
APPEAL DECISIONS (FOR INFORMATION) 
 
APP/F2605/W/15/3002861:  BILLINGFORD:  Land at Elmham Road:  Appeal by Mr. 
Todd against the refusal of planning permission for recreational and agricultural 
facilities with visitor centre: 
Reference:  3PL/2014/0056/F 
 
Decision:  Appeal dismissed 
 
Summary:  The Inspector concluded that the building would be large and dominant 
in the open landscape and visible from the road, the property opposite and access 
from the adjacent footpath.  The pods, lodges and car parking in combination with the 
building results in sprawl of development.  The proposals would not sufficiently 
respond to or enhance the landscape setting. 
An Inspector previously considered the evidence did not support the contention hat 
the building is necessary for agriculture.  No information has been provided to 
demonstrate a need for the floor space proposed. 
The proposals would not protect the river valley landscape.  The benefit of the 
proposal is tempered by lack of evidence. 
The proposal would not accord with Policy CP14 which while supporting rural 
enterprise requires that there is no significant harm to the landscape.  No details 
have been provided as to how the proposal would relate to the tourism objectives of 
countryside strategies. 
The proposal would unacceptably harm the character and appearance of the area. 
 
 
APP/F2605/X/14/2217907:  HOE:  Spring Studio:  Appeal by Mr. & Mrs. B. Griffin 
against the refusal to issue a Certificate of Lawful Use or Development for change of 
use of The Studio to use as a single dwellinghouse in breach of condition 3 of 
APP/F2605/A/00/1040013 
Reference:  3PL/2013/0944/EU 
 
Decision:  Appeal dismissed 
 
Summary:  The Inspector concluded that the appellants' evidence of when the 
dwellinghouse use commenced was ambiguous and imprecise.  The Council did not 
dispute that the building can be described as a dwellinghouse.  The evidence 
suggests many breaks in the continuity of use between 2003 and April 2009 which 
cannot be disregarded as de minimus.  Further gaps in evidence of occupation from 
2009 interrupt the continuity of use.  The appellants have not proved on the balance 
of probability that such use continued for at least 4 years after the date of change, 
without any substantial interruption. 


