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The erection of a roof extenslon for financial and professional services use (A2).
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Refuse

Code RP

Reasons for refusal

The proposed roof extension would be ovedy dominant and would disrupt the largely unaltered
rooflines in the terrace to the detriment of-ffiearance of the property. The detaiEd iesign of the
proposed roof extension does not compl6lnent the architectgre of the existing property and is contrary
to SPG. The proposal would therefore be contrary to poli{tNs7 of the Camden UDP Adopted
March 2000. aE;^rft(,.rn) a.n)
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Tenaced property in use as financial and professional services otfice. An access road to Camden Mews runs undemeath
the property. The property is not within a Conservation Area.

Roof extenslon at 169 York Way approved '1982
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Although the neighbouring property at number 169 has a roof eltension, the remainder of the tenace including those
immediately adjacent to 171A (excluding 169) remain unaltered at roof level. The proposed roof e)dension to the property
would be highly visible ftom Camden Mews to the rear. Given the context of a relatively unaltered roofline in this tenace,
and the prominence of the proposed extension, it is considered that the proposal is unacceptable in principle as it is contrary
to poticv ENs7^of ffi. + errrt6 (r.re,r)
The proposed extension is not set back behind the parapet to the rear. This would be contrary to supplementary planning
guidance. The proposal is therefore also considered unacceptable in terms of its detailing.
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