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Gentlemen

TOHE- AND GOUNTRY PLANNING AGT 1971, SECTION }6 AND SCREDULE 9
APPLICATION NOi= ar/81/212

1, 1 refer.to your appesl, ¥hich 1 have been appointed to detormine, ogeinot
the decision of the Graveshan Borough Council to refuse planning permission

4o excavale front gedens 10 allow vehicle parking on respaciive properties on
Jand at No. 14 and at No. 16 0ld Road West, Oravesend, Kent. I have considered
4tho, writien, ropresentations mede by you nnd by tha cowncile I inspected the gite
an 7 October 1981. : ‘

2, Fromuy inspectim of the site and jta surroundings and -from tha representotions
mode, I am of the opiniem that the main issue is whether provisicn of tha acgeds

end parking ares amder appeal would ha likely to result in danger to pedogtrians

opr vehicles, or o obatruot the frea flow of trafric on 02d Road Haat.

3, 014 Road West, the B261, i8 ¢lagsified as 5 District Distribdutor. I% wad
carrying a heavy £iow of traffic al the time of my site vigit in the middle of
the aftermocn, much of it spparsntly moving {% well up to the pormitied 0 mphs
Tt i6 likely %o be neavierat othertimes of the day, end I sosept tho gownoil'e
gvidencs that the yolume of traffic at paak hours 18 approaching the rosdts
capacity. Centinuous yollow lines on voth sides ot the road prohibit porking
petween 0700 and 1500 nrge '

4, Although the proposal i8 %0 develop the 2 pariing arcad and vohiole 866000
iy front of both youo 's1joining bhousas in oooparation, I mderstand it ia yowr
intention that tho jand in each ovnersbip ghould be capable of packing and 8CQ0G3
vee on iis own, without the vehicles using the land owmed by tha othor. That io
4ho ly basis on which I could censmlder +).0 proposal, because the fulure otmOT
of one of your houses night dncida met 10 allow the ctmer of tha cther houad

the use of his lsad.

5. On that vasia, the arcd availonle for each ig not sufficiant to nllow oh
average car o entoe o of the proponed parking oreds in foruard geary tum
round, on 1, and leave 1t inforvward gear: The frontago availablo o aach house

of little over 7 m is far loss than the donign figure of 10,5 m in Design Be letin
Wo, 32 (as quoted by ihe council) to allow turning Vo toke placos

6. I gather thai you considersd driving into the proposed parking 8paced from
wept to eant, nrking parallol 10 the road, and driving cut also from wast to cant.
I appreciats that tnis idea is intonded %o achiaeve drdving both an and out in
forvward gear, and the intentien would be %o avold turning o car round within the
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appeal slta. But ths T m or 80 frentage available to pash of you would no 1low
this method of parkang without the risk of driving obliquely over B length
footpavh (partly outside your combined frentages), and a risk of oblique novemenio
in reverss along the footpath. The manosuvre would algo be mado mOTS difficult
Yy other cars parked ad permitted hours 1n front of neighbouring houges.

- T

1. The visibility for o emorging driver is vory severely rogiriotcd Yy bondory

" 1alls, bath to the weat of Ho, 16 and %o tho enat of Ho, 14, Both ora piph wollo,

coming :ight up 10 the reor edge of the footpath, and it would bo jmpossible for
anemerging driver 4o have the necessary wioability to see pedestrions on tho
footpath and ses vehicles on the carringeway.

8, -~Tou mention that the nearsst permitted daytize parking is jn Elmfield Cloag,
Tt this is only a forr yarcds a¥AYs Parking either there or on soma othor sxde
road would not jnvolve the hazards 1o pedeastrians or vehiclas oT cbetrustic. to
the free flow of traffic which would arise from the manoceuvring in =nd out of
your proposed 8pace.

g, You quoted earlier appesl dacisions in favour of mllowing parking in what you
rogard B3 comparable gitunt e, but there are differenced. In tuu cose of

¥o. 15, the Inapector consadered the wizibility adequate, and thi appeal ot

¥o. 38 M:;a decided some § ysars ago when traffic flowm were lighter than thoy

aro' t » .

10, T have considered ihe other matters raised, bul they are cutueighed bty tho
scapiderations which have led to my decisicn.

41, For the above riasmi, and in sxercise of the pawers trerpforred to me, I
hereby dismiss your appesl.

X an Gentlemen

Your cbedient Seyvant
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