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Ile is therefore uniquely qualifi od for tnis undertalking., There is a need to

ingresse the home-reared pig stocik for national consumption which the undertaking
*  would help to meet.

7. fhe evidence given on behalf of the jiinistry of Agriculture, Fisheries

and Tood indicates that the appellant's vroposals if implemented would form the
wesis for a viable pig-rearing business likely to require the servicés of 2 full
time workers. The 16 acre noldiug, if farmed extensively, is not large enough

for a viable smiicultural unit. I is unusval for an appiicatlon to be gubmittea
for an intenzive awizal- reaving snd breeding unit wiich does not include a duelling
for an ascicultural worker; but that is not to ssy { vothis unit could not be
suverviszd effesctively from a house in the ncarby villsge, togethar with the

small office on ithe site which could be used in cases of emergency when clese and - .
continuous supervision is regquired. '

8. The apnellant has had additionsl costs imposed on him by the postnonement

of the inquiry from 11 November 1975, re sulting from the Council's statement

being posted too late for an adequate case to be formulated; his anpeal should

be upheld and he should be reinmbursed for the additional cos ts.

9. For the local nlanning aﬁthority, concern vas expresued over the frazmentation
of a lavge egricultural unitinte several smaller ones, including the anpellant's
colding. Althoush the nroposed develoovument would he located within a dip in
the field which iz surrounded Ly mature hedgeorows and therefore wonld -not he
vizible renerally for more then o short distence sway, 2 miblic Tuntnaths run
close by from which the buildings would be only too ensily visihle. The Conneil
are narticularly concerncd to vregerve the rurel chiaracter of the surroundings,

and have nursuant to article 4 o7 the Genersl Develoument Order 1973, directed o
that nlanning permission be cbiained for fthe carrying out on sgricultural land - B

of buildicg ot eng11@ev1nc Up@LdL*Ona reguired for the agricelturel use of theq

lend immediztely zdjoining the apnellant's holding to the north’ and west. They *
h*ve doubts about the canacity and design of local vouds o sccoph the incroace
in neavy vehicular tvaffie which would be nccessary o service thie business shd
also apcut the capacity of the neighbnurinw Tares to taue ﬂnJ abzorb the ancuns
of manura, whiech would have Lo Le af. In the light of the evidencoe at
the ir ¥y, 1t is conceded that the agricultural UJ*ldL“;r alore vould not he
¢ .15 to the ruval mur.uundinbu az to be unsce It iz also ro-
Labl the =ovlication dess uot include a dwelling for on ageiculbneal
workcr; but in the submissicn of the loeal planning sumthority, tie twe arc
virbtuslly inseparable - if 3l ine permission is pronted for the proposed
Revelopnenl and subseguenlly Ou*lpvtl(n Tor a dwelliing to e vullt on
holding io submitted, fthere fim in its Favour, wiich
the Counuil vould thisn be ¥, howeva Lhoy nce
convincad that builcing o very coty g
fthe - 1ufﬁ‘ character of the lr nat unus 14
they feel they had no alternstive but te reluse the rovlication subnitted. 3
10. The locel plannineg authorifv do not agceent that they should bear the coots
of postronement of the appealj Lath the appeal and the annlication Tor cegic '
shouléd be dismiss '
11. From my inspection of Tke #ite ond in the light of the evidence at the inguiry,
I have come to the conclusinn that the determining issue in this case is waether
or Lot the developmoent “rqlu)ﬁ1n contained in the-analication veonld recsult ih an
unacconioble luss bo the rucel charactev of thoe lecality.
12. In =y oninion, the agricultnral buildiags whiech would he sited in the 4ip in .
level of the field would not czuily be visible fyom the thl“De, or from ihe
. . A ‘
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locnl ronds. ‘ae amount of traffic which would ke generated is unlikely to'exceed
L dbrries per week on average - AN increase in volume vhich is not sufficient to
¢isrunt the traffic on the rozds to any appreciable extent. Whereas the de-
velooment would be cleariy viginle to leczl residents or ramblers using the
footoaths, those anpear to be 1ittle worn. Rven if they are mmch more frequently
used durine the summsr months, the visual impact of the development would not

be so great as to regult in an unaccentable loss of chavocter to these rural

surronndings. 1 have therefors decided to aphold your client's anranla

13, : I rnise the local planning autharity's annrehensions that
vermission gronted for the oigecearing business might he folloved by an
apnlication to build.a dvelling on the holding, which would then be harder to

resist., Desnite the long experience and gnod intentions of the appellant, and
nis clear statewment that he can suvervise the running of the business fron a
house within the confines of the village, circunslances may change and ne may
then want to build a house here., rHoreover, the business is not yet established
and tor reasons beyond the control of the anpellant conld fail, Th.the light =
of these considerations I am of the opinion that the plenning permission granted
by this letter should be limited initially to a period of 5 years only, vhich
vould enable hoth the sppellant and the local planning suthority to re-n2ssess
the silbuation at the end of that Time.

.
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“ab. T have taken into account sll the other matters arising from evidence given
_at the inquiry whether oan benalf of the appellant or of the local vlanning
antuority; but I do not consider they are sufficient te outweigh those

censiderations which have led lo my decision.
15. For the above ressons, and in exercise of the novers transfarvred to me, L
hercby allew this apuveal and grant planaing pervission for the erection of

w FRg > . a DU ) .
ngricultural buildings on fisld 490 Hollybush Farm, Flamstead in accordance
with the terms of tne spplication (fo. L/0700/74) dated t July 1974 and the
plarns: snbmitted thorevieth, subject to the following conditions: :

1. n. approval of the delails of the siting, <esipn and external

appearance of the bulldings, the mesns of accesg thereto and the lend-
2 i

scaping of the site (hoereinafter referred to as "the rezerved matters') .
] , N . - . [ s ’
shall be obtzined from the local planning anthoritys . ‘
e -
b. anplicstion for asproval of the reserved aatters shell be made to
the local planning anthority not later than 3 years from the date of '
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a. 5 years ifrom the daze j i

b. the exoiration of 2 years from the final arnroval of the
reserved mutiers or, in thae case of approved on c¢ifferdnt dates,
he final aporoval of the last such matter approved.
2. The buildings heveby permitted shall be removed snd the land reinctated
to its former condition on ox before 20 June 1631, . R
46. Attention is drawvn to the fact that an applicant for approval oi the reserved
matters referred to in this permission has a statutory right of zvpeal to the
Secrotary of State if approval is refused or granted conditionally or if the
authority fail te give notice of their Gecision within the prescribed period.
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| Town Planning A /0770 /?“

D.C.4 Ref No. ... ... 0 . . . ...
TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING ACTS, 1971 and 1972 o
ther
Ref. No. ..... 923/?M) ............
THE DISTRICT COUNCIL OF ool DR RN —
IN THE COUNTY OF HERTFORD oooeoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeserestsanesereneeeeeabaeasnsansssen s saseeons
Ur.'*‘-l"&r}(aﬁ' Agcntl Hich.a.l thg
14, <lifton Lill, 71 Wendover Court,
To ondon Wi 8 Chiltern Street,

London w4H 1HH,

wrection of agricultural buildings

...........................................................

Brief
at  field 490, Hollybush farm, Flumstead. description
--------------------------------------------------------- and lOCatIOn
’ of proposed
.......................................................... development.

In pursuance of their pbwers under the above-mentioned Acts and the Orders and Regulations for the time

being in fori‘ e thereunder, the Council hereby refuse the development proposed by you in your application dated
th “13' 197“ and received with sufficient particulars on

16t. smgust, 1974 ... ... and shown an the plan{s} accompanying such

application..

The reasons for the Councii’s decision to refuse permission for the development are: —

in the opinfon of the iocal Flanning Authority the siting of the
development and the creation of additional farm units iz considered

to be unacceptable and would result in the loss of the rural character
of the locality.

Dated . .. twenty-fourth dayof ...... Octaber. . ... .. ......... 19.7% ..
Slgned....»:.".; .......... ~w‘p—,— s
Ditéctor of &e&’ﬁnical
26/20 Designation ....2arvicess..................

SEE NOTES OVERLEAF
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NOTE

If the applicant wishes to have an explanation of the reasons for this decision it will be given
on request and a meeting arranged if necessary.

If the applicant is aggrieved by the decision of the local planning authority to refuse
permission or approval for the proposed development, or to grant permission or approval
subject to conditions, he may appeal to the Secretary of State for the Environment, in
accordance with section 36 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1971, within six months
of receipt of this notice. (Appeals must be made on a form which is obtainable from the
Secretary of State for the Environment, Whitehall, London, S.W.1.) The Secretary of State
has power to allow alonger period for the giving of a notice of appeal but he will not normally
be prepared to exercise this power unless there are special circumstances which excuse the
delay in giving notice of appeal. The Secretary of State is not required to entertain an appeal
if it appears to him that permission for the proposed development could not have been

_granted by the local planning authority, or could not have been so granted otherwise than
subject to the conditions imposed by them, having regard to the statutory requiremerits, to
-the provisions of the development order, and to any directions given under the order.

if permission to develop land is refused, or granted subject to conditions, whether by the local
planning authority or by the Secretary of State for the Environment and the owner of the land
claims that the land has become incapable of reasonably: beneficial wse in its existing state
and cannot be rendered capable of reasonably beneficial use by the carrying out of any
development which has been or would be permitted, he may serve on the District Council
in which the land is situated, a purchase notice requiring that council to purchase his interest
in the land in accordance with the provisions of Part IX of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1971, B

In certain circumstances, a claim may be made against the local planning authority for
compensation, where permission is refused or granted subject to conditions by the Secretary
of State on appeal or on a reference of the application to him. The circumstiances in which
such compensation is payable are set out in section 169 of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1971,



