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l.- - am dlrecte by the Secy, tary of state for the Envxronment to say;that_

cons;derat;on has the reporc of the inscector ; MI R E Watson BA
’}(Wong) ‘who held a local lnquxry into your’ ¢lients® "appeals under gsection 37 of
- the Town and Country planning act 1971 against’ the failure of’ the Welwyn Hat.leld
':Dlstrlct Council to give notice of their decision within the prescrlbed perlod

of .an appllcatlon for planning. permxssxon for the change of use to an institution
ing £27 the boarding,- gare’ and’ ma;ntenance of old people - 1nvolv1ng alteratzons
ko’ ex1st1rg bulldlngs, demolition of existing kennels and ancillary. bu11d1nus, [ o

n of 220 residential : accommodatlon units, together thﬁ landscaping, f:'

and the erectlo
ootpaths and perxlng facml;txes, at" Kook Kenners, Northaw Herfordshmre.;ﬂh 2

copy of the Inepector 5 report is enclosed.; -
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The,Inspector sald in hzs conclusions-

proposed scheme, the range and
and, in partxcular, the level ‘of
o be given to res;dents I acknowledge that the

_."Because of the age of the ocrupante of the
type of the facxllrzes to. be prOV1ded,

wxcontlnuous support and care t
”“prcpoqed use would incorporate functions. of an lnstltutlonal nature: e ST

A_accept that the care of the elderly residents’ would be a’ vitally. 1mportant‘
_ omponent of the scheme. Nevertheless.h the proposal is . 1ntenued Jto- acconmmda-
elderlvfreople jn an entirely: separate houszng community .- "In. eFfect, it i
'ou1ﬂ ‘b, a new reszdentlal se;tiemenr. The accommodatzon un1+s, descrlbed ;
by the appellants ‘as: cottages ‘and apartments, would be self contained; res*denta Ny
" would. purchase a long lease on the propertles. and would have the. choice of . - v
11V1ng ‘a.life indepzndent of ‘the: community and Ltb ‘facilitiesy Notw;thstandlng
'the v1ew taken by .the Counclls in Kent and SuLxey in. respect of the appellants
' existing developments, or the support1ng legal oplrlon, in. ‘my: Judgement, the, .
o proposal would be re51dent1al development, albeit of ‘a Sp&ClallSed Eorm.j_r‘;_,"
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i has a 1ong-5tand1ng development plan de51qnaL10n w1th1n a

‘green belt area. - In such. areas both national POllCV and the development plan

relevant to this’ ‘Locality set out a general presumptlon nga1nst re51dentlal
development.. Cconsequently, I -am conv;nced ‘that this proposal would be. conLra*{
‘to those policies. Hook Kennels’ lies within attractive counLryﬁlde not far .

removea from the eastern edge. of, cvelopnent at. Potters Bar’ and 1ocated jLSt f
h of the M25 motoxway. I con51der it essentlal that the’ green belt

" to the noxt
pOllCLES ‘are rxgorously applied in +his area in - order that nalghbourlng

X - settlements, ‘are contained and the countryside’ bafeguarded from: forther, nncroach*:
S ment by 1nappropx1ate develooment..l tane the v;ew that the propoqed dEVElOﬂWC1u“'
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The application does not include access as a reserved matter. However, in-
my opinion, some visibility improvement would be required at the junction
with Coopers Lane Road. The appellants control the land on both sides of
that entrance. I consider that details of *his access improvement must be
~reserved for approval at a later stage.

I accept that this is a highly imaginative development proposal-which would -
be likely to preve attractive to retired and elderly people. However, I find
. that the proposal is open to cogent objection, and that the development would
be contrary to the objectives of green belt policies. In my judgement,
- the proposed development would harm interests of acknowledged importance in -
this part of the Metropolitan Green Belt." . o Cor

R . : . e
‘The Inspector recommended that the appeal be dismissed.

';::'3. In deciding this appeal the Sééfét&ry of State considers that'theimain issues .
' .are the effects of the proposal on the Metropnlitan Green Belt and on the Area of ..

. Great Landscape Value. In considering these matters ke mttes firstly that the - .
:policies in the, Structure Plan (Folicy 2) and the District Plan (Policy El) relating
' to. Green Belt land in this area preclude development unicas it is required for: ' .~
- the acceptable uses specified which: include uses appecpriate to a rural area and. | |
.. the use for institutional purposes of existing large residential buildings situated -
-"in extensive'ground§; provided that the proposed use is‘not’ such as to ‘lead to .
~a’'demand for additional !:.il”ings in the grounds.’ Inf@ﬁ&ition Policy 22A of the’

. Structure Plan and E9.of the .istrict Plan xelate to thd Area of Great Landscape.
“Value where special attention xust be given to the effect of the development on':

, '_‘therSUrxouhding:landscape. Tng'the'siting,-design and external appearance of - B
"j’.qpy‘new‘bpildiﬁgs-take on pa'};cular_importance. L e

4. .The Secretary of State has given careful consideration to all the arguments. -
' submitted for and against the proposed development and to the Inspector's conclusions
% He agrees'with all of his coh¢lusions¢and‘in'particﬁiar;’whilét,heﬂacbebts'thaﬁ'vL1ff
. the . proposal has some characteristics of an institution'in large grounds he is .= ..

;satisfied that it is in essence a new housing development catering for a particular’

type of resident and as such he considers that its location on this site in"" '

- a’vulnerable part of the Metropolitan.Green Belt would seriously prejudice ‘the ™
~restraint policies which apply. Furthermore, since the area 'is-also one of Great .-
. Landscape Value, he agrees with the Inspector that the development proposed wouid
;- damage its character. - T a SRR T
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Jiincluding the Council's desire to find an alternative use for the site but they . }
“have'not ‘caused him-to change his view that the Planning objections to. the proposed .

55;~;The'5eéfetary‘of State has't&keh.intp'écﬁount all'the‘othef_maﬁtéréfréiSed;f~ua"'"

development are overriding and that it should not be-allowed. ~
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_ﬂ_;&frorfthe reasonS‘givehuahQ?e the Secretary of State accepts”thé'ips _
.recommendation and hereby dismisses your clients' appeal and refuses planning -

‘permission,
I am Gentierﬁéﬁ_;' - '
‘Your p
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