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NOTE

o w If the spplicant wishes tu have an explanation of the reasons for this decuion it will be gven
: un request and a meeling arwd if necensary. -

A (3) I the spplicant is aggrieved by the decision of ‘the local planning. suthority 1o refuse
pemisson or approval for the proposed develapment, o v grant pemmission. ot
subject 10 conditions, he may appesl 1o the Secretary -of State for the Environment, in
accordance with soction 36 of the Town and Cogutry Plaoning Act 1971, within six manths
of receipt of this notice. (Appens must be made on s fom which is obtainable from the
Secrotary of State (or the Enviromment, Whitchall, London, S.W.1.) The Secretary of State
Mwmmmw-w«whmmdl‘wdwmhwill..hu;ugm-lbf .
be prepared to cxcrciae this power uinloss there ire spoctal circussiancey which excuse the
delay in giving notice of appeal. mm'dswcnmuﬁndwennnﬂnqw .
if It sppems 1o him that permission, for dapmmeﬂdnﬁwmtg_ouu not have been
granted by the local planning suthority. of could sot hew been so'greitizd otherwise thai
subjeci to the conditions imposed by them, having regard ' to the statutary requitements. to
to provsions of the development ander, sad to ey dlsections given under the order.,

. . CRa o e ¥, S

< i\“ IS ' wum
' jcet and the owner of the laod

k1 1 permission to develop Land s refused, or granted 1y

. plannicg mn o1 by the Secretary of State for the Es
©claims hut the land has becanw tncipublo of 3

1204 cannot 'be. sendored capabia of geasonchblly

. . . dewiopecni which hua beea of woukd'bé po

" tn which tha tand i situsted, & porchaae satioo
. : w_m@ufhm.mmwﬁ'

Act Y971 o,

110 .

) thmll_dﬁ
d&muw&duwn_nﬁu&’dhm

! . . .
-._, . - . eyt ! L ey
o . ws »  mock compenmtion i paysble e st out In metion M of she 1 ‘
5 TN . M ; . ¥ L X Lol e 4 st .
f;' : - ARSAOTL rier o el e o Jhg’?-;:hdﬁ:a@fé_ﬂd e
5 o PR we e Tl R Y ¥ o e 3 o3 el Ty
Y o R c A o 8 A .
-.-’-i; PP Bl . "; LR 2t R B L I :
£ - PR B P * Pl 3 x » !
> > .
srwaTio R P <
¥ f-r » ~
.
4 " W
,
\
: z
E . "}
4
- F
13 -

/
;



! - ——
Department of the Environment
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' oWN AND COUFTRY PLAYNING AGP 1971, SECTION 36 AND SCHEDULE 3 -
< 4 ‘ APPEAL BY MR £ FISHER

APPLICATION NO:- 4/1119/76

4. I refar to thic agpanl, which I have buen agpointed to detereine, against the
deciajon of the Dncorum Dirtrict Councsil to refuss planning permiacion for itne
erection in OS parcel 3684 of a building to roploce one existing in 05 2271,

0;‘;9 Friendleso lLane, Flamntead. I held a loeal i:quiry {ate the appeal on 27 June
i ] .

2. From my iompection of the aite and surroundings and the represontotions rnde at ;

the inquiry, I am of the opinioa that the deterzining isauo 1o whether the develop-

ment would conflict with the yolicy of giving priority to yeraing iaoteronts and the '

gongervition af pgricul turnl lsnd in this aren; and, 1f it wouid, whother the neoed ;

for tho devologment outweighs that objection. 5
l
|

3. Your client cwns an irvagulariy~chaped arcs of about 161 acree of gressland
coaprised in 3 fields roughly § aile north-vest of Fla-stead and with o freutage of
gbout 40D ft to Friendless Lane. It forna part of a MNightly glevatsd plateau ana
froz (5 parcel 2271 at ito wenstern cnd intermattent views over the ourroundicg
countryside are ohtained, pacticularly to the north-east. Hpture hedgerowz around
and between the other ielzs (0S lios 3634 anc ~'39). and @ centrally located 4ip
townrds the eant affecting hoth of them, conceal them {roo all but a fectics Elimpzs
outainable from Hollybush lane, 200 yds %o the onot.

the breeding and graring of horses in April 1979 following tha subedivision of

Hollybush Farz soce yaary enrligr. He underaten? there had vean a pericd of alcort

5 years of disuxe. 2 he took ponnnmsion thave were a ntegl-frazet shed about

30 e x 25 ft at the perth=western corner of O3 365, since reconditioned to prrvide

€ loooe boxen but at presmnt used partly for ntorafe: 2 dilapidnted 2 Buy otucl- {
framed ahed preainently situated ia 03 2271; and o «zall 2 bay barn in 06 4289, There -
was np secure storzge accocmedation. toilet cr tack voom and theftr of equipreat

< pocurred olmonst iowediately after sceupation.

3

}

!

4. You explatned that your client 1ived ot Herdon. He hod wequires the 1and for s
i

i

]

$,  About £3,000 hat baen spant ou bringing the eracpisnd inty conditlas. fencing,
gotes and the looae hoxos. H.p propocal wat te rasinep she shed in O 2277, whieh
could bo se~n fron Frieudie:zs Lane and frac local tootpaths, by aresiing an




05 3684 a proprietary building of aimilar volume. Thir would brovide rlorsge.
tack roon, rhower, toilet and oo, reor focititie:s . 1t war nrapo-rg teo rite A
caravan nearby for periodic u.e by genuers cf his family. An ~p eal afmainrt the
council's refusal to pormit thut had been turned away by the Department for want
of requirod publicity nnd o {rosh application made.

6. There were now 3 marea. o prlding end a chetland pony on the land. One rare

was loaned to your cliont and the pony belonged tc a nearby reridant who underiook
day to dny rupervision of the animals. The athers vere owned by your client or
members of hic family. Hone was in fenl at present. More would he kept on the land
in due courne when the problermo of cecurity and shelter for pertonr attandioy to
them had been overcome. Thoujh the future development hod been described in
correnpondence os a ‘stud fam' it was not intonded to keap a stallion, nor wan it
the intention to establish an equeatrian centre. The object was to nel)l the propeny
and to cake whnt was primarily 8 leisure-time sctivity financinlly aelfl-supporting
na far an possible.

7. It was migleading for the council to apeak of the intended use primarily na a

recroational one. About one-third of $00 bales of hay taken in 1978 had been rold
off. This year it vas thought that two thirds of up to 1,000 bales might be sold,
The cropping o¢f the land for hny and the grazing of the animnls were agricultural

unes.

8. Thore could bs no ooterial difference from o planning viewpeint between the

Keeping and bresding of horzea and of othar livestock. Hencwe, in tha definition of
agricul ture contained in Section 290 of the Act, the ~ord ‘including’ in parenthonis
couid not be meant in an exclusive senze. The development was thun not in contravention
of policy 18 in the draft structure plan nor of the intentions underlying green belt
control. That view wvas supported by a decioion on appeal in 1977 (Docuzent 7).

9. The building'c iopact on the local landacape would be alight, especially when
compared to piggeries npproved on appeal in 1976 (Document 6a). There was a

positive gain through the recoval of the prominent ond unsightly building in

05 2271. Your client was however prepared to consider any recommendations concemming
the modification or colouring of the nev building.

10. It was legitimate to ask, as zesbers of the nuthority anparently had acked
(Docuzont 5), where in the light of ovarlapping policiss such developaent could
take place. But no aubstantinl objectien on planning grounds hagd Leen aeconstraled
ard the ppponl chould wucceed.

14. The council pointed out that pending the approval of the atructure plan nned the
detailing of its proporals in local plans, unnilocnted areas in the county were
subject to a policy. approved }lc a developeent plon review of 1571, wiich percitted
only such devolopment fu »0% & {nzmible in the Hetropolitan preen belt. In rch
avens the teot of accoptability waz one of agricultursl ar other local need for the

" development. ‘That had not been demonstrated in thio case. Por: of the land,

{08 2271) was within the Chilterns ‘Ares of Outatanding Matural Beauty’.

12. Morsover. tha draft rtructure plan, whizh had tean wxdmined in publlc and on

which the Socretary of State's proponed rodificatiesn had been pablinked, differsantiotes
botweon areas of ‘apricultural priority' auch ag that sround Flaratead; and 'wenity
corridors’ in which recreatierni development ana 1 kdicaps impraverert woule

be fontered.
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15, The e 1ttt oeern Ye e i ey tiee 1 Pliante s o rerieQture 1L the demndiate
area ftnd leo Lt v s e v rraens 3 - pe2tian. dnaer e T Er af Arto e s oal thae
Towt anld Svantry b oarnarn,  oosrad Devegssoert Crder aoI 17V N 203}, A A rrowlt,

perc: isns rranted 1n co v e 1D, IV, VI onnd XXIT of tho Scledule to that orpder had

boen withdriea i golatior ty neiphkrary o land and tLe permicsien in claoe VI
withdrawn in relgtien %t the appellaont'o land,

[ t war mot acecopted trat the apprllant’s prone:al could rank ar an opricultural
vLa, attention vteinp calle! vy the deryrdon af the ~ecen’s Bench diwvirional court

in Bel-anl Fame L8d v Fini ter of Haurang ond wuenl dovo;nmont and Another (Docu~omt &).
Thouph the orn yuur ~llest hod to date - 6o of *he land ripht (o rank, i% wor clezr
that the propr cd buladir) would fosziitate ane seppert & uie o recreational rother
than aeriTul tamal Surpaie .

17. O that cizount the ~dunty cconrcil had, under the rowers contained in parcgroph 19

Tof Sshrlde W o 3f tea lecat suapeart A=t TSN, dirested ctte direrist eaunril te

calte referonce 39 the t0fi o. o! per-iriicn to draft rtrastere plan policy io 10,
vhich relatec to agricultural yriority arcaos.

18, I cow thnt the bualding ir prepe.ed *s5 e rited i6 o pocition which in well

gereened, certainly in the cu—rer ronthe. Clirwie of it &3t be @ frar anarby
footpatho, but in oy view 1% 30 unlikely 40 be injuriea- to oceni the fact
that one cipght have wickea for o decipn rore cympatsetin in keight tar 0

the loral tuilding troditacs.

19. The orection of the b.ilding in arged ¢4 bte Jui*ifiel by Lie oo nlready rofe
of tho land; hut {t: exi-tence wiil gloirdy bte 4 =a,23r rten towd <dn the devele[—ost
and fntenr4fizaticn of ute for the breedin~ of korvec. ke Eorrel are unconnected
with the formin- of land ord an of the apinier that zoother the Trelent ror the
propo~ed une i acricaltural witnis the reandn ret oLt io JeitiGn 230 of the Art.
Poth are however purpo-eo approprinte {n o raral areo asd thuc oot it principle iz
couflict wvith the airnr eof the prreen belt policy.

20. Having noted thot oo of $ts purporen in cpo~ifically "to provide an arva in
vhiich town dwellero ¢nn Fitid recreqticn and on r;-ent' and that there i ot rrecent
2o poart of rurol Hertfordrhire to whizo 1t frec uat arply. I havo ~included that
conflict with green beit ~olicy connot be cuintnined a: an cbjeciion to the rreopaial
unlecd ruch usen are to Be oxcl ided nltegetiher fror the Saurty, which hao not been

orgued.

21. Bowover tho draft structure plas. which I have reoried or a ratesinl con-ideraticn,
includea proporod policie- shich [ tronrly fovour the interects of aeri-ultire apafnct
thoce of corpeating urec in the arec arount Flomrtead, and the irterert: of recreation
clcovhere in the county. Thore pritcier ~urvived the ean-=inntien of tle plan dc

public and aro in thoir ecreatial. unntfeozcd ty the lecsretary of 3tate’: pucairhed




rodificationu. I have aoc reangn to beliove they will not appear in the approved
plan.

#2. Though they do not altogethsr exclude recrantional activity of low intensity
fron 'opric .aral priority’ areas.. thore policiern do savisapge ite being con{ined
to a linrar systrn of wayo ndapted te the changing forming lendscape. That appears
to me to excluder the fragmentation and leag term lous of produttive land such as
neena cartain to follow the remiisation of your clisnt's intentions: and towards
which the ererction of the appeal building would be a crucinl astap.

23. Hothing but your client's ownerrhiip of the land sugprestr o need to establish
tht intended activity at Flamotead and I have come to the cenclusion that the
pressut propooal, though mnll in scale, is incoopatible with the draft policy for
agricultural priority oreas sud that the appeal must fail. I tave token into nccount
all the other matters rniaed in the representations but none is of such waight an to
have atfected ny docision.

2h. For the nbove reasons, and in ecxercico of the powerc transferrad to ze, I hereby
diomina this sppeal.

I an Gentlomen
Tour obedient Servant

2
pp—T
P J PLATIS DipTP{Manc) FHIPI
Inspector

LF



Ty

Town Planning

D.C.4Y Ref. No. .. ...... %/3119/78
TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING ACTS, 1971 and 1972 o
ther
Rel. NMo..........................
THE DISTRICT COUNCIL OF CDACORIM . e
IN THE COUNTY OF HERTFORD oot s sa e b e
Mr; E: Fisher, ' "Mesérs. Faulkners, b
To 38 Watford Way, 49 High Street,
Hendon, o KINGS LANGLEY,
LONDON, . Herts. .
Nw,'l'o o .
e Fapm Budlding. - e e
S TEERTREP R R : Bﬁﬁ.‘
at . land off Friendless Lane, Flamstead. - | ' description
e PR M R, T R T T Ay i e e e s e e s oe e e e and IOCﬂt_IOn
o - of proposed
................................................................ - development.

In. pursuance of their powers under the above-mentioned Acts ;and the Orders and Regﬁlation:s for the time
being in force thereunder, the Council hereby refuse the development proposed by you in your application dated

..... 27th- July, - 1.9'28,. e and received with sufficient particulars on
..... 281..'-11.‘ september, . 1978, . ... ......... . ... ..... and sh‘owrln onthe plan(s} accompanying such
application.. ' )

The reasons for the Council's decision to refuse permission for the development are:—

1. The site is without notation on the County Development FPlan and in an
area referred to in the submitted County Structure Plan Written Statement
within which there is a presumption against further development unless it
is essential for agricultural or other special local needs = no justification
has been proven to warrant departure from this principle.

2. The site lies within a proposed Agricultural Priority Area where, under
the provisions of Policy 18 of the submitted County Structure Plan, the needs
of farming and forestry will have priority over other activities. In the
opinion of the local planning authorities the proposed use is neither as
agricultural activity nor associated with agriculture and as such is in
conflict with this policy.

Dated ........ 26th dayof .......... Cctober, I 1978

Signed... LT %1 ——

26/20 DeygnanonDirector of Technical Services.

SEE NOTES OVERLEAF
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NOTE

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

If the apphcant is aggrieved by the decision of the local planning authonty 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, $.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 requirements, 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 use 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 ahd Country Planning
Act 1971,

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 circumstances in which
such compensation is payable are set out in section 169 of the Town and Country Planmng
Act 1971.



Department of the Environment ! Chizr __E_%E-CUTIVE
Room 1709 : : O™z
Tollgate House Houlton Street Bristol BS2 9DJ { 24 JUL 1979
Telex 449321 Direct line 0272-2133 865
‘ ' ~ Switchboard 0272-218811, . T e
ceed LT
' . Your reference 1
Messrs Faulkner's RHF/GM/8112 i
Chartered Surveyors _ " Qus reference ;
‘49 High Street . T /APP /5255 /0 1190./G
gh Stxeet | T/APP/5252/4/79/1190/G9 |
Herts
WD SHU | 23379 ]
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Gentlemen Uﬂ}ga

TOWN: AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1971, SECTION 36 AND SCHEDULE 9 - =
APPEAL BY MR E FISHER ‘
APPLICATION MO:w 4/1119/78

3. I refer to this appeal, which I have been appointed to determine, against the
‘decision of the Dacorum District Council to refuse pianning permission for the
erection in OS parcel 3684 of a building to replace one existing in 08 2271,

off Friendless Lane, Flamstead. I held a local inquiry into the appeal on 27 June

1979.

2. From my inspection of the site and swroundings and the representations made at
the inquiry, I am of the opinion that the Getermining issue is whether the develop-
ment would conflict with the rolicy of giving priority to farming interests and the
conservation of agricultural laad in this area; and, if it would, whether the need
for the development outweighs that objection. ‘

3. Your client owns an irregularly-shaped area of about 16% acres of grassland

comprised in 3 fields roughly ¥ mile north-west of Flamstead and with a frontage of

about 400 ft to Friendless Lane. It forms part of z slightly elavated plateau and

from OS parcel 2271 at its western end intermittent views over the surrounding

- countryside are obtained, particularly to the north-east. Mature hedgerows around
and between the other fields (0S Nos 3684 and 4239), and a centrally located dip
towards the east affecting both of them, conceal them from all but a fleeting glimpse
obtainable from Hollybush Lane, 200 yds to the east.

4. You explained that your client lived at Hendon. He had acquired the 1and for

the breeding and grazing of horses in April 1978 following the sub-division of
Hollybush Farm some years earlier. He understood there had been a pericd of almost

5 years of disuse. When he took possession there were z steel-framed shed about

20 ft x 25 ft at the north-western corner of 05. 3684, since reconditioned to provide

6 loose boxes but at present used partly Ior storage; a dilapidated 2 bay steel-
framed shed prominently situated in 08 2271; and a small 2 bay barn in 0S 4289. There
was no securs storage accommodation, toilet or tack room and thefis of aquipment
occurred almost immediately after accupation.

B 5. About £3,000 had been spent on bringing the grasslsnd inte condition, fencing,
gates and the lecose boxes. His proposal was to replace the shed in 0S 2277, which
could be seen from Friendless Lane and from local footpaths, by erecting in



0S 3684 a proprietary building of similar volume. This would provide storage,
tack room, shower, toilet and mess room facilities. It was proposed to site a
caravan nearby for periodic use by members of his family. An appeal against the
council's refusal to permit that had been turned away by the Department for want
of required publicity and a fresh application made.

6. There were now % mares, a gelding and a shetland pony on the land. One mare

was loaned to your client and the pony belonged to a nearby resident who undertook
day to day supervision of the animals. The others were owned by your client or
members of his family. None was in foal at present. More would be kept on the land
in due course when the problems of security and shelter for persons attending to
them had been overcome. Though the future development had been described in
correspondence as a 'stud farm' it was not intended to keep a stallion, nor was it
the intention to establish an equestrian centre. The object was to sell the progeny
and to make what was primarily a leisure-time activity financially self-supporting
as far as possible.

7. It was misleading for the council to speak of .the intended use primarily as a

recreational one. About one-third of 600 bales of hay taken in 1978 had been sold
off. This year it was thought that two thirds of up to 1,000 bales might be sold.
The cropping of the land for hay and the grazing of the animals were agricultural

uses. :

8. There could be no material difference from a ﬁlanning viewpoint between the

keeping and breeding of horses and of other livestock. Hence, in the definition of
agriculture contained in Section 290 of the Act, the word 'including' in parenthesis
could not be meant in an exclusive sense. The development was thus not in contravention
of policy 18 in the draft structure plan nor of the intentions underlying green belt

"~ control. That view was supported by a decision on appeal in 1977 (Document 7).

9. The building's impact on the local landscape would be slight, especially when
compared to piggeries approved on appeal in 1976 (Document 6a). There was a

positive gain through the removal of the prominent and unsightly building in

08 2271. Your client was however prepared to consider any recommendations concerning
the modification or colouring of the new building.

10. It was legitimate to ask, as members of the authority apparently had asked
(Document 5), where in the light of overlapping policies such development could
take place. But no substantial objection on planning grounds had teen demonstrated
znd the appeal should succeed.

11. The council pointed out that pending the approval of the structure plan and the
detailing of its proposals in lecal plans, unallocated areas in the county were
subject to a policy, approved in a development plan review of 1571, which permitted
only such development as was admnissible in the Metropolitan green belt. In such
areas the test of acceptability was one of agricultural or other local need for the
development. That had not been demonstrated in this case. Part .of the land,

(08 2271) was within the Chilterns 'Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty'.

12. Moreover, the draft structure plan, which had teen examined in public and on

which the Secretary of State's proposed modifications had been published, differentiated
between areas of 'agricultural priority' such as that around Flamstead; and 'amenity
corridors' in which recreational development and landscape improvement would

be fostered.



13. The progressive development of the land as a stud farm would lead to the
permanent loss to agriculture of this good general purpose farmland (grade IIT in
the agricultural land classification); and to an unwarrantable fragmentation of
land contrary to the interests of an efficient agriculture.

14. The proposed Building would be visible from public footpaths, more particularly
in winter and spring and, by reason of its colour and the materials of its
construction would be an unattractive feature in the largely unspoilt local landscape.-

15. The council's concern about disruptive influences on agriculture in the immediate
area had led it to make a series of directions under the powers of Article 4 of the
Town and Country Planning General Development Order (SI 1977 No 289). As a result,
permissions granted in classes II, IV, VI and XXIT of the Schedule to that order had
been withdrawn in relation to neighbouring land and the permission in class VI
withdrawn in relation to the appellant's land. :

16. t was not accepted that the appellant's proposal could rank as an agricultural
use, attention being called to the decision of the Queen's Bench divisional court

in Belmont Farm Ltd v Minister of Housing and Local Government and Another (Document 8).
Though the use your client had to date made of the land might so rank, it was clear
that. the proposed building would facilitate and support a use for recreational rather
than agricultural purpcoses.

17. On that account the county council had, under the powers contained in paragraph 19
of Schedule 16 of the Local Government Act 1972, directed the district council to

make reference in the refusal of permission to draft structure plan policy No 18,
which relates to agricultural priority areas.

18. I saw that the building is proposed to be sited in a position which is well
screened, certainly in the summer months. Glimpses of it might be obtained from nearby
footpaths, but in my view it is unlikely to be injurious to amenity, despite the fact
that one might have wished for a design more sympathetic in helght and colouring to

the local bullding traditicn.

19. The erection of the building is argued to be justified by the use already made
of the land; but its existence will plainly be a major step towards the development
and intensification of use for the breeding of horses. The horses are unconnected
with the farming of land and I am of the opinion that neither the present nor the
proposed use is agricultural within the meaning set out in Section 290 of the Act.
Both are however purposes appropriate in a rural area and thus not in principle in .
conflict with the aims of the green belt policy.

20. Having noted that one of its purposes is specifically 'to provide an area in
which town dwellers can find recreation and enjoyment' and that there is at present
ne part of rural Hertfordshire to which it does not apply, I have concluded that
conflict with green belt policy cannot be sustained as an objection to the proposal
unless such uses are to be excluded altogether from the county, which has not been
argued.

21. However the draft structure plan, which I have regarded as a material consideration
includes proposed policies which strongly favour the interests of agriculture against
those of competing uses in the area around Flamstead, and the interests of recreation
elsewhere in the county. Those policies survived the examination of the plan in

public and are in their essentials unaffected by the Secretary of State's published



modifications. I have no reason to believethey will not appear in the approved
plan. '

22. Though they do not altogether exclude recreational activity of low intensity
from 'agricultural priority' areas, those policies do envisage its being confined
to a linear system of ways adapted to the changing farming landscape. That appears
to me to exclude the fragmentation and long term loss of productive land such as
seems certain to follow the realisation of your client's intentions; and towards
which the erection of the appeal building would be a crucial step.

23, Nothing but your client's ownership of the land suggests a need to establish

the intended activity at Flamstead and I have come to the conclusion that the

present proposal, though small in scale, is incompatible with the draft policy for
agricultural priority areas and that the appeal must fail. I have taken into account
all the other matters raised in the representations but none is of such weight as to
have affected my decision.

24 For the above reasons, and in exercise of the powers transferred to me, I hereby
.dlsmlss this appeal.

I am Gentlemen
Your obedient Servant

s

P J PLATTS DlpTP(Manc) FRIPT
Inspector
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