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In pursuance of their powers under the above-mentioned Acts and the Orders and Regulations for the time

being in force thereunder, the Counc ergby refuse the development db
der e o El.y f Y p proposed by you in your application dated

........ _”"'"'P;R'.'bi?'éu'.béfr"1~51'”“'“”'”"””
.................................................. and shown on the plan(s) accompanying such

and received -with sufficient partmulars on

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

1. he site is vithin a rurel arca Lejond tac wrecn Lelt on the npwroved
Gounty Vevelopment :lan cad in an arca roferred to in the .o Foved wounty
dtrveture clan (1979) znd Lacorelr intrict .lon wherein perwis don will
only be :iven for use of lumd, the coustruction of new bullOlubL, changes
of use or extension of existung builuings ior cericuitural or other '
essential vuroses anprovriste to a rural arca or arell seilic 1ML"*1ties
for rartlcln“tory swort or reccreation. HNo such need hus beed prover and
the proposed development ie vunuccepntable in the teras of this nolicy.

2. 'he iancressed trafiic likely to be peuerated by the proposed development
vould be a wmotential harard on the adjaceis highway, particularly in the
avacnce of eny visibility sight lines.
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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 authority, 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 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 Planning
Act 1971.
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TOWY AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1971, SECTION 36 AND SCHEDULE 9 4881

APPLICATION NO:= 4/1465/81

1a I refer to your appeal, which I have been appointed to determine, against the
decision of the Dacorum District Council to refuse plamming permission for the change
of use from one dwelling to 2 dwellings, and construction of vehicular access, at

10 Bradden Lane, Gaddesden Row.

2. From my inspection of the site and surroundings on 29 March 1982, and from my
cemsideration of the written repregentations made by you, the local planning authority
and Great Gaddesden Parish Council, I am of the opinion that the decision in this
appeal rests primarily on whether the erection of an additional dwelling would detract
frem the rural character of the area, bearing inmind the council's planning policies
for residential development, whether the proposed conversion would provide 2 houses

of adequate size, and whether the formation of an additional vehicular access would
cause a road safety hazard.

3. The attractive 4 bedroom house subject %o this appeal has resulted from the
modernisation and extension of an old house (after the demclition of a shop) on a
small plot of land in the hamlet of Jockey End. However if the appeal were to be

- a2llowed it is your intention to enlarge the existing garden by purchasing scme

additional land with a depth of about 1C m which is at present part of tkhe adjoining
field at the rear.

4. Permigsion was granted for the extension to the house in 1980, together with
pemission for the erection of a new detached house (not yet Built) to replace

an old meeting hall (now demolished) on an extremely restricted site on the southern
side, These permissions were granted after a previous application for 3 dwellings
had been refused in 1979 on the grounds that the development would be excessive on
the site as it would not provide the necessary amenity and parking space, although
it is not clear from the councills statement whether there were also any objections
on plamming policy grounds, or whether that proposal envisaged the incorporation of
additional land at the rear (though I presume it did not as the new detached house
that was later permitfed apparently" d::.d. not have this advantage, which I understand
you now intend fo provu.de) .

5 In effect your proposal is to make a separate dwelling of the 2-storey side
extension, which extends to only 4.9 m by 5.15 m, that was permitted to the existing
house. A new, separate vehicular access would be provided to 2 new parking spaces.
The application apparently alsc originally included a proposal for a further
extension, but this was subsequently deleted.



6.  In refusing the proposed additional dwelling, the council censider that it

would be contrary to their plarming policy for the area as Jockey End is not a

settlement where further residential develompment is considered appropriate, inless

it is required for agriculture or some other use of the land which does not apply

in this case. In my opinion 1there is substance in this objection, as to grant
permission for a new dwelling would further erode the rural character of the

area. Moreover to allow a newly erected extension, permitted specifically to

improve the facilities of an existing dwelling to be converted into a separate house
would undermine the Council's zbility to exercise proper comtrol over other such proposals

Te The loss of the accommodation for use with the present house would leave it with
a very small living room = a deficiency which, inter alia, the extension overcame -

- and would be likely to lead tc a further application to enlarge the remaining living
space by an additional extension at the rear. PFurthermore the new separate dwelling
would be extremely small for a semi=detached house unless it toc was cextended., as

you apparently appreciated when you made the original proposal sub,]ect of this appeal.
The end result would be 2 wnsatisfactory dwellings unless consideratile further
enlargement of the house a3 if formerly existed tock place, and the councilts policy

tn restrict residential development in this area, with which T see no cause to X
éisagree, would thus have been circumvented by other means. .

8. I would accept that a new vehicular access could probably be created near the
nerthern end of the site so that it would be possible to see round the sharp vend
in the road, but any additional residential traffic turning on and off the very
narrow lane at this point would be likely to cause a hazard to other road users,
and reinforces my view that the sub=division of the existing house would not be a
satisfactory form of development.

9. I note that you have had difficulity in selling the house since you modermised
and extended if, but this may have been becanse of the extremely small garden for
a house of this size and cquality, which does not offer any proper private ameniiy
area. It is not clear from your evidence whether the possibility of additional
lend being acquired to overcome this problem has been drawn to the attention of
potential purchasers, but I find 1t difficult to think of any other reason why
such apleasant, well-equipped, detached dwelling should have proved so difficult tc
dispose of, assuming the price was reasonable. . .

170. I have examined all the other points raised in fthe writien represen‘f;a.tlons,
including your reference to another dwelling in Gaddesden Row that has been sube
divided, but it appears that it had been 2 cottages in the past, and there is nothing
else of sufficient substance to outweigh those points that have led me to my decision
that it is necessary to refuse permission for your proposal.

11. For the above reasons, and in exercise of the powers transferred to me, I hereby _
dismiss your appeal.
_——

l am Sir
Tour obedient Servant

e

J M DANIEL DFC FBIM
Inspector
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