BERKHAMSTED URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL

Town and Country Planning Act 1962

Town and Country Planning General
Development Order 1963 _

APPEAL by R. Hewitt (Kings Langley) Ltd. against
deemed refusal of planning permission for
development of land at Dove Meadow, High Street,
Northchurch, Berkhamsted, Herts.

Local Authority Herts. C.C. Ministry of Housing

Plan No. Code No. and Local
B Government Reference
"No,
291/65 W/2358/65 APP/839/A /12672
290/65 W/2357/65 APP/839/A /12673
45 /66 W/ 476/66 ATPP/839/A /12674

The Berkhamsted Urban District Council submit the
following statement of the submissions that they will -
make at the Public Local Inquiry on 24th February, 1967.

1. This statement is supplemental to the three statements
submitted by the Council, each dated 14th September,
1966, the names of the respective appellants referred
therein having been amended by the Ministry of Housing and
TLocal Government in a letter dated 3rd November, 1960.

2, The circumstances referred to in the three statements
are confirmed, save that the Council understand that
the discussions referred to in paragraph 6 of each
statement have not reached a successful conclusion.
For this reason it appears that the development of the
appeal sites cannot be undertaken unless an access to
trunk road A.41. can be used, as indicated in the
applications.

%, The appeal site comprises the three pieces of land
referred to in the plans mentioned above,

The land comprised in Plan 291/65, has an area of about

1.6 acres, has & frontage to trunk road A.4l. at
Northchurch, and is shown on the existing Town Map as part
of a residential zoning, The proposals for the First
Review of the Town Map, which are before the Minister, do
not indicate any change in this zoning. The land
comprised in Plan 290/65 is situate on the north side of the
River Bulbourne, immediately in the rear of the land
mentioned in Plan 291/65, and has an area of about 1.8
acres. : : : '

The two areas of land in Plans 291/65 and 290/65 have,

in the past, been used as an agricultural holding but
this use appears to have ceased and the land is overgrown,
The land in Plan 45/66 consists in pari of part of the '
garden or grounds of the property known as Rosemary Cottage,
High Street, Northchurch, and has a flank boundagy'with
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the first area mentioned above,

4, The appeal site has a frontage to trunk road 4.41, which
is the valley road running the entire length of the valley
floor in which the town of Berkhamsted is built. Parallel
with the trunk road, on the north side, is the River
Bulbourne, the Grand Union Canal, and the Euston main
railway line, - The community of Northchurch was, until
19%5, in the Berkhamsted Rural District. It was then -
added to the Urban District on boundary review and a .
separate electoral area known as the Northchurch Ward was
formed. In recent years, development along the main road
has taken place and the break in development between
Worthchurch and Berkhamsted has largely disappeared.

5, On the north side of the trunk road, in the neighbourhood
of the appeal site, there is fairly old residential
development along the trunk road frontage, and 'a more
recently erected bungalow and public house. In New Road,
Northchurch, there is also some o0ld residential developuent,
although a number of houses on the west side of the road ‘
were cleared by the Council and the site is' now owned by
the Council. The Council's land is mentioned below.

Apart from this development there is little or no other

development between the appeal site and the Grand Union
Canal. Further north beyond the Canal the land is in
agricultural use and rises to the southern edge of
Northchurch Common, which is National Trust land.

6. In respect of Plan No. 290/65, the application relates

to an area of land which is zoned on the approved Toum
Map as a "White Arca." The objection to the proposed
zoning of this area as a Green Belt area (referred to in
paragraph % of the relative statement) is still with the
Minister and no decision has so far been received. = Apart
from any other planning consideration the Council consider
it impracticable to grant planning permission in advance
of any decision by the Minister.

7. Bvidence in support of the first proposed reason for
refusal will be given by an officer of the Ministry of

- Transport. A Proof of Ividence of this officer is annexed

to this statement. The Council support the opinions '

expressed therein, and wish to emphasise the following points:

(a) Although the land described in Plan No, 291/65
has an existing extrance to the trunk road, such
access is limited by the factors referred to in
the Proof of Tividence. It would not be possible
for a road junction of the standards required by
the trunk road auvthority to be constructed under
the present circumstances. There does not appear
to be any immediate possibility of the necessary
land being available to the appellants for this
purpose,

() The figures relating to vekhicular traffic guoted
in the Proof of Evidence are evidence of the
increasing extent to which the trunk rcad is used.
A more recent traffic census taken by the Council
in connection with the establishment of a pedesirian
crossing near the Jjunction of A.41 and New Road
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appears to indicate that the flow of traffic

i's heavier than the census figures quoted by the
Ministry. At peak traffic periods any further
interruption in trunk road traffic would rapidly
lead to hazardous traffic conditlons. Aithough
minor improvement works are proposed by the trunk
road subhority they would not, in the Council's view,
enable a new access t0 be constructed with any
greater measure of salety. This could only be
achieved by major works involving large scale
acquisition of property.

(c) The Council's own enguiries concerning the
construction of road to bypass Borkhansted indicate
that no date can be given for this work or for 1ts
inclusion in the approved programme of the o
Ministry of Transport.

8. .S0 far as the proposed second refusal for permission 1is
concerned, the Council, in 1962 received from the
Divisional Planning Officer & suggested scheme which would
pernit the development of an area of land having a frontage
to New Road, Northchurch, which would include other land
lying between the property on the north side of the trunk
road arm the River Bulbourne, with the possible inclusion
of the pieces of land which are the subject of this appeal. .
This scheme included the provision of a through rcad from
New Road, over land owmed by the Council, and thence west-
wards towards the appeal sites, with its termination at a
junction with A.41. This road would pass over land not
at present in the control of the Council or the appellants
and its termination at a Jjunction with A.41 would be on
land immediately adjacent to the land shown on Plan No.

291/65.

The development of the Council's land fronting on New

Road, Northchurch, is likely to accord with this
suggested road plan, but the Council's negotiations with the
owner of land between it and the appeal sites have so far
been unsuccessiul. If the Council ultimately acquired
this intervening piece of land some part of the difficulties
would be met. This would not, however, solve the detailed
question of the actual junction with the trunk road.

In these circumstances the Council support the view that
the present proposals are premature.

9. The area of land which is shown as a "white" area

' (Plan. No. 290/65) could be linked %o the development of
the other land (Plans 291/65 and 45/66). In this case,
however, the “ecision of the Minister (see para © above)
is awaited.

In the discussions which took place prior to the

submission of the proposals for the first review of the
Town Map, the Council considered representations that
further land should be allocated for residential development
at Northchurch. This included the area referred to in
Plan 290/65, with other land to the north and bounded
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'by the line of the Grand Union Canal.  The Council were
. not satisfied that the needs of residential developument
required this extra allocation and agreed to the proposed

zoning of this land as an extention to the Metropolitan
Green Belt, '

Clerk of the Council

Civie Centre,
24th January, 1967. ' . Berkhamnsted.
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SECTION 23 INQUIRY O AFPEAL TO ™ VINISTAR .
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Tprgrased Residential Development at “b“zi?‘ﬁ&

Dove ¥eadow, digh Street, Northchurch, Eerkhamsted N/

Procl of Evidence to be given by
X dubrey Keith Dupdale, 3.8¢., A.%.I1.C.E,

Mr. Dupgdale will say:-

I am a €ivil Zngineer of’ thedinistry of Transnort on the staff of the Eastern
Division.

The sites are &t NHorthchurch and on the norih east side of the London-Birmingham
Trunk Road A.41 where it is nemed iigh Street and for which the Minister of Transport
: ig the Hignway Authority. Two of the sites have the seme frontage with the trunk
roal, 94ft. long, runtiing north wesiwards from a point 170yds. north west of the New
Road (B.aﬁq§) junction. <“he third site is an area of iand to the north east of the
River Bulborne which forms the north eastern hounlary of the two other sites.

Development proposals for Messrs. R. Hewitt (Kings Langley) Ltd., were referred
to the Divisional Kowud “npgineer on 17th Decerber 1965 %n respect of a site fronting
on to High Street anl in respect of an area of land to the north east of that site
beyonl the River Bulborne.

The Plaming Authority were informed that es it was not possible to provide for
the necessery visibility splays for the proposed new junction to the trunk road on

the trontage availsble and that a sub~standard junction would be prejudicial to traffic

flow gnd safety, the Divisicnal Hoad Pngineer proposed to direct refusal of the
application. However, he would be prepsred to consider a proposal provided there was

no access lirect to the trunk road. This woulld entasil its being considered as part

of a comprehensive development linked with land %o the Bouth east with access from
New Roed.

Notification of a further applic;tion by Messrs. Hewitt was made to the
Divisional Road Ingineer on 1st April 1966 in respect of & site which included the
site of the irst spplication, with frontage to the-trunk road, but with sdditional
lanl to the south east of it. The Planning Authority was informed that this proposal
was subject to the same objection as the'previous one and it wes procosed to direct

refusal. ,

/Cn
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On t:t July 1966 direction of refusal was issued in respect of the two sites
fronting the trunk road for the following reasons:-
"The proposed development involving a new jﬁhctiog with the trunk road, weuld

L]

cause intertference with traffic flow and safety on the trunk road by reason of .

slowing anl turning traffic at a juncition

(i) where the frontage does not provide edequate sipht lines or layout to be

provided; -

(i1) wanich has close proximity to an existing junctiom;

In & govering letier on these directions the follewing was included:-

"These are without prejudice toc a possible applircetion for development with
access to New Road only. I have previously sugpecsted that the asite of the present
develoyment should be considered as pert of a comprehensive development linked with
land to the south east”.

At the site the trunk road is straight and is level, and the carriageway is
247t. wide with a 61't. wide foctwav and 7ft. wide verge on the north east side; ;nd
a wide grass verge agﬂ bank on the south west side. To the north wesi the carrizgeway
reiaeins 247t., wide but to the south east it nerrows to 211t. wide asbout 3Q0yds. south
east of that end of the site frontasge. A scheme jg in hand tocarry out a local
widening and footway works on this nerrow section up to Darrs Lane and accommodation
works are now complete.

At the highway boundary at the centre of the frontage visibility to the north
west is 100yds. and to the south east is 400yds. 30ft. vack from the edge of the
carriageway the visibility distances for the proposed site frontage would be 22yds. to
the north west and 27yis. to the south east. |

The requived visibility a2t this jumction with connections made through to New
Road is for full visibility to the right and left between points 3ft. 6ins. above
road level over areas def{ined by:~

(1) a line' 30ft. long measured along the centre line of the side road from the
continuation of the nearer edge of the trunk road carriageway

(i) a line 300ft. long measured along the nearer edge of' the trumk road

carriageway from its intersection with the centre line of the aide road

/(314)
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{1i1) a straight line joining the ends of the above_lines.

On the frontage immediately north west of the site the fence is a 5ft. high
close boarded one and to the south east the fence is a 4ft. Sins. high chain link
fence and the south east bopndary of the site is marked by e rubdbble and flint wall.

It is understood that the applicant does not own or control the land each side of
the trunk road frontage of the site.

During the period 1et October 1963 to 30th September 1966, the number of accidents:
reported on the length of {runk road from the New Road junction to & point 200yds.
north west of it was seven, and these resulted in three serious injuries and five
slight in'uries. Of the accidents six w.re junctién accidents, four at New Road and
mnatDuTsﬂme. |

The nearest bus stop is st a point 13%3yds. south east of the site on the south
side of the trunk road. Cn the north side the nesrest bus gop is about 210yds. south
east of the site. OStreet lighting to Class A standard is provided.

There i3 & speed limit of 30 w.p.h. on the trunk road at the site.

The 1965 traffic census teken at & point approximately 700yds. north west of the
aite indicatel an average daily flow of 8,876 vehicles of which 1,862 were comzercial
vehicles incluling 1,105 heavy goods, buses awd coaches. The dally flow represents

an increase of 28 per cent from the wrevious census in 1961.

There are no current achemes for widening this section of the trunk rdéd. exceﬁt
as mentioned above bu£ it is proposed to widen the section south eastwards from Darrs
Lane as soon as possivle. In this latter scheme it is.hoped to include improvements
in layout and visibility-at the junction with Darrs lane, (60 and 80yds. south east
of the site) and New Road (190yds. south east ol the site).

The ultimate alignment of the trunk road includes @ bypass of Berkhamsted and
this section of trunk road will be superseded. - The bypass is not yet included in -
the “tnister's Programme and it is not possible to give a date for its construction.

The existing trunk road must, therefore, serve the increesing needs of traffic
for some time to come. Having regard to the inability to provide adequate visibility
at the proyosed new junction and its close proximity to existing junctions with. the
trunk road together with the hagzerds likely to be crezted by turning traffic generatéd
by the proposal, the Divisionél Road Fngineer considers Be was juatified inlﬁireoting.

refusal or the preoposals.
‘nn|nﬂ1-.l ‘QL:-'



