
  

 
www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate 

 
 

 

Appeal Decision 
Hearing held and site visit made on 23 September 2015 

by Alan Woolnough  BA(Hons) DMS MRTPI 

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

Decision date: 28 October 2015 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/P1425/W/15/3028967 
Iford Farm, Iford, Lewes, East Sussex BN7 3EU 

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

amended against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by J H Robinson of Iford Farms Ltd against the decision of the South 

Downs National Park Authority (NPA). 

 The application ref no SDNP/14/06320/FUL, dated 15 December 2014, was refused by 

notice dated 9 April 2015. 

 The development is described on the application form as: ‘Retrospective application for 

a change of use of land from agriculture to a mixed use of agriculture and game 

rearing, change of use of redundant agricultural buildings to a mixed use of agriculture 

and ancillary storage for the shoot business’. 
 

Formal Decision 

1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for the material 
change of use of land from agriculture to a mixed use of agriculture and game 

rearing and a material change of use of agricultural buildings to a mixed use 
of agriculture and storage ancillary to game rearing, in accordance with the 

terms of the application, ref no SDNP/14/06320/FUL dated 15 December 2014 
and the plans submitted with it, subject to the conditions set out in the 
attached schedule. 

Procedural Matters 

2. Lewes District Council determined the subject planning application on behalf of 

the NPA under an agency agreement.  The Council continued to represent the 
NPA throughout the appeal process and at the Hearing itself. 

3. At the Hearing it transpired that, notwithstanding the description of 
development set out on the application and appeal forms, planning permission 
was not after all being sought for the use of agricultural buildings for a mixed 

use comprising ‘agriculture and ancillary storage for the shoot business’.  
Instead, it was intended that the buildings in question be used for a mix of 

agriculture and storage ancillary to the game rearing activity taking place on 
the paddock within the appeal site.  I am satisfied that a revision to this effect 
is not prejudicial to the interests of any party and, accordingly, have 

determined the appeal on the basis of the following description: ‘The material 
change of use of land from agriculture to a mixed use of agriculture and game 

rearing and a material change of use of agricultural buildings to a mixed use 
of agriculture and storage ancillary to game rearing’.   
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4. The development subject to the appeal has, for the most part, already taken 

place.  On the evidence before me, only an envisaged intensification of 
pheasant rearing, consisting of an increase in the number of demountable pens 

on the site to 30, has yet to occur.  

5. An appeal against an enforcement notice alleging a change of use from 
agriculture to the breeding and rearing of game birds at Iford Farm (ref no 

APP/P1425/C/14/3001421) was originally due to be addressed at the Hearing 
and determined in tandem with the appeal against the refusal of planning 

permission.  However, the enforcement appeal was withdrawn shortly before 
the event.  Consequently, the notice still stands and has taken effect.  It 
relates to a wider area than the current appeal, covering land and buildings 

used unlawfully for the rearing of partridges as well as the area used for the 
pheasant rearing activity that is subject to the remaining appeal.  Accordingly, 

partridge rearing at the farm remains fully within the control of the local 
planning authority and has played no part in my decision. 

6. Many of the written representations received from local residents and their 

elected representatives in response to the planning application and appeal, and 
some of the points raised at the Hearing, address concerns associated with the 

local game shoot, such as noise from shotguns, the effects of released game 
birds on ecological and business interests and the intrusion of vehicles into 
open countryside.  I am advised by some of those who attended the Hearing 

that the Iford Farm Shoot signed an agreement with the Appellant in early 
2010.  Indeed, it is readily apparent that the game rearing and shoot 

enterprises are linked. 

7. However, I am also mindful that the local shoot is not of itself the subject of 
the current appeal, which is concerned only with game rearing.  Providing that 

it is confined to no more than 28 calendar days per year, the shoot (and 
activity ancillary thereto) is defined as permitted development1 and is not 

therefore subject to planning control.  Accordingly, I am only able to consider 
the perceived impacts of the shoot tangentially in the context of this appeal, to 
the extent that it is facilitated by the game rearing activity before me.  In 

terms of the weight I might reasonably attach to such considerations, I am 
constrained by two significant factors.  

8. Firstly, by categorising game shooting as permitted development, Parliament 
has sent a clear message to the effect that, apart from limitations on its 
duration, such activity should not be subject to planning control unless the 

local planning authority has made a Direction revoking its permitted 
development status pursuant to Article 4(1) of the GPDO.  No such Direction 

has been made in this case and, accordingly, it would be wrong to utilise the 
current appeal as a ‘back door’ means of curtailing shoot activity. 

9. Secondly, game shoots are not solely dependent on local game rearing for their 
survival.  It is not unusual for game birds reared in one part of the country to 
be transported long distances for the purposes of a shoot.  I acknowledge that 

bird rearing on the appeal site is convenient for the local shoot operation and 
no doubt has significant financial advantages.  Nonetheless, there is no cogent 

evidence before to the effect that the shoot associated with Iford Farm would 
cease or move elsewhere if game rearing on the appeal site were to cease.   

                                       
1 Development benefitting from deemed planning permission as defined by the Town and Country Planning 

(General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (the GPDO). 
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10. It is more likely that birds would simply be sourced from elsewhere to ensure 

continuation of the enterprise, albeit with increased overheads.  This provides 
the Appellant with a fallback position which, necessarily, tempers the weight 

I may reasonably attach to the ‘knock-on’ effects of game rearing where these 
are a direct consequence of lawful shoot activity.  I will return to this distinction 
in the ‘Other Matters’ section of this decision.         

Main Issues 

11. In the light of the above, I find the main issues in determining this appeal to be 

the effect of pheasant rearing, as distinct from shoot activity, on: 
 the character and appearance of the surrounding countryside, including 

whether it conserves or enhances the natural beauty of the South Downs 

National Park and preserves or enhances the character or appearance of the 
Iford Conservation Area and its setting; and 

 the living conditions of neighbouring residents, with particular regard to fly 
infestation and public health. 

Planning Policy 

12. The development plan includes certain policies of the Lewes District Local Plan 
2003 (LP) which have been saved following a Direction made by the Secretary 

of State.  Reference is also made to the South Downs National Park Partnership 
Management Plan (PMP), the emerging NPA/District Council Joint Core Strategy 
(CS) and the NPA’s emerging Local Plan. 

13. Paragraph 215 of the NPPF records that due weight should be given to relevant 
policies in existing plans according to their degree of consistency with it.  

Paragraph 216 adds that decision-takers may also give weight to relevant 
policies in emerging plans unless material considerations indicate otherwise, 
according to, amongst other things, the stage of preparation and the degree of 

consistency with the NPPF.  I find no significant conflict with the NPPF in 
respect of the LP policies cited in this case.  Accordingly, I will give them full 

weight insofar as they are relevant to the appeal scheme.   

14. The CS has reached an advanced stage, the examining Inspector’s initial 
findings having been published, and I am therefore minded to give the relevant 

draft policies substantial weight.  However, the PMP does not form part of the 
development plan and the emerging Local Plan it provides a framework for has 

only reached the ‘preferred options’ stage.  This tempers considerably the 
weight that I am able to attribute to the policies of either document.  

Reasoning 

15. Although based on land owned by the Appellant the game rearing enterprise is 
run by Thorney Moss Game Farm, covering an area somewhat larger than the 

appeal site.  The greater part of the latter comprises a paddock approximately 
1.6 hectares in area located to the immediate west of the Appellant’s farmyard 

complex (recently extended by the erection of two new cattle buildings).  The 
paddock lies at a substantially lower level than the principal group of buildings 
and is accessed through the yard and via a steep unmade track.  At the time of 

my visit it accommodated 26 pheasant pens.  As part of the appeal scheme it is 
proposed that the number of pens would be increased to 30, with the 

number of birds reared per season and accommodated at any one time limited 
to 40,000. 
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16. The remainder of the appeal site consists of two long-established agricultural 

buildings located towards the western side of the farmyard, a hardsufaced area 
in front of one of these allocated for vehicle parking and a concrete surfaced 

access way leading from the public highway.  Both buildings and some of the 
parking spaces lie within the conservation area, as does part of the access (the 
Council confirmed at the Hearing that a proposal to delete a sliver of land from 

the conservation area, which takes in one of the buildings and a section of 
access, has not been implemented).   

17. The buildings are already used for storage associated with game rearing 
activity, albeit that some of this relates to partridge rearing not subject to this 
appeal.  The designated access joins the public highway at a point just to the 

south of Forge Cottages.  The alternative access to the farm yard running past 
Lower Stall Cottages is outside the appeal site and not part of the scheme.  All 

other land and buildings associated with the farm, including the brooder shed 
and land used for the rearing of partridges, also lies outside the appeal site.     

Character and appearance 

18. I found this part of the National Park to be characterised primarily by very 
attractive rolling countryside, comprising open agricultural land interspersed 

with pockets of woodland and a sprinkling of small villages and agricultural 
buildings.  Additionally, outward views from the appeal site are dominated 
by spectacular rising topography to the south west, which is crossed by 

public rights of way and affords long distance, elevated views of the 
pheasant paddock. 

19. The paddock is intended to accommodate 30 pheasant pens.  On the evidence 
before me these are not in themselves operational development but are 
demountable installations that can be moved around the site for purposes of 

stock rotation.  They are lightweight constructions of dark green stained 
plywood and corrugated steel roofing with detachable runs of timber and mesh 

panels/netting and, consequently, somewhat utilitarian in appearance. 

20. There is, inevitably, a tension between the intensive management of land for 
game and the National Park’s statutory purposes of conserving and enhancing 

the natural beauty of the area, as recognised by the PMP.  However, game 
rearing demands a countryside location, already has a high profile across the 

National Park and must be regarded as acceptable in principle within it, subject 
to its visual impact being relatively muted so as not to compromise 
conservation objectives unduly.   

21. The use does not appear in the list of development specified as acceptable in 
principle outside defined ‘Planning Boundaries’ by saved LP Policy CT1.  

Nonetheless, there is a clear parallel with ‘development which can be shown 
to be reasonably required for the purposes of agriculture’, which is so specified. 

Whilst the development plan, its emerging successor and the PMP do not 
expressly encourage game rearing in the National Park, I am not aware of any 
policy measures that specifically oppose or seek to constrain it. 

22. By reason of distance, the pheasant pens read in tandem with the similarly 
utilitarian established farmyard complex in long views from the elevated land to 

the south-west.  Whilst they do represent a minor encroachment of man-
made paraphernalia into the natural landscape, it is not an especially harmful 
one and not readily distinguishable in visual terms from the type of intensive 
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agricultural poultry rearing activity that would not of itself require planning 

permission.  The pens do not therefore appear unduly incongruous in the wider 
landscape and the intended increase to 30 in number would make no 

significant difference in that regard. 

23. At closer quarters, a public right of way runs to the west of the site between 
the farm complex and the Lewes-Newhaven Road.  However, views towards 

the pheasant paddock from there are now effectively blocked by the recently 
completed cattle buildings, which were erected with the benefit of express 

planning permission.  The visual impact of the pens is further mitigated by the 
fact that they lie much lower in the landscape than established built 
development in the vicinity.  

24. On the evidence before me, the only other public viewpoint from which the 
paddock can be seen is at the eastern boundary wall of the local churchyard, 

well to the north of the appeal site.  The churchyard is within the conservation 
area and, if one stands at its perimeter and looks southward over the wall, 
some of the pheasant pens are visible and do appear somewhat ramshackle.  

Nonetheless, they meet the standard of construction and finish that one 
would generally expect to find in functional buildings on a working farm, even 

in a sensitive landscape. 

25. Indeed, on balance they do not strike me as incongruous, given the agricultural 
setting that envelopes the village as a whole, the peripheral position of the 

viewpoint and the degree of separation between the church yard and the site.  
Again, a further four pens within the same paddock would make no discernible 

difference.  Although there are listed buildings in the vicinity of the farmyard 
and, indeed, on the farm itself, these are all too far from the pheasant paddock 
for their settings to be affected.   

26. Vehicle parking is an inherent component of a busy farm and cannot 
reasonably be regarded as unduly obtrusive within the main body of the 

complex.  Whilst some have objected to the extent of hardsurfacing that 
provides access to the pheasant paddock, this is only to be expected within a 
working farmyard there is none within the paddock itself.  Other than 

parking, the use of the buildings for the purpose intended has no adverse 
visual implications.  I have seen no cogent evidence to the effect that their use 

for storage associated with game rearing would displace agricultural storage 
that would require new buildings to accommodate it. 

27. I conclude that, although the appeal development can be seen from public 

viewpoints, it is not so prominent or incongruous as to compromise the 
statutory purposes of the National Park or fail to preserve to an acceptable 

degree the character or appearance of the conservation area or its setting.  
Accordingly, I find no serious conflict in this regard with the relevant provisions 

of saved LP Policies ST3 or H5, PMP Policy 1, draft CS Core Policies 10 or 11, 
the NPA’s emerging Local Plan or the NPPF.  A departure from saved LP Policy 
CT1 is justified for the reason I have already explained. 

Living conditions 

28. It is apparent from written representations and comments made at the Hearing 

that many of those who reside near to the appeal site acknowledge and accept 
the practicalities of living in close proximity to a working cattle farm.  In such 
circumstances, a certain degree of noise, smell and early morning activity is 
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inevitable and it is evident that, despite this, the Appellant’s agricultural 

enterprise had co-existed with the rest of the local community in a relatively 
harmonious way for several years. 

29. However, I have also seen compelling evidence that, more recently, levels of 
fly infestation had reached intolerable levels in certain local dwellings.  There is 
also anecdotal evidence to the effect that, in the last couple of years, flies have 

caused problems for local businesses and disrupted cultural events to a far 
greater extent than previously.  Moreover, a rodent problem, with a rat 

entering domestic premises on at least one occasion, had developed.  Most 
objectors have attributed this to game rearing activity at Iford Farm.  In 
considering this matter I am guided by technical evidence provided by the 

Council’s environmental health officer, Mr Hele, and on the Appellant’s behalf 
by Ed Allen Consultancy Services.  

30. Mr Allen advises that the behaviour of young pheasants involves continually 
scratching and pecking at the ground in order to find food, notably soil 
invertebrates.  It follows that they would, in all likelihood, consume any fly 

larvae living in manure inside or outside their housing before they had a chance 
to develop.  Additionally, the constant moving of bedding during the birds’ daily 

routines would mean that young flies would be constantly moved around and 
exposed to the atmosphere, which is not conducive to their development. 

31. Mr Hele concurs and confirms that as long as no stockpiles of manure are 

allowed to accumulate the likelihood of fly breeding in the pheasant pens on 
the appeal site remains low.  Moreover, he is satisfied that rodent infestation 

could be addressed adequately by means of a properly implemented pest 
control regime.  Both could be secured by condition.  I have seen no cogent 
evidence to the contrary and therefore find no reason to disagree. 

32. Mr Hele also provides a convincing explanation for the fly infestation 
experienced by some neighbours.  During the course of three visits to the farm 

he found evidence of fly larvae in the deep litter pits that form part of the 
‘veranda pens’ used to house partridges.  Not only are these much closer to the 
affected dwellings, but they are also of a different design to the pheasant pens.  

The pits in question allow substantial quantities of manure to remain 
undisturbed and thus provide ideal breeding conditions for flies.  Indeed, those 

local residents who have been affected and spoke at the Hearing reported a 
marked improvement in their living conditions in more recent months, following 
a reduction in partridge rearing activity on land to the rear of Lower Stall 

Cottages, with the presence of flies greatly reduced.   

33. Non-agricultural partridge rearing on land outside the appeal site remains 

subject to the enforcement notice and therefore, whilst still ongoing at present 
on a reduced scale, can be brought to a close by local planning authority 

intervention.  I am satisfied that restrictions on a planning permission 
granted pursuant to this appeal, to the effect that only pheasants should be 
reared, pens should be limited to the design depicted in the application 

drawings and waste management and pest control schemes are implemented 
and adhered to, would be sufficient to guard against a recurrence of rodent and 

fly infestation.    

34. At the Hearing residents of Lower Stall Cottages expressed concern about 
disturbance caused by vehicles associated with the pheasant rearing enterprise 

using the private road that runs past their properties.  There is no cogent 
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evidence before me to the effect that this is significant in the context of farm 

traffic as a whole.  Nonetheless, any potential problem can be circumvented 
through adherence to a traffic management scheme centred on the alternative 

access previously referred to, which the Appellant is agreeable to. 

35. I am aware of no other noise, smell or public health issues associated with the 
appeal scheme that could not be addressed adequately by means of 

management regimes monitored by the appropriate authorities.  I therefore 
conclude that, subject to conditions, the subject development need not impact 

unacceptably on the living conditions of neighbouring residents.  Accordingly, 
I find no significant conflict with saved LP Policies ST3 or ST30 or the provisions 
of the NPPF insofar as they are relevant to this issue.  

Other Matters 

36. I have considered all the other matters raised, including numerous objections 

from the local community.  I am mindful that many of these relate primarily 
to the effects of the shoot and am not unsympathetic to the implications 
this may have for amenity, ecology and other interests.  However, for the 

reasons I have already explained I am unable to attribute significant weight 
to these considerations, given my narrow remit and the Appellant’s lawful 

fallback position.   

37. This being so, I am satisfied that the rearing of pheasants on the appeal site 
has no direct adverse implications for local biodiversity, wildlife or the nearby 

Site of Special Scientific Interest, bearing in mind that the birds are all 
penned.  Indeed, Natural England raises no objection to game rearing subject 

to conditions governing waste management that would guard against the 
pollution of nearby water courses.  This being so, I find no significant conflict 
with the objectives of the UNESCO Brighton and Lewes Downs Biosphere 

Reserve, in which the appeal site is located.  I also note the advice from a 
veterinary expert that there is no cogent evidence of Lyme Disease or any 

incidence of poor animal/bird husbandry at the farm and have seen nothing of 
substance to the contrary.   

38. Some objectors assert that the appeal developments should not be considered 

in isolation from certain other planning proposals in the area.  However, it 
would be neither practical nor correct in law to group different schemes 

together and assess them holistically in the manner suggested.  Case law has 
long established that each scheme must primarily be assessed on its own 
merits, albeit that a decision to grant planning permission may become a 

material consideration when assessing another proposal in the vicinity.   

39. With regard to the latter, nothing of relevance directly associated with game 

rearing rather than shoot activity has been drawn to my attention.   Reference 
has been made to the dismissal of appeal ref no APP/H3320/A/08/2088183, 

which concerned the refusal of planning permission for a game rearing 
enterprise in Somerset in 2009 on visual grounds.  However, this does little 
more than demonstrate that such development is sometimes found to be 

unacceptable.  There is no evidence that the two settings are comparable in 
terms of sensitivity or prominence, yet it is readily apparent that the Somerset 

scheme was on a much larger scale than that before me.  I therefore give that 
decision very little weight.  
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40. Nothing before me suggests that game rearing, as distinct from shoot activity, 

has adverse implications for the local economy.  Indeed, I note that the 
Council’s rural appraisals advisor supports the subject enterprise as a well-

accepted means of agricultural diversification that introduces another form of 
income stream.  In this regard I am mindful that the farm as a whole provides 
a number of jobs, including some employment directly associated with 

game rearing.   

41. The encroachment across the wider landscape of stray plastic feed bags 

believed to originate from the farm, and the considerable number of bags of 
feed likely to be required per year, is noted.  However, proper storage and 
disposal of such items could be governed by an approved waste management 

scheme.  On the basis of information presented at the Hearing, vehicle 
movements associated with pheasant rearing, whether concerned with 

importation of birds and food or the removal of birds for shoot purposes, would 
be nowhere near a level that might be said to compromise highway safety 
within the village or on the surrounding road network.  I have seen nothing of 

substance to the contrary.     

42. One of the objectives of the National Park is to foster social and economic 

wellbeing within it.  In this regard, it is most unfortunate that, as was readily 
evident at the Hearing, recent management of certain aspects of the game 
rearing enterprise has soured what was once a reasonably harmonious 

relationship between farm and village.  However, bad feeling and its adverse 
implications for community spirit do not in themselves give grounds for 

refusing planning permission in this case, given that future adherence to 
regulatory requirements on the part of the game farm provides a template for 
repairing the damage.   

43. In the light of the above I am satisfied that the appeal development has had 
no significant adverse implications for the cultural heritage of the National 

Park or the promotion of opportunities for the understanding and enjoyment by 
the public of its special qualities.  I have noted comments to the effect that 
some local residents are dissatisfied with the degree of consultation undertaken 

on the appeal scheme and the local planning authority’s enforcement regime.  
However, such concerns that fall outside my remit and can play no part in 

my decision.  Although LP Policy RE4 and its supporting text have been cited by 
some, the policy was not saved by the Secretary of State’s Direction and 
carries no weight.  In any event, I find no serious conflict with the objectives 

expressed therein.  

44. Therefore, neither these nor any other matters are of such significance as 

to outweigh the considerations that have led to my conclusions on the 
main issues.  Accordingly, I am minded to grant planning permission subject 

to conditions. 

Conditions 

45. I have considered the conditions suggested on behalf of the NPA and by others 

and discussed at the Hearing, having regard to the Appellant’s response 
thereto and the advice in the DCLG’s Planning Practice Guidance.  In some 

cases I have edited the suggested wording to reflect that advice.  

46. Restrictions on the species of game bird kept at the site, the maximum 
numbers of birds reared per season and present at any one time, their 
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location, the types of pens used and the time of year when birds may be 

present are all required in the interests of residential amenity, given the 
problems associated with recent practice at the farm.  Pest control, waste 

management and stock rotation/monitoring regimes must all be agreed and 
adhered to for the same reason.   

47. However, a detailed ‘amenity management scheme’ and/or odour management 

scheme of the kinds prescribed by Iford Parish Meeting and others are 
unnecessary.  The essential principles of these could be addressed in individual 

topic-focussed schemes, the details of which would best be left for negotiation 
between the main parties.  The same applies to any requirement to monitor 
pollution in nearby watercourses, the safeguard against which should be 

inherent in any approved waste management scheme. 

48. A landscape management plan, to include additional planting, and prohibition 

of external storage associated with game rearing is necessary in the interests 
of visual amenity.  However, a requirement to remove the pens from the 
paddock when not in use would be unduly onerous given that, subject to 

screening mitigation, their visual impact has been found to be satisfactory.  
A traffic management scheme is required to route game-rearing vehicle 

movements away from the private road that runs past Lower Stall Cottages 
in the interests of residential amenity.  Parking facilities dedicated 
specifically to game rearing must be provided to safeguard highway safety 

and visual amenity.  

49. There is no need for a condition specifying the approved plans or setting a time 

limit for commencement, given that the permission granted pursuant to this 
appeal is retrospective.  I find no justification for a temporary permission in 
this case, there being no sound reason to presume that a game rearing 

enterprise operated fully in accordance with the conditions specified might 
continue to impact adversely on interests of acknowledged importance and 

thus require a trial period.   

50. I cannot refuse permission on the basis that the local planning authority 
might fail to enforce compliance with conditions.  I am satisfied that those 

imposed in this case would not be unduly onerous for the authority to monitor 
and have no reason to suspect that it might not be in a position to fulfil its duty 

in that regard. 

Conclusion 

51. For the reasons given above I conclude that the appeal should be allowed and 

planning permission granted.  By reason of the provisions of section 180 of the 
1990 Act as amended, the extant enforcement notice ceases to have effect 

insofar as it relates to the matters for which permission is hereby granted, but 
remains in force in relation to all other matters it covers. 

 

Alan Woolnough 

 

INSPECTOR 
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SCHEDULE OF CONDITIONS 

The planning permission hereby granted is subject to the following 10 conditions: 

1) No species of game bird other than pheasants shall be kept or reared on the 

paddock subject to this permission.  No more than 40,000 game birds shall 
be raised per season or present on the paddock at any one time.  No game 
birds shall be present on the paddock outside the period 1 April to 31 October 

inclusive.   

2) No equipment or paraphernalia associated with the pheasant rearing 

enterprise, other than vehicles and pens, shall be stored externally.  All other 
storage associated with the enterprise shall take place within the two 
buildings subject to this permission.  No game birds shall be kept within 

the buildings.   

3) The paddock shall accommodate no more than 30 pens at any one time.  All 

of the pens shall comply with the design depicted in approved drawing ref no 
303/14/02 dated 4 December 2014 and shall not incorporate manure pits. 

4) The development hereby permitted shall cease and all pheasant pens shall be 

removed from the land within one month of the date of failure to meet any 
one of the requirements set out in (i) to (iv) below.  

(i) Within two months of the date of this decision, details of pest control, 
waste management, stock rotation/monitoring and landscape 
management schemes for the pheasant rearing enterprise shall be 

submitted for the written approval of the local planning authority, 
together with timetables for their implementation. 

(ii) Within ten months of the date of this decision the details and timetables 
submitted pursuant to (i) above shall have been approved by the local 
planning authority or, if the local planning authority refuses to approve 

them or fails to give a decision within the prescribed period, an appeal 
shall have been made to, and accepted as validly made by, the Secretary 

of State. 
(iii) If an appeal is made in pursuance of (ii) above, that appeal shall have 

been finally determined and the submitted details and timetables shall 

have been approved by the Secretary of State. 
(iv) All the schemes shall have been fully implemented in accordance with 

the details and timetables approved pursuant to (i) to (iii) above. 

5) All the pest control, waste management, stock rotation/monitoring and 
landscape management schemes and timetables approved pursuant to 

condition 4) shall subsequently be adhered to in the approved manner at 
all times.  

6) The traffic management scheme submitted pursuant to condition 4) shall 
require all vehicular movements associated with the pheasants rearing 

enterprise to utilise the farm access/egress to the south of Forge Cottages 
and no other access/egress.  This shall be stipulated within the scheme in 
plan form. 

7) The landscape management scheme submitted pursuant to condition 4) shall 
include details of existing planting to be retained and proposed additional 

planting. Any trees or plants which within a period of five years of planting 
die, are removed or become seriously damaged or diseased shall be replaced 
in the next planting season with others of similar size and species, unless the 

local planning authority gives written approval to any variation. 
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8) The stock rotation/monitoring scheme submitted pursuant to condition 4) 

shall include details of a monitoring mechanism by means of which the local 
planning authority may readily ascertain the number of game birds present at 

any one time.  

9) The waste management scheme submitted pursuant to condition 4) shall 
include details of manure and bedding storage and disposal, the storage and 

disposal of feed packaging and measures to guard against the pollution of 
nearby water courses.  

10) With immediate effect the parking area shown on the approved drawings shall 
be retained and made available at all times solely for the parking of vehicles 
in association with the pheasant rearing enterprise. 

 
 

END OF SCHEDULE



Appeal Decision APP/P1425/W/15/3028967 
 

 
www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate           12 

APPEARANCES 

 
FOR THE APPELLANT: 

Judith Norris 
BSc MSc FRICS IHBC 

The Rural Planning Practice 

  
Ben Taylor Farm Manager, Iford Farms Ltd 
  

Craig Dennis Thorney Moss Game Farm 
 

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY: 

Steve Howe Specialist Officer Development Management, 
Lewes District Council 

  

Rachel Richardson Planning Officer, Lewes District Council 
  

Jennifer Baxter Enforcement Officer, Lewes District Council 
  
Ed Hele Environmental Health Officer, Lewes District 

Council 
 

INTERESTED PERSONS: 

Eleanor Abercrombie Clerk to Iford Parish Meeting 

  
Danny Aslan Local resident 
  

Alan Bennett Local resident 
  

Stephen Berry Local resident 
  
Judith Bradbury Clerk to Rodmell Parish Council 

  
Wenda Bradley Local resident 

  
Margaret Broadrib Local resident 
  

Katherine Dobson Local resident 
  

Jenny Foot Local resident 
  
Michael Foot Local resident 

  
Kevin Foulcer Local resident 

  
Christine Hall Local resident 
  

Peter Hall Local resident 
  

Kenneth Hamer Chairman of Iford Parish Meeting 
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Neville Harrison Local resident 

  
David Hensler Local resident 

  
Cllr Victor Ient Councillor, Lewes District Council 
  

Joss Macleod Local resident 
  

Irene Marot Local resident 
  
John McClellan Local resident 

  
Jan Newbury Local resident 

  
Jane Symonds Local resident 
  

Dame Kiri Te Kanawa Local resident 
  

Josh Thompson Local resident 
  
Susan Thompson Local resident 

 
DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED AT THE HEARING 

 
1 Statement by Dame Kiri Te Kanawa, submitted by Dame Kiri Te Kanawa 
2 Statement by Stephen Berry, submitted by Mr Berry 

3 Chronology and associated documents, submitted by Mr Hamer 
4 Statement by Cllr Victor Ient and attachments, submitted by Cllr Ient 

5 Statement by Susan Thompson, submitted by Ms Thompson 
6 South Downs Local Plan: Preferred Options (September 2015), submitted by 

Ms Abercrombie 

 
PLANS 

 
A.1 to A.4 Application plans comprising drawings 303/14/01 A, 02 & 03 A and 

red-lined aerial photograph 

B.1 & B.2 Superseded drawings 303/14/03 & 07 
 

PHOTOGRAPHS SUBMITTED AT THE HEARING 
 

1 Photograph of the appeal site taken from the churchyard, submitted by 
Ms Thompson 

2 Annotated aerial photograph of the appeal site and surroundings, submitted 

by Ms Symonds 

A short video recorded by Ms Symonds was viewed at the Hearing 


