D.C. 4 ' HC.C.
Code No. W/21 29/65

L.A.
Ref. No. 157/65

ADMINISTRATIVE COUNTY OF HERTFORD

The Council of the BEROGEHB .
URBAN DiSTRICT OF .. TRING

RO O
TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING ACT, 1962
To Messrs, Brown and Merry,

Agents for Dr. C.K. Cole,
“Béech Grove",

35, Hockliffe Street,
IELIGHTON BUZZARD, Beds.

.......... Conversion of an existing barn into three self- 99@.&1#9@
__________ malsomettes, ] Brier
at’ Stud Fa.zm, West Leith, Tring, Hertfordshire. description
.............................................................................................................. and lOC&llOﬂ
of proposed
................................................................................................................... Somtoposest

In pursuance of their delegated powers under the above-mentioned Act and the
Orders and Regulations for the time being in force thereunder, the Council on behalf

of the Local Planning Authority hereby refuse the development proposed by you in
your application dated ... 6th October, 1965.

and received with sufficient particulars on _9th October, 1965,

and shewn on the plan(s) accompanying such application.

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

The site is within en Area of Great Lendscazpe Value end also
within a proposed extension to the Metropoliten Green Belt where it
is the policy of the Lecal Planning Authority not to allow develop-
ment unless it is required for agricultural or some other local
purposes, In the opinion of the Iocal Planning Authority the proposed
development i3 not essential to the loecality and would constitute
additional residential development in a proposed Green Belt which is
not Justified by an agricultursl or essential local need in conformity
with the Local Planning suthority's Green Belt policy.

SEE NOTES OVERLEAF



NOTE.

m Ir 'lhe applicant wishes to have an explanation of the reasons for this refusal it will_be given on request and 3 meeting
arranged if necessary. )

with the local planning authority m regard to the proposed development are in progress, The Minister is not, however, required
to entertain such an appeal if it appears to him that permission for the proposed development could net 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 provision of Section 17(1), 18(1) and 38 of the Act and of the Development Order and to any directions
given under the Order.

(4) In certain circumstances, a claim may be made against the local planning authority or the Minister of Housing and
Local Government for compensation, where permission is refused, or granted subject to conditions by the Minister on appeal
or on a reference of the application to him. The circumstances in which such compensation i payable are set out in Section
123 and Part VI of the Town and Country Planning Act, 1962,
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MINISTRY OF HOUSING & LOCAL_GOVERNMENI

PHK/GB - ' | o ~$‘~ A }
W/2129-65 | : S "; = 4
- 6th September, 1966.‘26 OCWQ{;@\ Ay
e . \gb /)

\ fv Fu"lli/ I'.'
Gentlemen,

Town and Country Planning Act 1962 . Sectlon 2%
Appeal by Dr. C.X. Cole

Premises at Stud Farm. West Leith, Trlng, Herts
Application No. 1*’/'212’9/65

T I am directed by the Minister of Housing and Local Government
to refer to your client's appeal against the decision of the Tring

- Urban District Council, acting on behalf of the Hertfordshire

County Council, to refuse planning perm1551on for the conversion
of a barn into three self-contained maisonettes at the premises

_descrlbed in the heading of this lejter. .

l.. o

2.  The written representatlons ma&e in -support of * the appeal -and
those of the council have been con51&ered, in officer of the

“  Department has v151ted the Prenlseso=

3, Stud Farm lies about one mile southmwest of the centre of

Tring on the western side of an unadopted lane which joins ‘Duckmere

. Lane some 400 feet to the north, The farm comprises four buildings

grouped around the four sides of a courtyard and some pasture land,
The appeal building is about 80 years old and is along the south-
east side of the paved courtyard. It is single-storey, about 75

. feet long and 23 feet wide, with brick walls, tiled rcof and open

timber roof trusses. It contains five loose boxes entered from

the courtyard and its south-east wall abuts directly onto the
vnadopted lane, which near the site is level and has a recently
made carrizgeway extending from Duckmore Lane to the access to the
courtyard at the south-west end of the appeal building. There are
grass verges on both sides of the :carriageway. Along the north-east
side of the courtyard is a building, similar to the appeal building,
with an archway access to the adjoining 51te of a house to the
northy part of this building is used as garages, entered from

the north side, by the occupants of the house. Along the north-west
side of the courtyard is a stable building whose loft is now used as
a club rifie range and part of the building was, at the time of the
site visit, being converted into garages and a studio., An original
stable building along the south-west side was also being converted
to a dwelling house, a pasture fisld to the west being included
within its curtilage. There are a small number of old houses in

the vicinity of the appeal building but otherwise the surroundlng;s
are generally agricultural land with some woodland..

4, 'The appeal site is within the Chilterns Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty and.an area of great landscape value; i1t is also
within a proposed extension of the metropolitangreen belt. The
Local planning authority's proposals for extending the green belt
are at present before the Minister as part of the first review of
the Hertfordshire development plan, but in the meantime the planming
authority are, with his general agreement, exercising control over
new development in accordance with their policy for the approved
green belt, Under this policy new development is normally permitted
only in the most exceptional circumstances unless it required for
agriculture or other rural needs,

/Cont'dese
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The appeal proposal is in outline, but it is'understood that three
self-contained maisonettes would be formed within the shell of the
existing building, the only external alterations likely being
dormer windows in the roof and window openings in the walls. Access
to the dwellings would be from the courtyard., The lotal planning
authority while agreeing that the conversion could be carried out
in such a manper as to have little effect on the zppearance of the
area object to the proposal on the grounds that it would result
in new dwellings in the proposed green belt not required to fulfil
any essential agricultural or local needs and unrelated to a
village with communal facilities. They point out that residential
development of a general character is catered for in Tring and
say that in order to maintain the green belt it is essential that
unnecessary development of any t{ype should be severely restricted.
Although they granted planning permission for the conversion of

the south-west stable building into a dwelling in 1961 ard again

in 1965, the appeal building was included in the site of the 1961

planning permission and it was intended that only one block should

be converted and the other two blocks used for garaging and stabling.

No reascon is secen to disagree with the local planning authority's

view that new residential development in this part of thé proposed

green belt should be severely restricted. Although the proposal '
involves the conversion of an existing building, it would bring .-
about the creation of new dwelling units in an area where they

would not normally be allowed and if the development were

permitted it would be difficult for the local planning authority

to refuse planning permission for proposals of a similar nature

in respect of other buildings in the group of which the appesld

building formsapart,thus consoliddting the sparse residential

development in this rural aresd. No reason is seen why the appeal

building should not. be used in connection with the newly converted
dwelling tc its south-west, or for some purpose appropriate to a

green belt and it is con51dered that the decision to refuse :

planning permission was fully justified. ;

1

5. Accordingiy, the Minister hereby dismisses the appeal.

I am, Gentlemen,
Your cbedient Servant,

(H. C. HOLLINGTQN)

Authorised by the Minister
to sign in that behalfe,

Messrs., Brown and Herry
35 Hockliffe Street
Leighton Buzzard

Beds.
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your client's eppesl against the decision of the Tring Urban District Counoil,
“acting on behalf of the Hertfordshire County Council, to refuse plamning pernis-

sion for the conversion of & barn into thres self-contained oaisonsttes at the

: 385 d65Cribed {n ths heading of this letter. - Cee e S

Ol . 1 am directed by the Mimster of Housing and local Governuent to refer to

- e, P ir ok

2. The written reprosentations mads in suppert of the appeal and those of the
council have been considered, An officer of the Departsent has visited the 4
preaises,

3.  Stud Parp lies about one mile south-west of the centre of Tring on the
estern side of an unadopted lene which joins Duckmore Lane some 400 feet to
the north. The farn comprises four buildings grouped around the four sides of &
courtyard and some pasture land. The appeal building 1is about B0 years old and
i3 along the south-eaat side of the paved cowrtyard. It is single-atorey, about
‘75 feet long and 23 feet wide, with brick walls, tiled roof and open timber roof
trustes. It contains five louse boxes entered from the courtyard and its scuth-
_east wall abuts directly onto the unadopted leme, which near the site is level
f and has a recently made oarriageway extending fram Duckmore lane to the mccess to
L e, tHE courtyard at the south-west ond of the appeal building. There are gras? verges
F Q on both sides of the carriageway. Along the north-east side of the courtyard is
» building, similar tc the appeal building, with an archway access to the adjoin= .
ing site of a house to the north; part of this building is used as garages, o
" entered from the north side, by the occupanta of the house. Along the north- w“
. ‘west side of the courtyard is a stable building whoss 1loft 15 now used as a olub .,
“Fifle range and part of the building was, st the tine of the site visit, being - F
_ _._j,_;i;?opvertod into gareges and a studio, An original stable building along the = _ 4 )
srsouth-west side was also being converted to a dwelling house, a pasture field to' °}
"the west being included withim its curtllage. There are a small oumber of old '/
. houses in the visinity of the appesl building but otherwise the surround ings are- "

. generslly agricultural land with same woodland .
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‘4. The sppeal site is within the Chilterns Area of Qutatanding Natural Besuty
. © and an srea of great landsocape value; it is slsc within a proposed eoxtension of
o e esisabhe—motTopolitan green belt, The locel planning authority's proposal for -axtendsn
ing the green belt are at present before the Minister as part of the first revisw %
of the Hertfordshire development plen, but in the meantime the planning suthority "3
‘are, with his geperal sgreement, exerc ising control over new development in C )
“adcordance with their policy for the spproved green belt, Under this policy new 3

. /developaent
v ‘Messars, B:;own and Merry

F' __ 35 Hookliff'e Street
'!

k

Leightan Buazard ' Lt
Beds. =



unjeas it roquired f'cr agriculture or other rural needs, The appeal proposal is
' in cutline, but it is understood that tiree self-contained maisonsttes would be
formed ulthin the shell of the existing bullding, the anly external alteretions
likely being dormer windows ip the roof and window openings in the walls, Acceas
to the dwellings would be from the courtyard., The local planning suthority while
‘agreeing that the convarsion c ould be carried cut in such a manner as to have
‘1ittle effect on the appearance of the area object to the proposal om the

grounds that it would result in new dwellings in the proposed green belt not
required to fulfil any essentisl agriculturel or local needs and unrelated to a
village with communal facilities., They point out that residential developwent

of s gengral character is catered far in Tring and say that in order to maintsin
the green belt it is essential that unnecessary development of any type should be
severely restrioted. Although they granted plamning permission for the

conversion of the south-west stable building into a dwelling in 154 and egain in
- 1965, the appeal duilding was included in the site of the 194 plamning permission
and it was intended that only one block should be converted end the other two dlocks -
used for geraging and stabling. No reason is seen to disagree with the local plann-- g
jBing authority's view that new residentisal development in this part of tha proposed ;1
fereen belt should be s everely restricted. Although the proposal involves the Ik
A oonvenion of an existing building, it would dring sbout the crestion of new
dwelling units in an ares where they would not normal'y be allowed end if the
developzent vere permitted it would be difficult for the local planning suthority
to refuse planning permission for proposels of a similar nature in respect of
other buildings in the group of which the appeal building forms a part, thus
consolidating the sparse residential development im this rural erea, No reason
is seen why the appeal bullding should not be used in connection with the newly

3 converted dwelling to its south-west, or for some purpose appropriate to & green
belt and it is considered that the deciaion te refuse p]anning pemiuion wa s
- fully Juwrtifiea,

. Accordingly, the Kinister hereby dismisses the appeal,

T am, Gentlemen,
Your obedient Servamt,

. (K. €. HOLLINGTOM)
1ol Authorised by the Minister
e to sign in thet behalf,




