Town Planmngwm
DC4 Ref. No

TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING ACTS, 1971 and 1972

Other mm
Ret. No.. . ... .. . . .. . . . . . .. .. . ...
THE DISTRICT COUNCIL OF . DO
IN THE COUNTY OF HERTFORD o ooooeeeeeeeeeeee oo eesr et ereessseeessaesseesaesasaesasesensassnnsnen
Sunderlend (Storege) lid., Agent: Murvay Ward & Partasrs,
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nwmgm London,
L
Evestion of New Varehouse
at lih ‘off Chaureh Lm' _ ‘ description
--------------------------------------------------------- andIDCatiOn
Kings Langley, | of proposed
..... BES ARy | QTR

In-pursuance of their powers under the above-mentioned Acts and the Orders and Regulations for the time
being in force thereunder, tie Council hereby refuse the dévelopment propesed by you in your application dated
...... N gy M ... ... ........... and received with sufficient particulars on

...... m m’l lm Ceeritaraseeeairsiananasa.. .. andshown onthe plan{s) accompanying such

application..

The reasons for the Council's decision to refuse perrission for the development are:—
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Designation ........Aervieege. ...
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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 autherity, 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 in 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 in 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 reférence of thie 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,
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Department of the Environment
Caxton House Tothill Street London SW it 9L3

Yolephane 01-134 8540 ext 180 ;

Quavpn rofer , .
APP}21°3%°/A/72/426

Qur reference

Messre Faulkners

Chartered Surveyors
43 larket Street :
Vatford . S APP/2142/4/73/7631
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Gentlemen

TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1971 -~ SECTION 36 ;
_ PEALSBY SUNDERLAND (HERTS) HAULIERS LIJITED - : -
APPLICATION NOS. W/3640/T1 and %/3520/72 ' ; :

1. I am directed by the Secretary of State for the Environment to say that

cor leration has been given to the report of the Iuspector Mr J C Woodville,
Cing silunk who held a local inquiry into your clients! appealsagainst the
dzcisiong of the former Hemel Hempstead hural District Council, acting on behalf
of the formor Hertfovshire (ounty Council, to refuse plenning permission for

(1) lorxy drivers' wotel, containen parking, guarded lorry park and light
industirial and storage developueni and (2) the ercotion of a warehousec building,
8]l on lond adjoining Church Lane, Xings Longlay. A copy of the report is
snclosed,

2o The Tnspector eaid in his conclusionss=

Relating to the f3vrst appeal

"I am of the opinion that although the appearance of the apreal site is
( undintinguished, and is further mavred by its present eondition, it occupies
>~ & position of importance to amenity in that it is an integral part of the
pleanant open land which extends ecastwards from the site towards the canal
and beyond. '

-he proposed development would be a substantial intrusion of commercial .
.and industrial wees which would decisively changs the character of this small
but important area of Green Belt and would coafliot with the aims of Green
Belt policy. :

I consider that permission for development so inappropriate in the Green
Belt should not be permitted in the absence of the strongest grounds in
Justification of an exceptional and proven need for the davelopment; in
ny opinion such an over-riding need has not been established.

KHorsover, the introduction of industrial and corimercial uses would generaie
movementy of houvy vehicles on a pite in close proximity to the gardens of

' Occupied houses,would, primarily by reascn of noise; seriously harm
residential amenity. In my opinion neither tho proposed screening nor any
condition that it would be ressonable to attach %o a planning perunission,
if granted, would be likely to effect a significant emelioration of that harm.
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With regard to the highwey cspect I consider that the objections on highway
grounds are well-founded end merit support. It is clear that the multiple
industrial and commercial development proposcd im intrinsically likely

Vo generate materially increased numbers of movoments of heavy goods

vehicles in Church Lane, a minor 2=lane local rosd leading to a major traffic
Trouio. - :

There would, therefore, inevitably be greater numbers of turning novements
of heavy vehicles into and out of Church Lane af a Junction which falls
gignificanily short of acceptable design standards, in respect of vigibility
distances, for a junction with a trunk road. In these circuastances I
consider that the free flow of iraffic on 441 would be increasingly subject
to interruption with conssquent additional hazards 0 road safety which aust
be paramount.

Relating to the second appeal

The Egsult of the erection, over a period of years, of 5 buildings now used,
or 10, uned, as varchousen, worzshops and offices in connection with this

long=establishzd haulage contracting and storage business is that the appeal
site now makes no contribution to the stated ailms of the Green Belt concept,

Nevertheless, I consider that it would be wrong, without the strongest
justification, to pernit s further industrial building vhich would not only
conflict with that policy but would also appear as a prominent and obtrueive
feature when seen from the canal and from the nearby houses. I find no
“vidence of a degree of nced sufficient to warrant the sotting aside of |
.aese considerai’ons,

On the highway aspect of this praposal the nwober of additional heavy goods
vehicle movements that would be genaerated by the ercction of a single '
vwarehouse is not precisely asceriainable but wuld clearly be fewer than

the number to be expected to result faom the appellants' larger proposal.,

Revertheless, the likely additional movements would not, in mx opinion,

be 80 few as to be insignificant and they would, therefore, add to the turne
ings movements at the sub-standard Junction of Church Lane and 441 and thus
cause further interruptions in the free flow of trunk road traffic and
additional bazards to the safety of road users."

16 Inspector recommended that both the appeals be dismigsed.

ie Inspector's findings of fact and conclusions together with all the evidence,
icluding that subaitted by or on behalf of third parties, have been considered.
Lthe fivgt appesl,there is agreement with the Inspector that the proposed

ve.  ment would be a substantisl intrusion of coanercial and industrial uses
iich would decisively change the cha-acter of this open area of green belt.,

.8 other conclusions are also generally accepted and in particular those which
late Yo the highway objections which it is agreed are well=-founded. ,
\_the second appeal, it is aclinovledged that a single warchouse would not be
Jectionable o the same extent as the larger proposal (the subject of the firet
peal); and the long established nature of your clients! business in this
cation 15 recoguiced. Nevertheless the Inopector is thought to be right in
neluding that no fuvther industrial building on the appeal land between
sidential davelopment  and thie eanal should be permitted contrary to green

1t policy without the strongest justification; and that there is no oevideuce
a degree of nead
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ufficient to amount to such Justification. O
thought that a refusal of reraniasion for one more

n the highway aspzct, while it is

warehouse on highway grounds

lone would hardly ba warranted, it is considersd that eny edditlonal turning

vaffic movements into and from Church Lane
<ndesivable at that sub-standard Junction.

‘s For these reasons the Secretary of State hevebs disnis

"« For the avoidance of any doubt, it should be
.28 been given to the witten evidence from third
aquiry, this has not affectod the Secretary of S

- am Gentlemen
-our obedient Servant

J FUDGE
-vhorised by the Secretary of State
~ sign in that behalf

and the 441 trank rozd would be

5e3 both of the appeals.
[ SN ———l ey tuty

added that while consideration
parties received after the
tate's decision given above.
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