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Gentlemen . ‘ | 003125

© TOWR AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 197 s SECTION 36 AND SCHEDULE 9
APPEAL. Y BERBERIS FJILDERS LIMITED C
APPLICATION NO:- k/1205/77 T
1. I refer %o your cliients' appeal, which I have been appointed to determine,
against the decision of the Dacorum District Couneil to refusc nlanuhng perﬂl sion
for the erecticn of & detached houses with intemgrel garages on land adjoining
Meadow View, Love Lane, Kings Langley, I held a local inquiry into the appeal on
25 May 1978,

2. From my inspaction of the site and Lts urroundlngs axd from the representefions

made I am of the opinion that the main considerations in this cdse ore the effects
nf the preposed development on the character and appeasrence of the area.

3, It wss cormon ground at the inguiry that the site was within the apv;ored
Metropoliten Green Pelt the boundary of which passezs along Love Lane in front of
the site, This is shown in the approved First Review of the County Development
Plon, in "Hertforadshire 1981" which has been accepted by the Secretary of State as
an informal plan, and, most recently, in the Kings Langley Village Plan 977 which
is expected to be incorporated in the District Plan nov being prepared,

k, On behalf of your clients it was contended thet the site wes only in the

Green RBelt by chance, that it should in fact be within the willage envelope and. that
it made no useful contribution to Green Belt aims. On the contrary, the prorposed
houses would complete the residential aevelopment of Love Lane, complementing the
small estste nearing completion opposite the site, and would improve the appearance
of the area by screening unsightly farm buildings to the rear.

5. I dc not sccept these arguments. In my opinion the site has been included in the
Green Pelt deliberately and rightly. At this point Love Lane provides & clear
boundary to the viliege. 4Tne site is & paddock used for grazing horses with land in
sgricultural use peyond it. It lies between a single bungalow adjoining the buildings
of Hill Farm and the asccess to the Sacondary School which is agreeably landscaped and
vianted with trees hus this streteh of ILove Lane retains something of its rural
character and appearance both of vhich would be lost if i1t were bullt up on boti
S.Ld{‘-‘

6. It was furtber contended that the proposed development should be regarded as

1n*1'llrp and permitted as such. I do not accept this eitner. Infilling is defined
as "filling & small gap in an otherwise built up Frontage'. The site has o frontage
of 200 I't and the school one of 170 ft moszt of which is taken up by grass and trees,
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The distance between the bungalow adjoining the site to the south and the nearest

dwelling to the north is at leamst 40O ft; this is not, in my judgement, & small gagp.
Hor do I consider that the numerous cases quoted as precedents are at all compsirasble
&s they 81l related to single dwellings on sites of commensurate size.

7. I have also taken into account the availsbilty of land for housing in the area,

the views of the Parish Council end local residents and all the other matters
raised at the inquiry. In all the circumstances I can find no Jjustification for

making an exception to Green Belt poliecy which includes a strong presumption against

development other than for appropriate purposes.

hereby cismiss your clients® appeal,

I am Gentlemen
redlient Servant

P/

YLER ORE
Inspector
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~ 8, TFor .%e above remsons, and in exercise of the powers transferred to me, I
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Inspursuance. of: theii-powers, undes the-above-mentioned Acts:and the Orders.and Regulations™for the time-
being, in: force thereunder:.the Colinell’ herebv*refuse tha'development propésed by voil in‘your application dated
3 ﬁ?‘“’mbe’ 1927 MR Gl e TR st reeeived” imth suffiment particulars on

4

cirien .lb‘th &oimnber 19?? - e s e @ ot .“' A am:l;hown gnhe, plan(s) ancompanvlng such
application.. o '

\‘ The reasons for:the, Colincil’s décision 19 refuge’permission for the.developmentigréi— |
The gite is :-ithin the Nokropolitanrecn Belt as defined in tus ouiscoved Jevelopment
Mlun end-in destfordshire 1981 \lanndng objectivdg, whero it is tho . ~1licy of the
local ilapnia, utnority not to pornidt develorment unless it ir wose Skl for
agriculturc of otier Jonuine Greex belt purposes, or unlest G .o« 15 guie (wite out
standisg rencorn .ay permipsiou sisuld ose rimted. hio ouch Leva wo oouchal
circunsteuces w2 appurent in thie. cnge.  durtheramore, the oo Govolopment does
not comply :+ita sclicy 2 of the submitted Cuunty otruciure il . .rivica Rutemont
vhichh states $h.t it is the locel vdanuity; authorities Dolicy wo » :w.’w a Green dolt
extending over tio waole of tho sl county - heredn tuerc o ¢ vl ecsuoption
agalast devele, eut vhich will only be accqsteu, .hother Jor t‘;n ..;i;t"dbti&ﬂ of nou
buildings or tho change of use or exteusmiun of exdating buildd ., 7120 the development
is easential in connection with asriculture or clearly nceded Suo sovreatiou or other
uoe apnmpriate to the rurgl arcs concerned. The site is aleo “rr*lmad ~ithin the
Hetropolitc Green Belt in the Kings lausley Villoge #lam 1377, = Luorind local plan
adepted by the wounty Council and the decorum Mstrict Council = ik vusls for dovoloz-
went control in the village. Jhe proposui dovelopment conflicts .ath roliey One of this
Plan hioh reflecta the strategle policy in the submitted ountygitructure Plon Writton

- Btatenent suf out’ above. 3th Do
cexber 1077
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'NOTE

If theapplicant wishies to have an explanation of tlie 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 thé proposed development, or 16 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 ard Countiy 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 Stafe for the Environment, Whitéhall, London, SW. L) The Secretary of State:
has power toallow. alonger perioi for the-giving of-a notice of appedl but he will not normally-
be preparéd to. exercise thiis power unless there are special circumstances which excuse the
delay in giving notice ofiappeal. The Seciétary of Staté.is not required to entertain an appeal .
if it appedrs to him that permission for the projosed develogment could not havé been
granted by the local planning authority, or could not have been so granted otherwise: than

‘ subjéct to the conditions.imposed by them, having regard to the statutory requirements, to

thc}prgvmons of thé development.order, and to-any directions givenunder the 'order.

If permission to:develop land is refused, or-granted subject to-conditivns, whether by the local
planningiauthority or by the Secretary of State for.the Environnient and the-owner of the land
cliims“that the land has become incapable of teasonably beneficiil ukeé in itsexisting state:
and cannot be renderad ‘capable of reasonably beneficial vise by the carrying ‘out of any:
development which has been pr. would be penmtted he may serve on the District Council
in which ttig land isdituated, purehase notice, -reqiiiring that copncll to puréhase his interest
in'the land in-accordance with the provisiens of Part IX of thé Town and Countty Planmng
Act 1971.

In certain circumstances, a claim may be made against the local planmrfg authonty for
compensation, where permission is réfiised 6rigranted Subject to-conditions by the Secretary
of ‘State ‘on appedl of on a réference of the application to him: The circumstances in which
such compensation is. payable are-set out in séction: 169 of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1971,




