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Appeal Decisions 
Site visit made on 23 August 2018 

by Jessica Graham  BA (Hons) PgDipL 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 6 November 2019  

 
APPEAL A:   Ref APP/W1145/C/17/3191599 

Land at Beech Tree Game Farm, Buckland Brewer, Bideford, Devon 
EX39 5NP 

 The appeal is made under section 174 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as 

amended by the Planning and Compensation Act 1991. 

 The appeal is made by Mr Christian Bird against an enforcement notice issued by 

Torridge District Council. 

 The enforcement notice was issued on 15 November 2017.  

 The breach of planning control as alleged in the notice is without planning permission, 

the material change of use of the building from a storage use to use for the commercial 

manufacturing of brooder huts. Planning permission 1/2585/2006/FUL which approved 

the building was conditioned that “The building for storage of equipment hereby 

approved shall be used in connection with the pheasant rearing enterprise at Beech 

Tree Game Farm only and it shall not be used for any other trade or business.”  

 The requirements of the notice are to 

i. Stop using any part of the land for manufacturing purposes 

ii. Remove from the land all equipment and raw materials brought on to the land for 

the purpose of manufacturing. 

 The period for compliance with the requirements is eight weeks. 

 The appeal is proceeding on the grounds set out in section 174(2)(a) and (g) of the 

Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as amended.  

Summary of Decision: The appeal is allowed, the enforcement notice is 

quashed, and planning permission is granted in the terms set out in the 
Formal Decision. 
 

 
APPEAL B:   Ref APP/W1145/W/17/3191598 

Beech Tree Farm, Buckland Brewer, Bideford, Devon EX39 5NP 

 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by Mr and Mrs Bird against the decision of Torridge District Council. 

 The application Ref 1/1019/2017/FUL, dated 9 October 2017, was refused by notice 

dated 7 December 2017. 

 The development proposed is change of use of the storage shed to the commercial 

manufacturing of equipment used in the rearing of game birds. 

Summary of Decision: The appeal is allowed.  
 

 

Procedural matters 

1. Appeal A originally included an appeal on ground (d) of S.174(2) of the 1990 
Act, in addition to grounds (a) and (g). The Appellants subsequently withdrew 

that ground (d) appeal by letter dated 9 May 2018. 
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2. The second of the Council’s two reasons for refusing the application that is now 

the subject of Appeal B concerned a lack of information about impacts on 
highway safety. In its subsequent Statement of Case, provided in June 2018, 

the Council advised that on the basis of further information submitted by the 
Appellants it no longer sought to defend this reason for refusal.  

3. The parties referred in their representations to the Government’s National 

Planning Policy Framework (“the NPPF”). On 24 July 2018 a revised version of 
the NPPF was published. Since I am obliged to determine the appeals on the 

basis of the national and local policies current at the date of my decision, the 
Council and the Appellants were given the opportunity to comment on any 
implications the revisions had for their respective cases. I have taken their 

responses into account in my determination of the appeals. All further 
references to the NPPF in this decision are to the revised version. 

4. At the time when the enforcement notice (the subject of Appeal A) and the 
planning application (the subject of Appeal B) were determined, the relevant 
Development Plan policies were contained within the Torridge District Local 

Plan 1997-2011. The Council was then in the process of preparing its 
replacement, the North Devon and Torridge Joint Local Plan (“the NDTJLP”). 

The NDTJLP has now been adopted by the Council, and so it is against the 
policies of this Local Plan that I must assess the appeals. Since the Appellants 
and the Council had both commented on the implications of the (then) 

emerging NDTJLP for their respective cases, it was not necessary to provide the 
opportunity for further comments following its adoption. 

5. The breach of planning control alleged by the enforcement notice (the subject 
of Appeal A) refers to the use of the storage shed for the commercial 
manufacturing of brooder huts, but the Appellants have explained that the 

manufacturing which takes place in the shed also includes other equipment 
associated with game bird rearing. I am satisfied that I can correct the notice 

to reflect this, without prejudice to either party.  

6. The planning application (the subject of Appeal B) described the proposed 
development as “change of use from poultry pen to manufacturing pens.” The 

Appellants’ Statement of Case acknowledges that description as somewhat 
unclear, and advises that permission is sought for a B2 manufacturing use. 

However, describing the development in those terms goes wider than the basis 
on which the Council determined the application, and I note the Appellants do 
not take issue with the Council’s suggestion that if permission for the change of 

use of the shed were to be granted, it should be limited by condition to use for 
the manufacturing of game bird rearing equipment. I have therefore amended 

the description to clarify that permission is sought for the manufacture of a 
range of game bird rearing equipment, not merely pens.    

7. While Mr Bird is the sole Appellant in Appeal A, Appeal B is brought jointly by 
Mr and Mrs Bird. However, since the appeals were lodged Mr and Mrs Bird have 
separated, and I am told that divorce proceedings are currently under way. I 

appreciate that the eventual outcome of these proceedings will have significant, 
though as yet unknown, implications for their business and property. It is 

unnecessary (and in my view would unduly infringe their rights to privacy) to 
rehearse here all of the representations made by the Appellants on this point. I 
shall instead address them, so far as it is relevant to do so, in the context of 

my consideration of the appeals.   

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


Appeal Decisions APP/W1145/C/17/3191599, APP/W1145/W/17/3191598 
 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                          3 

The appeal on ground (a) (Appeal A), and Appeal B 

8. Subject to the small amendments set out above, the appeal against the 
enforcement notice on ground (a) is, in effect, the same as the case argued in 

Appeal B: that is, that planning permission should now be granted for the 
change of use of the storage shed to commercial manufacturing of equipment 
used in the rearing of game birds. I shall therefore deal with them together. 

Background 

9. Beech Tree Farm is a holding of around 4.78ha, located in open countryside 

some 5 miles to the south west of Buckland Brewer. In 2005 the appellants 
applied for planning permission to erect temporary brooder huts, a storage 
shed, and a temporary occupational worker’s dwelling.1  Permission was 

refused by the Council, but granted on appeal in September 2006.2  Planning 
permission was granted in November 2006 for a hatchery building,3  and in 

January 2007 for a variation to the permission granted for the storage shed, to 
allow an alternative design.4  That building (which is now the subject of these 
appeals) was completed by the summer of 2007. In May 2010 planning 

permission was granted for a permanent site manager’s dwelling.5  

10. The storage shed is a steel-framed structure, with corrugated panels and roof. 

It measures some 18.2m by 13.7m, with an internal floor space of 220m², and 
lies on the north-eastern side of the entrance to the holding, between the site 
manager’s dwelling and the highway boundary. The hatchery building lies on 

the opposite side of the yard, close to the boundary hedge. 

11. The evidence of the Appellants is that game bird rearing is a seasonal activity, 

with the busiest period being from early spring through to late summer. Once 
the last birds have been sold to shoots there is then a more limited level of 
rearing activity, consisting primarily of caring for the laying flock. During these 

quieter periods, the storage shed has been used partly for storing the 
temporary brooder pens used in the Appellants’ own game bird rearing 

enterprise, and partly for manufacturing brooder sheds and other game bird 
rearing equipment for sale to other businesses. 

12. The Appellants’ Statement of Case explains that there are two businesses run 

from the holding, which trade as “Beech Tree Game Farm” and “Game Bird 
Engineering”. Beech Tree Game Farm is a pheasant and partridge rearing 

activity, which operated successfully for a number of years. However, the 
Appellants contend that following the construction of four wind turbines on 
nearby land at Galsworthy Farm,6 it has no longer been possible to rear game 

birds on the holding due to the stress caused to the young birds by noise and 
shadow flicker from the turbines. Rearing activity at Beech Tree Farm has 

therefore been scaled back to hatching eggs alone, with other operations 
relocated to land at Brandis Corner. 

13. Game Bird Engineering makes pheasant and partridge brooder pens and other 
equipment associated with game bird rearing, which it sells to game bird 
rearing businesses and shoots. The Appellants advise that the exact nature of 

                                       
1 Refs 1/1494/2005/FUL and 1/1500/2005/FUL 
2 Refs APP/W1145/C/06/2011123 and APP/W1145/A/06/2015859 
3 Ref 1/1690/2006/FUL 
4 Ref 1/2585/2006/FUL 
5 Ref 1/0147/2010/FUL 
6 For which planning permission was granted by the Council on 17 September 2008, Ref 1/0375/2008/FUL 
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the manufacturing process depends on the item under construction, but in 

essence consists of cutting steel and other materials to shape, and then 
assembling them into kit form, for onward transportation. All manufacturing is 

undertaken in the shed which is the subject of these appeals. The Appellants 
state that since the construction of the nearby wind turbines and consequent 
reduction in game bird rearing at Beech Tree Farm, the shed is no longer 

needed for storing the temporary pens formerly used on the land and this, 
together with market changes, has driven an increase in manufacturing. 

14. These two businesses employ three full-time staff, who work both for the game 
bird rearing enterprise and the manufacturing enterprise, as the season 
dictates.    

The Policy Context 

15. It is common ground that the most relevant Development Plan policy for these 

appeals is Policy DM14: Rural Economy, which is part of the section headed 
“Employment Development Outside Development Boundaries” in the 
Development Management chapter of the NDTJLP. The introductory text to this 

policy states that the Councils recognise the importance of retaining and 
providing employment opportunities in the rural area, and explains that the 

economic aims for the rural area include facilitating economic diversification 
and intensification. 

16. Policy DM14 then sets out three distinct scenarios in which new small-scale 

economic development in the countryside will be supported, subject in each 
case to three specified provisions. I return to these in the context of identifying 

the main issue below.   

17. The Council points out that Policy DM14 must be read in conjunction with Policy 
ST07, which sets out the spatial development strategy for northern Devon’s 

rural area. This is presented as a hierarchy, at the top of which is a list of 
“Local Centres” which will be the primary focus for development in the rural 

area, and at the bottom of which is “the Countryside, beyond Local Centres, 
Villages and Rural Settlements”, where development will be “limited to that 
which is enabled to meet local economic and social needs, rural building reuse 

and development which is necessarily restricted to a Countryside location.”   

Main Issue    

18. The first of the three scenarios in which new small-scale economic development 
in the countryside will be supported by Policy DM14 is the “change of use or 
conversion of a permanent and soundly constructed building”. There is no 

dispute that the storage shed is both permanent and soundly constructed, so 
the development meets this criterion. I note that it also meets criterion (c); 

that is, that the proposed employment use has a strong functional link to local 
agriculture, forestry or other existing rural activity. There are evidently strong 

functional links between the game bird rearing and game bird equipment 
manufacturing enterprises run from Beech Tree Farm, in that their symbiotic 
relationship provides opportunities to develop, test, and demonstrate the 

relevant equipment. Further, the close relationship of the two enterprises 
addresses seasonal fluctuations and means that employment can be provided 

on a full-time, rather than part-time, basis for three members of staff who 
work for both businesses.       

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


Appeal Decisions APP/W1145/C/17/3191599, APP/W1145/W/17/3191598 
 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                          5 

19. Having established that the development falls within at least one of the criteria 

identified by Policy DM14 the next question, which forms the main issue for the 
appeal on ground (a) and for Appeal B, is whether it also complies with the 

three specified provisions of Policy DM14. These are that (i) there is no adverse 
impact on the living conditions of local residents; (ii) the scale of employment 
is appropriate to the accessibility of the site and the standard of the local 

highway network; and (iii) proposals respect the character and qualities of the 
landscape, and the setting of any affected settlement or protected landscape or 

historic assets and their settings, and include effective mitigation measures to 
avoid adverse effects or minimise them to acceptable levels. I shall consider 
each of these in turn. 

The impact on living conditions of local residents 

20. The key concerns in this regard relate to the noise generated by the 

manufacturing business, and the impact of additional vehicle movements 
(particularly HGVs) associated with that use. In this context it is relevant to 
note that while the main manufacturing activity takes place inside the shed, 

loading and unloading of raw steel and finished product takes place in the yard 
area outside the building.  

21. The information submitted by the Appellants in support of the planning 
application that now forms the subject of Appeal B included a Noise Impact 
Assessment undertaken by a professional acoustician, commissioned to assess 

the impact of noise from manufacturing activity at Beech Tree Farm upon the 
nearest neighbouring dwelling, Nattimoor Farm. The report concluded that 

while it was likely that some noise (particularly from loading and unloading in 
the yard) may be heard by the residents of Nattimoor Farm, rated levels are 
not at a threshold deemed to result in adverse noise impact according to 

BS4142:2014. 

22. This Noise Impact Assessment was reviewed by the Council’s Environmental 

Protection Team, who found it to be comprehensive and detailed, and agreed 
that there was likely to be minimal noise impact on neighbouring amenity.  

23. I have no reason to disagree with any of these findings. I share the Council’s 

view that if planning permission were to be granted it would be necessary, in 
order to ensure that any future changes in the operation of the manufacturing 

business would not increase noise to an unacceptable level, to impose two 
specific conditions: the first restricting the operation of the manufacturing 
business to normal working hours, and the second placing a limit on the 

acceptable noise level, to be measured at the boundary of Nattimoor Farm.        

24. Turning to the commercial vehicle movements generated by the manufacturing 

business, the undisputed evidence of the Appellants is that in an average week, 
with the manufacturing business operating at the maximum capacity the 

building can accommodate, two deliveries of materials and one despatch of 
finished products are normal.  

25. That amounts to a total of six trips by HGVs per week, which falls well within 

the usual range of such movements that may be expected at agricultural 
holdings and other rural enterprises of this scale. As the Appellants point out, 

the use of the site for more intensive pheasant rearing would have generated a 
significant number of HGV movements, associated with the delivery of feed and 
the transportation of birds. 
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26. As to other vehicle movements, the three members of staff (and Mr Bird, now 

that he lives elsewhere) travel to the site in their private vehicles. However, as 
discussed above, these employees work for both of the business run from 

Beech Tree Farm: the game bird rearing business for part of the year, and the 
manufacturing business for part of the year. The bird rearing operations, with 
the exception of the hatchery, have now been relocated but it remains the case 

that these staff vehicle movements are not solely attributable to the 
manufacturing business, and in any event do not differ substantively from 

those generated by the use of the holding for game bird rearing.    

27. On this basis, I find that the development does not involve any significant 
increase, or change of character, in the vehicle movements associated with the 

existing lawful use of Beech Tree Farm.       

28. Taking all of this into account, I conclude that on the basis of the available 

evidence and subject to the two conditions discussed above, granting planning 
permission for this development would not have any significant adverse impact 
on the living conditions of local residents. 

The scale of the employment, the accessibility of the site and the standard of the 
highway network  

29. The dimensions of the storage shed are relatively modest, in terms of 
agricultural barns, and the evidence of the Appellants is that the normal weekly 
number of HGV movements generated by the manufacturing business, when 

operating at the maximum capacity the building can accommodate, is six. 
Three members of staff are employed, but as discussed above, they work for 

both the manufacturing business and the game bird rearing business, 
depending on the time of year.   

30. The Highway Authority has assessed the information provided by the 

Appellants, and confirmed that the level of traffic likely to be generated would 
be acceptable in this location. I saw at my site visit that the access to and from 

the holding has reasonably good visibility, and leads directly to a yard which 
has plenty of space for parking and turning, even for HGVs. The roads which 
lead to the holding are rural in character and narrow in places, but I share the 

Highway Authority’s view that they are capable of accommodating the type and 
volume of traffic associated with the use here at issue.     

31. I consider that the modest scale of this employment use is appropriate to its 
location, to the accessibility of the site, and to the standard of the local 
highway network. 

The impact on the character and qualities of the landscape 

32. The change of use of the shed, for which permission is now sought, has not 

and would not involve any alteration to its external appearance. The Council’s 
Statement of Case explained that its concerns about the impact on the 

character and appearance of the area relate to traffic generation, the visual 
impact of outdoor storage, impacts on local residents and general noise and 
disturbance.  

33. For the reasons already discussed above, I have found that granting permission 
for the change of use of the shed would not be likely to result in any increase, 

or change of character, in the vehicle movements associated with the existing 
lawful use of Beech Tree Farm; nor would it have any significant adverse 
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impacts on the living conditions of local residents. It follows that there would 

be no harm caused to the character of the area in these respects. 

34. The question of outdoor storage is less straightforward. The Appellants’ 

evidence refers to game bird equipment that has been manufactured on site 
being stored sometimes in the building, and sometimes on the adjacent area of 
hardstanding. I saw at my site visit that this area of hardstanding is not 

particularly visible in public views, and I appreciate that it is not uncommon to 
see agricultural machinery and equipment in farmyards in countryside 

locations.  

35. However, the breach of planning control alleged by the Council’s enforcement 
notice, and the application for planning permission submitted by the 

Appellants, both refer to the change of use of the storage building only. I have 
not been provided with any detailed information as to the extent of existing or 

expected open air storage associated with that use, such as a plan showing the 
limits of the area to be used and any screening to be provided, which might 
have formed the basis for a condition.  

36. In the absence of such information, granting permission for the change of the 
use of the building without clarity as to the position concerning outdoor storage 

could lead to the presence on the hardstanding of finished kits, and raw 
materials, in such volume and at such locations as to have a significant adverse 
visual impact and to alter the existing character of the land. To prevent this, I 

share the Council’s view that it would be necessary to impose a condition 
preventing materials and equipment associated with the manufacturing use 

from being stored outside the shed.          

37. As to any general increase in noise and disturbance, the evidence of the Noise 
Impact Assessment indicates that this would not be excessive. The 

manufacturing processes all take place within the building, during ordinary 
working hours, and the loading and unloading in the yard of finished equipment 

and raw materials takes place on three half-hour periods each week. In my 
judgment, this would not lead to any significant increase in noise and 
disturbance such as would harm the rural character of the area.  

38. It is common ground that no settlement has been or would be adversely 
affected by the development, and no protected landscapes or historic assets 

have been identified that could potentially be affected. 

39. I therefore conclude that subject to the condition discussed above, the 
development would respect the character and qualities of the landscape. 

Other matters 

40. The Noise Impact Assessment, which was commissioned jointly by Mr and Mrs 

Bird, took the approach (rightly) that the site manager’s dwelling at Beech Tree 
Farm should not be regarded as “noise sensitive” because it was the residential 

dwelling of the owners. However, since that time Mr and Mrs Bird have 
separated, and I am told that Mrs Bird now occupies the house at Beech Tree 
Farm with the children, but has no involvement with either of the two 

businesses: Mr Bird lives in rented accommodation elsewhere, but runs both 
businesses from Beech Tree Farm.  
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41. Mrs Bird has expressed concern about noise levels at the dwelling when the 

manufacturing business is operating, and I note that the house, shed and yard 
are in very close proximity.  

42. It is also relevant to note that the grant of planning permission for the site 
manager’s dwelling7 was made subject to the condition that  

The occupation of the dwelling hereby permitted shall be limited to a person 

solely or mainly working, or last working, in the locality in game bird rearing 
or in agriculture or in forestry, or a widow or widower of such a person, and 

to any resident dependants 

 and was informed by a Section 106 Agreement containing the obligation that  

The Owner shall hold the Supervisory Dwelling and Land and Buildings in 

one single ownership and shall not sell or enter into an agreement to sell 
lease or otherwise dispose of the Supervisory Dwelling separately from any 

part of the Holding or any part of the holding separate from the Supervisory 
Dwelling. 

43. Mr Bird’s advisers point out that there is some doubt as to whether Mrs Bird’s 

continued occupancy of the dwelling would comply with the requirements of the 
occupancy condition. However, I do not consider it necessary (or indeed 

possible, given that the answer may depend in part on the terms of the divorce 
settlement) to address that issue in the context of the current appeals. 

44. Rather, it is appropriate to look at the impact of the S.106 obligation. In brief, 

this operates to ensure that ownership of the house and the shed must not be 
divided; put another way it would not be possible for someone to be 

responsible for the dwelling if they were not also responsible for the shed. This 
means that whether the resolution of the divorce proceedings determines that 
the dwelling should be assigned to the ownership of Mrs Bird or Mr Bird, or 

whether it is eventually sold or let to somebody else entirely, should make no 
difference in planning terms because the S.106 obligation provides that the 

shed, along with the hatchery building and the rest of the holding, must also be 
assigned to that party. On that basis, there would be no long term conflict 
between the occupation of the supervisory dwelling and the use of the shed for 

manufacturing purposes.  

45. I appreciate that in the short term this will not be of much comfort to Mrs Bird, 

who has expressed concern that since she and Mr Bird separated the noise 
from the shed seems very loud. I am mindful that Article 8 of the European 
Convention on Human Rights (as incorporated into UK law by the Human 

Rights Act 1998) affords everyone the right to respect for his or her private and 
family life, home and correspondence.  

46. While arrangements as to how the marital assets should be divided, and who 
should live where, are ongoing Mrs Bird may understandably consider noise 

from manufacturing operations in the shed unduly intrusive. But whatever the 
eventual outcome of these negotiations it will, for the reasons set out above, 
result in a situation where there is no conflict of interest between the 

respective occupiers of the dwelling and the shed. In the meantime, given the 
interim living arrangements of the Appellants, I acknowledge the temporary 

                                       
7 Ref 1/0147/2010/FUL 
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potential for noise disturbance during working hours but do not hold it to be a 

consideration which weighs heavily against allowing the appeals. 

47. Mrs Bird has also expressed concern that to allow the current appeals and 

permit the use of the shed for manufacturing purposes would trigger the 
provision in the S.106 obligation that requires the demolition of the site 
manager’s dwelling. But this would not be the case: the sole trigger for the 

demolition of the dwelling, as set out in paragraphs 2 and 3 of the Schedule to 
the S.106 Deed, is the sale, lease, or other disposal of individual elements of 

the holding. The change of use of the shed does not amount to its separation 
or disposal, in these terms, from the rest of the holding.    

48. Nor would granting permission for the change of use of the shed result, in 

itself, in the breach of the occupancy condition placed on the dwelling: it would 
remain possible for an occupier to be involved in the manufacturing business 

while also continuing to work “mainly” in game bird rearing in the locality (or to 
comply with the other alternatives encompassed by the condition).         

Conclusions 

49. For the reasons set out above, I conclude that subject to the appropriate 
conditions, the change of use of the storage shed to the commercial 

manufacturing of equipment used in the rearing of game birds meets the 
requirements of Policy DM14 of the newly adopted NDTJLP. It accords with 
Policy ST07, in that it involves the re-use of an existing rural rebuilding; in my 

judgment, the countryside location of this modest manufacturing enterprise is 
justified by its close operational and logistical links with the associated game 

bird rearing enterprise. It also accords with the relevant provisions of the NPPF, 
including paragraph 84, which recognises that sites to meet local business 
needs in rural areas may have to be found beyond existing settlements. 

50. I have found no other material considerations of such weight as to indicate that 
the application and deemed application for planning permission should be 

decided otherwise than in accordance with the Development Plan.    

51. I therefore conclude that planning permission for the change of use of the shed 
should be granted, subject to the conditions discussed above. 

Overall Conclusions on Appeal A and Appeal B   

APPEAL A 

52. For the reasons given above I conclude that the appeal should succeed on 
ground (a), and planning permission on the deemed application will be granted. 
The appeal on ground (g) does not therefore need to be considered. 

APPEAL B 

53. For the reasons given above I conclude that the appeal should succeed and 

planning permission should be granted.  
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Formal Decisions 

APPEAL A 

54. It is directed that the enforcement notice be corrected by  

 at paragraph 3, deletion of the words “brooder huts” and replacement 
with the words “equipment used in the rearing of game birds”.  

Subject to this correction the appeal is allowed and the enforcement notice is 

quashed. Planning permission is granted on the application deemed to have 
been made under section 177(5) of the 1990 Act as amended, for the 

development already carried out, namely the change of use of the storage shed 
on the land shown edged in red on the plan attached to the enforcement notice 
for the commercial manufacturing of equipment used in the rearing of game 

birds, subject to the conditions set out in the Schedule of Conditions attached 
to this decision letter.  

APPEAL B 

55. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for the change of use 
of the storage shed to the commercial manufacturing of equipment used in the 

rearing of game birds, at Beech Tree Game Farm, Buckland Brewer, Bideford, 
Devon EX39 5NP, in accordance with the terms of the application Ref 

1/1019/2017/FUL, dated 9 October 2017, and the plans submitted with it, 
subject to the conditions set out in the Schedule of Conditions attached to this 
decision letter. 

 

Jessica Graham 

INSPECTOR 
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SCHEDULE OF CONDITIONS 

(Applicable to the decisions on both Appeal A and Appeal B)  

 

1) The shed shall be used for the manufacturing of game bird rearing 
equipment and for no other purpose (including any other purpose in Class 

B2 of the Schedule to the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) 
Order 1987 (as amended) (or in any provision equivalent to that Class in 

any statutory instrument revoking and re-enacting that Order with or 
without modification). 

2) Machinery shall be operated, processes shall be carried out and deliveries 

shall be taken at or despatched from the site only between 0800 and 
1700 on Monday to Friday, 0800 to 1300 on Saturday, and not at any 

time on Sundays or on Bank or Public Holidays. 

3) The rating level of noise emitted from the site shall not exceed LAeq (1 
hour) 35dB when measured at the closest point of the boundary of 

Nattimoor Farm. Noise levels shall be measured and rated in accordance 
with British Standard 4142:2014 Methods for rating and assessing 

industrial and commercial sound. 

4) No storage of goods, materials, plant or equipment used in or produced 
by the manufacturing use hereby permitted shall take place outside the 

shed. 
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