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TOWN ALD COUIITRY PLANIIING ACT 1971 SECTICH 88
I AT 11 AGAMIITION ROAD LGIDON N6

APDELL, BY MESSRS LA iﬁmqﬂ ROPERYY GO LD

1« I am direccted by the Secretary of Siate for the EQV1ronment to refer to the revort
of Liie fnevector, Hr P Drake-Wilkes O35, FRICS, M2IM, who held a leocal inquiry inte

. b4
n against an enforcement notice served by the Camden London ZBorough
ng te the carrying ont of building cperations namely the conversion of
sclf contained flats and the erection of z 2-storey moisonette apgninst

your c¢lient's au
Council, relatin
the land inis 3.
the rear wall,

rcement notice were on the grounds sefrout in section
own and Country Planning Act 1277, but at the irouiry

2. The nyne
88(1)(2), (&
sround 8p 13

als azainst the enfo
J, and \’) of thae T
(3) was withdrawn.
3a A copy of the Inszector's report of the inquiry is snnexed to this letter., His
conclusions are set out in poragraphs 45 to 51 and hiz recoumendaticn at paragravh 52
of the report. 7Thne¢ ronort has becn considered.

ZUME m'i O THE DECISICH )

I, The fe.mal decision is set out in varagraph 7 below. The apreal succeeds on nlanning
Py L

~" ™ merits, the nciice iz being ~uashed and plaaning vermission is being granted for the

retention cf the existing development. =
REASCHS FOR THE DECISICH
5 n the mlanning merits of the appeal the Insuector came to the following conslusiens:

s,

"I an of the opinicnr that while the preszent d 0
authorityts density ctandards, vhich are reasonable and should be supﬁorted, the
increase in the uenalby of persons to the tcr 1d in the plot ratic ig nct
sufTiciently large to wvoarrant the re-conversi I the appeal properiy on those
grounds aleous '

y
Q

o T
[aJnt

The mnjor objection to the development is undeubtedly the increase in the size of
the rear extonsion ich nao resulied in the erection of a new delf-contained
hcusing nit cn on eA,C.,lcnnlly mall site. It was »rimarily for that reacen that
the sanlication putnitted on 3 July 1972 wos rignily relused.
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As to the ncw elevations *o the original house and to the maisonette, the planning
euthority have no cbjectiva to these which, vhile differing from the style of the

late Victorian terrace villas of adjacent proverties, aré not visually wiattractive.

In all the circumstances, therefore, and in view of the fact that =n extremely
expensive re~conversion will not reduce the number of housing units but only their
composition and the extreme difficulty that will be expericnced in housing the
existing tenants for some 6 wonths while such work is nndertaken, I consider that
the existing development should be permitted to remein.

In arriving at that conclusion I take into cccount that a large amount of public
money has alre~rdy been spent on the property and I accept the evidence given on
behalf of the appellant company that they were innocent of any attempt to breach
planning control but were themselves the victims of 2 gross misrepresentation made
by the vendors of the apreal property.  While, in retrossect, it would have been
advisabie in the interests of all concerned for the appellants to have checked that
the plan, purpoerting to be the one approved with the rlenning consent of

13 Febrg;ry 1973, was in fact the correct one, the poesibility of it referring to
an entirely different application was not one that would readily come to mind. -
The appellant cempany were not therefore, in my opinion, unduly negligent in the
matter.”

“he Inspector recommended that the enforcement notice should be auashed and that vlanning
rermissien should be granted for the existing development in acoordance with the plan
(Plan B) submitted with the planning anplication of 3 July 1972.

6. These conclusions and recommendstions are accepted and for the reaseons given by the
Inspector the apneal on ground (&) succeeds and planning permission is being granted
uzccordingly. In these circumstances the appeal on ground (f) no loager falls tn be

" considered.

FORMAL DECISION

7. TFor the rcasons given above, the Secretary of State hereby directs that the ~ 77
enforcenant notice be quashed, and he grants planning permissicn for thae retention of
the development enforced asainst as shown in the plan (Plan B) submitted with the
planning application of 3 July 1972. .

RIGHRT OF APPzAL AGAINST DECISION o™

8. This letter i issued as the Secrctary of State's determination of the appeal.
Leaflet C, enclosed for those concerned, sets cut the rignt of appeal to the iigh Court
against the decision aznd the arrangements for the inspection of the documents apuended
to the Inspector's report.

8., This letter does not donvey any approval or consent recuired under any enactment,
byelaw, order or regulation other than section 2% of the Town and Country Planning Act J

1971,

I am CGentlemen
Your sbedient Scrvant

J C LIPPARD
Autherised by the Secretary of State
to simm in thau behalf oF




