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COWENTS:

| object to this planning application. It is yet another
retrospective application subnmtted for this site, in an attenpt to
regul ari se further unlawful devel opment. Its owner displays

conpl ete contenpt for planning regulations and the | ocal planning
authority, this being the |atest of many breaches of planning
control. It would be

difficult to find a worse exanple of a serial offender anywhere.
bel i eve the planning authority should refuse consent and enforce the
breaches subject to this application

1) The recently-built farm shop

The new farm shop is a building of substantial scale to have been
constructed wi thout planning perm ssion. | amconcerned that, taken
with the other existing buildings on the site, it would result in
excessive visual nassing and built formin the sensitive rura

| andscape in which it is |ocated. The design of the building does
not mlitate against this, as is suggested in the planning
statement. Indeed, its overall formresenbles that of the two
bui | di ngs subject to disnissed appeal 3321499, referred to in the
statenent as being material to this application, in terns of
comercial use. |If the

latter is so, it follows that the other findings of the appeal are
simlarly material. Paragraph 30 of the ADN states:

" The box-like profiles and flat roof treatnents contribute to the
bui | di ngs' sonmewhat utilitarian appearance. This does not sit
confortably al ongside the nore refined design qualities of the host
structure, which incorporates a pitched roof and closely reflects
the visual attributes of traditional rural buildings in the
locality.'

The new building is a long, rectilinear structure with a flat roof
of distinctly utilitarian appearance, rem niscent of being
constructed in a hurry. It resenbles an el ongated nobile hone, only
clad in tinber. Gven this and the foregoing, | suggest that
paragraphs 31 - 37 of the ADN are al so pertinent. Consequently,
bel i eve the new buil ding does not reflect the host structure or the
vernacul ar of other buildings nearby, is incongruous in the

prevai ling Landscape Character Area and woul d cause significant
harmto it. | would draw to the case officer's attention in
particul ar that the planning i nspector concluded that the buildings
subject to appeal 'significantly and harnfully erode[d] the
character and appearance of the surrounding countryside'
(paragraph 36) and were of snaller scale.

The pl anni ng statenent al so advances the flawed and unpersuasive
argunent that it is better to have the two types of new unauthorised
devel opnent on the site rather than that which was subject to the
appeal nentioned and is required to be renoved by the Decision
Notice. The inescapable truth is that those buildings were found to
be both harnful and unlawful and, as a consequence, should not have



exi sted. Therefore, the suggestion that the current situation is
|l ess harnful in relative terns cannot be relied upon with any
| egitinmacy.

The argunent cited for the need for the new farmshop is simlarly
unper suasi ve. The fact that the applicant believes the building used
previously for this purpose to be too large and costly to runin its
current formin no way justifies the construction of a new one
unlawful ly. He could instead have applied in advance (al beit
uncharacteristically) to reduce the footprint of the building to a
scale nore suitable to his needs or partitioned it and put the

remai ning portion to a genuine agricultural use on what is purported
to be a "working farni.

2) Unaut hori sed commerci al use

I am concerned that the unauthorised comercial use of the previous
farm shop constitutes an unacceptable intensification of use on the
site and will result in harmto the rural |andscape setting. It is
suggested that the use can be adequately controlled by condition
restricting it solely to dass E(g)(ii). This is thoroughly

di si ngenuous, as any pl anni ng agent knows that conditions can be
varied or dismssed easily via application at sone point in the
future. In this instance, one can readily envision a scenario when
the current tenants decide to nove el sewhere and the applicant then
applies for variation of use class because the condition is argued
to be overly-restrictive, in terns of attracting new incunbents. And
so the legitinmate purpose of planning control would be subverted
once

agai n.

For the reasons nentioned, | urge that this application be refused.



