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1. I -have been appointed by the Secretary of State for the Envircnment to deter-
mine the abecve appeal. This appeal is against the decision of the Dasorum District

‘Council to refuse planning permission for the erection of a dwelling cn land forming

part of the curtilages "Cleo® and “South Vieu”™, Georgz Strect, I hzva
considered the written representations made pv you, by the council and z2lso those
made by interested persons. I inspected the site on 17 Fehruarv 1946,

2. From mv consideratior. of the repreoenhatlo =
I am cf. the oflnlon the main issues raised hY4tﬁl§H

i, whﬂther the proposed develorsient wpu-dhpe baxmfu‘ Lo ©l
residential amenities of the OCﬂuplers of neighbouring duellinus; and
ii. whether its future cccupiers would enjoy & reasonable standard of
residential amenity.

3. The apreal site is situvated on a strip of land separating Gecrge Street from
Bank Mill and has common boundaries with these 2 highways. The latter ri

cress the railway bridge and is therefore a variable heicht above the appea
but not less than abeocut 1.5 m at its lowest point. The appeal sits itself is about
0.75 m above the narrow carriageway of George Street along its whole leng:s

2bout 32,0 m. In contrast to its frontage the depth of the site is zuits
and averages about 13,0 m, its wifest point coinciding with the point wnere the
difference in level is also the greatest.

4. The goemetry of the site 1mpoqes obvious restrictions on the scepe for designing

the proposed dwelling. The illustracive Feasibility Plan forwarded with yvour clients'

representations shows a lzteral layout for a 2-bedroomed bungalow set more or less

on a2 level with the Gzorge Street carriageway. 3y this means access to a parking

area and garage is made possible and any. objection to the proposed develapment on
the grounds of gossible obstruction by traffic gencrated by the proposal is largely
overcome. It is obvious too from the illustrative elevation that a bungalcw on the
appeal site could be orected withcut being unreasonahly overbearing or intrusive to
a degree that would affect the visual amenities of those occupying the dwellings
opposite.

5. However, the restrictions of the site would reguire that the propoesed bungalow
ware erected very close to ths CGeorge Street carriageway and as a consaq ence much
closer to the properties on the opposite side than was the case with the recent

AN

development nearby. I was unable to see the laycut of those burgalows sufiiciently
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well to make compariscns but I have no doubt that the only possiblo
dwelling on the enpeal site would result in every habltoble rocm

its light from windows on its scuthern elevation Inoseeny
in circumstances, som2 overicoring of the pro

r
the aiment of their occupiers less sorsmening wni

e

"_'.)."\_o;.:'lt&-."

arfcc‘ t.hie light to the proposed dz.’(_].} ng could he i
The prospect of that being feasiblie appears unlikely to me.

6. It is, however, the quality of residential amenity wiich coulé be provided ny
the proposed dwelling that is most aifected by the r ; i uponai site-
Irrespective of vhether the f1001 levels of the pro
to the oxisting level of the site or as illustrated it wouid bhe necessary
the northern most part of the site by a retaining wall, 3

depth of the site for building purposes would be reducad to less nseas 10,
Althougn the remaining parts of the site have bzen shown a: gardaen ares

the site nearest to Bank Mill would be largely inac : The garden
unlikaly 4 provide wmuch privacy from the view of paszers-by on the ele
patl of ‘BEank Mill uvnless it too werse planted and used for scres=uing il
George Street frontage, that could only be alt the expanse of lightino the 1nterlior -,
It seems to me that development on the appeal site whilsy bheing feasible in the A
manner sihown and not imposing an unreascnable effect on the ocgoupiers of neldnbouring
properiies would, inevitably, provias a peoor standard ¢f residenvicl ameniity bocauis

of the cramwed and esxposed cenditions which ths occupliers would bz subiect Lo and,

on balance, I aw of the opinicn it should not pe peroitied.
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7. T have consicgered all other matiers raised in the
these seenw ag iwportant to me as those wiich lead me to my decvision.

8. Fer the ahove reasons, and in exercise of the powers transferred Yo me, I
hereby dismiss thls appeal.

I am Sir
Your absazdient Servant

MICHAEL GRIFFIN BSc{Eng) CEng MICE DipTE
Inspector
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fown Planning
DCa Raf. No. .. ... .. 4/1069/85. ... ...

TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING ACTS, 1971 and 1972

EB
DACORUM BOROUGH COUNCIL
To Mrs L Cooke & Mrs M Wood : P J Fountaine
"Cleo" George Street 27 Castle Street
Berkhamsted ) Berkhamstead
Herts
..... One. dwelling. loutline} .. .. .. ... ... ... . ... ... .......
ettt - e N : __Brief
at...Cleo/South Viev,.CGeorge.Street, Berkhamsted . .. . . description
S and location
. : of proposed
....................................................... development.

In pursuance of their powers under the above-mentioned Acts and the Crders and Regulations for the time
being in force thereunder, the Council hereby refuse the development proposed by you inyoirr application dated
......... ‘.1-8.8.8‘3 and received with sufficient particulars on

R R LR R E R PR PP PP ERE 20,8.85----- and shown on the plan(s) accompanying such
application.. '

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

Having regard to the limited area of the site and its topography, its development
for one dwelling would result in an unsatisfactory form of residential developméent
with inadequate amenities and would be detrimental to the general and visual
amenities of the adjacent properties.

SEE NOTES OVERLEAF

i i Officer
P/D.15 Chief Planning i



