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1. f have been appo in ted  by ~he Sec re ta r y  o f  S t a t e  f o r  t he  Environment t o  determine 
t h e  above mentioned appeal .  T h i s  appeal i s  a g a i n s t  t he  d e c i s i o n  o f  t h e  London. 
Borough o f  Camden Counc i l  t o  r e f u s e  p l a n n i n g  permiss ion  f o r  t h e  c r e a t i o n  o f  11 self-contained 

f l a t s ,  6 S h e r r i f f  Road, West Hampstead. I have*considered t h e  written 
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  made by you and by t h e  Counc i l .  I have a l s o ' c o n s i d e r e d  those 
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  made d i r e c t l y  by i n t e r e s t e d  persons t o  t h e  Counc i l  which have been 
forwarded t o  me. I i nspec ted  t h e  s i t e  on 26 June 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  su r round ings .  and f rom the 

r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  made, I cons i de r  t h a t  t h e  main i ssues  i n  t h i s  case are: 

a .  whether  t h e  t ype  o f  r e s i d e n t i a l  accommodation proposed would undermine 
t h e  o b j e c t i v e s  o f  t h e  C o u n c i l ' s  p o l i c i e s  r e l a t i n g  t o  t he  p r o v i s i o n  o f  non 
s e l f - c o n t a i n e d  accommodation and f a m i l y  units; 

b.  t h e  e f f e c t  o f  t h e  proposed development on the  c h a r a c t e r  o f  t h i s  building 
and i t s  immediate su r round ings ;  and 

C. whether  t h e  proposed development would s e r i o u s l y  harm t h e  amen i t ies  or 
o u t l o o k  o f  ne ighbou r i ng  residents. 

3. Evidence r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  p a s t  r e s i d e n t i a l  use o f  t h e  appeal premises i s  not 
e n t i r e l y  c l e a r ,  and I no te  t h a t  t h e  Counc i l  have cons idered t h e  d e t a i l s  o f  this 
h i s t o r y  as p a r t  o f  t h e i r  assessment o f  a r e c e n t  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  an Es tab l i shed  Use 
C e r t i f i c a t e .  U n t i l  r e c e n t l y  t h e  p r o p e r t y  has a p p a r e n t l y  been i n  use as a house in 
m u l t i p l e  occupa t i on .  Refurb ishment works have l e d  t o  an i n t e r n a l  rearrangement 
which now p r o v i d e s  8 s e l f - c o n t a i n e d  u n i t s .  Your c l i e n t ' s  p roposa l  would extend this 
form o f  r e s i d e n t i a l  use t o  p r o v i d e  11 flats. 

4 .  1 f u l l y  unders tand the  o b j e c t i v e s  underp inn ing  t h e  C o u n c i l ' s  housing.policies 
s e t  o u t  i n  t h e  Adopted Borough P lan .  I acknowledge t h a t  b o t h  non s e l f - c o n t a i n e d  and 
f a m i l y  accommodation shou ld  r e m a i n - s i g n i f i c a n t  components o f  t h e  o v e r a l l  housing 
p r o v i s i o n  i n  t h i s  a rea ,  i ssues  which P o l i c i e s  HG30 and 35 seek t o  address.  However, 
t he  proposed scheme would l e a d  t o  an i nc rease  i n  t h e  hous ing s t o c k  i n  'a Borough 
s u f f e r i n g  f rom a severe hous ing  shor tage ,  and,where t h e  Counc i l  seek t h e  provision 
o f - a  range o f  r e s i d e n t i a l  accommodation. I t  would i nc rease  t h e  number o f  small 
r e s i d e n t i a l  u n i t s ,  a l b e i t  i n  a s e l f - c o n t a i n e d  form, r e f l e c t i n g  t h e  genera l  aim of 
P o l i c y  HG35, and t h e  t h r u s t  o f  t h e  adv ice  i n  paragraph 13 o f  Appendix A t o  Planning 



P o l i c y  Guidance Note No. 9 . .  I n  t he  absence o f  d e t a i l e d  i n f o r m a t i o n  as t o  the 
p resen t  Borough-wide adequacy o f  non s e l f - c o n t a i n e d  and f a m i l y  u n i t  p r o v i s i o n ,  i t  is 
d i f f i c u l t  t o  judge t h e  a c c e p t a b i l i t y  o f  t h i s  p roposa l  f o r  s t u d i o  u n i t s .  The onus is 
p laced upon t h e  l o c a l  p l a n n i n g  a u t h o r i t y  t o  demonstrate harm. On t h i s  i s sue  they 
have n o t  done so.  On t h e  b a s i s  o f  a l l  these c o n s i d e r a t i o n s ,  I do n o t  f i n d  t h a t  this 
f i r s t  i s s u e  c o n t a i n s  a d e c i s i v e  objection. 

5. 1 recognise t h a t  t h i s - s i t e  does not f a l l . w i t h i n  a designated Conservation Area, 
and i s  not  a l i s t e d  bu i l d ing .  I accept tha t  the a rch i tec tu ra l  features o f  buildings 
i n  the immediate area do not  provide an ove ra l l  coherent pat tern o f  d i s t i n c t  merit. 
Bui ld ings vary considerably i n  age and design. Some o f  the o lder  V ic to r ian  houses, 
inc lud ing  the neighbouring property a t  No. 4. have been modified and extended with 
modern features i n  a way which has not  always re f lec ted  t h e i r  i n t r i n s i c  character. 
Dormer windows o f  considerable s ize have been inser ted i n  some propert ies including, 
most not iceably,  those a t  second f l o o r  l e v e l  i n  the adjo in ing property.  The present 
rear  e levat ion o f  your c l i e n t ' s  property i s  unprepossessing'with a v i s u a l l y  untidy 
mix o f  pro ject ions and windows o f  vary ing sizes-and s ty les .  I note t ha t  the 
proposed f r o n t  dormers would match those on the adjo in ing property a t  No. 4, and the 
proposed rear  e levat ion would r e f l e c t  the s t y l e  o f  the permitted rear  extension to 
tha t  property. 

6. Nevertheless, I consider tha t  the Counci l 's  concern on the second issue i s  not 
e n t i r e l y  misplaced, The f a c t  t ha t  a neighbouring property has been permitted to 
extend i n  a manner s i m i l a r  t o  t ha t  proposed here does not  necessari ly j u s t i f y  an 
argument which seeks t o  dismiss the Counci l 's  object ion as o f  l i t t l e  weight. I 
consider t ha t  the f r o n t  e levat ion o f  the appeal property possesses pleasing 
V ic to r ian  features and proport ions.  I found the f r o n t  bay and pediment o f  the 
appeal property t o  be o f  p a r t i c u l a r  importance t o  i t s  external  design and character. 
The proposed r e l a t i v e l y  large dormer extension a t  second f l o o r  l eve l  immediately 
above t h i s  fea ture ,  i n  my judgement, would s i g n i f i c a n t l y  reduce i t s  prominence and 
ser ious ly  unbalance the composition o f  the f ron t "e leva t ion .  I f u r t he r  consider that, 
the proposed f l a t - r o o f e d  extensions t o  the rear ,  w i th  t h e i r  large,expanse of 
fenest ra t ion,  would be o f  a design general ly a l i en  to  the nearby area. Because of 
t h e i r  scale and~height. i n  my opinion, they would have a s e r i o u s l y  adverse impact on 
the character o f  t h i s  bu i ld ing .  I do not  f i n d  these object ions decis ive in 
themselves. Nevertheless, they are factors  which support the dismissal o f  your 
c l i e n t ' s  appeal. 

7 .  On t h e  e a s t e r n  s i d e  o f  t h e  p r o p e r t y ,  t h e  proposed r e a r  ex tens ions  would not 
p r o j e c t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  beyond t h e  l i n e  o f  t he  e x i s t i n g  e l e v a t i o n s  e i t h e r  t o  t h e  side 
.or  r e a r .  F o r ' t h i s  reason,  I cons i de r  t h a t  t h e  impact  o f  t h e  development on the 

- o u t l o o k  and amen i t i es  o f  r e s i d e n t s  occupying the  f l a t s  i n  No. 4 S h e r r i f f  Road would 
* n o t  be s e r i o u s l y  adverse. 

8 .  However, I have reached t h e  oppos i t e  conc lus ion  i n  r espec t  o f  No. 8 Sherriff 
Road t o  t h e  wes t .  I accept  t h a t  t h e  main w indows1n  t h a t  p r o p e r t y  f ace  either 
S h e r r i f f  Road i t s e l f  o r  H i l l t o p  Road t o  t h e  s i d e .  The p r o p e r t y  has o n l y  one window 
on i t s  sou thern  e l e v a t i o n .  Never the less ,  a garden and e x t e r n a l  ameni ty  areas l i e  to 
t h e  sou th .  One f l a t  has an en t rance on t h e  sou thern  e l e v a t i o n  a t  f i r s t  f l o o r  level 
reached by an e x t e r n a l  s t a i r c a s e .  The proposed r e a r  e x t e n s i o n s , t o  t h a t  s i d e  o f  your 
c l i e n t ' s  p r o p e r t y  would be l a r g e  and would p r o j e c t  a cons ide rab le  d i s t a n c e  i n t o  the 
r e a r  garden a t  b o t h  l ower  and upper ground f l o o r  and f i r s t  f l o o r  l e v e l s .  I n  my 
judgement, t h e  b u l k  and h e i g h t  o f  t h i s  ex tens ion  would s i g n i f i c a n t l y  reduce the 
a m o u n t o f  l i g h t  r each ing  t h e  r e a r  garden o f  t h e  ne ighbour ing  house, and would be so 
v i s u a l l y  dominant as t o  s e r i o u s l y  harm t h e  o u t l o o k  f r o m " t h a t  garden. Given this 
f i r m  c o n c l u s i o n ,  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  those o b j e c t i o n s  on the  second i s s u e ,  I f i n d  your 
c l i e n t ' s  scheme unacceptable. 
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9. 1 have taken account of all other matters canvassed in the representations, 

including the general presumption in favour of planning permission set out in 

various national policy guidance; the previous condition of the building; the 

elevational appearance of St James' House; the potential increase in problems of 

overlooking from the large windows proposed within the rear extensions; and the 

references by some local residents to parking difficulties on nearby roads. 

However, I do not find these to be of such weight as to override those considers-tions, 

which have led to my decision. 

10. For the above reasons, and in exercise of the powers transferred to me, I hereby 

dismiss-this appeal. 4 

I am Gentlemen 
Your obedient Servant 

R E WATSON BA(Hons) 
Inspector 
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