0800hr to 1800hr Monday to 

Friday. However, during peak periods, some works within the building could be 
undertaken outside these hours. Although access to the unit may be required by 
employees outside of the core hours of the business, no vehicle deliveries will take 
place outside the hours 0800hr to 1800hr Monday to Friday. Such working hours 
could be controlled by condition if required. 

 
1.11 This noise would be generated through the 24hr call out service operated by the 

applicant. This service is understood to be in response to the demands of 
customers who may need urgent repairs, for example during harvest times, August 
to September. This is not a core part of the business, although this ‘worse case’ 
scenario must be considered. Further modelling work in the noise report also 
considers the impact of noise should the roller shutter doors be open at these times. 
In the update letter from Saddington Taylor, the Applicant also wishes to advise that 
emergency call-outs would typically not involve late night vehicle movements either 
to or from the site, or late night working at the site. A client call-out on an evening 
would typically involve a vehicle movement from the home address of an Agriplus 
employee to a farm to inspect, and in the vast majority of cases, to repair the 
machinery in situ, before the employee returns home. This would not involve a trip 
to the site to pick up tools as these would be kept within the employee’s vehicle. 

 



1.12 The applicant describes that there are only in the region of 10 call outs over a 
typical year. These call outs would not normally result in late night vehicle 
movements or late night working at the site. No loading or unloading would take 
place outside normal working hours. That all said the applicant is seeking not to 
have a restricted condition in order to provide for the flexibility of the business, other 
than a condition that requires late night working to be undertaken within the building 
itself and that all external doors should remain shut during such time that work is 
being carried out. The further research presented from Dragonfly acoustic 
consultants specifically considers the impacts of day and night operations on the 
users of the caravan park. It concludes that given the relative ambient background 
noise levels the use of the site as proposed can occur within the relevant criteria at 
adjacent sensitive receptors, this is within the Lowest Observed Adverse Effect 
Level (LOAEL). This is the level above which adverse effects on health and quality 
of life can be detected. 

 
1.13 Given the drop in ambient background noise levels at night modelled from the drop 

in passing vehicle numbers evidenced from DfT data at night, the report 
recommends that any operations involving the use of machinery undertaken 
between the hours of 2300hrs and 0700hrs are completed with doors closed at all 
times. During the daytime internal operations utilising machinery can be undertaken 
at any time with up to two roller shutter doors open. 

 
1.14 This latest position on the opening hours and external works has been discussed 

with the Environmental Health officer. The remaining issue is that on occasion very 
large vehicles that cannot be located within the building and would need to be 
worked on outside, therefore the environment would be subject to machinery 
outside day or night. This remains a residual risk in the proposal that noise from 
tools and equipment of an intermittent nature could occur outside. This has not 
been assessed in the revised noise assessment. However, this could be restricted 
and prevented by the use of a planning condition to prevent any work outside and 
the requirement that large vehicles should be worked on off site, for instance on the 
premises on which they originate.  

 
1.15 It is appreciated that the applicant would prefer not to have a working time 

restriction however given the nature of the site and the use proposed this will be 
essential to resolve noise impacts. A planning condition could be used to restrict 
opening hours from 0800hr to 1800hr Monday to Friday for customers, and any 
further work on site to be to 21.00 to be by employees only (no external visitors) 
inside with the doors closed. 

  
Storage Arrangements 

1.16 The applicant states that the existing site is extremely constrained with limited 
scope for storage within the building resulting in storage in the yard. The applicant 
considers that the proposed development is of sufficient size to accommodate all 
the storage that is currently outside. The yard at Skate Beck would then only 
contain items awaiting uplift or having just been dropped off. Occasionally a very 
large item like a combine harvester would have to be worked on in the yard but 
otherwise all work would take place in the building. 

 
  



Flood Risk and Safe use of Access 
1.17 The site is in Flood Zone 2 and 3 and a Flood Risk Assessment has been 

submitted. The applicant states that as the Council approved the agricultural 
building (approved under a Prior Notification as Permitted Development) it is 
unreasonable to now raise the issue of access and safety with regard to the access 
being in Flood Zone 3 and as such liable to flooding. 

 
1.18 The assessments carried out under a Prior Notification do not allow for tests against 

Local Plan policy as the starting point is that the development is Permitted 
Development and a formal application for Planning Permission is not required. The 
application must be considered on its own merit and judged against the 
requirements of the Development Plan. 

 
1.19 The applicant sets out that risks from pollution would be no greater than the existing 

lawful agricultural use. However, it is considered that the proposed use is materially 
different from an agricultural use and the risk of pollution is higher as a result. 
Materials kept on site for example diesel, hydraulic fluid, degreasing agents etc 
which all could get into the environment as a result of flooding. It is considered that 
the risk of this could be reasonably mitigated.  

 
1.20 The applicant suggests that the impact of flooding a pollution in the building and the 

yard area, could be mitigated by raising site levels. However, this would not be 
encouraged within flood zone 3 as it would reduce flood water capacity with the 
possibility of increase flood risk elsewhere. 

 
1.21 The remainder of the report remains as reported to Planning Committee in May. 

 
2.0 Site, Context and Proposal 

 
2.1  The site is located to the south west of Stokesley, surrounded by open countryside 

including an area of woodland and a beck to the north east of the site. At the rear 
(north west) is the River Leven. At the time of the officer site visit the land directly to 
the front of the site was being used for sheep grazing. Access is through a gate and 
via a private track of 114 m from the A172. Elhams Market Garden touring caravan 
and camping site lies directly to the south across the A172. 

 
2.2  The entrance to the site includes gate and stone gate pillars, which has been the 

subject of enforcement action and are to be replaced with 5 bar gate and timber 
support posts. Submitted plans show timber gate and posts as described. On the 
site, enforcement action has been undertaken regarding a number of matters, with 
the majority of the enforcement notices being complied with. These matters were 
associated with a former occupier of the site. 

 
2.3  An agricultural building (approximately 290 square metres) is on site and was 

erected with the benefit of permitted development rights. An area of concrete hard 
standing is located to the exterior of the building. The proposal is to change the use 
and extend the existing building for a Mixed Agricultural and Commercial use. This 
would retain the existing agricultural use and add in the commercial use by allowing 
an existing business currently located on Stokesley Business Park to locate to 
larger premises. The extension amounts to an increase in footprint by 470.90 sqm 



by extending the building in length and width. There is no overall increase in height 
and a cat slide roof is proposed to increase the width to the south-west elevation.  

 
2.4  The applicant is seeking to provide new accommodation for Agriplus Ltd an existing 

local business operating from Stokesley Business Park which provides new and 
used agricultural vehicles and machinery sales and repair. The noise report states 
that the core hours of the business, no vehicle deliveries will take place outside the 
hours 0800hr to 1800hr Monday to Friday. 

 
2.5  The site is within flood zone 3 and has a risk of surface water flooding. A flood risk 

assessment has been provided.  
 
3.0  Relevant Planning History 
 
3.1  17/01889/FUL - Construction of an agricultural livestock building - Refused on 8 

January 2018 on the following grounds: 
 

There are concerns with the viability of the proposed business including the likely 
need for additional development; and the location of the site. These lead to the 
conclusion that the use would not represent a sustainable form of agricultural 
development in conflict with section 3 of the NPPF, and development plan policies 
CP1, CP2 and DP26. 
 
Whilst the principle of new agricultural development in the countryside is supported, 
insufficient information has been submitted to justify the need and siting of the 
building in an isolated and prominent position in the countryside. Consequently the 
need for the development does not outweigh the landscape and visual impact of the 
building, in conflict with Local Development Framework Policies DP26 and DP30, 
which are concerned with protecting the character and appearance of the 
countryside and includes amongst other things that the openness, intrinsic 
character and quality of the District's landscape will be respected. 
 
The proposal is in an area of flood risk and the submitted Sequential Test fails to 
adequately demonstrate that the development is required to be located in flood 
zone 3. Therefore, the proposal conflicts with the Section 10 of the NPPF and 
Development Plan policies CP21 and DP43, which states that development 
proposals in areas of flood risk will not be permitted unless a sequential test has 
been passed. 
 
The application was appealed and was also dismissed by the Planning Inspector 
 

3.2  17/00599/APN - Construction of an agricultural building for purpose of storage of 
equipment, straw and hay - Refused on 7 April 2017 on the following reasons: 

 
The local planning authority needs to be satisfied that the building is 'reasonably 
necessary for the purposes of agriculture within that unit' in accordance with Part 6, 
Class A of the General Permitted Development Order 2015 (as amended). The 
short statement submitted in support of the application has been reviewed and this 
does not provide sufficient information/detail to satisfy this requirement. The 
statement makes reference to an 'excess of 100 acres of agricultural land' farmed 



by the applicant. However, it is unclear where this is located and how it relates to 
the site, which is 5.67 hectares in extent. 

 
Therefore, the local planning authority is of the view that the proposed development 
is not permitted development. This is because it has not been demonstrated that the 
works are reasonable necessary for the purpose of agriculture within the unit. 

 
3.3  16/01864/APN - Application for prior approval for the construction of an agricultural 

general purpose storage building (Previously submitted application for Prior 
Notification ref: 16/01513/APN) - Approved 13 September 2016 

 
3.4  19/01171/FUL - Change of use of agricultural building to storage of agricultural 

machinery and plant - Withdrawn 
 
4.0 Relevant Planning Policies 

 
As set out in paragraph 2 of the NPPF planning law requires that applications for 
planning permission be determined in accordance with the Development Plan 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  The law is set out at Section 
38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and Section 70(2) of the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990. 

 
Local Plan Policy S1: Sustainable Development Principles 
Local Plan Policy S2: Strategic Priorities and Requirements 
Local Plan Policy EG7: Businesses in Rural Areas 
Local Plan Policy S5: Development in the Countryside 
Local Plan Policy E1: Design 
Local Plan Policy E2: Amenity 
National Planning Policy Framework 
Local Plan Policy E7: Hambleton's Landscapes 
Local Plan Policy RM2: Flood Risk 
Local Plan Policy RM3: Surface Water Drainage  
National Planning Policy Framework 
 

5.0 Consultations 
  

5.1 Great Busby Parish Meeting - Object, the following is a summary of matters raised: 
 

- The site is in the open countryside, where commercial development is 
unacceptable. 

- It does not comply with the Council's locational policies 
- It should be located on Stokesley Business Park 
- The noise and lighting will disturb the nearby caravan site at Elhams Market Garden 
- The increased volume of large vehicles turning would be hazardous  
- The single-track lane to Busby is not suitable for heavy goods vehicles 
- The land lies within the River Leven floodplain and is subject to flooding. 
- Could develop into a much larger operation  

 
  



5.2  NYCC Highways - More information was sought on the anticipated traffic 
movements to assess whether the site can accommodate the manoeuvres required 
to access the highway. More information was supplied including a swept path 
analysis. The Highway Authority is recommending that the access to the site is 
improved to ensure that the vehicles visiting the site can access/ exit the site in a 
safe manner. This will involve a larger, wider access to accommodate the turning 
manoeuvres of the larger vehicles that are expected to visit the site. The Local 
Highway Authority recommends that Conditions are attached to any permission 
granted to secure this. 

 
5.3  Environmental Health - The applicant has not provided any hours of operation. The 

nearest residential property has been identified as 350m from the proposed site. 
However, the potential impact on the customers of Elhams Market Garden Caravan 
Site has not been adequately considered. Customers will be sleeping overnight on 
the site approximately 190m from the proposed development. The Planning Support 
Statement comments "The nature of the business can be noisy in comparison to the 
neighbouring uses and can also generate dust and dirt given the farm vehicles and 
machinery involved. These environmental impacts have already raised complaints 
from adjacent businesses" from where the business is currently operating. The 
A172 is a well-used transport route, however it is anticipated the amount of traffic 
using the road will fluctuate during the day time, and on a night-time will significantly 
reduce. Concern raised that the activities from the proposed development could 
impact the occupiers of the Caravan Site without adequate control from noise. No 
details provided on lighting, which will also cause disturbance.  
At the time of writing a further response from Environmental Health is expected 
following further discussion about potential noise impacts. Members will be updated 
on this at Committee. 

 
5.4  Environment Agency - The development is classed as Less Vulnerable according to 

table 2 of the Planning Policy Guidance (Flood Risk and Coastal Change) which is 
acceptable within Flood Zone 3. The Agency does not consider it to have an 
increased risk of on or off-site flooding, therefore have no objection to this 
development. We request that the LPA lists the FRA as an approved 
plan/document, to which the development must adhere. Refer LPA to 'Flood risk 
emergency plans for new development' to determine whether the proposals are 
safe in accordance with paragraph 163 of the NPPF and the guiding principles of 
the PPG. This does not mean we consider that the access is safe, or the proposals 
acceptable in this regard.  

 
5.5  Economic Development officer - Question why the applicant has not considered the 

allocation of employment land on the business park; this land has been available for 
sale for many years with planning permission for these use classes already granted. 
Development of this land would allow further allocations of employment land to the 
South of this site to be opened up. These options should be explored. Looking at 
the application there are businesses on the estate that similarly cater for large 
vehicles such as the coach company and Armstrong Richardson; the estate would 
seem the logical location for the business and there is land available. 

 
5.6 Site notice posted and neighbours notified. 64 representations received, the 

following is a summary of the issues raised. 
 



Support 
- Would allow business expansion 
- Easier access for the larger machines and keep them out of town 
- Current site not big enough without causing obstruction to highway 
- Relocation would prevent an hour plus travel time to the nearest other business 
- It will keep a local business local, close to customers and suppliers 
- New location easier to travel to, avoids minor roads 
- Skate beck farm better suited to the business 
- Location provides adequate facilities to load and unload in the safety  
- Fear that if a suitable alternative site is not found they may be forced out of this 

area 
- Need someone local to support when machinery breaks down at peak farming 

time 
- if forced to relocate out of the area, it will be detrimental to the productivity and 

efficiency of many other agricultural businesses in the area 
- The business park and adjoining businesses is not suited to this nature of  the 

business  
- Agricultural enterprises must be supported by local government for long term 

security and sustainability 
- Probably mean jobs for local people 
- No other premises in this area that would be suitable for Agriplus 
- Sustainable Long Term Support for the Farming community. 

 
Object 
- All commercial businesses should be on an Industrial Estate. Stokesley has such 

space. 
- Note it is the customers supporting this and focus the decision on the correct 

policy for the area  
- How much more agricultural land and our countryside do we have to lose when 

the council have already provided the more than adequate space for them to 
trade.  

-  Will go against Hambleton's investment into the Industrial Estate, to allow this 
application would go against that 

- The highway is not suitable for a venture of this kind as heavy vehicles will turning 
- Would be to the detriment of the environment eg noise and more traffic in the area  
- This type of development and business venture belongs on an industrial estate 

and not on agricultural land 
- Impact on Elhams Caravan site, noise and disturbance 

 
6.0 Analysis 

 
6.1  Having regard to Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, 

applying all relevant Development Plan policies, and considering all other policy and 
guidance (including the NPPF and PPG) and all other material planning 
considerations, including representations received, it is considered that the main 
planning considerations raised in relation to the determination of this application are 
as follows: i) the principle of development in this location; ii) flood risk; iii) design; iv) 
impact on the countryside and local character; v) highway safety; vi) amenity 
impacts and; vi) nutrient neutrality 

 
  



Principle 
6.2  Policy S1 sets out that development needs will be met through sustainable 

development that supports existing communities, making effective and efficient use 
of land, supporting social cohesion, minimising the need to travel and promoting 
sustainable modes of travel; secondly by ensuring communities have a healthy, 
safe and attractive living and working environment with reasonable access for all to 
a good range of facilities and services. Other key relevant principles are: 

 
d. Promoting Hambleton as a recognised location for business by providing a range 
of employment opportunities that meet local aspirations, including high quality jobs, 
meeting the needs of new and expanding businesses and recognising the 
contribution of the rural economy; 
 
e. Protecting and enhancing the high quality natural and historic environment whilst 
facilitating development in a way that respects and strengthens the distinctive 
character of the landscape and the form and setting of settlements; 
 
f. Ensuring that development takes available opportunities to improve local 
environmental conditions, such as air and water quality, seeks the reuse of suitable 
previously developed and underused land and buildings, and reclaimed materials; 

 
6.3  Policy S2 makes allocations of approximately 77.8 hectares of employment land to 

meet the needs of businesses within the time horizon of the recently adopted local 
plan. The strategy focuses economic growth on the established areas of Leeming 
Bar and Sowerby with some provision provided for in other areas, such as 
Stokesley. The site sought through this application would be contrary to this 
strategic approach. 

 
6.4  The strategic policies of the development plan would steer development towards 

allocated sites, the nearest relevant allocations for employment uses being at 
Stokesley Business Park. The case officer has raised this with the agent who has 
advised that the applicant has considered this site and discounted it due to being 
offered the site on a 99 year lease, which together with build costs and service 
charges was not considered to be a viable option. No specific evidence has been 
tabled to substantiate this. The agent notes that in the previous local plan 
employment allocation in Stokesley the aspiration of the landowners was for high 
quality business and a high quality of design, which they find do not fit with their 
client's business.  

 
6.5  The applicant has supplied a report that considers the principle further and advises 

that the previous development would allow small scale expansion of rural 
businesses, in this case the business employs just three people, in this case as the 
business serves the agricultural sector and thus fits with requiring a rural location. 
This makes reference to a 2012 approval ref 12/00965/FUL, at Sinderby Station for 
an agricultural contracting business. This is not considered relevant due to the 
specific justification for this development and owing to the changes in policy since 
that time, including the adoption of the Local Plan. 

 
6.6  In response to the discussion at the last committee meeting the applicant has 

supplied more research into alternative sites around Stokesley and beyond. Officers 
suggested this search should be wider than Stokesley itself and in response the 



applicant notes that premises in Guisborough, Leeming Bar, Sowerby and 
Northallerton would be too far from the established client base and thus are not 
suitable. The applicant has provided a list of 10 long standing clients and with the 
exception of one located close to the district boundary in Stockton on Tees, all are 
within the vicinity of Stokesley and no more than 6 miles away. 

 
 6.7  The assessment of alternative sites focuses on Stokesley and firstly considers local 

plan allocations STK2 and STK3. The limited potential for allocation STK2 is already 
set out in paragraph 6.4 above. It is also noted that Agriplus Ltd would also like to 
move away from a business park location to secure better highway access and a 
more flexible site, they would also aspire to own their own property to provide for 
future expansion. Allocation STK3 is described as having the same limitations given 
it is effectively an expansion of allocation STK2. It is noted with the local plan policy 
EG1 the STK3 allocation should explicitly include industrial processes, general 
industrial or storage and distribution. STK3 is described as likely not to be available 
within the immediate timeframe, its implementation to happen following the building 
out of allocation STK2. The report also examines the following other sites on 
Stokesley business park which are discounted as follows. 

 
Extracted from Figure 2 – Saddington Taylor letter  
 

Site Name/ 
Address  

Advertised 
By  

Size  Description/ 
Availability  

Suitability  

PVH, 1 
Ellerbeck 
Court  

Thomas 
Stevenson  

5,948sqft 
building with 
additional 
yard area to 
rear.  

Trade 
Counter/Worksho
p with Yard to 
rear. Owner 
unwilling to sell 
and have new 
tenant. To Let 
only.  

Current application 
for Certificate of 
Lawfulness 
(Proposed Use) in 
regard to container 
storage (ref. 
22/01088/CLP). 
Applicant has spoken 
to landowner and has 
been advised that the 
unit is not currently 
available.  

Maple Leaf, 
12 Ellerbeck 
Court  

Realla  5,200sqft 
office building 
with yard 
area  

Office building 
and workshop. 
No longer 
available, 
recently removed 
from market  

Two storey office 
building not suitable 
for proposed use. 
Recently removed 
from market.  

19 Ellerbeck 
Court  

Thomas 
Stevenson  

7499sqft 
offices  

Large office 
building (two 
floors) and 
workshop – 
currently under 
offer  

Two storey office 
building not suitable 
for proposed use. 
Property currently 
under offer.  



Site Name/ 
Address  

Advertised 
By  

Size  Description/ 
Availability  

Suitability  

Resolution 
House, 18 
Ellerbeck 
Court  

Dodds 
Brown  

10,942sqft 
offices  

Large office 
building offering 
office space and 
car parking only. 
Available to let 
and possibility to 
sell.  

Two storey office 
building not suitable 
for proposed use.  

Carlton 
House, 26-28 
Ellerbeck 
Court  

Jackson & 
Partners  

1,550 – 3,100 
sqft offices  

Modern office 
building. 
Available to let 
only.  

Two storey office 
building not suitable 
for proposed use. 
Available to let only.  

4 Ellerbeck 
Way  

Jackson & 
Partners  

800-1,850 
sqft offices  

Modern office 
building. 
Available to let 
only.  

Two storey office 
building not suitable 
for proposed use. 
Available to let only.  

 
6.8 Other than the first site listed, Ellerbeck Court, all would be unsuitable given the 

current office use. The first site is found to be unavailable on the terms sought by 
the applicant and is said to be 3 times what the applicant is currently paying. No 
evidence has been provided to demonstrate this, however. It is noted that planning 
application ref: 22/01088/CLP has subsequently been withdrawn and a new full 
application for a sui generous use ref: 22/01619/FUL granted consent on 
12.08.2022 for container storage. The site access is also described as narrow with 
frequent parked cars which would be likely to cause problems for Agriplus Ltd 
accessing the site with large agricultural vehicles. 
 

6.9  One other site is considered at Whorl Hill Business Centre, Faceby (approximately 
5.8 km to the west of Stokesley Business Park) and outside the planning authority 
being within the North York Moors National Park. This is made up of five small units 
none large enough to take the requirements of Agriplus Ltd or having sufficient 
external storage space. It is also very close to non-associated properties and thus it 
is described likely to have impacts on residential amenity. 

 
6.10 The further advice also received describes in more detail the intended use of the 

site by way of storage and parking of vehicles. In response to officers’ concerns 
over the storage of vehicles and paraphernalia externally the Applicant advises that 
given the extension proposed at Skate Beck Farm is larger than the internal and 
external space available at their current site it is anticipated that there is internal 
storage capacity to accommodate the machinery currently being stored within their 
open yard area. Thus the external yard at Skate Beck Farm would only be typically 
used to store machinery that was waiting pickup with the notable exception of 
combine harvester which would be too big to fit inside the building. They feel any 
storage would be temporary in nature, well set back from the road, screened by 
trees to the east and not different to any other agricultural vehicles currently 
associated with the on-site farming operation. 



 
6.11 Policy EG7 on Businesses in Rural Areas states that employment generating 

development will only be supported in locations outside the main built form of a 
defined settlement in the settlement hierarchy where it involves: 
"a. the expansion of an existing business where it is demonstrated that there is an 
operational need for the proposal that cannot physically or reasonably be 
accommodated within the curtilage of the existing site; or 
 
b. the re-use of an existing building of permanent, structurally sound construction 
that is capable of conversion without the need for substantial extension, alteration or 
reconstruction and can accommodate the functional needs of the proposed use 
including appropriate parking provision; or 
c. a new building provided that it is well-related to an existing rural settlement and 
where it is demonstrated that the proposal cannot be located within the built form of 
a settlement or an identified employment location; or 
 
d. other proposals specifically requiring a countryside location. 
Where new or replacement buildings are required, where possible they should be in 
close proximity to an existing group of buildings and the siting, form, scale, design 
and external materials of the new buildings should not detract from the existing 
buildings nor the character of the surrounding area." 

 
6.12  It is officer opinion that the use proposed does not specifically require a countryside 

location. It is noted this proposal extends an existing building rather than providing a 
new structure and the site is large enough to accommodate the parking required. 
However, the building is not well related to an identified settlement nor is it located 
on an employment allocation. The site, being of an open rural character, albeit with 
a stand of trees to the east, this proposal would detract from this rural countryside 
character. It is considered that there is alternative, allocated employment land on 
Stokesley Business Park, which is capable of providing for this development and as 
such it is considered that an exceptional case for this development has not been 
made. 

 
Flood risk 

6.13 The site is in Flood Zone 3 and a Flood Risk Assessment has been submitted. It is 
noted that the site is classed as 'less vulnerable' under the Flood risk vulnerability 
and flood zone 'compatibility' table. Whilst an FRA is required within zone 3a the 
development would be considered appropriate. There is no requirement to consult 
LLFA at NYCC as the application is not a major development and the risk identified 
from surface water is low.  

 
6.14 The EA do not consider it to have an increased risk of on or off-site flooding, 

although note that they do not necessarily consider the access safe. It should be 
noted that the entirety of the private access road, through to the A172 is within 
Flood Zone 3 and as such at times of flooding, the access may not be safe to use. It 
is further noted that the operator works on a 24/7 call out basis and as such, whilst 
there is no overnight accommodation in the proposals it should be anticipated that 
the site could be used at any time of the day or night with resultant potential for 
impact on the operators of the site or visitors to the site resulting in potential impact 
on emergency services. This factor is considered to weigh against the proposals in 
the planning balance. 



 
6.15 Committee members raised the potential for pollution arising from the storage of 

vehicles and machinery on site. In response the applicant advises that such 
pollution would also be likely in the site’s current use and that larger vehicles would 
have a larger ground clearance. They continue that despite the flood zone 3 
category, flooding is not the norm and it does not mean the site will flood and any 
flooding incidences that did occur are likely to be few. However, officers are 
reminded that the NPPF chapter 14 advises that the impacts on climate change 
mean than the increased likelihood of flooding in the future. The aim being 
sequential test is to steer new development to areas with the lowest risk of flooding 
from any source. The applicant would be willing to increase ground levels to make 
any external storage more resilient to the effects of flooding and combine with 
additional landscaping works to provide additional screening. 

 
Design and impact on the countryside and local character 

6.16  Policy E1 requires all development should be of a high quality, integrating 
successfully with its surroundings in terms of form and function, including respecting 
and contributing positively to local character, identity and distinctiveness. The policy 
explicitly requires proposals to respond positively to its context and draw inspiration 
from the surroundings, to create distinctive, high quality and well-designed places. 
Further-more that it achieves a satisfactory relationship with adjacent development 
and not to have an unacceptable impact on the amenities of neighbours or the wider 
area or creating other environmental concerns. The policy continues that sites 
should be accessible for all users by maximising travel by sustainable modes, plus 
providing satisfactory means for vehicular access, parking, servicing and 
manoeuvring. Finally, this policy also notes development should achieve a high 
quality design and the protection of local character and amenity. 

 
6.17  Policy S5: Development in the Countryside seeks to ensure that new development 

recognises the intrinsic beauty, character and distinctiveness of the countryside as 
an asset that supports a high-quality living and working environment, contributes to 
the identity of the district. 

 
6.18 Policy E7 seeks to protect and enhance Hambleton's Landscapes proposals will be 

supported where there is consideration on the degree of openness and special 
characteristics of Hambleton's landscapes and they conserve and, where possible 
enhance any landscape features that contribute to local character. It also seeks 
conservation and enhancement in rural areas which are notable for their 
remoteness, tranquillity or dark skies. 

 
6.19  The design of the existing building is functional and orientated with the short edge of 

the linear building to the road. The extension would be constructed using the same 
profiled metal cladding as the existing, based on an extended steel frame. Whilst 
the site is set back from the road this would enlarge the building width making it 
more visible. Given the use proposed and the established building there is little or 
no ability to add to the local character, identity and distinctiveness. The use would 
be likely to generate some external parking and on site storage. The storage of 
large vehicles outside would create an industrial use in the countryside also likely to 
have an impact on the rural nature of the locality alongside any future advertising on 
the main road. It is likely that the existing hedge line could, if left to grow, offer some 
useful screening to help minimise the impact on this flat site 114m from the main 



road. However, the paraphernalia and widened access would also have a wider 
impact on the open flat rural character of the site and surroundings. It is considered 
that the proposed use, associated extension, storage and parking will have a 
detrimental impact on the landscape character of the area and fail to meet the 
requirements of policy E7. 

 
Highway Safety 

6.20  Thanks to extra research provided by the agent, the Highways Authority are 
satisfied the access can be improved to accommodate vehicles visiting the site and 
allow them to access/ exit the site in a safe manner. This will involve a larger, wider 
access to accommodate the turning manoeuvres of the larger vehicles that are 
expected to visit the site. The local Highway Authority recommend conditions are 
recommended to secure these improvements. It is noted the site area is large and 
there is adequate space for turning. It is considered that the proposed development 
will have no significant adverse impact on Highway Safety. 

 
Amenity 

6.21  The site is within the open countryside adjacent the main road, but set back some 
114m within the site. Policy E2 requires to provide and maintain a high standard of 
amenity for all users and occupiers, including both future occupants and users of 
the proposed development as well as existing occupants and users of neighbouring 
land and buildings, in particular those in residential use. Part c) requires no 
significant adverse impacts in terms of noise including internal and external levels, 
timing, duration and character. The policy also lists obtrusive light as a potential 
impact. 

 
6.22  The Environmental Health Officer specifically was concerned about the potential 

impact on the caravan and camping site to the south, but also noted the nearest 
dwelling was 135m away. The agent has submitted a noise assessment to consider 
the impacts of the development. The assessment advises that the methodology 
used was agreed with the Environmental Health Officer. It is noted that surveys 
were done on 30 November and 7 December 2021 from positions at 2m from the 
roadside to the south and to the north of site, 230m from the carriageway and data 
is provided for both day and night periods.  

 
6.23 The analysis includes using a range of data from the applicant's existing site in 

Stokesley. It is noted that during the attended portions of the baseline survey, the 
acoustic environment at both locations was considered to be dominated by noise 
from road traffic along the A172 to the southeast. The survey covered the times of 
activities present on the current site including delivery vehicles, roller shutter doors 
and metal work as well as a cumulative impact. The report concludes impacts are 
below Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level.  

 
  



6.24  The acoustics consultant has also advised in respect to operating hours, it is 
understood that the business does have capacity for 24-hour operation and, as 
such, section 5.5 of the report details an assessment against the representative 
background level for both daytime (0700-2300) and night-time (2300-0700) periods 
to this effect as per the prescribed methodology in the British Standard.  Section 
5.1.2 of the report, under heading 'Access / Egress Route' also notes "It is 
understood that the business would receive no more than one vehicle delivery in 
any given 1-hour period." However, they believe a more appropriate description for 
the likely scenario would be 'one per day' rather than 'one per hour' but the report is 
worded as such in accordance with the relevant assessment methodology. The 
assessment subsequently concludes that the degree of impact from noise is 
expected to remain below the Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level in both 
scenarios.  

 
6.25  No details have been provided to cover any potential on site lighting but it is likely 

some would need to be provided to allow safe use of the site in dark evenings and 
the 24 hour potential operation. This would have the potential to create some 
background amenity impact as defined by the policy, although given the distance to 
the nearest dwelling this may be minimal. However, given the rural nature of the site 
there is anticipated to be some impact on local character should lighting be 
introduced without appropriate controls. 

 
 Nutrient Neutrality 
6.26 In March 2022, Natural England announced that The Teesmouth and Cleveland 

Coast Special Protection Area is being adversely affected by nutrient pollution. The 
effect of this is that the Local Planning Authority must not determine any application 
within the River Tees catchment area that may lead to an increase in the amount of 
nitrogen being discharged into the watercourse. The site in this case is within the 
catchment area.  

 
6.27  Planning Practice Guidance sets out how a competent authority must decide if a 

plan or project proposal that affects a European site protected by the Conservation 
of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 as amended (known as the Habitats 
Regulations) can go ahead. The first step in the process is deciding whether a 
Habitat Regulations Assessment is required. This requires the Local Planning 
Authority to carry out a screening process. The PPG outlines that this is a simple 
assessment to check if a proposal: 

 
• is directly connected with or necessary for the conservation management of a 

European site 
• risks having a significant effect on a European site on its own or in combination 

with other proposals 
 
6.28  As already set out, Natural England have identified that anything within the River 

Tees catchment area is directly connected with the conservation of a European site. 
Hence the proposal in this case meets requirement one.  

 
6.29 The second requirement is for the LPA to check if there’s a risk or possibility of a 

significant effect based on the evidence.  
 



6.30 In this case the agricultural use and building is already in place and the intensity of 
the agricultural use will reduce as a result of the development, which will see a 
significant proportion of the site changed to an Industrial Use. There is no additional 
Nitrogen source introduced as a result of the development and this type of 
employment use is explicitly exempt under the assessment. 

 
6.31 It is considered that the proposed development will not lead to additional Nitrogen 

Load and as such is considered acceptable in this instance. 
 

Planning balance  
6.32 It remains the opinion of officers that despite the further information provided 

proposal is contrary to the overarching strategic locational principles of the new 
Local Plan under policy S2 and policy EG7. It will not minimise the need to travel 
and promoting sustainable modes of travel. There will be some adverse impact on 
the character of the open countryside and trips made by large vehicles to and from 
the site throughout opening hours would in themselves have some impact on a road 
side that is in a rural location. Whilst the site will reuse an existing rural building this 
requires significant extension and a material change of use of site and some 
implications for the land around it. It does not site neatly with EG7 part b. nor does it 
have a strong relationship with a settlement as required by part c. It is not a 
business requiring a rural location having successfully established itself and 
operated from Stokesley business park. 

 
6.33 The plans would not strengthen the distinctive character of the landscape and the 

form and setting of settlements as required by policy S1. Notwithstanding the 
position taken by the applicant, officers remain of the view that the employment land 
allocation is the most appropriate location for this development and that no 
substantive information has been provided to demonstrate that this is not viable. 
The access and the wider site are located in Flood Zone 3 and as such represents a 
risk to those operating or visiting the site during times of flooding. On this basis the 
application is recommended for refusal. 

 
7.0  Recommendation 

 
7.1 That subject to any outstanding consultations the application be REFUSED 

for the following reason(s) 
 

The reasons for refusal are:- 
 
1.    The commercial use would be highly visible and harmful to the character 
of the area and is considered to be an incongruous form of development 
within the open countryside and is therefore considered to be contrary to 
Policies E1 and S5 
 
2.    The commercial use on agricultural land proposed is considered to be 
an inappropriate form of development in the countryside. This type of 
development is considered to be appropriate within an existing industrial 
estate and not within the open countryside. It is considered that insufficient 
evidence has been provided to allow an exceptional case to be made. It is 
therefore considered to be contrary to Policies S1, S2 and EG7 of the 
Council's Local Plan Policies. 


