i ] 1 S g

| k.

S M iR g R W

Lol 0k |
1 N

al

- s/ v Loy

DISMISSED
Department of the Environment and H13/ 4/’0

Department of Transport Zuols - O CHIEE X0 T

q—‘

L 3

Common Services ¢ DEPART w.m“
Room 1310 Tollgate House Houlton Street Bristol BS% 1S9 27 IGED
Telex 443321 ' Direct Line 0272-218858
Switchboard Q0272-218811% Ch !J‘_ﬂﬂd
GTN 2074

. | ' Your reference
“r J E Kahane MA DipArch (@ncen) 4

Garden Tlat j i
18 Prince Arthur Read ] Qur reference
- s e i ¥ _ . i fxszlo 4 Fz
2ONDON NA3 { ..... e _‘ ;‘: /B84, 24372/
) ' -

26 Juxgs

Sir

WN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1971, SECTION 3% AND SCHEDULE 9
APELICATION NO:- H13/4/P

1, AS you know, I have been appointed by the Secretary of State for the
Environment to determine your appeal agalinst the decision of the London Rorcuch of
Camden Council to refuse planning permission for the erectior of a 2 storev hcuse
at the back of 31 St Augustine's Road, London NWl, I have considered the subrissions
made by you and by the local planning authority and the representaticns received
from interested persons. I inspected the site on 21 Apral 1985,

2. From my persual of the submissions made and representa%tions recelived and o
inspection of the site and surroundings I am of the owninion that the crief issu
15 whether the rropeosed methed of using the forecourt for car parking waulﬁ
adversely affect those living in the proposed house, and the locality, and those
using the adjoining highway.
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2. You make the point that the guidelines on parxing issued by the local
ning autheority are just that and are not statutory reguirements, and you cc:
that few c{ the houses in Murray Mews observe these guidelines. Then veou &
thet rarking parallel to the carriageway as you propese is safer than parking a
richt argles to it because visibility 1s better. The ramped vavement outside <+
site i35 =af FECLlelf a full width crossover requirinzs no modil:izaticn for the
Lrozeseq parking. You consider that there would be no dif-.culty in rparking a car
cn the Iorecourt in 2 manoeuvres and that no one wculd leave tpeir car protruding
on to the pavement with the risk that it might be scratched or hit. Finally vou
cencider that thare would be less likelihcod of fumes entering the house from a

car rarxed parallel &6 it then Zrom a car backing against it, and that those

living 1in the house would not have their view from tne window blocked by the arved
car - +they would bhe ai:le to see over it.
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4. Tr.e local planning authority describe the s.te ard surroundings, and they say
that almost all of cthe houses in Murray Mews havc integral garages or open parking
spaces at right angles to the highway. They g¢ on to say that the site is within
the Carden Sqguire Conzervation Area. The statutcry development plan for the
borough is the approved district plan read in conjuncticn with the Greater London
Develormant Plan. The district plan contains several non-statutorv documents, one
of which is theé Environmental Code and this contains sections relating to the gro-
UewinA <ofF Tar parking. The guidelinss in the code state trat the area of o
slven ovar to parking should not exceed haif the f:recaur* arza; parked cars shoulc
be se. rack suifficiently to prevent Fumes ‘rom entering the dwelling; cars shoulld
nct opstruct the clear and
not De permitted where the
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lrect access to each nﬁelllng entrance, and parking will
epth of forecourt available for parking is less
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than 5.4 m deep. The authority say that the drawings submitted by you indicate
that the area taken up by the parked car would exceed half the width of the fore-
court, that fumes would be likely to enter the house, and that a clear access to
the front dcor might be obstructed. The authority also consider that there would
have to ba manoeuvring over the footpath *o get the car in the position which you

have shown. tnreover the door step and dustbin area would cbstruct vehicle mCve-
rent. The authority are of the opinion trat the car would be either parked at an

angle, or parked partly on the footpath, Or parked in such a way that the car doors

woulé sving open across the public highway, thus causing obstruction and possible

danger.

~wo letters of objection have been recelved, together witn one letter of
supgport.
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6. *n my opinion the pros and cons of the proposed manner of parking dare almost
equal. The advantage of this method of parking is that it would conduce to road
safety, for good views of Murray Mews would be obtained by a driver entering cor
leaving the forecourt. The disadvantage is that most of the forecourt would be
used as a car carking space and this would oe unpleasant tc look out upon, even
though the ground floor window looking on to the forecourt would be a high level
one. Moreover those travelling along Murray Mews past the proposed house would see
most of the small forecourt given over to the parking of the car. As Murray Mews
is in a conservation area this defect of the proposal precludes my allowing the
appeal. In coming to this conclusion I have taken into account all the other
matters mentioned in the submissions ana representations, and the fact that I
noticed wnen we walked down Murray Mews that there was a van rarkes on the fore-
- y3rt of a house even though a garage had heen provided, out these matters do not
outweigh the considerations leading to ry decision. .

7. o~y the above reasons, and in exercise of the powers transferred to me, I
hereby 3dismiss vour appeal.
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