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1. 1 have been appoin ted by t h e  Secre tary  o f  S ta te  f o r  t he  Environment t o  determine 
your  c l i e n t ' s  appeal a g a i n s t  t he  d e c i s i o n  o f  t he  Loondon Borough o f  Camden to 
re fuse  p lann ing  permiss ion  f o r  t he  convers ion i n t o  3 s e l f - c o n t a i n e d  f l a t s  of. 
86 Lover idge Road, London NW6. I have considered the  w r i t t e n  representations 
made by you and by t h e  Counc i l .  I i nspec ted  the  s i t e  on 20 February 1990. 

2. From my i n s p e c t i o n  o f  t h e  s i t e  and i t s  surroundings and from the  written_ 
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s ,  I cons ide r  t he  main issues i n  t h i s  case a re  f i r s t l y ,  having 
regard  t o  t he  housing p o l i c i e s  f o r  the borough, t he  e f f e c t  o f  t he  p r o j e c t  on 
t h e  l o c a l i t y  i n  terms o f  t he  number o f  u n i t s ,  secondly,  t h e  e f f e c t  o f  t he  project 
on t h e  c h a r a c t e r  o f  t he  area by reason o f  an increased f l o o r  area proposed and 
t h i r d l y ,  t he  e f f e c t  o f  t he  p r o j e c t  on t h e  amenity o f  t h e  occup ie rs  o f  84 Loveridge 
Road i n  terms o f  daylighting~ 

3. The adopted Borough Plan se ts  o u t  p o l i c i e s  t h a t  encourage t h e  retention 
o f  s i n g l e  f a m i l y  u n i t s  and t h e  f u l l e s t  p o s s i b l e  use o f  e x i s t i n g  r e s i d e n t i a l  accommo-dation. 

I n  d i v i d i n g  t h e  p r o p e r t y  i n t o  3 u n i t s  t h e r e  would be, i n  my opinion, 
t he  l o s s  o f  a l a r g e  f a m i l y  u n i t  o f  accommodation i n  t h a t  t h e r e  would be an excessive 
number o f  s m a l l e r  u n i t s  be ing brought  i n t o  ex i s tence  a t  t he  expense o f  t h e  existing 
f a m i l y  u n i t .  The p r o j e c t  would rep lace  a l a r g e  f a m i l y  house o f  6 t o  7 bedrooms. 
Whi le  t h e  p roposa l  would n o t ,  i n  my v iew,  comple te ly  r e t a i n  a s i n g l e  f a m i l y  home 
o f  a reasonable s i z e  as t h e  f i r s t  f l o o r  u n i t  i s  much sma l l e r  than the  family. 
u n i t  i t  r ep laces ,  t h e r e  i s ,  because o f  the f i r s t  f l o o r  3 bedroom u n i t ,  no real 
l o s s  o f  a f a m i l y  u n i t  and t h e r e f o r e  I cons ide r  t he  harm t o  t h e  l o c a l i t y  i n  respect 
o f  t h i s  aspect  i s  n o t  so s i g n i f i c a n t  t h a t  p lann ing  permiss ion  should be withheld 
because o f  i t ,  i f  o t h e r  ma t te rs  were satisfactory. 

4. 1 t u r n  now t o  t h e  ques t i on  o f  t he  e f f e c t  on t h e  cha rac te r  o f  t he  area due 
t o  an increased f l o o r  a rea .  By i n c reas ing  the  f l o o r  area and the  number o f  units, 
t h e  p r o j e c t  would b r i n g  i n t o  t h e  area a d d i t i o n a l  people and would, i n  my judgement, 
inc rease  the  d e n s i t y  o f  t he  area which appears t o  be w e l l  o v e r , t h e  100 RRA cited 
as a guide i n  P o l i c y  HG21. While t h e  s imple  i m p o s i t i o n  o f  d e n s i t y  standards 
can be i n a p p r o p r i a t e  i f  a p p l i e d  t o o  r i g i d l y ,  t hey  are a u s e f u l  gu ide as increases 
i n  d e n s i t y  can cause problems such as the  ove r l ook ing  o f  s e r v i c e s  and a lack 
o f  enough amenity space i n  a p a r t i c u l a r  s i t e  such as t h i s .  I n  my,view the  likely 
i nc rease  i n  t h e  number o f  people would mean an inc rease  i n  no i se  and disturbance 
t h a t  would a f f e c t  t h e  c h a r a c t e r  o f  the area,  which w i t h  i t s  p resen t  m ix tu re  of 
f a m i l y  u n i t s  and f l a t s  remains reasonably  q u i e t .  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h i s ,  t h e  Council, 
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i n  t h e i r  s ta tement ,  s t a t e d  t h a t  t he re  was ser ious  congest ion caused by on-street 
c a r - p a r k i n g  i n  Lover idge Road. This I conf i rmed a t  t he  t ime  o f  my inspection 
and, i n  my judgement, these c o n d i t i o n s  are u n l i k e l y  t o  be j u s t  a temporary 
phenomenon. Your c l i e n t ' s  proposals  would tend t o  increase the  demand f o r  parking 
spaces and lead  t o  a worsening o f  congest ion.  Th is  has added we igh t  t o  my conclusion 
t h a t  t he  p r o j e c t  would be harmfu l  t o  t he  cha rac te r  o f  t he  l o c a l i t y  due t o  the 
increased f l o o r  area. 

5., I n  cons ide r ing  the  e f f e c t  o f  your  c l i e n t ' s  proposals  on the  amenity o f  his 
neighbours due t o  a p o t e n t i a l  l o s s  o f  l i g h t ,  I have taken account o f  t he  proposed 
ground and f i r s t  f l o o r  r e a r  ex tens ion ,  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  t h e  sma l l e r  second floor 

IQ , rea r  ex tens ion .  The f a c t  t h a t  your  c l i e n t ' s  p r o p e r t y  i s  i n  t h e  middle o f  a terrace 
/means t h a t  any r e a r  upper f l o o r  ex tens ion would tend t o  c u t  down d a y l i g h t  to 

ne ighbour ing p r o p e r t i e s .  The f a c t  t h a t  the ex tens ion would s tand w e l l  o u t  from 
the  t e r r a c e  and i s  on the  boundary t o  84 Lover idge Road does mean t h a t  i t  would 
c u t  down the d a y l i g h t  coming i n t o  the r e a r  o f  t h a t  p r o p e r t y .  As i t  i s  both a 
f i r s t  and second f l o o r  ex tens ion  I cons ider  the l o s s  o f  d a y l i g h t  would be harmful. 
Therefore  I f i n d  t h a t  your  c l i e n t ' s  proposals  would be harmfu l  t o  the amenity 
o f  t h e  occup ie rs  o f  84 Lover idge Road by reason o f  p o t e n t i a l  l o s s  o f  daylight. 

6. 1 conclude t h a t  your  c l i e n t ' s  p r o j e c t ,  no tw i t hs tand ing  t h a t  t h e r e  would 
n o t  be a harmfu l  l o s s  o f  a f a m i l y  u n i t ,  would n o t  be acceptab le  due t o  t h e  increased 
f l o o r  area causing harm t o  t he  cha rac te r  o f  t he  l o c a l i t y  and the  l o s s  o f  daylight 
t o  t he  a d j o i n i n g  property. 

7. The Counc i l  have p u t  fo rward  a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  t he  scheme proposed. However 
you w i l l  app rec ia te  I am unable t o  comment on a l t e r n a t i v e  p roposa ls .  I have 
taken note o f  t he  o t h e r  p r o p e r t i e s  t h a t  have been conver ted i n t o  f l a t s  bo th  in 
Lover idge Road and i n  the o t h e r  Road your  c l i e n t  showed me and the  range o f  units 
proposed which cou ld  s a t i s f y  a demand, b u t  I have i d e n t i f i e d  issues t h a t  cause 
me t o  cons ider  t h i s  case on the  p a r t i c u l a r  c ircumstances a r i s i n g  from the 
a p p l i c a t i o n .  However, I have taken account o f  these and a l l  t he  o t h e r  matters 
r a i s e d  i n  t h e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s ,  b u t  they  do n o t  a l t e r  my conc lus ions  on the  planning 
issues involved. 

a. For t he  above reasons, and i n  exerc i se  o f  t he  powers t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  me, 
I hereby d ismiss t h i s  appeal. 

I am Sir 
Your obed ien t  SeAtvant 

H 0 WALTON MNSTERS~FRICS 
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