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refer to this appeal, which I have been eppointed to determine, against the

rﬁ of the Dacorum Digtrict Council to refuse planning permission for the use
arking area of about 17 m (56 ft)by about 4.9 m (16 ft) for car nzles at

t Road, Hemel Hempstead. I held a local inguiry into the appeal on 14 Jure 1977.
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2. rom my consideration of the representations that have been made, and my

inspactlon of the site and its surroundings, I am of opinicn that the determining

iszue in thisg cass is whether the proposed development would be harmful to the charazcter
of ihe immediate localiiy.

3. The zppeal site comsists of a peirdl filling station and forecourt; a shop,

offive end shovroom; a vehicle workshep; a paint store, and a yerd. The site has a
Telatively narrow frontzge, being only about 13 m (aboui 43 f£i) wide at the main peirol
punps, and & total depth of some 60 m (nearly 200 fij. The yerd is at the rcar of the
gite, and is reacped by & navrow passage beiween Tirst the shop and then the worikshop
cnoone ;and, and the side boundary cf the site cn the other. The applicaticn plen
siows the yard as having up to 33 parking spaces of the normal size, wnd pﬁrml'”l n is
being sought to devoiz 7 of these 45 cars for sale. (Tone of these spaces is aarked out.

whzt ths pr¢uc¢phl activity
728 reénairing vehicies.
ir

nuating gervicing was also carl ; 2B were T tesis. r Jessen also siated thoi
thers were normally about 4 cers available for szle. At the inguiry the council showed
inat accerding to the siandards et oué (foliowing discuscion with the trade) in the
non~gualutory review plen “Hertfordsaire 1981, the mumoer of pariring spaces reguired on
the arpasl site to provide for the scale and type of activity a2t present authorised — which
exclvded displeying vehicles for sale outside the buildings ~ is 33. Your client accented
the basis of ihis calculation, but argued ihai the result included & spaces associaied
with & shewroom. Llihough there was planning permission Tor o rodern sHOWroom (it

would raplace the present shop, office and showroonm) i

t bad not yei been uilt, in which
circumuiance YHerifordshire 1981 called ohly for 2 spaces to be provided under ihis

nead, mzidng a2 toial of 29.
. -

3- These calculations can only be uzed as a gaide, but as I do not consider thattherse is
1A 7

»ocm in the yard for any more parking spaces, they shou ihat there is litile or no

moroin to mset further demand. This is ? imz out by the council®s report ito ibe
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les and caz irailer in the yard,
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.,.A #zhind the petrol pumps, 3 parked in Great Road, with one customer's vehicle
blocicing access to the yard); by my count at my inspection (24 vehicles in the yard,
exciuding my own, plus 4 cars parked tightly behind the petrol pumps). This inspection
tooir place at lunchtime. Mr Jessen asseried that he had never been at a loss for
parking space. On the other hand he told the inguiry that his business was tending
to expand, which indicates a tendency for the pressure on parking space to increase.

6. In these circunstances I cammot escape the conclusion that to devote in future

as many as 7 of the 33 parking spaces available in the yard to vehicles for sale would
lead to considerable and increasing spillover into Great Road from time to time of .
parxed vehicles that would hitherto have been accommodated within the appezal site.

The standards of "Hertfordshire 1981" to which I have referred include provision for
employees' vehicles; but lir Jessen told us that they already prefer to park their

cars in Great Road, so no relief is available from that scurce.

Te In their second reason for refusal the council showed concern for the possibility
that Great Road would become obstructed. I doubt whether the proposed development
would lezd to interference with the flow of traffic; the rozd is scme 7 m (24 ft)

wide at the appeal site, is only of local significance, and does not appear to carry
mach traffic,

8. - But I believe that the proposed development would be harmful in several ways.
The site is in an area that is allocated primarily for residential developmeni on thez
zpproved Town Map. The area surrounding the appeal site has been developed accordingly,
the sole other non-conforming use in the vicinity being an off-licence 70 m {avout
230 ft) away. I found it a pleasant neighbourhood with plenity of verdure. The
displacement of vehicles from the site to the kerbside in Great Road would in itself
harm the character of the area. I consider too, that the activiiy of selling cars
ald generate more movement {of the poiential customer to and from the site, and
also by way of test ruas in the neighbourhood) than inese of the present range of
activities that lead to a demand for parking spece, and that would have a harmful
effect. The increase in movemeni of vehicles to and from the back of the site would
disturc the occupanis of adjoining property. This would harm particularly the
occupants of No. 10 Grezat Road, for the passage mentioned in paragraph 3 abuts the
1ear garden of that property. There would also be some effect of this kind on the
occupants of No. 6 and No. 12, part of whose rear gerdens abut the rear yard of the
appeal site. I realise that the adjoining houses are owmed by your clients and
occupied by them or members of their family; but this may not always be so, and any
ocoupants of these properties are entitled to protection from disturbaunce.
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9. This is, except for the activities on the appeal site, a tranguil neigihbourkood;
znd I consider that your clients? proposal would do unacceptable herm to its character
in the ways I have described. I hove teken account of all the other matters raised

in the representations, but they do not ouiweigh the factors that have led to ny
decision.

10. For the zbove reasons, and in exercise of the powers transferred to me, I hereby
dismiss this appeal. - ) T —

T am Gontlemen
Your obedient Servant .
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J H P DRAPER
Inspector



