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sknr “edge of the background circum-
fade .opment,

Jer 100-067-064

*hilip Hutchinson; Written

ations

) BUILDINGS

hanges refused at listed manor
ding consent has been refused for alter-
gradeIlisted manor house in Hampshire
rivate school on the grounds that they
n the character of a sunken garden.
enwas set out as three concentric rect-
aced down to a central lawn. The terra-
rmed by low brick retaining walls with
along the main axis of the house, The
>roposed to remove the outer masonry
ing it with sloping grass banks, and use
icks to repair the inner wall,
ector judged that the resultant softer
,» which would also alter the profile of
ut of the garden, would fundamentally
haracter. In his view, the simply detai-
tk walls formed an intrinsic part of the
wracter. Significant repair costs did not
ing consent for unsympathetic works
n and alteration, he ruled.
'100-067-068
ilip Willmer; Written representations

rrequired for cottage thatch

“ has prescribed the use of long straw
opriate to thatch a grade I listed cot-
ishire that was badly damaged by fire

listed building consent for reroofing
rks, the council imposed a condition
long straw should be used with a
iin flush ridge. The appellant pre-
combed wheat reed, on the grounds
uld last longer in the dwelling’s
ion and was easier to source follow-
est for long straw in 2008,
or noted that long straw roofs typi-
:aggy, rough mat like a blanket. Con-
ed wheat reed roofs are typified by
oer planes and angles. He was not
t the use of long straw was inappro-
ng the straw type would undermine
rchitectural character, he opined.
10-067-075
' Willmer; Written representations

AND ENTERTAINMENT

ged harmful to hotel setting
32 static caravans linked to a hotel
torgian estate house in Northum-
'n held unacceptable and the local
ved of unreasonable behaviour.
i were to be sited in part of a gar-
d walled area with vehicular access
iveway across the front lawn and
I'wo styles of caravan with floor
ind s4m?* would be offered at the
fthe market. The council claimed
would adversely affect the hotel'’s
1 and fail to respect the character
vast designated as a site of special
it.

considered that a landscape and

R

Pilot training refusedin tranquilarea
Aninspector has refused to vary two conditions
on planning permission for an airstrip in Wiltshire
toenableits use as a training centre for
microlight pilots, finding that it would disturb
rural tranquillity.
A number of permissions allowed use of
the land as a landing strip and of some
agricultural buildings as hangars for small
aircraft. The two conditions restricted the
number of take-offs and landings permitted.
Part of the training schaol programme involved
“circuits and bumps” whereby trainee pilots
undertook a number of circuits touching
down and taking off again at the end of
eachone,
Thesite lay in the North Wessex Downs
area of outstanding natural beauty (AONB).
The disputed conditions had been imposed
inanattempt to strike a balance between
the aspirations of those seeking to pursue a
noisy recreational activity and those wishing
to enjoy recreational experiences more in
tune with the character of the area, the

inspector reasoned.

the development. In his view, the caravans would
irreversibly transform the open parkland setting
by creating a series of enclosures, He felt that the
change in the character and perception of the land-
scape would be evident to visitors to the hotel and
in views from further afield, including those from
an historic battlefield.

He also expressed concern about the relation-
ship of some of the caravans to a cottage. A sepa-
ration distance of 27m from the nearest caravan to
the rear elevation of the dwelling was inadequate
in a predominantly rural location, he opined. He
was concerned that occupants of the caravans
might cause noise and disturbance when theyret-
urned late at night from the hote] or elsewhere,

In dismissing the appeal, he rejected a costs
claim by the appellants. Tn his opinion, the coun-
cil’s reasons for refusal were self- explanatory and
the scheme’s adverse impact did not require sub-
stantial elaboration. The authority had indicated
the features that would be affected and this was
sufficient in policy terms, he concluded.,

DCS Number 100-067-060
Inspector David Cullingford; Written
representations

Residential moorings rejected onriver

The residential mooring of two boats under a rail-
way bridge on the River Thames in south-west
London has been rejected primarily on the grounds
that it would reduce accommodation for tourist
boat traffic,

The boats had been moored at the wharf for four
years but the inspector accepted that at no time
had the local authority considered that the use
would be appropriate in the long term. He noted
that the Thames forms part of the “blue ribbon”
network defined in the London Plan. This seeks to
protect existing facilities for passenger and tourist
traffic and for sport and leisure purposes. An
accompanying plan specifically identified the

VIERTAINMENT

WILTSHIRE COUNCIL

Inhis opinion, #== animportant
characteristic he experience of
thoseusingp winzinthe AONB.
He took the vis ‘=znificant
increaseinthz nu = =entailed by the

appeal proposal wor ncetothe

detriment of those ==Tor quiet
recreation and so harm = charscter,

DCS Number 100-067-07.2

Inspector Brian Cook; Writt=n recresentations

The inspector recoznis=d thar varying water
levels might deter smaller cr2% from mooring and
that two large unprotected culverts could trap
smaller craft. However, she noted that an area
action plan clearly enviszzed improvementstothe
wharf, While no detzild information was pro-
vided about what soch srorks might involve or
how they might he funded, she had no reason to
suppose that the moorizzs could not be made safe
and attractive io visitors,

She was mindful th=t there wasa groundswell of
opinion that the coumcil’s policies were deficient
in not making provision for residential moorings,
However, she remarked that it was less than two
years since adoption of the action plan, a docu-
ment that had been prepared following extensive
community involvement,

DCS Number 100-067-240
Inspector Jennifer Vyse; Hearing

Holiday limits removed at remote cottage
A condition imposed on the change of use of a buil-
ding in Northumberland {0 a holiday cottage has
been deleted after an inspector found little justi-
fication for limiting the length of occupation.

The property comprised a redundant British
Gas communications facility. Tt was set in isolated
woodland and farmland 500m fom any main road
and was accessed by farm tracks. In the inspec-
tor’s view, it was an extraordinarily incongruous
structure, looking like a small signal box built
from reconstituted stone blocks. He found its
conversion to a holiday coiiage appropriate in
principle but felt that some restriction on the
nature of the use was required.

The disputed condition limited occupancy to
a four-week stay in any 13-week period and
required a register to be made available, The insp-
ector saw no need for the four-week limit, reas-
oning that the property’s isolated location might
appeal to an author or composer seeking quiet

itunderstated the likely impact of  wharf as a location for improved day moorings. contemplation. The main point, he ruled, was
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that the property should be limited to holiday
accommodation and not used as a main residence.
He amended the condition to state that the cottage
should only be used as a holiday residence and a
register of all occupiers should record their dates
of stay and main addresses,

DCS Number 100-067-066

Inspector David Cullingford; Written
representations

MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT

Park live-work unit description doubted
The conversion of a barn in the Brecon Beacons to
alive—work unit has been rejected after aninspec-
tor decided that the appellant’s description of the
development is inappropriate.

The national park authority’s policies permitted
conversion of rural buildings to residential use,
including to live—~work units, as long as it could be
shown that every attempt had been made to secure
a suitable commercial, tourism, sport or recrea-
tional use. The inspector saw no evidence that any
such attempt had been made.

In addition, he considered that the scheme
would not create an independent live—work unit.
Instead, he found that it would allow an existing
business to expand into the barn, which would
also be used to create a separate dwelling for the
appellant’s daughter. Since no agricultural justifi-
cation for a further dwelling had been provided, he
rejected the appeal,

DCS Number 100-067-253
Inspector Gareth Rennie; Hearing

NEXT WEEK

Store allowed despite improvement plan
A Lidl store has been allowed in North Yorkshire
after an inspector found that a junction improve-
ment planned for the site was insufficiently
advanced to justify withholding permission.

DCS Number 100-067-270

Green belt harm blacks fishery scheme
Aninspector hasrejected a proposal for a smokery
at a trout fishery in Kent, deciding that increased
viability does not constitute very special circum-
stances to justify green belt harm,

DCS Number 100-067-272

Fallback case justifies motor home sales
The sale of motor homes at a Warwickshire garden
centre has been allowed after an inspector took
into account the lawful use of the land for siting of
polytunnels and other structures.

DCS Number 100-067-096

Gypsy pitchesruled out by natural beauty
An inspector has recognised that need for Gypsy
sites in East Sussex is likely to be met soon but
refused temporary permission for three plots due
to significant harm to the High Weald.,

DCS Number 100-067-285

While every effort is made to ensure
that the summaries and opinions
containedin Development Control
Casebook and Forum are correct,
neither the compilers northe
publishers accept any liability arising
from use of this information without
verification from source documents
or professional planning guidance.
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Decision No. NYM/2004/0069/FL

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT, 1990
NORTH YORE. MOORS NATIONAL PARE AUTHORITY

NOTICE OF DECISION OF PLANNING AUTHORITY ON APPLICATION FOR
PERMISSION TO CARRY OUT DEVELOPMENT

To * A Geoffrey Walker : S | NYMNPA,
Mole End : T s | i & e
Greenhow ») 'r P HAY 2010
Pateley Bridge @@p Y i
North Yorkshire HG3 57Q e o

The above named Authority being the Planning Authority for the purposes of your application
registered 17 February 2004, in respect of proposed development for the purposes of retrospective
application for change of use and alterations to existing buildings to create 4 no. holiday umits
at Txig Point 49, 80 Staithes Lane, Staithes have considered your said application and have
granted permission for the proposed development subject to the following condition(s):

1.  The self-contained units hereby approved shall not be used for residential purposes other than
holiday letting purposes. For the purpose of this condition "holiday letting" means letting to
the same pexson, group of pexsons or family for period(s) not exceeding a total of 28 days in
any one calendar year. -

2. The holiday letting units hereby approved shall not be sold off separately from the planning
unit currently known as Trig Point 49 and shall not be let off separately except as detailed in.

_Condition 1 above. :

Reasons for Conditions

1. The site lies in an area where the local planning authority would not support the provision of
permanent residential units in accordance with policy H4.

2.  To minimise the fmpact on the local environment from sexvicing requirements and to accord
with the provisions of policy TM1.

Development Plan policies relevant to the decision
Structure Plan. E1 - Environment

Local Plan = GP3 - General Development Policy
TMI - Serviced Accommodation
TM2 - Visitor Hostels

Reason for Approval :
It is considered that the renovation works do not cause any demonstrable harm either in terms of

visual or residential amenity, or highway safety and as such the proposal complies with policies
TM1 and TM3 of the Local Plan. ' ’

Copy

Mrs V A Dilcock a APR 20 g':
Chief Planning Officer Date . . F'qu, T s ?'“3 ",
. P15 FOR.THE RIGHTS OF APPEAL AND NOTES SEE OVERLEAF.
DecisionApprove
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