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TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING ACTS, 1971 and 1972

THE DISTRICT COUNCIL OF ... DACORUK ..
IN THE COUNTY OF HERTFORD oo,
M/s E. Bafferty, Agent:

To 5& FPelhan Gﬂurt'
Hemal Hempstead,
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Chartered Surveyors,
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IIIIIIIIIII Brief

Gwation Villas, leverstock Green, Hemel Hemputead. description

------------- and location

of proposed
development,

In pursuance of their powers under the above-mentioned Acts and the Orders and Regulations for the time

being in force thereunder, the Council hereby refuse the development proposed by you in your application dated

....... 2ong My 3995 ... ... ... ........... and received with sufficient particulars on
....... 23xd . mlg?s andshnwnnnthep!an(s) accompanying such

application..

The reasons for the Council’s decision to refuse permission for the development are:~

(1) The propossl is unsatisfactory in isolation and constitutes
pieceneal development unrelated to the potential of the plout.

(2) Ho provisicn is made for turning space and use of the
development as proposed would be a source of potential

danger on the adjacent highway.
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Designationidreator. of Tachnical) Services

SEE NOTES OVERLEAF



(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

NOTE

If the applicant wishes to have an explanation of the reasons for this decision it will be given
on request and a meeting arranged if necessary.

If the applicant is aggrieved by the decision of the local planning authority to refuse
permission or approval for the proposed development, or to grant permission or approval
subject to conditions, he may appeal to the Secretary of State for the Environment, in
accordance with section 36 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1971, within six months
of receipt of this notice. (Appeals must be made on a form which is obtainable from the
Secretary of State for the Environment, Whitehall, London, S.W.1.) The Secretary of State
has power to allow alonger period for the giving of a notice of appeal but he will not normally

be prepared to exercise this power unless there are special circumstances which excuse the

delay in giving notice of appeal. The Secretary of State is not required to entertain an appeal
if it appears to him that permission for the proposed development could not have been
granted by.the local planning authority, or could not have been so granted otherwise than
subject to the conditions imposed by them, having regard to the statutory requirements, to

. the provisions of the development order, and to any directions given under the order.

If permission to develop land is refused, or granted subject to conditions, whether by the local
planning authority or by the Secretary of State for the Environment and the owner of the land
claims that the land has become incapable of reasonably beneficial use ih its existing’state |
and cannot be rendered capable of reasonably beneficial use by the carrying out of any
development which has been or would be permitted, he may serve on the District Council
in which the land is situated, a purchase notice requiring that council to purchase his interest
in the land irl accordance with the provisions of Part IX of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1971, |

In certain circumstances, a claim may be made against the local planning authority for
compensation, where permission‘is refused or granted subject to conditions by the Secretary
of State on appeal or on a reference of the application to him. The circumstances in which
such compensation is payable are set out in section 169 of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1971 o s
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Madamn
TCWH ARD COURTRY FLARNING ACT 1971, SECTION 36 AND SCHEDULE 9
LRESNT. BY MISS *1%&3&@? ~
RPPLICATION NUKBRR '/0438/'5 | -
T I refer to this avpeal, which I have been appointed to determine, scainst the

decision of the bucerun District Council to refute planning rerml*bmou for the erection
of a rarafe on a plot adjacent to Coranation Villas, Leverstock Green, Iemel Hempstead,
i held & local inquiry into the anpeal on Tuesday 3 August 1976.

2 From my inspection of the site 2nd the surroundings and the ropresentaticns made
I am of the opinlon that the u@ﬁ“”mlnLﬂ” lssue is whether this wnrovosal would
co itute an unaccentable danger to the users of the ;ootpath and the highway.

3. ¢ was contended on your hebalf that when Mo 1 Cocenation Villas becomes vacant
7 ou w511 need a garace and in the absonce of space at LC‘I rvou nave boucht a small
plot in the south-east onrner of No 2 Corcnation Villans :or this purnese. In corcder

to vrovide adequate manocuvring srace to enable your car to enter the £414 in a
forward dirvection you provose to use the grass verze adjoininr the hicshway. You
intend to treat an area 16 ft 8 ins deep by 2% ft 3 ins wide with Grascrete blocks

in a similar wanner to the verge in lorthridse Vav, Hemel Hempstead which is used for
the rerkius of vehicles,

h . . . .
L, The local planning authority considered that the use of the crass verge to nvgv1dp
such turning facilities is not accevtable. The verge 15 not apparently in

. your Dwﬁership and the provisicn of a surfaced area would encourase the parking of
T . " - . [ » *
vehic on the verse which will be obtrusive and obstruct the v;51b111 v of traffic
emerﬁlng from the nearby Curtis Read onto the A4, They further considered that Lhe

epth of the space proposed falls well short of the courtv standard of 38 ft and thus
because of dlfflCUltch in achieving a three point turn cculd lezd to =z termntation to
reverse into the highway.

5. I ncted that the proposed use of the garden of No 2 for a private garape was

accented by the lcecal planning authority at the inguiry subiect to adequate

manceuvrins space within the curtilure of the garden so as to enable a vehicle to

exit in a forward direction. This is a view with which I concur. I also find m el f

in agrzewent with the points put forward by the authority which I have descrihed ahove.
. In addition I an satisfied that a venicle attemptinz a three point turn would also

be a hazard to nedesfrians using the public footwvath.

6, i consider, therefore, that the provosed development would be inanproprizte
and would we a protential source of danger to toth pedestrians and read users.

7« I have taken account c¢f all the other matters raised including the guestion
of the OhuGrShlf of the verge and the use of Northridge Way for the parking of vehicles,



but they are not of sufficient veight to alter

my decision. For the ahove reasons
in exercise of the powers transferred to me

y 1 hereby dismiss the appeal.

' - _
I am Madam o ' . .
Your obedient Se;vant . . |
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JOHN BARRATT MSc BSc(Civil Epg) DipTP FRTPI
Inspector




