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at Land at Berkhamsted Place, Castle Hill, Berkhamsted [~ description
.......... :.....-..---.-.. R R A I AR R andlocatson

: ' : ' - of proposed

development,

------------------------------------------------------------

In pursuance of their powers under. the above-mentioned Acts.and the 'Or‘ders and_Regulations for the time
being in force thereunder, the Council hereby refuse the development "proposed by you in your application dated

o

cevne.. 23%h October 1983 . ... .00, ... and received with sufficient particulars on
....... 13th.October 1983.............ooovvu..s:. andshown on the-plan(s) accompanying such
application.. ‘ ) 1 :

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

1. The site is within an area referred to as being within the extension
of the Metropolitan Green Belt in the Approved County .Structure Plan
1979, and is shown as such as on the Proposals Map of the deposited
Dacorum District Plan. Within the Green Belt, planning permission will
only be given for use of land, for construction of new buildings, changes
of use or extension of existing buildings for agricultural or other
essential purposes appropriate to a rural area or small scale facilities
for participatory sport or recreaction. No such need has been proven and
the proposed development is unacceptable in the terms of this policy.

2, The site im not allocated for development in the Dacorum District Plan, in
which adeguate provision has been made to meet the housing needs of Berkhamsted

up to 1991.
Dated .. ..... 24th ..............

Chief Planning Officer
P/B.15

Cont. Over



The proposal would constitute an extension of development oé the.

skyline beyond well-defined northern houndary of Berkhamsted, and
would be likely to affect adversely the trees on and ajacent
to the site which are proptected by a Tree Preservation Order.

(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
1f necessary.

If the applicant is aggrieved by the decision of the local pianning
authority to refuse permission or approval for the proposed develop-
ment, 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, Tollgate House, Houlton Street, Bristol, 852 9DJ).

The Secretary of State has power to allow a longer 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 leocal planning authority, or could not have been so granted
otherwise than subject teo the conditions imposed by them, having
regard to the statutory reguirements, to the provisions aof the
development order, and to any directions given under the order.

1f permission to develop tand is refused, or-granted subject to
conditiens, whether by the local planning authority or by the
Secretary of State for the Environment and the owner af the land
claims that the land has become incapable of reasonably beneflicial

use in its éxisting state and cannot be rendered capable of reasonably
beneficial use by the carrying out aof any development which has been
or would be permitted, he may serve on the District Council in which
the land ls situated, a purchase notice requiring that councili to
purchase his interest in the land in accardance with the provisions

of Part IX of the Town and €ountry Planning Act 1971,

In certain vircumstances, a claim méy te 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 & 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 Flanning Act 1371
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TCWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1971, SECTION 36 A EDULE..S

APPEAL BY C STAFFORD ESQ

+ APPLICATION NC:- 4/13C5/83
1. As you know I have been appointed by the Secretary of State for the

Environment to determine the above-mentioned appeal. This appeal is against the
decisicn of the Dacorum District Council to refuse outline planning permission .for
the erection of 3 deteched houses on land at Berkhamsted Place, Castle Eill,

Berkhamsted. I have considered the written representations made by vou and by the
District Council and also those made by the Berkhamsted Town Ceouncil and by other

interested perscns. I inspected the site on 16 July 1984,

2. I note that the appeal site is within an area referred to as being within the
extension of the Metrecpolitan Green Belt in the approved Ccunty Structure Plan
1979. The boundary of the Green Belt as defined in the adopted Dacorum District
Plan is conterminous with the eastern boundary of the site and separates it from
the existing built-up area at this edge of the town. As the site lies within the
Green Belt as generallyv indicated in the Structure Plan and defined in detail in
the District Plan I consider that the general policy presumption against develop-
ment other than for agriculture and other special purposes appropriate to the Green
Belt properly applies. It is not contended that the proposed dwellings are reguired
for such specific purposes and in my opinion the decision on this appeal depends con
whether cr not there are special circumstances of sufficient substance to warrant
an exception from the normal pniicy restrictions.

3. On behalf of your client you point cut that a layout for 9 houses con the
apreal site and adjcining land to the east was approved by the council in 1974.

Six houses have recently been built on the land to the east and the appellant is
now asking for approval to a form of development that was approved in 1974.

4, You submit that the inner edge of the Green Belt has been drawn too tightly in
his locality and should instead follow the western boundary of the appeal site
which you consider is a natural line marking the end of the woodland which extends
to the west. In your view the proposed development would not have any detrimentel
impact on the woodland and the site is not one which it is necessary to keep
permanently open for the purpose of the Green Belt. The proposed development would
net be on the skyline and would not be noticeable from any medium or long distance
vantage point. You would not expect any trees on the site to be felled for this
cevelopment nor those adjacent to the site to be adversely affected. You suggest
that the 3 houses would represent a well-related completion of the existing




& houses in the’ cul-de-sac and that the proposal complies with advice contained in
Circular 22/80 and the recently published Circulars 14/84 and 15/84 on "Green
Belts" and "Land for Housing”

5. The council emphasise that the detaziled Green Belt boundary has been defined
in the adopted District Plan. They contend that careful consideration has been
given to housing land availability and that there is no shortage in relation to
future requirements. They do not accept your claim that paragraph 3 of Annex A to
Circular 15/84 applies to this case nor that the site should be regarded as land
which it is unnecessary to Xeep permanently open for the purpose of ‘the Green Belt.
They are firmly of the view that trees would need to be felled to accommodate the
new houses which would be sited so close to other trees as to prejudice their
continued existence.

6. I well understand your client's disappointment that permission should be
refused for a further 3 houses zlongside the & which have just been built on the
Berkhamsted Place site but it seems to me %that circumstances have altered consider-
ably since 1%74 when a layout for 9 houses was approved. Following the approval of
the County Structure Plan strategy of growth restraint and the recognition in the
District Plan that there is little need for land outside urban areas to satisfy
requirements for new housing the council were rightly concerned in my view to draw
" the Green Belt boundary tightly around the built-up area at this edge of the town.
I note moreover that your client's objectiocn to the positicn of the boundary was
considered at the local inquiry into obiections to the District Plan in July 1981.
The Inspector's recommendation was that no change sheould be made and the council
accepted that recommendation. 1In my opinien it has not been shown that there is a
lack of opportunities for residential development within the urban area to warrant
altering this boundary and I see no good reason on present information to guestion
again the inclusion of the appeal site within the Green Belt. The dividing line
marks the end of the Berkhamsted Place houses and the beginning of an extensive
tract of undeveioped land to the west and I agree with the view expressed by the
council and several local residents that the appeal site, which itself contains-
seversl trees, together with the more densely wooded adjoining area constitute an
attractive ‘and valuable feature of the landscape on this edge of the urban area
which ‘should be preserved. Further building as proposed, for which I see no
justification on grounds of special housing need, would undesirably intrude and
detract from the present character and appearance of the area. My view is that
some trees would be lost to make way for the houses and others wculd be likely to
be threatened because of their unduly enclosing and overshadowing effect. I accept
that the develcpment for 3 houses only, need not in itself be very noticeable from
a distance but that is not an exceptional reason for overriding the stringent
policy presumption against development in the Green Belt; it could apply to many
other would-be proposals for building beyond the urban boundary. I do not agree
that a more enduring urban limit than the present one would be created. On the
contrary a breach of the Green Belt boundary, if permitted here, would be bound to
increase the pressure for similar encroachments at the vulnerable perimeters of the
built-up areas which would be extremely difficult for the council to resist and
could cumulatively erode the Green Belt and the established policy objectives.

7. I have had regard to all other matters raised in the representations but I do
not find them of such relevance to the merits of this case as to affect my decision
that the development proposed could not be allowed consistently with the
established policy of constraint on new development in the Green Belt and that the
very special circumstances that need to be adduced to warrant an exception from the
general policy are not present in this case.
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[ﬁereby dismiss this appeal.

I am Gentlemen
Your obedient Se&ﬁ?ﬂ

lf‘_w— kS, r/ ‘
5 STER J“
Inspeétor

8. For the above reasons, and in.exercise of the powers transferred to me,fii_
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