
1_0 

01 4 6 L  2040-~ 014zS5&53; # 21 

' 8 8  0 6 / 0 6  1 1 : 0 3  2t 01 4 8 3  2 0 4 0  S h i e l d  G r o u p  P l c ,  02 

Department of the Environment 
Department of Transport 
Common Services C/101/MYS/P 
Room 14Wollgate House Houlton Street Bristol BS2 9DJ 
Telex 449321 Direct line 0272-218 927 

Switchboard 272.218811 

Shield Limited 
100A Avenue Road 
swism 
LONDON 
NW3 3HF 

Your reference 

Our roffluinnn 
T/APP/X5210/A/88/083698/r4 
Data E/88/802869 

— 3 JUN 88, 
. 

Gentlemen 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1071, SECTIONS 36 AND 
5 " D  

SCHEDULES 9 AND 11' 
FMCATIONS NUMBERS.- PL/8702910 AND HB/8770384 

1. As you know I have been appointed by the Secretary o f  State f o r  the Environment 
to determine the above-mentioned appeals. Your appeals are against  the fai lure of 
Llie London Borough o f  Camden Council t o  give not ice o f  t h e i r  decisions w i t h i n  the 
appropriate per iod on a. an app l i ca t ion  f o r  plarming permission f o r  the e rec t ion  of 
a new block of 4 f l a t s  and basement parking a t  33 H o l l y c r o f t  Avenue, London NW3, and 
b. an app l ica t ion  f o r  conservation area consent t o  demolish the e x i s t i n g  building. 
I have considered the w r i t t e n  representations made by you, by Counc i l lo r  Gwyneth 
Will iams and also those made by English Heritage and in teres ted persons. I 
inspected the s i t e  on 18 A p r i l  1988. 

2. The appeal  s i t e  was the  s u b j e c t  o f  a l o c a l  i n q u i r y  i n  January  o f  1987 a t  which 
the  impor tance o f  t h e  e x i s t i n g  b u i l d i n g  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  and as p a r t  o f  t h e  Reddington/ 
Frogna l  Conserva t ion  Area was c a r e f u l l y  examined. From the  m a t e r i a l  p u t  b e f o r e  me 
alid from my own assessment o f  t he  b u i l d i n g  and i t s  su r round ings  I can see no reason 
t o  d i sag ree  w i t h  t h e  d e c i s i o n  then reached t h a t  t he  i o s s  o f  33 H o l l y c r o f t  Avenue 
would n o t  be unacceptab le  so l o n g  as an a p p r o p r i a t e  b u i l d i n g  r ep laced  it. 
Acco. rd ing ly  I am o f  t he  o p i n i o n  t h a t  the  main i ssues  r a i s e d  by t h e  c u r r e n t  appeal 

i,P;-NrC the impac t  which the  b u i l d i n g  would have upon the  c h a r a c t e r  and appearance of 
~~-Me area and upon the  amen i t i es  en joyed by occupants o f  the  a d j a c e n t  dwellings. 

3. Your a rch i tec ts  have done f u r t he r  work on the designs which they had prepared 
i o r  t h i s  s i t e  and you consider tha t  the proposal the subject  o f  t h i s  appeal has 
retained features prev iously  found acceptable but  has also successfu l ly  resolved 
those defects which led to  your e a r l i e r  appeals being dismissed. By proposing 
4 f l a t s  and designing features to ameliorate noise associated w i t h  car parking activi-ties 

i t  i s  your b e l i e f  tha t  the p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  unneighbourly disturbance has been 1~11q_ 

_~l 

el iminated. The bulk  a t  the rear  o f  the proposed bu i l d i ng  has been reduced compared 
Lo e a r l i e r  designs and more complex modell ing introduced and i n  your judgement the 
consequence o f  t h i s  i s  that. acceptable day l igh t  standards can be preserved at 
adjacent proper t ies .  You support your arguments regarding noise and day l igh t  with 
de ta i led  evidence from experts i n  those fields. 

Ob jec t i ons  t o  redevelopment p roposa ls  f o r  t h i s  s i t e  have i n c l u d e d  concern over 
a r c h i t e c t u r a l  des ign ,  number o f  f l a t s ,  b u l k ,  and inc reased  t r a f f i c .  The Councillor 
f o r  the  Ward i n  which the appeal s i t e  i s  l o ca ted  cons ide rs  t h a t  y o u r  des ign i s  not 
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f u l l y  r e f i n e d  and would,  i f  b u i l t .  produce a b u i l d i n g  t h a t  would appear discordanL 
i n  i t s  s e t t i n g  whether  seen from the  p u b l i c  s t r e e t  o r  o v e r  t h e  back garden from' 
properties,around. 

5. I t  seems c l e a r  t o  me f r o s i t h e  m a t e r i a l  you have p r o v i d e d  t h a t  measured i n  terms 
o f  dens i  

* 
ty and plot ratio the proposal does not conflict with the Council's 

e s t a b l i s h e d  s tanda rds  f o r  development c o n t a i n i n g  f a m i l y  accommodation. Having 
regard t o  t h e  d e s i r a b i l i t y  o f  making optimum use o f  e x i s t i n g  urban l a n d ,  I can see 
no c o m p e l l i n g  reason o f  p r i n c i p l e  why 4 f l a t s  should be though t  unacceptab le .  In 
l i n e  w i t h  t h e  C o u n c i l ' s  Env i ronmenta l  Code, a n o n - s t a t u t o r y  document, you have 
proposed one c a r  p a r k i n g  space p e r  d w e l l i n g  i n  t h e  l o w e r  ground f l o o r  o f  the 
p r o j e c t .  I no ted i n  t h e  a rea  t h a t  o f f - s t r e e t  p a r k i n g  i s  b e i n g  i n t r o d u c e d  i n  a 
number o f  ways, b o t h  uncovered and i n  garages b u i l t  i n  f r o n t  gardens and w i t h i n  the 
low r f l o m  of buildings, And T formed the opinion that the provision Slown tw 'YOUIr 

r" C' 1. h am - 
J!f~ #.bUiA ao6 fge odp- O F  Place- iki eppQarance so ong as t a r p and front 

r~--Tden o f  t h e  p r o p e r t y  a r e  a p p r o p r i a t e l y  d e t a i l e d .  something n o t  adequa te ly  illus-SLIted 
on t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  drawings.  A f t e r  c o n s i d e r i n g  the  p o t e n t i a l  n o i s e  assess-ment 

you p r o v i d e d  wid  t h e  n o i s e  c o n t r o l  measures s p e c i f i e d ,  I conc ludad t h a t  any 
adverse impac t  wh ich  t h e  p a r k i n g  p r o v i s i o n  migh t  have upon No 35 H o l l y c r o f t  Avenue 
would be l i m i t e d  and c e r t a i n l y  n o t  so s i g n i f i c a n t  as t o  j u s t i f y  o v e r r i d i n g  the 
genera l  p resumpt ion  wh ich  e x i s t s  i n  f avou r  o f  g r a n t i n g  p l a n n i n g  pe rm iss ion .  I also 
formed the  v i e w  t h a t  h a v i n g  regard  t o  e x i s t i n g  v e g e t a t i o n  on t h e  s i t e  and nearby, 
these f e a t u r e s  (which I r e g a r d  as necessary i f  you r  p r o j e c t  i s  t o  be b u i l t )  need not 
be v i s u a l l y  objectionable. 

6. The o t h e r  aspec t  o f  t he  p roposa l  which seems t o  me o f  p a r t i c u l a r  impor tance is 
the e f f e c t  which t h e  b u i l d i n g  would have upon d a y l i g h t  and s u n l i g h t  reaching 
ad jacen t  b u i l d i n g s .  My examina t ion  o f  the r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s ,  y o u r  d rawings ,  and of 
the ne ighbou r i ng  p r o p e r t i e s  l e f t  me i n  no doubt  t h a t  No 31 H o l l y c r o f t  Avenue would 
n o t  s u f f e r  any adverse e f f e c t  s u f f i c i e n t  to  J u s t i f y  w i t h h o l d i n g  p l a n n i n g  permission. 
The e f f e c t  upon No 35 o f  t h e  proposed b u i l d i n g  i s  e q u a l l y  i m p o r t a n t .  You have had 
t h i s  assessed u s i n g  WRIdram diagrams which l e d  t o  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  t h a t  available 
d a y l i g h t  a t  the  most s i g n i f i c a n t  windows i n  t h a t  p r o p e r t y  would be l i t t l e  changed by 
the PL-OPUGed development and 1 cail bee no reason t o  doubt  t h i s  conclusion. 
7 P  

There remains t h e  a e s t h e t i c  appropr ia teness  o f  you r  des ign  as an element o f  a 
conse rva t i on  area ,  n e c e s s a r i l y  a ve ry  s u b j e c t i v e  m a t t e r .  I can see t h a t  your  archi-tects 

have produced a des ign  f o r  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  s i t e  which i n  my v iew  clearly 
responds t o  i t s  c o n t e x t  and seeks t o  respec t  the c h a r a c t e r  o f  the  area .  Not a l l  its 
f c a t u r e s  r epea t  those a l r e a d y  found nearby,  b u t  I no te  t h a t  o t h e r  new b u i l d i n g s  in 
Like v i c i n i t y  s i m i l a r l y  complement t h e i r  ne ighbours r a t h e r  than  ap ing  them. In 
p a r t i c u l a r  i t  i s  my v iew t h a t  t he  mode l l i ng  and setbacks o f  t he  garden elevation, 
though u n l i k e  nearby b u i l d i n g s ,  c rea tes  a c h a r a c t e r  which would be v i s u a l l y  comfort-able 

i n  t h i s  s e t t i n g  as i n  my judgement the  b u i l d i n g  as a whole would be. 

8. 1 am concerned t h a t  i t  i s  n o t  e n t i r e l y  c i c a r  from the  drawings how the  front 
garden o f  the  p r o p e r t y  i s  proposed t o  be t r e a t e d  and enc losed,  n o r  how the  acoustic 
screen and canopy a r e  t o  be cons t ruc ted ,  mat te rs  whose impor tance I have r e f e r r e d  to 
above. I t  seems t o  me necess6ry t h a t  these d e t a i l s  shou ld  be s u b j e c t  t o  approva l  by 
tSe l o c a l  p l a n n i n g  a u t h o r i t y ,  and t h a t  the no i se  b a r r i e r s  shou ld  n o t  be removed 
w i t h o u t  t h e i r  consent ,  and I am a c c o r d i n g l y  a t t a c h i n g  a p p r o p r i a t e  c o n d i t i o n s  t o  the 
p lann ing  pe rm iss ion  which I am granting. 

9. 1 have cons idered a l l  the  o t h e r  mat te rs  r a i s e d  i n  t he  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  bu t  find 
them o f  i n s u f f i c i e n t  w e i g h t  t o  a l t e r  my decision. 
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10. For the reasons given above and in exercise of the powers transferred to me, 1 
hereby allow these appeals and grajiL a. conservation area consent for the demolition 
of 33 Hollycroft Avenue, London, NW3. in accordance with the terms of the applica-Lion 

No HB/8770384 dated 5 August 1987 subject to the condition that the development 
hereby permitted shall be begun not later than 5 years from the date of this letter. 
and b. grant planning permission for the erection of a new block of 4 flats and 
basement parking on that site in accordance with the terms of the application 
No PL/8702910  d a t e d  5 August 1987 and the plans submitted therewith, subject to the 
following conditions: 

l. The development hereby permitted shall be begun not later than 5 years 
atter the d A t p  n f  t h i s  letter. 

2. Approval in writing of the details of the paving and other landscaping 
of the.front garden of the property, and of the noise control barrier and 
canopy, shall be obtained from Lhe local planning authority before 

3. The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied until the noise 
control barrier and canopy have been constructed and they shall not be 
altered or removed without the prior approval in writing of the local 
planning authority. 

11. Attention is drawn to the fact that an applicant for any consent, agreement or 
approval required by a condition of this permission has a statutory right of appeal 
to the Secretary of State if approval is refused or granted conditionally, or if the 
auth9rity fail to give not-Ace of their decision within tho prc'scribcd period. 

12. This letter does not convey any approval or consent which may be required under 
any enactment, byelaw, order or regulation, other than sections 23 and 277A of the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1971. 

T am Gentlemen 
vour obedient Servant 

DENIS F McCOY ARIBA FRTPI DiplArch(Oxford) 
Inspector 


