
'~'4 01 S_i9 - )_e~~ ~ an L. Department of the EnAronment and g- ~~o zq 
Department of Transport 
Common Services ~1 

Room 1417Tollgate House Houlton Streef Bristol BS2 9DJ 
tax 449321 Direct line 0272-218 927 

Switchboard 0272-218811 
G7, N 2074 

Messrs SolOmon, Taylor and Shaw 
3 Coach House Yard 
32 Hampstead High Street 
LDNDON NI-43 

I 
Gentlemen 

Your reference 
5.392/CPG/DXt 
Our reference T/APP/XS2lO/A/85/O38601~; 

Date 
~ 2 JUL 87 

WIN A14D COLT14TRY PLANNING ACT 1971, SECTION 36 A14D SCHEDULE 9 
APPEALS BY FAITH1.700D INVESTMENTS LIMITED 
APPLICATION NOS: Pl,/8401879/111 A14D PL/8501764/Rl 

01. 1 r e f e r  t o t h e  above mentioned appeals which the Secretary of  State f o r  the' 
Environment has appointed me t o  determine. These appeals are against the decisions 
o f  the London Borough o f  Camden Council t o  refuse planning permission f i r s t l y ,  I 
f o r  the erection o f  4 houses (Appeal A) and secondly, f o r  the erect ion o f  3 hous, so 
(Appeal B) on land at ,19 Wadham Gardens, London N1131. 

2. As you know, I hold a l oca l  i nqu i ry  i n t o  these appeals on 7 A p r i l  and S May 
1987 and I have seen the appeal s i t e  and the surrounding area. From considering 
a l l  the evidence and representations made during the i nqu i r y  and i n  w r i t i n g  and 
fo l low ing  my inspect ion,  I form the view t h a t  the p r i n c i p a l  issue irk these appeals 
i s  whether the scale and nature o f  e i t he r  of the proposed developments would 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  harr  the character,  appearance and general amenity o f  this 
Conservation Area and t h a t  o f  the adjo in ing buildings. 

3. The appeal s i t e  forms pa r t  o f  the L-shaped garden o f  a substant ia l  detached 
house, No. 19 Wadham Gardens, located close t o  the corner o f  Wadham Gardens and 
Lower Merton Rise. The pa r t  o f  the garden proposed f o r  development oomprises a 
lawn and mature flower beds, the street frontagesbeing charanterised by a privet 

9hedge, about 6 f t  high, behind which i s  a row o f  some 21 pol larded poplar trees. 
No. 19 i t s e l f  i s  o f  2 main storeys wi th gable a t t i c s  t o  the s t ree t  frontage and 
has aspects t o  the f r o n t  and rear  and, from the side windows and d i s t i n c t i v e  bayst 
has an outlook over the appeal s i t e .  Immediately t o  the north l i e s  No. I Lower 
Merton Rise, converted some time ago from a coach house and stables t o  a 2-storey 
family house which, along with the larger houses on the opposite side of 

Wadham Gardens, looks over the appeal s i t e  a t  upper f l o o r  l e v e l .  The appeal site 
l i e s  close t o  the eastern entrance o f  a wel l -def ined estate o f  d i s t i n c t i v e  detach" 
residences, b u i l t  around the t u rn  o f  the century under the aegis Of London buildwt 
william urillett, and lies almost opposite an area of private communal gardens. 

tiirll 

The whole estate forms the basis o f  the o r i g i n a l  Elsworthy Conservation Arsa* 
declared i n  1973 and subsequently extended on the periphery. 

4. The Counci l 's  reasons f o r  refusing these appl icat ions are l a rge l y  based on 
t h e i r  opinion t h a t  

~oth o f  the bui ld ings proposed are excessive i n  bulk and poor ly i" 
re la ted  t o  the adjo in ing houses. Both proposals would also r e s u l t  i n  the lose J, 
o f  an important area o f  p r i va te  open space, o f  considerable " a n i t y  value, A point 

borne out by strong l o c a l  f ee l i ng ,  and which contr4.butes s i g n i f i c a n t l y  t o  the 

character and appearance o f  the Conservation Area. Concern i s  also expressed aboutVn 

de ta i led  impact o f  the bu i ld ings on No. 19 and on the prominent t rees and hedgest an !~ 
the frontages. Emphasis is particularly placed on local planning policies which 
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maintain the appearance o f  p r i va te  gardens, r e s i s t  the loss of important open 

spaces and urge re jec t ion  o f  bu i ld ings which are excessively bulky Or Out Of scale 

w i th  t h e i r  neighbours. 

S. i n  response t o  these points,  on behalf o f  your c l i e n t s  i t  was emphasised 

t h a t  Government po l icy  urges developers t o  make the best use o f  scarce urban lend 
accepted -iemand. In  reflecting 

f o r  housing development f o r  which there i s  an 

the scale and bulk of ex is t ing  bu i ld ings,  the proposals cannot be considered to 

be out o f  character i n  t h i s  Conservation Area and both schemes not  only comply 

w i th  a l l  the relevant planning standards but are also compatible i n  design terms. 

The v isua l  and amenity impact on No 19 and the surrounding houses would not be , 
unsatisfactory in such a tightly-knit 

urban area and there would not be an 
un&cc0kPt",.j.~,.-able 

degree of overlooking o r  loss o f  pr ivacy. Both schemes r e t a i n  as much of.'~ 

the boundary vegetat ion as pract icable and the Countrills views are unnecessari2y 

pessimist ic  on t h i s  issue. moreover. t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  plot o f  land has not beel~ 

s p e c i f i c a l l y  i d e n t i f i e d  by the Council as worthy o f  protect ion and various repo~rts, 

on previous planning appl icat ions f o r  t h i s  s i t e  accept t h a t  some form of d0v0lOF-ment 

would be pernitted. Neither scheme would have an adverse or 
doninating tfg*ct 

71 

inpor tant  views of the Street scene and both represent an acceptable uz* Of: 
o f  side garoen land. wun*derused 

and uncharacter is t ic  area 

6. i n  terms of planning po l i cy ,  I consider t h a t  t h i s  i s  a case where the ne-iODA1*-. 

and l oca l  po l i c i es  which urge f u l l  and e f f e c t i v e  use of scarce urban 1 "  a id  
. : 

emphasisethe need to  cater e f f e c t i v e l y  f o r  p r i va te  housing demand have t o  be care- , 

f u l l y  balanced against the need t o  Protect the p a r t i c u l a r  character and distinctiv*.C-4 

q u a l i t i e s  Of t h i s  Conservation Area. Whi ls t  there i s  an accepted demand for 

houses such as your c l i en t s  propose and a need f o r  Conservation Areas t o  remain 

i t  is  equally inpor tant  t o  ensure t h a t  now developmAt DO~-alive 
and prosperous, features of t h i s  area b0lti 

on ly  accords with the soecial  a rch i tec tu ra l  and visual 

a lso respects the form ~nd layout of ex is t ing  bu i ld ings and other significant 

" i c a l  features. Given t h i s  background, T consider t ha t  the ex is t ing  charaeW. 

r i bu t i on  made by the app&&1 s i t e  are 
o f  t h i s  Conservation Area and the cOnt. 

c -  o f  your c l i e n t s '  Proposals 
important considerationst along w i th  the ove ra l l  impa L 

on the character and appearance not only o f  the area i n  general, but also as 

, ionships w i th  adjoining bu i ld ings i n  terms of visual 
regards the deta i led _rela~ 
bu lk ,  design and layout. 

F i r s t l y#  as t o  the character of t h i s  neighbourhood, I f u l l y  agree w i th  the 
l o w s  

advanced on your c l i e n t s '  behal f ,  and not disputed by the Council, that 

t h i s  Conservation Area i s  characterised by substant ia l  detached resid*nc0sf asch 

i n  a d i s t i n c t i v e  Arts and Craf ts s t y l e ,  general ly set  close together along M&tur* 
r i n c i p a l  focus o f - t h i s  estate i s  the 

t r e e - l i n e d  roads. I also agree t h a t  the p. 
a, around which are qr*uP*d, 

communal garden on the opposite side o f  Vladham Garden 
. y.oreoverr apart  from 

a nurrbe. o f  large 
detached houses of i nd i v idua l  design 

one o r  two exan'Ples Of more recent bu i ld ings,  some the r e s u l t  o f  war damage, and 

the sub-d iv is ion o f  a good number of the houses i n t o  smaller dwell ing$ Or flats, 

the area re ta ins  most Of the layout,  general character 
. 
and appearance Of the 

o r i g i n a l  %.,,illiam 1- . i l le t t  estate. 

S. However, the s igni f icance of the appeal s i t e  as am important p r i va te  Open 

space on the edge o f  -the estate should not ,  i n  my viewr -e  underestimated. I 

agree t h a t  the useful  h i s t o r i c a l  evidence, submitted by l o c a l  residents,  &S to 

whether t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  garden was de l ibe ra te ly  planned as an i n t e g r a l  p a r t  of 

the o v e r a ' l  layout of the estate i s  somewhat inconclusive. Likewise. the sit* 

i n  not  
h i ; h l i g h t e d  by the Council as warranting special  p ro tec t ion ,  even though 

Local Plan po i t c ies  do seek t o  general ly r e s i s t  the loss o f  p r i va te  Open spaces, 

recognising the iz  amenity value t o  adjo in ing occupiers and t o  the pub l i c  as a 

whole. Nevertheless, the s i t e  represents a very conspicuous P lo t  Of land, as 

y e t  not  b u i l t  up, on t prominent corner -s i te  a t  the eastern entrance o f  the est&t*-1 

11,11. 111:-- -.1-1 
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Aough i t  may n o t  be a fundamental e l e m e n t i n  t he  o r i g i n a l  des ign,  i t  clearly 

does much i n  fo rming  t h e  spacious appearance o f  t h i s  edge t o  t h e  e s t a t e ,  and many 
o f  t h e  sur round ing  p r o p e r t i e s  a r e  designed t o  have impo r tan t  aspects over  the 
s i t e ,  e s p e c i a l l y  from t h e  upper f l o o r s .  Moreover, w i t h  t he  prominent hedge and 
p o l l a r d e d  t r e e s  enc los ing  t h e  f r o n t a g e ,  t he  s i t e  i n  i t s  p resen t  undeveloped staW, 

aportant4 ,,J* c o n s t i t u t e s  a s i g n i f i c a n t  element i n  t he  s t r e e t  scene and makes a v e r y  ir 
i f  n o t  i nd i spensab le ,  c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  t he  cha rac te r  and appearance o f  t h i s  part 
o f  t he  Conservat ion Area. 

9 .  o f  course,  I recognise t h a t  "he p r e s e r v a t i o n  o f  t h i s  p r i v a t e  garden f o r  i t s  
h.", 

own sake, even though i t  may be t h e  pre fe rence o f  t h e  Counc i l  and l o c a l  residonts,,!k:~,, 
and arguments about t h e  genera l  p r i n c i p l e  o f  n o t  deve lop ing the  appeal s i t e  do ~*h 
n o t  i n  themselves c o n s t i t u t e  sound reasons t o  t u r n  down you r  c l i e n t s '  schemes. 
A major consideration is whether -the proposals would unacceptably harm the charactoex! 
o r  appearance o f  t h i s  Conserva 4 i o n  Area and, i n  terms o f  v i s u a l  impact ,  both 
schemes have a number o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  p o i n t s  i n  t h e i r  f avou r .  F i r s t l y ,  both 
proposa ls  gene-ra l ly  r e f l e c t  t he  s t y l e  and p r o p o r t i o n s  o f  many e x i s t i n g  buildings 
on the  e s t a t e ,  w i t h o u t  s l a v i s h l y  copying p a r t i c u l a r  des ign f e a t u r e s ,  and both 
match t h e  h e i g h t  and r i d g e  l i n e  o f  t he  a d j o i n i n g  p r o p e r t y ,  No 19. The overall 

WA-pigns do no t  seen t o  be unacceptable t o  t h e  Counc i l  and I agree t h a t  schemes 
such obvious high q u a l i t y  would be a p o s i t i v e  asse t  i n  many neighbourhoods. 

Moreover, I understand t h a t  bo th  schemes meet the t e c h n i c a l  s tandards o f  day-lighting, 
p l o t  rat.4o and d e n s i t y  and I recognise the  e f f o r t s  made by your  clien'48 

t o  overcome many o f  t he  C o u n c i l ' s  p rev ious  o b j e c t i o n s  by reduc ing t h e  sca le  of 
t h e  b u i l d i n g s  and the number o f  dwellings. 

77 10. However, whichever scheme i s  cons idered,  t h e  o v e r a l l  s ca le  o f  e i t h e r  o f  the 
b u i l d i n g s  proposed would have a s i g n i f i c a n t  v i s u a l  irapact on t h i s  p a r t  o f  the 
Conserva t ion  Area, as t h e  montage photographs c l e a r l y  show. ma t te rs  o f  visual 
b u l k  d i d  no t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  form a c e n t r a l  p a r t  o f  t he  C o u n c i l ' s  case a t  t he  inquiry, 
b u t  a re  an impo r tan t  c o n s i d e r a t i o n ,  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t he  reasons f o r  r e f u s a l .  :n 
gene ra l  te rms,  bo th  b u i l d i n g s  being o f  a f u l l  3 - s t o r e y s ,  ex tend ing  across almost 
t h e  f u l l  w i d t h  o f  t h e  p l o t  and be ing v e r y  c l ose  t o  t he  s t r e e t  f r o n t a g e s ,  could 
n o t  f a i l  t o  s tand o u t  i n  t h e  s t r e e t  scene, even though a t  eye l e v e l  t he  impact 
would be so f tened by t he  f r o n t a g e  t r e e s  and hedges. Both schemes have a high 
degree o f  s i t e  coverage, e s p e c i a l l y  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  depth o f  t h i s  p l o t ,  which 
i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l e s s  t h a n  most o t h e r s  on t h i s  s i de  o f  Uladham Gardens. Moreovert 
t h e  s i t e  i s  c l o s e l y  bounded on 2 s ides  by e x i s t i n g  houses, bo th  o f  wh ich  have 

tentional o u t l o o k s  ove r  t h e  s i t e ,  and t h e  presence o f  t h i s  open area makes a 
a g n i f i c a n t  c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  t h e  p r i v a t e  space and genera l  amenity o f  these 
residences. 

11. I n  these c i rcumstances ,  I t a k e  t h e  v iew t h a t  t o  i n t r o d u c e  a b u i l d i n g  o f  the, 
genera l  h e i g h t  and sca le  envisaged i n  e i t h e r  scheme would tend  t o  crowd t h e  s e t t i n g . "  . 
o f  a d j o i n i n g  b u i l d i n g s  and unacceptab ly  encroach on t o  t h i s  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  important, 
area o f  p r i v a t e  open space. moreover, w h i l s t  n o t  be ing p a r t i c u l a r l y  obtrusive 
o r  incongruous when viewed f rom t h e  western end o f  11adham Gardens, bo th  buildings 
would tend t o  dominate t h i s  p rominent  co rne r  s i t e  when seen a t  c l o s e  quarters 
and f rom v i e w p o i n t s  t o  t h e  south  and e a s t .  i n  v iew o f  t h e  r e s t r i c t e d  space around 
e i t h e r  o f  t h e  proposed b u i l d i n g s  and bea r i ng  i n  mind t h e  p r o x i m i t y  o f  t he  large 
houses a d j o i n i n g  and o p p o s i t e ,  e i t h e r  o f  these s u b s t a n t i a l  b u i l d i n g s  would be 
seen as an ove rbear ing  and cramped development o f  V i s  r e l a t i v e l y  sma l l  and con-stricted 

s i t e .  Both schemes would thus be o u t  o f  l i n e  w i t h  t h ~  C o u n c i l ' s  adopted 
urban des ign p o l i c i e s  which r e q u i r e  c a r e f u l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  a e s t h e t i c  and environ.. 
mental  f a c t o r s  and urge r e j e c t i o n  o f  b u i l d i n g s  which a r u  e x c e s s i v e l y  b u l k y  or 
o u t  o f  s ca le  w i t h  those i n  t h e  l o c a l i t y .  Rather t han  fo rm ing  a l o g i c a l  enclosing 
o r  t e r m i n a t i n g  element i n  t h e  s t r e e t  scene as was suggested, i n  my o p i n i o n ,  both 
would tend t o  encroach on t h e  compara t i ve l y  uncrowded and open na tu re  o f  this 
c o r n e r  s i t e  and show a marked c o n t r a s t  w i t h  t h e  more spacious su r round ings ,  to 
t h e  o v e r a l l  v i s u a l  d e t r i m e n t  o f  t h e  Conservat ion Area. 



SOP to 
12. As regards the deta i led  impact on No 19, again the h i s t o r i c a l  evidence as t o  whether t h i s  side garden was an in ten t iona l  pa r t  o f  the o r i g i n a l  layout is somewhat inconclusive and i accept that this house is almost alone in having such 
a large side garden. Nevertheless, as an important undeveloped space it contresta-ti-ji markedly wi th the more closely.-kni t  nature of many o f  the other houses on the estate and fo:-,is an important element in the relationship between the surroundinv~ LO,4 dwell ings. From the various plans submitted and 

~rom 
my s i t e  inspect ion, the side windows and prominent bays on the eastern elevat ion o f  No 19 are clearly 

a s i g n i f i c a n t  feature o f  the design and my in te rna l  inspection o f  some o f  the ground floor accommodation also confirmed the importance Of this outlook over the side garden. 1.1,oreover, this side elevation of the house, whilst a subsidiary feature i n  the design and set wel l  back from the road frontage, can be clearly seen from viewpoints to  the south and east, cont r ibut ing t o  the general quality Of toWnscape i n  t h i s  area. I therefore take the general view tha t  e i t he r  o f  the proposed b u i ld ings ,  i n  view o f  t h e i r  bulk,  height and s i t i n g ,  would materially, harm the se t t i ng ,  i n t e g r i t y  and i n d i v i d u a l i t y  o f  t h i s  ex i s t i ng  reside og t o  t detriment o f  the Conservation Area as a whole. 
n hei 

13. My general views on the unsat is factory nature of e i t he r  scheme are c o n f i r  d Oby a deta i ied consideration o f  each o f  the proposals i n  re l a t i on  t o  the visual~ 
". 

and phy ; i ca l  
impact on the s t ree t  scene and on adjoin ing buildings. 

14. As regards the scheme f o r  4 houses, the f a c t  t ha t  the now bu i ld ing would be phys ica l l y  l inked to  No 19 would t o t a l l y  a l t e r  the character and distinctive i n d i v i d u a l i t y  o f  the o r i g i n a l  house, being seen as a substant ia l  addition, s i g n i f i c a n t l y  detract ing from the design and i n t e g r i t y  o f  t h i s  house. The rear bu i ld ing  l i n e  and tha t  along Lower Merton Rise would obstruct  views t o  and from the side bay o f  No 19 and ser ious ly  diminish the current  perception o f  this secluded garden from outside. The f r o n t  bu i ld ing  l i n e  t o  wadham Gardens is nOticedbly forward o f  the adjoin ing house and, being very close t o  the site boundary would tend t o  be somewhat obtrusive i n  the s t ree t  scene. The full 3-storey heigh,., prominent r oo f  l i n e  and hor izonta l  enqxhasis of  the design would draw a t ten t ion  t o  the general mass o f  the bu i ld ing  and the large extent o f  site coverage. The scale and s ize o f  the bu i ld ing.could not i n  any way be considered a subsidiary element -to the o r i g i n a l  house and would have an overbearing effect on the adjo in ing houses and i n  the ove ra l l  s t r ee t  scene. Furthermore, the lose Of almost h a l f  the hedge l i n e  and a number of trees on the Lower me.-ton Rise 
4rrontage i s  a f u r t he r  po in t  con t r ibu t ing  t o  the general unacceptabi l i ty  o f  this a-cheme. 

The second scheme, f o r  3 houses, stands more on i t s  own, but again with s i m i l a r  height  and wide extent o f  s i t e  coverage would equal ly tend t o  dominate the adjo in ing houses. The rear  bu i ld ing  l i n e  pays more respect t o  the outlook, from the side bays o f  No 19, but overa l l  views i n t o  and out o f  the s i t e  would be in~errupted 
almost as much. The corner set-back does ass i s t  i n  maintaining 

an impression o f  some open space a t  the road junc t ion ,  but i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  the ove ra l l  height and bulk o f  the bu i ld ing ,  would be seen as an insubstant ia l  element i n  the s t r e e t  scene. The general lack o f  surrounding space and closeness o f  the bui ld ings t o  the boundaries emphasise the unduly prominent scale o f  development, which though not espec ia l ly  incongruous o r  obtrus ive,  would de t rac t  from the more modest and spacious nature o f  the surroundings. Taken together, a l l  thee* factbre po in t  t o  -the general inappropriateness o f  the scheme t o  t h i s  prominent corner site. 

16. As t o  the e f f e c t  of e i t h e r  proposal on the ex i s t i ng  t rees and hedges, I recoq-. n ise t h a t  there i s  a qu i t e  var ied treatment o f  frontages on the estate,  but  I do consider t ha t  these p a r t i c u l a r  t rees and hedges are a most d i s t i n c t i v e  and important feature o f  t h i s  corner s i t e .  This view i s  given f u r t h e r  weight by the pro tec t ion  of  the t rees along the LoweF,~Ierton Rise frontage by a 1957 Tree 



to 
eservation Order. I have no doubt t ha t  your c l i en t s  would do t h e i r  best to 

.etain as many o f  the trees and hedges as pract icable,  and I recognise tha t  there 
are probably ways o f  protect ing these features during construct ion. Nevertheless, 
the distance from the windows and doors o f  both the proposed bui ld ings t o  the 
frontage vegetation i s  very l im i ted  and, bearing i n  mind the height o f  the trees 
and hedges and the f ac t  tha t  the trees have already been extensively pollarded, 
I can foresee understandable pressures from new residents t o  remove some of this 
frontage vegetation t o  avoid overshadowing i n  the none too d i s tan t  future. 
Although there are s ta tu tory  contro ls  to cover t h i s  s i tua t ion ,  t h i s  eventuality 
would be t o  the serious detriment o f  the appearance o f  t h i s  s t ree t  scene and to 
the Conservation Area as a whole. Whilst not s u f f i c i e n t  t o  j u s t i f y  a refusal 
o f  planning per-;.ission, I consider tha t  the serious l i ke l ihood  o f  fu ture harm 
t o  these trees and hedges as a resu l t  o f  e i the r  o f  your c l i e n t s '  schemes is 
ce r t a i n l y  a cont-ributory factor. 

17. 1 have also considered the question o f  the impact o f  the proposals on more, loca l ised amen;.ty, which although not a major par ,  o f  the Counci l 's  case, was, ~. 1 . 
strongly  raised by l o c a l  residents. Of course, i t ' i s  not the purpose o f  planni"-to 

safeguard p r iva te  property r i gh ts  as such o r  t o  protect  the value o f  individ~ol 
propert ies or t.-.e views t o  be had from them. Nevertheless, i n  view o f  their 

Kp oximity and neighbours could not f a i l  t o  be aware o f  the height,  bulk rd 
extent o f  e---her o f  the proposed bui ld ings,  and would doubtless su f f e r  some 

impairment o f  1--ving condit ions, making these less-pleasant houses i n  which to 
live. Whether .nis, would be to such a significant degree as to warrant turning 
down your c l i e .  schemes i s  questionable, especia l ly  as I understand both moot 
the necessary dz*,,Iight, density and p l o t  r a t i o  requirements, but  again t h i s  is 
a matter which c-intributeS t o  the general unacceptabi l i ty  o f  these proposals. 

18. Much was rade at- the inqu i ry  o f  the general compat ib i l i t y  o f  the proposalsi 
espec ia l ly  the uecond scheme, wi th the suggestions o f  counci l  o f f i c e r s  f o r  develop-ing 

the s i t e .  Tnere~ was also some c r i t i c i s m  o f  cer ta in  aspects o f  the principles 
set  out ,  such az provis ion f o r  views which did not cur ren t l y  e x i s t ,  bu i ld ing  lines 
and boundary tre-atnent, along wi th  the spaces around and gaps between buildings. 
The various s i t e  constraints and the general p r i n c i p l e  o f  developing t h i s  site 
have not been considered by elected members, and of course, I can only. con.%idor YOW c l i e n t s '  schemes as placed before me. Nevertheless, I have b6rne in ,d ind  t a 
o f f i c e r s '  suggestions i n  considering these appeals, and I come t o  the conclusion 
tha t  both o f  your c l i e n t s '  proposals are so much greater i n  terms o f  ground floor 

10rea, scale and bulk than tha t  suggested i n  the Counci l 's sketch scheme, that 
he Council are f u l l y  j u s t i f i e d  i n  refusing these appl icat ions i n  the context 

o f  the constra ints  already i d e n t i f i e d ,  notwithstanding the comments made when 
considering e a r l i e r  planning applications. 

i 9 .  I therefore come t o  the conclusion t h a t  ne i ther  o f  you*r c l i e n t s '  schemes 
i s  acceptable on t h i s  prominent corner s i t e  by reason o f  the excessive bulk 
and scale which I consider would unacceptably dominate the s t ree t  scene t o  the 
ove ra l l  detriment o f  the general ly spacious character o f  the surroundings and 
ser ious ly  det ract  from the se t t i ng ,  i n t e g r i t y  and outlook o f  the adjoin ing house. 
Although I accept t h a t  both schemes would u t i l i s e  a cu r ren t l y  undeveloped plot. 
o f  land w i th in  an urban area and tha t  3 or  4 houses would make a small,  i f  rather 
i n s i g n i f i c a n t  cont r ibu t ion  t o  overa l l  housing needs, I do not consider t ha t  these 
aspects outweigh the adverse v isua l  and amenity impact t h a t  both proposals would 
have, bearing In mind the long-standing policies and ackw vledged interests of 
protec t ing  the character and appearance o f  t h i s . d i s t i n c t i v e  Conservation Area. 

20. 1 have also taken int*Placcount all the other evidence, submissions and repre-sentations 
made a t  the i nqu i r y  and i n  w r i t i n g ,  inc luding the views o f  local 

residents both on the o r i g i n a l  planning appl icat ions a a t  the anneal staae 
but I f i n d  nothing o f  such importance t o  outweigh the considerations which lead 
t o  my decision on these appeals. 
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21. For the above reasons, and in exercise of the powers transferred to mej I 
hereby dismiss both of your clients' appeals. 

I am Gentlemen 
Your obedient Servant 

Ar 
S J PRATT BA(Hons) MRTPI 
Inspector 
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