Ian J Veacock, 23 Norfolk House, Nelson Grove Road, Merton, SW19 2NG : 02085437404

The use in my submission for the 'Southwark Case'  Refers to the Inspector and Secretary of State decisions  into the the Aylesbury Estate, which while generally considering compensation for landowners under a Compulsory Purchase Order, does seem to extend, (and the referral back buy government for a new inspector and new public inquiry does seem to be worthy of question as to if the government does have the powers so to make such a direction, and that if they do, have those powers been appropriately executed).

But as things stand the applicablity of the Human Rights Act remains in relation to the owners interest in land which he owns, or occupies, and it is important to regard future likely CPO values of land as part of the planviability at the time of considering the plan for good efficiency.

Related to this and one notes the currently legitslative simplification of some rules that it would appear principles under the Supreme Court decision https://www.supremecourt.uk/cases/uksc-2015-0153.html ( Homes and Communities Agency (Respondent) v J S Bloor (Wilmslow) Ltd (Appellant),  which lays out a suitable approach for a claimant in assessing value of his land. This is discussed at  ( https://local-government-law.11kbw.com/compulsory-purchase-compensation/1172 )

There also appears to be some reliance on 'Spirose' and the judgment in  J S Bloor mentions 

'effect of the scheme on the value of the owner’s interest '

I wish to ensure that for those of us in properties of apparently larger than the replacement propertiesindicated as being planed, which have less usable space, and have internal space allocated for storage ofbicycles which is a loss of space otherwise (currently) purposed for other things within the dwelling and thisis further planned net loss of currently enjoyed space which the scheme proposers have not shown as meeting any guarantee(?warrenty?) so presently made to exisiting residents as relates to their space theircurrent habitation.   This mainly applies to the House Styles in Pincott Road and of Hayward Close (some have been reported to me of slightly less size in Dowman Close but I am not aware of significant internal

size of those houses, but garden dimensions of existing may vary,  and the Flat type of Norfolk House/ Hillborough Close.

I would state that although drawing of the need for appropriate valulation following the Decision in the Aylesbury Estate situation, that the need for such protracted situation can be mitigated at this stage by all parties that replacement properties must be at least 'Equal Merit' to the existing properties, and that valuations simply due to 'depressed valuations being typical to ex-local authority properties' be disregarded and that the human right generally not to be disturbed from the occupation of one's land principle over-rides the sole monetary compensation normally following from schemes requiring compulsory acquisition of land.

I hope this clarifies the case references and provides sufficient for you to answer my initial question relating  to 'to what extent the inspector will have interest in the financial offer from the scheme promotor?'
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