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	Proposal(s)

	Demolition of carport, erection of ground and first floor extensions to front and on roof of existing ground floor side wing to provide additional habitable space for house, and erection of new garage block in front garden with alterations to height of boundary wall.

	Recommendation(s):
	Grant planning permission

	Code:
	FPC

	Conditions or Reasons for Refusal:


	 1. CD01 amended (details of elevations at a scale of at least 1:50 and samples of facing materials….)
2. CD13 (devt in accordance with plans)
3. CE02 amended (…landscaping, including planting on roof of proposed garage,…)
4. CE05 (landscape)
5. CE06 (tree protection)


 

	Reasons for Conditions:


	1. DD01
2. DD04
3. DA01
4. DE02
5. DE03

	Informatives:


	1. IE04 (hours of construction)


	Consultations

	Adjoining Occupiers: 
	No. notified
	07
	No. of responses
	03
	No. of objections
	03

	Summary of consultation responses:
	8 North End- objects to serious impact on amenity from extension, esp. loss of day&sunlight, air and views to patio and windows of 1st floor bedrooms and ground floor lounge, plus possibly affect privacy. R1- not consulted

10- objects to possible overlooking to house and garden, loss of light and outlook.

12- comments that new garage should not undermine rear garden wall or protrude above its height; window in new roof should not invade privacy.

	CAAC/Local groups* comments:

*Please Specify
	CAAC strongly object to proposed garage on frontage totally out of character and would cause loss of trees; extension would be readily convertible to separate dwelling which would damage character of Pitt House; do not consider size/scale and elevational treatment is suitable companion to house.

R1-not consulted


	Site Description 

	Large single family dwelling house, dating from 1950’s, 2 storeys high with pitched roof and with ground floor side wing on north immediately abutting Pitt Cottages in North End. House has very large garden extending from North End Way to N.End Avenue with a high boundary wall facing the grass verge in N. End Ave. Properties in North End to the north are at a lower level and in particular nos 6 and 8 have small patios directly facing the high boundary wall of the house’s side wing. Located in North End SubArea of Hampstead CA. 

	Relevant History

	19.12.80- pp for north wing for double garage with mansard bedroom and studio above.

10.11.81- pp carport at front of existing side wing

22.5.85- 1980 pp renewed

10.2.93- pp for garage and 1st floor study in front of side wing, ie. similar to part of 1985 pp.

	Relevant policies

	EN1,13,14,18,15,16,19,31,35,22,24,25, HG12

SPG, Hampstead CAS

	Assessment

	This application follows an almost identical previous one permitted in 1985 but never implemented although the agents consider that it was by the part provision of foundations for the front garage element. R1 improved the scale and quality of the plans, and corrected and updated details of it. 

The existing side wing, 14m long, has a flat roof and 5.5m long carport in front of it (permitted subsequent to the 1985 pp). The proposal involves replacement of the carport by a new studio (previously a garage in the 1985 pp), extending it out by approx 1m, and erecting a roof extension over the whole side wing incorporating new bedrooms and a roof terrace at the rear, all enclosed within a pitched roof. The front extension element would have a pyramidical oasthouse-like roof form with dovecote finial feature, while the side facing 6-10 North End would have a pitched roof rising up from the existing boundary wall.  The differences from the previous pp are: the front extension would be excavated 0.6m lower than existing ground levels and the front windows would be enlarged; the front façade would be extended further forward by 1m; the rear window would be replaced by a new inset roof terrace. The garage block in the front garden is a totally new element in a desire to remove the cars from the front of the house and screen them in a more inobtrusive setting.

Extension- design/bulk/CA

The principles of the extension have been established by previous permissions; however circumstances have changed since 1985 by the adoption of the Borough Plan and later UDP, and subsequently Hampstead CAS. However the site was in a CA at the time of the 1985 pp, and the house has not been subsequently extended except by the carport which will be demolished. The proposal should now be assessed in the light of current policies and guidance. The proposed side wing is undoubtedly a large extension which will not be subordinate to the main house as it rises up to eaves level and projects further forward of the house, contrary to SPG advice. However it is considered that the proposal with its pitched roof form enclosing the 1st floor would respect and relate well to the main house with its high pitched hipped roof which will remain a dominant element in front garden views and which will retain its symmetry; the oast house extension would complement the existing house and provide an interesting feature without upsetting the overall composition of the house and its front elevation. The postwar house has no historic or architectural merit, and the extension would not harm its appearance; indeed proposed alterations to the front elevation (considered as pd) would improve its appearance. 

The very large size of plot means that the proposed extension would be appropriate in size and bulk to the overall landscape, would not result in material loss of amenity space, and also it would be barely visible from street views- in particular the front view is screened by trees and shrubs in front of the boundary wall. It is considered that the side wing would have little impact on the CA and local townscape. It is thus concluded that the extension as revised from the previously approved scheme remains an appropriate extension to the house and would not harm the CA.  Details at larger scale of elevations and samples of materials will be required by condition.

Extension- amenity

The only property directly affected by the new side wing would be 8 Pitt Cottages, North End; these occupiers objected to the previous scheme in 1985 and it was concluded then that there would be no material impact on their amenities. However a more thorough analysis has now been carried out in accordance with more recent procedures set out by the 1991 BRE guidelines. It should be noted that the roof of the side wing will be pitched up to the main house away from North End properties and rising up from the existing boundary wall which would be only very marginally raised in height to allow a gutter and parapet detail; most of the views from windows on 8 North End are already obscured by the existing boundary wall and the main house side wall. However there will be an increase in height of boundary wall where the extension replaces the lower carport facing the rear of 10 N.End. There will be no impact on the ground floor lounge french doors as sightlines are already cut off by the boundary wall and the pitched roof will not project into them. A daylight analysis for the 1st floor bedroom shows that existing daylight is already inadequate (ie. below 27% VSC) but, although there will be some additional daylight loss (to give 21.5%), the difference from existing will be less than 20% which is considered acceptable in line with BRE recommendations. Sunlight will also be reduced but will remain well above the min 25% recommended by BRE; although sunlight at equinox is reduced significantly, it is considered that this is compensated by the bedroom having a second window facing east which is unaffected by the proposal. 

Finally sun-on-ground has been checked for sunlight to the small patio. Over 40% of the patio is already shaded in the afternoon (12-3pm; no sun reaches it in the morning) thus it already has poor sunlighting according to BRE guidelines. The proposal will result in an increase in shade so that the whole patio is shaded at 12pm (an increase by 20%); however there is no change at other times and as this loss only occurs for one hour in the day and does not affect the amount of patio totally shaded all day, it is considered that this increase in shade is not significant in line with BRE recommendations. It is considered that outlook from windows and patio will not be significantly worsened, given the nature of the proposed roof form, disposition of the windows and the current outlook.

There will be no loss of privacy from the roof terrace, which is screened and inset within the pitched roof, or from the front window (objected to by no.12) which is at an acute angle and over 20m away from his house. 

There will be no loss of light or privacy to 10 North End, 16m to the north, and minimal loss of outlook to its garden, as a result of the increased height of the boundary wall and carport to create the oasthouse roof extension.

Garage block

This will be 6m square, positioned in the corner of the front garden immediately abutting the front and side boundary walls. It will have a flat roof with additional large planter trough above it and trellis screens on the garden side to help blend it into the landscape. As a result of the trough, the boundary walls need to be raised by 1m. The position is acceptable as it will not be visible from the street or adjoining gardens and will have no impact on the amenity space or setting of the house. It will not harm the adjoining mature cherry tree being on the boundary of its protected root zone. The increased wall height to a total of 3m is acceptable as it will not be readily visible behind existing shrubs/trees along this verge and due to additional climber planting proposed here. The street frontage here does not have a consistent pattern in terms of boundary treatment or wall heights and is well screened behind the vegetated verge. It consequently should not harm the overall CA character. It will not harm amenities of adjoining properties. Details of planting, design and tree protection will be required by condition. 




