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Allison Edwards

From: Planning Admin
Subject: FW: New comments for application R/2026/0532/FFM

 
From: planning_admin@redcar-cleveland.gov.uk <planning_admin@redcar-cleveland.gov.uk>  
Sent: 18 August 2026 12:20 
To: Planning Admin <PlanningAdmin.Admin@redcar-cleveland.gov.uk> 
Subject: New comments for applicaƟon R/2026/0532/FFM 
 
WARNING: This email came from outside of the organisaƟon. Do not provide login or password details. Always be 
cauƟous opening links and aƩachments wherever the email appears to come from. If you have any doubts about this 
email, contact ICT. 
 
 
New comments have been received for applicaƟon R/2026/0532/FFM at site address: HIGHFIELDS FARM SOUTH 
TOWN LANE LOFTUS SALTBURN BY THE SEA 
TS13 4UG 
 
from Craig Bell  
 
Address: 
Wheelhouse,,Holywell Farm,,LoŌus,,Saltburn-by-the-Sea,TS13 
 
Comment type: 
 ObjecƟon 
 
Comments: 
I wish to object to this applicaƟon. The proposal is incomplete, technically unsound, and contrary to mulƟple policies 
of the Redcar & Cleveland Local Plan and the NaƟonal Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). It cannot be lawfully 
approved in its present form. 
1. No Disclosure of ExisƟng Pig Numbers (SD3, SD4) The applicant has not stated how many pigs are already on site. 
This omission prevents any lawful assessment of cumulaƟve: 
        odour 
        ammonia 
        slurry producƟon 
        HGV movements 
        environmental burden 
        EIA thresholds 
This is a fundamental gap and breaches Policies SD3 and SD4. 
2. Odour Assessment Uses Withdrawn Guidance (SD4, ED8, NPPF 185) The applicant's own odour report states: 
"Note that the H4 guidance was withdrawn in December 2025" 
Despite this, the modelling relies on that withdrawn guidance. It also: 
        uses non local meteorological data 
        annual averages odour, masking peak events 
        excludes odour from exisƟng pig buildings 
        excludes slurry storage and spreading This makes the odour assessment unreliable and contrary to SD4, ED8, 
and NPPF 185. 
3. Ammonia - No Habitats RegulaƟons Assessment (N1, SD4, NPPF 180) The SCAIL screening omits: 
        cumulaƟve ammonia from exisƟng buildings 
        the required "in combinaƟon" assessment 
        assessment of impacts on the North York Moors SAC/SPA (3.265 km) The applicant's own report confirms the 
proximity: 
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"North York Moors SAC and SPA approximately 3,265m from the source." 
This is a legal requirement under the Habitats RegulaƟons and has not been carried out. 
4. Slurry & Water PolluƟon - Risk to Springs and Borehole (SD4, NPPF 174) The proposed sheds use a fully slaƩed 
slurry system, significantly increasing slurry volume. The odour report confirms: 
"The farm is at an elevaƟon of approximately 150m on a ridge with land falling toward watercourses." 
Several neighbouring properƟes rely on spring fed private water supplies, and I rely on a borehole. Under the Private 
Water Supplies RegulaƟons 2016, the Council must protect these supplies. 
The applicant has provided no: 
        hydrogeological assessment 
        groundwater pathway analysis 
        assessment of risk to springs 
        assessment of risk to my borehole This is a serious omission and a breach of SD4 and NPPF 174. 
5. Public Bridleway (Walkers & Cyclists Only) - Direct Amenity Impact (SD4, N1, NPPF 92 & 100) A public bridleway 
used by walkers and cyclists only runs directly beside the proposed sheds. 
The Design & Access Statement confirms: 
"The houses would be venƟlated by high speed roof fans along the ridge" 
These fans discharge odour and ammonia directly toward the bridleway. 
Unassessed impacts include: 
        odour exposure at close range 
        ammonia exposure 
        noise from fans and feeding systems 
        HGV disturbance 
        loss of amenity and enjoyment of the countryside No assessment has been provided. This breaches SD4, N1, 
and NPPF 92 & 100. 
6. Noise - No Assessment Provided (SD4, NPPF 185) The applicant has provided no Noise Impact Assessment, despite 
mulƟple conƟnuous noise sources: 
a. High velocity ridge fans 
The Design & Access Statement confirms: 
"VenƟlaƟon is based on high velocity ridge mounted fans" 
These fans operate conƟnuously and generate mechanical noise that carries over open farmland. 
b. Automated feeding systems 
Intensive pig units use mechanical augers, blowers, and feed delivery systems that produce intermiƩent but intrusive 
noise. 
c. Pig vocalisaƟon (weaners) 
1,800 weaners produce: 
        conƟnuous background vocalisaƟon 
        peak noise during feeding 
        distress noise during loading/unloading 
        noise during temperature changes or fan cycling Pig noise is recognised in mulƟple appeal decisions as a 
material amenity impact, parƟcularly where units are close to public rights of way or residenƟal receptors. 
d. HGV movements 
Slurry tankers, feed lorries, and livestock transport generate addiƟonal noise on a narrow rural lane. 
None of these have been assessed. This is a clear breach of SD4 and NPPF 185. 
7. Highway Safety - Single Track Lane (SD4, NPPF 111) South Town Lane is a narrow single track lane used by walkers 
and cyclists. The applicant's traffic figures exclude: 
        slurry tankers 
        spreading vehicles 
        staff movements 
        cumulaƟve traffic from exisƟng pig units This is not a safe or realisƟc assessment. 
8. Landscape & NaƟonal Park Seƫng (N1, NPPF 176) The farm sits on elevated land and the proposal extends the 
built form eastwards. Highfields Farm lies less than 10km from the North York Moors NaƟonal Park. 
Under NPPF 176, great weight must be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty, including impacts from 
development outside the boundary. 
No assessment has been provided. 
9. Biodiversity - Offsite Impacts Ignored (N1, NPPF 180) No assessment has been undertaken of: 
        ammonia deposiƟon 
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        odour impacts 
        noise 
        lighƟng 
        slurry spreading impacts 
This is contrary to Policy N1 and NPPF 180. 
10. Appeal Decisions Support Refusal 
Inspectors have refused similar intensive livestock developments where: 
        odour was underesƟmated 
        noise (including pig noise) was unassessed 
        private water supplies were at risk 
        rights of way were harmed 
        cumulaƟve impacts were ignored 
This applicaƟon has all of those deficiencies. 
Conclusion 
The applicaƟon: 
        omits essenƟal environmental informaƟon 
        fails to assess cumulaƟve impacts 
        fails to assess NaƟonal Park impacts 
        fails to assess private water supply contaminaƟon 
        fails to assess highway safety 
        fails to assess bridleway amenity impacts 
        fails to assess noise (including pig noise) 
        fails to comply with the Local Plan 
        fails to meet statutory obligaƟons The proposal is not capable of lawful approval. I respecƞully request that the 
Council refuse this applicaƟon. 
 
 
 
 
Case Officer: 
Mrs H ConƟ 
 


