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	Proposal(s)

	The erection of a 2 storey rear extension with rooflight, a single storey rear extension with rooflights and balcony above, and the raising of the rear boundary wall, and various elevational alterations.


	Recommendation(s):
	Grant permission

	Application Type:
	Full Planning Permission


	Conditions or Reasons for Refusal:
	Refer to Draft Decision Notice

	Informatives:
	

	Consultations

	Adjoining Occupiers: 
	No. notified
	16
	No. of responses
	00
	No. of objections
	00

	Summary of consultation responses:
	None

	CAAC/Local groups* comments:

*Please Specify
	Hampstead CAAC- no response


	Site Description 

	2 storey cottage at left hand end of small cul-de-sac, with central footpath flanked by 2 short terraces of 2 storey cottages set behind long lush front gardens and with small rear yards backing directly onto neighbouring properties. It is sunken partly below the level of adjoining rear gardens of 88-90 Heath Street. Located in Hampstead CA.

	Relevant History

	17.10.03- PP granted for the erection of part ground part 1st floor rear extensions and associated elevation alterations

	Relevant policies

	EN1,13,19,21,22,23,31

Hampstead CAS

SPG

	Assessment

	This application is similar to the previous scheme but by a new architect and for a new client. It involves a 2 storey rear extension on the left side of the rear yard (as viewed from the rear) and a ground floor extension on the right side hidden behind a raised boundary rear wall 1.8m high; over the ground floor extension and part of the enclosed central patio lightwell will be a terrace balcony. A new element, compared to the previous scheme, is a new glazed door on the front elevation replacing the righthand side window.

The 2 storey rear extension will be completely in brick with a flat roof with low parapet, compared to the previous lower one with a lead mansarded roof; it will also rise up to eaves and gutter level. The adjoining 1 storey extension will be lower and hidden behind a raised boundary wall and party wall with no.7 which is also higher than the previously approved extension and wall. 

No objections raised to principle of partly infilling the rear yard or to size of extensions, as this has already been established by previous approval, and indeed the overall floorspace is marginally lower than that approved. The height and bulk of the 2 storey extension is somewhat greater than that approved, with its roof level now just below the gutter level, but it can be still read as a separate structure from the main house roof rather than being subsumed within it. It is considered that the extension is appropriate in bulk and design and, although not entirely subordinate to the main house, will have minimal impact on the overall house’s appearance, due to its somewhat hidden position below the level of adjoining gardens and behind trees, and will not adversely affect the conservation area due to its secluded rear garden position not in the public realm. No objections raised to the rear elevational alterations involving new glazed openings which are mainly hidden behind the boundary wall, and which are pd anyway. There will be no loss of light or privacy from the extension/windows to rear gardens of 88-90 Heath St.

The raised rear boundary wall is 1.8m high, and can be implemented as pd for this house. The party wall with no.8 will be raised by 0.7m above the approved party wall, to match this rear wall height; although this will result in some loss of outlook and light to no.8’s patio and kitchen windows, this is not serious enough to warrant a refusal as it only affects north-facing views and a non-habitable room and as the additional height will be built in white glazed bricks to improve reflectivity. Moreover the neighbour at no.8 has raised no objection on the basis that she is proposing to infill her rear patio with a glazed roof and to install a similar raised terrace which will require this party wall as a privacy screen. 

No objection to the replacement of the front windows by a full length glazed door, which again is pd- it is barely visible from the public footpath and does not harm the symmetry of the house.

The various alterations and extensions do not harm the character and appearance of the CA.


