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	Proposal(s)

	Rendering of listed boundary wall between 3 and 5 Pilgrim's Lane (retrospective)

	Recommendation(s):
	Refused and warning of enforcement action to be taken


	Application Type:
	Listed Building Consent


	Conditions or Reasons for Refusal:
	Refer to Draft Decision Notice

	Informatives:
	

	Consultations

	Adjoining Occupiers: 
	No. notified


	00


	No. of responses

No. electronic
	00

00
	No. of objections


	00



	Summary of consultation responses:


	The application was publicised by site notice until 22 February and in the Ham & High until 23 February. Two responses have been received; one, a 

comment, notes that a wall attached to 40 Rosslyn Hill has also been 

rendered and that this should be taken into account when the application is 

determined. The second, an objection, notes that the works are harmful and 

inappropriate due to the use of alien materials and features for the building.

	CAAC/Local groups* comments:

*Please Specify
	Hampstead CAAC was consulted but had not responded at the time of refusal. Historic England and the secretary of state issued a letter of flexible authority.  


	Site Description 

	The site is the exterior face of the garden wall of and the side elevation of a grade-II*-listed Edwardian Baroque house of 1896 by Horace Field and making a positive contribution to the Hampstead Conservation Area. 

	Relevant History

	There is no relevant history.


	Relevant policies

	Local Plan 2017:

D1 Design

D2 Heritage
NPPF 2021
London Plan 2021
Camden Planning Guidance - Design

Hampstead Neighbourhood Plan (2018-2033)

	Assessment

	The applicant is the occupant of the adjacent non-listed house. The applicant has rendered the previously unrendered outer surface of the curtilage listed brick wall and a two-storey section of the previously unrendered side elevation of the grade-II*-listed house. 

The render used is said to combine cement and Sika waterproofing and is therefore likely to be impermeable. 
Impermeable renders are considered harmful to historic fabric because they prevent the normal migration of moisture, leading to deterioration of the substrate. Here, water is likely to enter the garden wall from above and from the unrendered side, and then be unable to evaporate from the rendered side. This will either trap it within the wall, which will remain permanently saturated, or force it to leave via the other side, doubling the evaporation on that side and causing accelerated erosion. The same is true of the side elevation of the house, where moisture will enter through the unrendered areas and then be either retained within the wall or driven inside the house, causing damp problems. 

The building's construction, in brickwork, is part of its historic form and therefore forms a significant part of its special interest.  

Exposed historic brickwork is considered to contribute to the character and appearance of the conservation area and there is a presumption against rendering it. 
Special regard has been attached to the desirability of preserving the listed building, its setting and its features of special architectural or historic interest, under s.16 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as amended by the Enterprise and Regulatory Reform Act 2013. Paragraph 215 of the NPPF states in this regard that ‘Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use’. Therefore given that the proposal in the Council’s view results in less than substantial harm to the significance of designated heritage assets, the Council must weigh this harm against any public benefits of the appeal proposals.
The harm caused as a result of the proposal to the significance of the listed building and the Hampstead Conservation Area would be less than substantial. Paragraph 215 of the NPPF states that where a proposal would lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of the heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal. In this case, there would appear to be no public benefits that would outweigh the less than substantial harm identified above. 
The rendering, by reason of the resulting loss of the visibility of the brickwork and the impermeable nature of the rendering is harmful to the historic fabric and special interest of the garden wall and the host building which are grade II* listed and the character and appearance of the wider Hampstead Conservation Area, contrary to policies D1 (Design) and D2 (Heritage) of the London Borough of Camden Local Plan and DH2 of the Neighbourhood Plan. 


