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In pursuance.of their powers;undar the above-mentioned: Acts andthe. Grders and. Regulanons for the time
being io farce thereunder, the:Council. herabv refuse the: de\ielopment proposed by you m'veur application. dated

Piwesnavia ;-;. .24th .Eebrmy 19&3 .. arese - P qnﬂ received with sufficient Partieu,la(s_ on
R -: epe e vm Tﬁrchs 1983 S . RO ahqshqwﬁmtbgphn(s} acpampanylﬁgsuch
application..

‘  Thirreasons £or the Couniil's décisiof to réfuse armission Tor. the developrient bre:~
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1. The site i3 in an erea referred to &s being within the extension of the
Metropolitan Green Belt in the Approved County Structure Plan (1979) and
the deposited Dacorum District Plan wherein permission will .only he’ given
for use of land, the construction of new bulldings, c¢hanges of use or
extension of exiating buildings for agricultural or other esaential _ ,
‘purpose appropriate to a rural area or gmall scale facilities for participatory
sport or recreation. No such need .has been proven.and in the opinlon of the
loecdal planning anthority the proposed development is unacceptable in the terms of
“this poligy.

2, The proposed development would be contrary to Polidy No.75 of the deposited
Dacorum District Plan which states that plamning pernission for leilsurs
purposea will not normally be granted in areas outside 'Ameni Gorridors'

Dasted.. .. 14th. .. . ..dayof . --June - . g

Chief Plapping Qffices
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. NOTE

19 1f the applieant wishes te have an éxplanatign of the, reasons for
this deelsion it will be given on reguest anﬂ 8 meeting atraﬂged
if Agcessary. . i .
t2) If the aﬁpiicant is aggrleved by the decision of the local plqpning
auther ity to refuse pepmissian of appraval far .the proposed. .dexeltop- . .
ment, or to grant parmissian or approval subject te condftions, he
may #ppegl to the Seeretary of State.fnp.the EfiviTapment, in-.
accordance with section 36 of the Town. and Country ‘Planning Act
1971, within six months of receipt of this notice. (Appeals mush
be msde on a form shich 43 obtainable from the Secretary of State
for thea Envirnnment Tullgabs House, Hnulton 8ireet, Brfstei,‘&ﬁ? T} .
The Seeretary of State has pewer to allow a longer period for the
giwing of a.natice of ‘appeal but he will not normally bexprepared ta
exgreise this pOWer UﬂleSa there*are special circumstanees Twhieh
excuse the delay. in givinhg notice 6if appeal. The Secretary of State
4s fint required to enteztaan an appeal If it appears to Rim that
"permwssion For  thé proposed devedopment epuld not-have been grented
by, the ipeal. pianning autharit , 0T gould net have. been 59 gran_ed
otherwise than subgect to the ,hndftians imggsed by them, h§v1ng
regard tb the statuﬁvfy raqu;rements” te the pravﬁsiens af thé>
- -development erdem,;and to apy directions glven un@ar the order

(3 If permission ko develop land Is refused, or-granted subjeéct to
conditions, whether by the lical planning authorltx or by the
Secrétary of state fpr the Environment -apd the pwner ‘of the land
claims thet the land hag bhecsme icapable of redganably beneficdal
use 1n its ex;stlng state and ca_not bﬁ xendered capab1e3of reasonably

o would be penmitted he may serve an the District Ceuncil in whrsh
the land 4g situated, & purehase notice cequiring that courcil te
- pyrchase his lAtergst in ttie land {n sccordance with the provisions
i nF'Pert 3% ‘of the Yosn and Countxy Rlanning Aet 1971 . R R
[N . . N [ . )
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4/0303/83 Cont'd

CONDITIONS

2. (Cont'd) :
The application site lies outside the "Amenity Corridor' as defined

on the 'Proposals Map' of the aforementioned Plan, ——

The proposed development would be likely to lead to increased noise .
and disturbance to the detriment of the amenities of the locality.

Dated +oeveneas

" Chief Planning Officer

Ve
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CHikr EXECUTIVE -
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Sir recavody i) 17 DEC1984

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1971 - SECTION 38
APPEALS BY THE LONDON ULTRALIGHT FLYING CLUB
APPLICATION NOS (a) CH/391/83 AND (b} 4/0303}83

* 1. I am directed by the Secretary of State for the Environment to say that consi-
deration has been given to the report of the Inspector, Mr A H T Clayton MA {OXON},
who held a local inquiry into your club's appeals against the decisions of Chiltern
and Dacorum District Councils to refuse to permit the use of land at the disused
Bovingdon Airfield, Chesham Road, Bovingdon, for the operation of microlight aircraft
A copy of the report is enclosed.

2. The Inspector said in his conclusions:

"Bearing in mind the above facts, it seems to me that provided microlight
flying occurs for recreational, rather than for training or commercial
purposes, it is a type of activity which in principle may take place in the
Green Belt without any special need having to be established. However the
2 local authorities concerned in this particular area, for the purposes of

. protecting the peaceful and rural character of the Green Belt have found it

' necessary to apply more restrictive policies which in my opinion merit support

r : " in the general public interest since some types of recreation have an impact
. on the countryside out of proportion to the numbers of their participants.

The question in this case is therefore whether an exception te these policies
would be justified. Although no detailed evidence of the levels of noise
experienced by persons living in the area of Bovingdon airfield from earlier
microlight flying has been given, the general information on the subject in the
local authority's evidence has not been challenged. It indicates that in the
conditions at Bovingdon, where there are several dwellings within 300 m of tThe

- southern end of the runway and others near the taxi-ing area, and where modern
microlight aircraft capable of taking off within a distance of 60 m will be
flown, it is a reasonable presumption that certainly during take off and
probably at other times, some residents will experience annoyance from micro-
light aircraft noise. The short take off distance is significant inasmuch-‘as
in certain atmospheric conditions, aircraft might be able to take off diagonally
across the runway, over dwellings on the east and west sides.

The next question is therefore whether, if planning permission were granted, the
annoyance would occur so frequently that the residents and those enjoying the
countryside at weekends ought not to be subjected to it. I have noted parti-
cularly the numbers of club members likely to fly, and the appellants' willing-
ness to accept various restrictions on the club's:activities. However, weather



v conditions for microlight flying occur so irregularly and infrequently that I do
not consider it would be practicable to limit flying to a certain number of days
per month or to fix a limit for numbers of take offs. The matter could be complicated
by aircraft from outside arriving literally on "flying visits" which would add to
disturbance and to the difficulties of control. There have been certain problems
in this respect in the past and 1 doubt whether under the arrangements suggested,
in the event of a sudden emergency or urgent complaint, effective control could be
exercised. I also doubt whether in practice it would be possible to prevent
intensification of flying by club members and visitors, once planning permission
was granted. This could cause the living conditions of residents especially those
who came to the area since regular flying at Bovingdon ceased to deteriorate to a
material extent.

The completion of HM Prison "The Mount" by 1987 close to the runway would also in
my opinicn rule out any but a temporary grant of permission for security reasons.

Taking all these factors into account, it seems to me that despite the assurances
given and the obvious convenience of the existing airfield for club members in
pursuing their chosen form of recreation, there are not sufficient reasons to make
an exception to the policies in this particular location, and that permission

. ought therefore to be refused." ' ' :

The Inspector recommended that the appeal be dismissed.

3. Note has been taken of your contention that planning permission for the proposed

use is not required on the grounds that Bovingdon airfield has only been used for
agriculture since flying last took place, and that since agriculture does not constitute
development as defined in section 22 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1971 the original
use subsists. In this context it is observed that in 1974 the Councils issued
determinations under section 53 of the 1971 Act that the use of the airfield for the
operation of light aircraft required planning consent, and that these determinations

were not challenged. In the absence on this occasion of an application for a section 53
determination the Secretary of State does not propose toc issue a formal decision on

this point but the views put forward by the parties have been considered.

4. It is noted that no flying of any sort took place from the airfield between the
cessation of full operational use in 1970 and the intermittent use by microlights in
1979. In the meantime most of the buildings have been demclished and, apart from the
c~talled surfaces of the main runways and part of the perimeter track, the airfield
s been used for agriculture and various temporary uses. On the basis of these facts
it is considered that there was a lack of intent ever to return the land to an
operational flying role again, and that since the original use ceased with no intention
for a resumption at a particular time that use has been abandoned. Furthermore, the
use now proposed would seem to create a new planning unit in that the two applications
between them do not relate to the whole of the former airfield but merely to part of
one runway and an associated stretch of perimeter track. Having regard to these consi-
deratiors the Secretary of State concludes that the proposed use of the airfield for the
operation of a limited number of microlight aircraft for recreational purposes on
relatively few days in the year would be substantially different in nature and scale
to the former full time military and commercial operations, and that this would amount
to a material change of use requiring planning permission.

5. As regards the planning merits of the proposal the primary issue is considered to be
the effect which the operation of microlight aireraft would be likely to have on the
amenity of local residents and on the character of the Green Belt. There is a conflict
between the desire of the flying club members to take advantage of the opportunity
provided by the disused airfield to pursue their chosen form of recreation and the wish
of the local residents to preserve the hipgh standard of amenity which they currently
enjoy. This conflict is intensified by the fact that the weather conditions most suitakle
for microlight flying are equally conducive: to other, more popular outdoor leisure
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