


Planning Practice Guidance and Policy 

Paragraph 57 of the National Planning Policy Framework 2024 (The Framework) 
confirms that “Planning conditions should be kept to a minimum and only imposed where 
they are necessary, relevant to planning and to the development to be permitted, 
enforceable, precise and reasonable in all other respects.”  

In practice, these are referred to as the six tests. The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), 

at Paragraph: 003 Reference ID: 21a-003-20190723, reaffirms that each of the six tests 
“need to be satisfied for each condition which an authority intends to apply” . 

Of particular relevance to this case is Paragraph: 014 Reference ID: 21a-014-20140306, 

which states that “A condition requiring the demolition after a stated period of a building 
that is clearly intended to be permanent is unlikely to pass the test of reasonableness”  

This guidance is directly applicable to Condition 4, which requires demolition of the 

building after a stated period. 

The building permitted at Little Acres is clearly a permanent agricultural building. The 

requirement for its demolition in the event that the agricultural use ceases within 10 years 
of substantial construction does not meet the test of reasonableness, as explored below. 

General Sustainability Considerations 

At the heart of The Framework is the requirement to deliver sustainable development. 

Requiring the demolition of a permanent modern building, irrespective of its condition or 

potential for reuse, is not consistent with the principles of sustainability. 

New buildings contain substantial embodied carbon. Their unnecessary demolition 

wastes materials and energy and conflicts with the framework as a whole. It is for this 

reason that there is policy support for building re-use in locations not necessarily in built-
up areas.  

Local Plan Policies Referenced in the Council’s Reasoning 

Condition 4 cites Policies CP11 and CP12 of the Core Strategy, and TB01 of the Managing 

Development Delivery Local Plan (MDD). 

CP11 restricts non-essential development in the countryside. However, agricultural 

buildings are expressly regarded as acceptable forms of countryside development, 

subject to landscape and design considerations. The policy does not require demolition 
of lawful agricultural buildings should agricultural use cease. 

CP12 applies the national Green Belt tests but contains no requirement that otherwise 

acceptable agricultural buildings must be removed if they ever cease to be used for 
agriculture. 



Policy TB01 of the MDD sets criteria for assessing new rural or Green Belt development. 

Agricultural buildings fall within one of the exceptions to inappropriate development, and 
the policy does not require demolition should the agricultural use ever cease. 

The MDD (2014) and Core Strategy (2010) remain part of the adopted development plan, 

but interpreting these policies must now take account of the NPPF (2024) and the 
Planning Practice Guidance, which places strong emphasis on proportionate, necessary 

and reasonable conditions. 

None of the cited policies require or anticipate demolition conditions for agricultural 
buildings. They regulate the appropriateness of development at the point of construction, 

not hypothetical future scenarios years later. 

Comparable Appeal Decisions  

APP/R0335/W/23/3321872 - Land at Malt Hill Farm 

This appeal decision, set out at Appendix A, is directly comparable. The Inspector 

considered an almost identical condition requiring the demolition of an agricultural 

livestock barn in the Green Belt if it ceased to be used for agriculture. The Inspector 
concluded that the condition failed the tests of necessity and reasonableness. 

Important points from the Inspector’s decision include the following: 

• The building was granted permission for agricultural use and was not 

inappropriate development in the Green Belt. The Framework already makes 
clear that agricultural buildings are acceptable in the Green Belt and the Inspector 

confirmed that impact on openness is implicitly accounted for. 

• The requirement under Part 6 of the Town and Country Planning (General 

Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (as amended) (GPDO) to remove 
agricultural buildings if they cease to be used for agriculture within 10 years was 

acknowledged. However, the Inspector confirmed that “… the GPDO relates solely 
to a situation where an agricultural building is permitted development. It therefore 
would not be appropriate to rigorously apply such criteria… ” 

• The PPG requires conditions to be kept to a minimum and quotes guidance 

confirming that demolition conditions on permanent buildings are unlikely to be 
reasonable. 

• Any later change of use would require planning permission and would be 

assessed on its merits and its impact on the openness of the Green Belt. 

• The inspector reasoned that because the building’s visual impact had already 

been judged acceptable, the Inspector concluded there was no justification for 

requiring its removal in order to maintain that acceptability. 



• The inspector concluded that the disputed condition was “… not necessary or 
reasonable to ensure that the proposal would not be inappropriate development 
in the Green Belt or prevent harm to the openness of the Green Belt and the other 
purposes of including land within it… ” 

These conclusions apply equally here. The building at Little Acres is permanent, 

agricultural and acceptable in the context of Green Belt policy. There is no reasonable 

planning justification for requiring its demolition. 

 

APP/B2355/W/17/3188367 – Land Opposite 10 Northfield Road, Rising Bridge 

This appeal, set out at Appendix B, also concerned conditions requiring removal of an 

agricultural building if not used for agriculture and restricting its use to agriculture. Both 
were deleted. 

Key points from the Inspector’s decision include the following: 

• The building was accepted as not inappropriate development, with the Inspector 

confirming that agricultural buildings fall within the Framework exception which 
is “without qualification” and that their effect on openness is “ implicitly taken into 
account.”  

• The Inspector quoted the PPG that “a condition requiring the demolition after a 
stated period of a building that is clearly intended to be permanent is unlikely to 
pass the test of reasonableness.”  

• The Inspector reasoned that non-use “does not constitute cessation or 
termination” of the agricultural use and that the building “would lawfully remain 
an agricultural building…  even if it were not being actively used.”  

• There was no evidence of “considerable numbers or an accumulation of 
redundant agricultural buildings…  which have an adverse impact upon openness,”  
meaning no justification for requiring removal or restricting permitted 

development rights.  

• The inspector also reasoned that demolition was not required to prevent harm to 

character or landscape.  

• In line with national guidance, the Inspector confirmed that “conditions restricting 

the future use of permitted development rights…  will rarely pass the test of 

necessity.”  

This decision reinforces that demolition conditions attached to permanent agricultural 
buildings do not meet the tests of necessity or reasonableness and are not justified in 

the Green Belt.  







 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

Appendix B – Appeal Decision 3188367 
 



 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 



 


