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Jane Parry

From: planning_admin@redcar-cleveland.gov.uk
Sent: 14 August 2026 08:29
To: Planning Admin
Subject: New comments for application 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 Clare Robson  
 
Address: 
3 HarƟngton Steet LoŌus 
 
Comment type: 
 ObjecƟon 
 
Comments: 
Absolutely, Clare. Here's a full revised version with the public footpath/right of way, animal welfare, odour, slurry, 
traffic, and cumulaƟve impact all built in. You can copy this straight into the planning comments box and just add 
your name/address if required. 
 
Planning applicaƟon: R/2026/0532/FFM Site: Highfields Farm, South Town Lane, LoŌus, Saltburn-by-the-Sea, TS13 
4UG Proposal: ErecƟon of 2 no. stock sheds and associated infrastructure Dear Planning Officer, I wish to object to 
the above planning applicaƟon. 
This applicaƟon proposes a significant intensificaƟon of pig farming at Highfields Farm. The submiƩed documents 
state that the two proposed buildings would each accommodate 900 weaner pigs, adding 1,800 addiƟonal pig places 
and taking the site to an overall capacity of 2,700 weaners. The buildings are described as approximately 67m x 
14.5m each, operaƟng on a fully slaƩed slurry-based system with slurry stored underneath the buildings. 1 I am 
extremely concerned that the applicaƟon does not provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate that this scale of 
expansion can take place without unacceptable impacts on animal welfare, local amenity, odour, air quality, water 
quality, traffic, public access, landscape character and the wider environment. 
My objecƟons are set out below. 
1. Animal welfare concerns 
I strongly object to the proposal on animal welfare grounds. 
This is not simply an applicaƟon for agricultural buildings. It is an applicaƟon that would allow thousands of senƟent, 
intelligent animals to be kept in an intensive indoor system. The submiƩed documents state that the proposed sheds 
will be used for weaner pigs and that the units will operate on a fully slaƩed slurry-based system. 1 I am deeply 
concerned that this type of development prioriƟses producƟon capacity and intensificaƟon over the welfare needs 
of the pigs. 
Pigs are intelligent, social, acƟve animals. The council should require the applicant to demonstrate clearly how the 
proposed buildings will allow pigs to express normal behaviours, have sufficient usable space, have suitable bedding 
or enrichment, avoid stress, avoid injury, and live in condiƟons that meet welfare expectaƟons. 
The GOV.UK guidance on pig welfare confirms that on-farm pig welfare is covered by the Animal Welfare Act 2006, 
the Welfare of Farmed Animals (England) RegulaƟons 2007, and the Code of PracƟce for the Welfare of Pigs. It also 
states that welfare codes, while not law themselves, can be used as evidence in court where welfare legislaƟon may 
have been breached. 2 The RSPCA pig welfare standards are based on the Five Freedoms, including freedom from 
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discomfort, freedom from pain, injury or disease, freedom to express normal behaviour, and freedom from fear and 
distress. 3 The applicaƟon should not simply state that the buildings meet welfare regulaƟons. The applicant should 
be required to provide a full Animal Welfare Statement, including independent veterinary input, seƫng out: 
stocking density and usable space per pig; flooring type and whether pigs will have access to comfortable lying areas; 
enrichment provision; lighƟng levels; venƟlaƟon and temperature control; noise from fans and machinery; 
inspecƟon and staffing arrangements; biosecurity and disease control; arrangements for sick, injured or vulnerable 
pigs; mortality management; veterinary health and welfare planning; how stress, aggression, lameness, tail biƟng 
and other welfare issues will be monitored and prevented. 
I am parƟcularly concerned that the pigs appear to have no access to outdoor areas and may have liƩle or no ability 
to root, explore, forage or behave naturally. In the local area, we already have pig farming where pigs are not seen in 
fields but are kept inside sheds. This proposal would further increase that type of intensive indoor farming in and 
around LoŌus. 
The council should not grant permission unless the applicant can clearly demonstrate that the proposed system will 
provide high welfare condiƟons and allow the pigs to express normal behaviours. If this cannot be demonstrated, the 
applicaƟon should be refused. 
2. Odour, ammonia and air quality 
The proposed development raises serious concerns about odour, ammonia and air quality. 
The applicaƟon states that the buildings would use a fully slaƩed slurry-based system, with slurry stored underneath 
the slats, and that venƟlaƟon would be provided by high velocity ridge-mounted fans and side inlet vents. 1 The 
applicant suggests that high velocity ridge-mounted fans are "Best Available Technology for odour dispersal", but 
dispersal is not the same as prevenƟon. 1 Moving odour and emissions into the surrounding environment does not 
remove their potenƟal impact on nearby residents, walkers, visitors, wildlife or the wider countryside. 
The council should require a full odour, ammonia and air quality assessment before making any decision. This 
assessment should include the exisƟng farm operaƟon, the previously accepted/approved building, and the two 
proposed new sheds together. The applicaƟon should not be assessed in isolaƟon. 
I am concerned that the odour and air quality impacts have not been adequately evidenced, especially given the 
proposed total capacity of 2,700 weaner pigs on the site. 1 3. CumulaƟve impact of expansion The applicant's own 
documents state that an idenƟcal building has recently been accepted at the site under reference R/2026/0312/PNA, 
and that the two proposed buildings replicate the design, scale and appearance of that building. 1 This is therefore 
not a one-off agricultural building. It is part of a wider and ongoing intensificaƟon of pig farming at Highfields Farm. 
The council must assess the cumulaƟve impact of: 
the exisƟng pig farming operaƟon; 
the previously accepted/approved building; the two addiƟonal sheds now proposed; the overall increase to 2,700 
weaner places. 
The cumulaƟve impact should include animal welfare, odour, ammonia, slurry storage, manure spreading, traffic, 
drainage, noise, landscape impact, public access and local amenity. The applicant should not be allowed to minimise 
the impact by presenƟng each stage of expansion separately. 
4. Slurry, manure spreading and polluƟon risk The submiƩed documents state that slurry will be stored beneath the 
buildings and that slurry will be spread on arable land as ferƟliser. 1 However, the applicaƟon does not appear to 
provide sufficient detail about where this slurry will be spread, how oŌen it will be moved, what routes will be used, 
what landbank is available, or how runoff and polluƟon will be prevented. 
Given the scale of the proposed development, the council should require a full slurry, manure and nutrient 
management plan before determining the applicaƟon. This should include: 
the volume of slurry expected from the expanded operaƟon; the storage arrangements and safety measures; 
confirmaƟon of the land available for spreading; spreading frequency and seasonal restricƟons; routes used by slurry 
tankers; measures to prevent runoff into watercourses, drains, springs or ditches; measures to protect soil, 
groundwater and nearby habitats; emergency procedures in the event of leaks, overflow or polluƟon incidents. 
The applicant states that slurry storage and polluƟon management are regulated separately, including through 
Environment Agency requirements and agricultural polluƟon regulaƟons. 1 However, the existence of separate 
regulaƟon does not remove the need for the planning authority to consider whether this development is acceptable 
in planning terms. 
5. Environmental permit and Environment Agency involvement The GOV.UK guidance on intensive pig and poultry 
farming states that an environmental permit may be required where more than 2,000 producƟon pigs over 30kg or 
750 sows are kept, and that it is an offence to operate without a permit where one is required. 4 The applicant 
appears to rely on the fact that these are weaner pigs up to 30kg and therefore argues that the proposal does not 
trigger certain thresholds. 1 However, given the proposed total site capacity of 2,700 weaners, the council should 
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consult the Environment Agency and require clear wriƩen confirmaƟon of the regulatory posiƟon before making any 
decision. 14 The GOV.UK guidance also states that intensive farming permit applicaƟons can require ammonia 
screening, environmental risk assessment, emissions controls, wriƩen management systems and best available 
techniques where applicable. 4 The council should require confirmaƟon of whether any of these assessments are 
required for this expanded operaƟon. 
The applicaƟon should not be approved on assumpƟons. The council should require wriƩen confirmaƟon from the 
Environment Agency about whether the expanded operaƟon requires a permit, ammonia screening, environmental 
risk assessment or other regulatory approval. 
6. Traffic and highway safety 
The applicaƟon states that the proposed development will use the exisƟng farm access. 1 However, a development 
of this scale is likely to generate addiƟonal vehicle movements, including feed deliveries, livestock movements, slurry 
transport, staff vehicles, maintenance vehicles, veterinary visits and carcass collecƟon. 
The applicant should be required to provide a proper traffic and highways assessment seƫng out: 
the current vehicle movements at the site; the addiƟonal vehicle movements expected from the proposed sheds; 
HGV and tractor/trailer routes; feed delivery frequency; livestock movement frequency; slurry tanker movements; 
visibility and safety at the exisƟng access; the suitability of South Town Lane and surrounding roads; impacts on 
pedestrians, walkers, cyclists, residents and other road users. 
The council should not accept a simple statement that exisƟng access will be used without evidence that the local 
road network can safely accommodate the increased acƟvity. 
7. Noise and disturbance 
The proposed buildings will include mechanical venƟlaƟon, including ridge-mounted fans. 1 There is also likely to be 
addiƟonal noise from feed systems, vehicles, animal movements, loading/unloading, maintenance, and general farm 
acƟvity. 
The applicant should be required to provide a noise assessment, including: 
fan noise; 
night-Ɵme noise; 
vehicle noise; 
loading and unloading; 
cumulaƟve noise from the exisƟng and expanded operaƟon; impact on nearby residents and users of the 
surrounding countryside. 
Noise from intensive livestock units can be constant and intrusive, parƟcularly in rural areas where background noise 
levels are otherwise low. 
8. Public right of way / footpath impact The farm is also on or adjacent to a public right of way/footpath, which is 
used by members of the public to access and enjoy the countryside. 
Public rights of way are a material planning consideraƟon and should be properly assessed where development may 
affect them. Guidance for planning and rights of way confirms that public rights of way need to be considered where 
development proposals affect them, and that the effect of development on a public right of way is relevant when 
determining a planning applicaƟon. 56 I am concerned that the proposed expansion of intensive pig farming would 
have a harmful impact on users of this public footpath, including through: 
odour from the pig sheds and slurry storage; ammonia and air quality impacts; noise from fans, machinery and 
livestock acƟvity; increased vehicle movements, including feed deliveries, livestock transport and slurry tankers; 
visual impact from large agricultural buildings; loss of enjoyment of the countryside; potenƟal safety concerns where 
farm traffic crosses or uses routes close to the footpath. 
The public should be able to use the footpath safely and without unreasonable disturbance, odour, noise or 
inƟmidaƟon from increased agricultural traffic and intensive livestock acƟvity. 
The council should require the applicant to idenƟfy the exact legal line of the public right of way, explain how it will 
be protected during and aŌer construcƟon, and assess the impact of the development on public access and 
countryside enjoyment. 
If the development would interfere with, obstruct, diminish or make the public right of way unpleasant or unsafe to 
use, this should weigh strongly against the applicaƟon. 
The applicaƟon should not be approved unless the council is saƟsfied that the public footpath will remain open, safe, 
accessible and genuinely usable, and that the amenity of walkers and other lawful users will not be harmed. 
9. Landscape and rural character 
The two proposed buildings are substanƟal, each approximately 67m long, and they would be added to exisƟng 
agricultural development and an already accepted/approved similar building. 1 The applicant states that the 
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buildings will sit within the established farm complex and will not be visually intrusive. 1 However, this should not 
simply be accepted without proper assessment. 
The council should require a landscape and visual impact assessment that considers: 
cumulaƟve visual impact of all exisƟng, approved and proposed pig buildings; views from public rights of way; views 
from nearby homes and roads; impact on the rural character of LoŌus and the surrounding countryside; impact on 
tourism, walking routes and enjoyment of the landscape; whether screening or landscaping would be sufficient. 
The fact that agricultural buildings already exist does not mean that further large-scale intensive development is 
automaƟcally acceptable. 
10. Impact on local amenity and the wider LoŌus community This proposal would affect more than the applicant's 
business operaƟons. It has potenƟal impacts on nearby residents, road users, walkers, visitors, wildlife and the wider 
community. 
The cumulaƟve effects of odour, ammonia, noise, traffic, slurry handling, visual impact, public footpath impact and 
animal welfare concerns must be considered together. The council should not look at each issue in isolaƟon or rely 
on general statements that the development is agricultural and therefore acceptable. 
LoŌus and the surrounding area should not be expected to absorb further intensive livestock development without 
robust evidence that it will not cause unacceptable harm. 
11. Insufficient informaƟon 
In my view, the applicaƟon does not provide enough informaƟon for the council to safely conclude that the proposal 
is acceptable. 
Before any decision is made, the applicant should be required to provide: 
full Animal Welfare Statement; 
independent veterinary welfare assessment; odour impact assessment; ammonia and air quality assessment; noise 
assessment; traffic and highways assessment; slurry and manure management plan; nutrient management plan; 
drainage and polluƟon prevenƟon plan; Environment Agency consultaƟon response; landscape and visual impact 
assessment; public right of way impact assessment, including safety, amenity, odour, traffic conflict and protecƟon of 
the legal route; cumulaƟve impact assessment covering the whole expanded site. 
Without this informaƟon, approval would be premature. 
Conclusion 
For the reasons set out above, I respecƞully ask Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council to refuse this applicaƟon. 
At the very least, the applicaƟon should not be determined unƟl the applicant has provided full, independent and 
robust assessments covering animal welfare, odour, ammonia, air quality, slurry management, water polluƟon risk, 
traffic, noise, landscape impact, public right of way impact and cumulaƟve effects. 
This proposal is not just about two sheds. It is about the further intensificaƟon of indoor pig farming in LoŌus and 
the lives of thousands of animals who may spend their enƟre lives inside industrial-style buildings. Minimum 
compliance with regulaƟon should not be treated as proof that this development is acceptable, humane or 
appropriate for the local area. 
The impact on the public right of way must also be fully assessed. This is a public access route, not simply part of a 
private farm operaƟon, and the public should not be expected to walk through or beside an intensified pig unit 
affected by odour, noise, slurry operaƟons and increased farm traffic. 
I ask the council to remember that these are not just stock numbers, units or producƟon places. They are living 
animals. The planning system should not ignore the welfare implicaƟons of allowing thousands more pigs to be kept 
in intensive indoor condiƟons. 
Yours faithfully. 
 
 
 
 
Case Officer: 
Mrs H ConƟ 
 


