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INTRODUCTION

This statement accompanies an appeal against the decision by the London Borough of Camden (“the
Council” hereafter) to refuse planning permission for a roof extension at 338 Kilburn High Road and
2A Iverson Road, London, NW6 2QN (2016/6270/P).

The proposed development seek the erection of a part single, part 2 storey roof extension to create 1
x 1 bed and 2 x 2 bed self-contained units.

The Council determined to refuse the application for 5 reasons.

Reasons for refusal 2-5 relate to the absence of a legal agreement to secure various matters
associated with the proposed development, e.g. a Construction Management Plan and financial
contributions. These matters are straightforward and can be easily addressed through provision of a
legal agreement in due course.

The main reason for refusal therefore, and the focus of this statement, is reason for refusal 1 which
states;

“The proposed two storey roof extension by reason of its height, bulk, detailed design would be
detrimental to the character and appearance of the building and the terrace, contrary to policies CS14
(Promoting high quality places and conserving our heritage) of the London Borough of Camden Local
Development Framework Core Strategy and policy DP24 (Securing high quality design) of the London
Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Development Policies”.

In light of the principal reason for refusal, section 2 of this statement first provides a description of
the site and surrounding area to better understand the host building, site context, character and

appearance.

Section 3 then provides a summary of planning history relevant to the case.

Section 4 details the policy framework against which the proposed development should be assessed.

Section 5 assesses the delegated officer report issued by Camden Council in refusing the
development. This section sets out the appellants grounds of appeal.

Finally, section 6 summarises and concludes this assessment.
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE APPEAL SITE AND SURROUNDING AREA

2.1 338 Kilburn High Road and 2A Iverson Road (‘the appeal site” hereafter) comprises a four storey
building, situated at the cross-junction of Kilburn High Road with Iverson Road and Cavendish Road.

-

SITE LOCATION PLAN

2.2 Ground floor level accommodates retail uses (Use Class Al); upper floors accommodate office
floorspace (Use Class B1(a)). The building is distinctive by virtue of its prominent corner location and
its bevelled corner feature forming the junction of Kilourn High Road and Iverson Road.

APPEAL SITE VIEWED FROM JUNCTION
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The predominant material is London stock brick with rows of sash windows either of aluminium or
timber, defining clear lines of axis within its facade. The facade is further detailed with ornamental
design elements such as gauged arches, string courses, dentil course and cornicing.

The ground floor shopfront lacks the same character as it has been altered significantly through the
years by its various commercial tenants.

At roof level the building is distinct from its neighbours, comprising one of the only flat roofed
structures in the area. The flat roof accommodates various antenna/plant equipment on the eastern
side of the roof, which are visible from street level behind the building’s decorative parapet and are
considered to detract from the buildings overall appearance.

While the site is within the administrative area of the London Borough of Camden, it forms the
boundary with London Borough of Brent to the west. The administrative boundary is defined by
Kilburn High Road.

Kilburn High Road forms part of the A5, a busy, bustling, densely developed and populated arterial
route stretching north as far the M1 Motorway/Elstree, and south into central London/ Hyde Park and
Oxford Street.

To put the appeal site into further context, it is situated between Brondesbury and Kilburn train
stations, the site is well served by Overground, Underground and bus services and has a public
transport accessibility level (PTAL) of 5, on a scale where 0 is the worst and 6 is the best.

The site forms part of a prominent junction in Kilburn, the immediate context accommodates a variety
of building heights, bulk and design compositions of traditional and contemporary forms.

APPEAL SITE (FAR LEFT) VIEWED FROM THE NORTH
SPRING COURT [FOREGROUND LEFT]
375 KILBURN HIGH ROAD (FAR RIGHT)
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2.10 The north-east corner of the junction accommodates Spring Court, a part 5, part 4 storey building in
residential use. The property is faced in red brick at ground floor with yellow brick and ‘stone’ banding
features over 4 upper floors with pitched tiled roof over.

2.11 Further north is 340-354 Kilburn High Road (Linburn House), taller than Spring Court by approximately
half a storey, these Victorian properties are characterised by a repetition of pediments above the
first-floor windows.

AERIAL VIEW

2.12 At the south-west corner of the junction is 375 Kilburn High Road. Being on the western side of
Kilburn High Road, the property falls within the administration of the London Borough of Brent,
notwithstanding this the site forms part of the established context. The property comprises three
principal storeys, including a black painted ground floor accommodating a public house, with two
upper floors in residential use. It is evident that an additional mansard-style roof extension had been
implemented at some stage.

2.13 No. 375 forms part of a terrace of properties.
The furthest property south is the relatively
recently constructed ‘Globe Mansions’, a 5
storey modern building, comprising retail at
ground floor and residential uses over upper
floors.

GLOBE MANSIONS (357-363 KILBURN HIGH ROAD)

2.14 At the north-west corner of the junction. Nos. 377 & 377A Kilburn High Road comprise a significant
building of an entirely contemporary vernacular.
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377 & 377A KILBURN HIGH ROAD

2.15 The ground floor level is largely curtain glazed; first floor to fourth floor is faced in off-white render.
The building is terminated at fifth floor level in a contrasting grey coloured standing seam vertical
metal cladding.
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RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

In 2014, prior approval was granted for the change of use of first, second and third floors from office
(Bla) to self contained flats (Class C3). This consent has not yet been implemented but it is the
appellants to implement this as part of any forthcoming consent under this appeal (LPA Ref:
2014/7304/P).

In 2015, a further permission was granted in for a single storey mansard roof extension creating 1 x 2
bedroom flat and 1 x 1 bedroom flat (LPA Ref: 2015/3445/P). This consent has not been implemented
in light of the preferred appeal proposal.

The surrounding area has been subject to a number of relatively recent applications for major
developments which have influenced the character and appearance of the immediate site setting.

As referred to in paragraphs 2.14 — 2.15 above, at 377 Kilburn High Road planning permission was
granted in 2004 for the demolition of existing structures on that site, allowing the erection of a part 3,
part 4 and part 6 storey building with basement, to provide Al retail at ground floor level together
with 35 x studio/1/2 bedroom flats over upper floors (Brent Ref: 03/3447).

In approving the above (Brent ref 03/3447), officers raised no objection to the size, scale or design of
the development. The officers noted the comment of an Inspector who had worked on a previous
application for the same scheme that had been dismissed in 2000 owing to a lack of a legal
agreement; “this character (of the area) is already very mixed with a wide variety of building heights,
designs and materials along the High Road”. Officer report attached at Appendix 1.

At the south-west corner of the junction is 375 Kilourn High Road, the property comprises three
principal storeys, however an additional mansard-style roof extension has been implemented
recently, although there does not appear to be any planning history available for this work.

340-354 Kilburn High Road (Linburn House), comprises a grand 4 storey Victorian terrace. In 2009,
planning permission was granted for the demolition of the existing roof and the erection of a new
additional mansard level of accommodation comprising five apartments (LPA Ref: 2009/3810/P).

In approving this development officers stated
that “it is considered that the scale of the
proposed development would be appropriate
as an extension to the existing building. The

detailed design is considered acceptable and
fenestration would align with that on the floor

below. A s such the application is in line with
policies B1 (general design principles), B3

(extensions) and supporting SPG”.

APPROVED SECTION
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3.9 Finally, at 357-363 Kilburn High Road, permission was granted in 2008 (app 07/3130) for erection of a
5 storey building comprising 2 ground floor retail units and 11 flats above.
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EAST ELEVATION (TO KILBURN HIGH ROAD)
APPROVED EAST ELEVATION/STREET CONTEXT PLAN
3.10 In approving the proposals, the Urban Design Officer states “the proposal is contemporary in
approach with a scale and massing apparently relatively balanced to its surroundings...the scale is
generally acceptable.
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4.0 POLICY FRAMEWORK

4.1 The following documents comprise the relevant Development Plan Framework, and are relevant to
this appeal:
National Planning Policy Framework 2012
The London Plan (with consolidated alterations) 2016
Core Strategy 2010-2025 2010

CS5 (Managing the Impact of growth and development)

CS14 (Promoting high quality places and conserving our heritage)

Development Policies 2010-2025 2010

DP2 (Making full use of Camden’s capacity for housing)

DP5 (Homes of different sizes)

DP6 (Lifetime homes and Wheelchair homes)

DP18 (Parking Standards and limiting the availability of car parking)
DP24 (Securing high quality design)

DP26 (Managing the impact of development on occupiers and neighbours)

Supplementary Planning Documents

Camden Planning Guidance 1: Design 2015
Camden Planning Guidance 2: Housing 2015
Camden Planning Guidance 6: Amenity 2011
Camden Planning Guidance 7: Transport 2011
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GROUNDS OF APPEAL

a. Reason for Refusal One

The proposed two storey roof extension by reason of its height, bulk, detailed design would be
detrimental to the character and appearance of the building and the terrace, contrary to policies CS14
(Promoting high quality places and conserving our heritage) of the London Borough of Camden Local
Development Framework Core Strategy and policy DP24 (Securing high quality design) of the London
Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Development Policies.

In refusing the development, the officer’s report refers to the Council’s design policies, namely CS14
and DP24. The two policies are directly referred to in the reason for refusal above.

Camden Core Strategy Policy CS14 promotes ‘high quality places and conserving heritage’. In
accordance with the policy, the Council will ensure that Camden’s places and buildings are attractive,
safe and easy to use by requiring development of the highest standard of design that respects local
context and character; preserving and enhancing Camden’s heritage assets and their setting.

Development Plan Policy DP24 further supports the above objective of ‘securing high quality design’.
Policy DP24 requires all developments, including alterations and extensions to existing buildings, to be
of the highest standard of design and will expect developments to consider character, setting, context
and the form and scale of neighbouring buildings; the character and proportions of the existing
building, where alterations and extensions are proposed; and the quality of materials to be used.

The officer’s report also refers to Camden Planning Guidance (CPG1: Design), although it is not cited
as part of the reason for refusal. Accordingly, the submissions below provide primary focus on
addressing polices C514 and DP24, although we acknowledge the relevant CPG.

We agree with officers that the appeal site is a prominent and handsome four-storey brick building of
the 19th-century, attractively articulated with projecting string courses and a substantial dentil course
around the frieze.

However, we disagree that the proposed two-storey roof extension is over-scaled or out of proportion
with the host building. We further disagree that the works are unsympathetic to the host building in
point of design and materials.

In assessing the design and appearance of the proposal, the officer’ report states “adding two storeys
to it [the host] would....greatly increase the bulk and mass of the building. Even if the increase were
acceptable, the increase in bulk and mass will not occur in the style of the host building...a pair of
substantial asymmetrical boxes of a very different design and alien materials would be placed on top
of it, giving the appearance of a second building on top of the host. The angular, diagonal lines and
small metal windows proposed are at odds with the traditional, regular, rectilinear forms and
mannered sash windows of the host building” (our underlining).

We consider that the above comments show a lack of regard for the site setting and for good quality
and innovative architecture.

Indeed, the NPPF paragraph 60 states that ‘Planning policies and decisions should not attempt to
impose architectural styles or particular tastes and they should not stifle innovation, originality or
initiative through unsubstantiated requirements to conform to certain development forms or styles. It
is, however, proper to seek to promote or reinforce local distinctiveness’.

Design
The supporting text to Policy CS14 acknowledges that Camden does not have a single built character
but is made up of many diverse areas, each with their own identity.
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NICHOLAS TAYLOR + ASSOCIATES PLANNING APPEAL - STATEMENT OF CASE

5.11

5.12

5.13

5.14

5.15

5.16

5.17

5.18

5.19

The text goes on to acknowledge that throughout the borough, there are examples of Camden’s
unique architectural heritage, with many high quality buildings and places, old and new.

As detailed in section 2 of this appeal statement, there is no one dominant or prominent style of
architecture, mass, bulk or height within the local area. The varied form of the built environment is
the established character and appearance of the site setting.

The prominence of the site is acknowledged by the appellants. It is for this reason that a high-quality
design has been proposed in line with CS14 and DP24, along with national policy.

The proposed extension is clad in vertical standing seam light and dark zinc panels, a natural and high
quality material with significant precedent in the Borough.

The form of the proposed extension creates a direct reference to the classic mansard shape and
approach, of which there are examples in the immediate locality, whilst creating a high-quality piece
of modern architecture that is contextually appropriate. The proposal also relates new window
openings to the existing fenestration of the host by duplicating the pattern of windows.
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[
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PROPOSED IVERSON ROAD ELEVATION

The angular appearance of the proposal is deliberate and seeks to minimise impact to the host
building and the wider context. Through lowering the roof line towards Iverson Road, there is an
acknowledgement of the smaller terraced houses to the rear.

The greatest height is saved for the corner of the site at the High Road junction; more appropriately
strengthening the corner and the streetscape.

The height, form and materiality provide direct reference to 377 and 377A Kilburn High Road on the
opposite side of the junction, serving as a counterpoint to this established built form at these
prominent cross-roads.

The treatment of the extension provides a ‘light-weight’ feel and ensures a gentle juxtaposition
between the old and the new, acknowledged as a form of development that serves to highlight the
quality of form and detailing through direct contrast. Local precedent, Suffolk House in Whitfield
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Place, London WI1T, provides an example of the principle of the well-established approach to
extending period properties.

08 s
s

SUFFOLK HOUSE, WHITFIELD PLACE

In approving the works at Suffolk House, the officer noted the site’s location within a conservation
area and in close proximity to listed buildings, requiring a careful and sensitive approach to design.

“The cladding material is a bronze coloured composite board which would seamlessly wrap over the
sides and roof planes of the extension. The tone, texture and the narrow dimension of the cladding
would harmonise with the slates and bricks of neighbouring and the host building. As such, through
the use of quality materials, fine detailing and appropriate proportions, the extension would read a
positive addition to the host building to enhance the character and appearance of the conservation
area in general. The extension design also has a strong rationale that positively takes account of the
surrounding listed buildings... this is a highly innovative approach that would preserve and enhance
the setting of those listed buildings on Grafton Way”.

Whilst not cited as a reason for refusal, paragraph 2.6 of the delegated report refers to the Council’s
SPD, CPG1: Design, which comprises two parts;

- “a roof alteration is likely to be considered unacceptable in circumstances such as the presence of
unbroken runs of valley roofs or where complete terraces or groups of buildings have a roof line
that is largely unimpaired by alterations and extensions”

- “a roof addition is likely to be unacceptable where the proposal would have an adverse effect on
the skyline, the appearance of the building or the surrounding street scene.”

In the first instance, there is no unbroken run of valley roofs, nor is the building part of a complete
terrace or group of buildings with unaltered rooflines/alterations. Furthermore, the properties to the
north (Spring Court, Linburn House), as well as 375 Kilburn High Road opposite (albeit in Brent) have
also been subject to roofline alterations/approval which serves to consolidate the fact that this
consideration quoted from the SPD does not apply in this instance.

Moreover, planning permission 2015/3445/P at the appeal site grants the erection of a mansard
extension at the property; further supporting the principle of roofline works at the appeal site.

In the second instance, the proposed development will not have an adverse effect on the skyline, the
appearance of the building or the surrounding streetscene for the reasons set out in paragraphs 5.10-
5.19 above.
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5.27

5.28
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Moreover, when viewed from the east, the
existing property is already ubiquitous by
virtue of the antennas/plant features that
extend out to the eastern side of the roof and
are substantial in height. The proposed
development would remove this unsightly
feature from the streetscene, and would be
sufficiently set back on both floors so as to
retain subservience to the host building and
lessen any visual impact from the street.

VIEW FROM EAST

Pairing with 375 Kilburn High Road

On a related note, the officer report states that in long views from the north, the building “forms a
pair with the North London Tavern (375 Kilburn High Road), facing, to which it is similar in size, period
and form, each having a bevelled corner and similar ridge height”. We disagree.

The image below provides the view of the properties in question from the north. The two properties
are clearly distinct. They do not share any one particular element in common. The overall height,
termination of the roofline, fenestration, detailing, and even tone of facing brickwork are at odds.

VIEW OF APPEAL SITE AND 375 KILBURN HIGH ROAD FROM NORTH OF JUNCTION

Furthermore, the appeal property is only read in shorter views. Longer views from the north and
south, particularly of rooflines, are interrupted by the presence of elevated rail lines.

VIEW FROM SOUTH VIEW FROM NORTH

It considered that the proposed development under this appeal is entirely appropriate and would
make a positive contribution to the host and site context. The proposed development accords with
policies CS14 and DP24.
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b. Reasons for Refusal Two-Five

5.30 As acknowledged under the informative attached to Camden’s decision to refuse the application,
reasons for refusal 2-5 (above) can be easily addressed.

5.31 The informative states “without prejudice to any future application or appeal, the applicant is advised
that reasons for refusal numbers 2-5 could be overcome by entering into a Section 106 Legal
Agreement for a scheme that was in all other respects acceptable”.

5.32 A draft bilateral legal agreement has been prepared by the London Borough of Camden and is
submitted to the Inspectorate as part of this appeal.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This statement accompanies an appeal against the decision of the London Borough of Camden to
refuse application 2016/6270P.

The refusal of the application based on matters of design, bulk and height are considered to be
unsubstantiated given the plurality of building designs and heights which characterise the local area.
This perspective is supported by the analysis set out within the preceding sections of this statement.

Of particular note, no. 337 & 337A Kilburn High Road provides a strong precedent of a contemporary

landmark design punctuating a busy and important junction. The propped development seeks to
provide a logical counterpoint to this building, further strengthening the prominent junction.

The proposed development complies with the aspirations of policies CS14 and DP24.

A s106 legal agreement will be prepared and submitted by the appellants to address the remaining 4
reasons for refusal.

In light of the significant findings of this report, we respectfully request that this appeal be allowed.
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APPENDICES
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APPENDIX ONE

Caega Ral 1373447 Pagedal?
Camimibles Repod 2 Jung, 2004

TRMNZ3 - Residential development should nol provide more parking than specified in standasd
F513 and PS514.

P518 - Serdicing requirements for shop units.

CONSULTATION
Adjpining occupiers in Kilburn High Road, Cavendish Road and Cavendish Close consuliad,

Six letters were received including one from the Cavendish Close Tenants” Azsociation making the
following points:-

1) problems of moreased naoise,

2) traffic imcraase and impact on parking;

3) size and scale of proposed bullding unacceptable;

4) loss of garden and reas unaccepiable;

5) unacceptable mpact on the characler of the conservation araa;
3] loss of light and outlook to flats

~re REMARIS 1 o e N T R

A fhe Pulilic Inguiry in August 2000, the key issues considered in assessing the proposal were, firstly,
fhe highwsy implications of the proposal, secondly, the impact of the development on traes an the sita,
thirdly, the effect of the five-storey building on nearty residential occupsers, fouwthly, the design and
appearance of the bullding itself and finally, the acceptatity of the use and the ability to control it

Having consicered af the evidence pul bafoce him, the nspecior concluded that the first four issues
{85 sei out in the paragraph above) ware not suffisiently problematic so as to justty refusing

i perrmssan, The issue which bed him o dismiss the appeal related soledy to the failure to agree a

| Section 106 Agreement between the parties, The assessment of the cument proposal must, therefore,
| be made in this context.

For the informahon of Members, the issues, and the conclusicns of the Inspector in each case, arg
summerised belos,

IMPACT ON TREES

The Councd objected to the loss of the trees 1o the rear of the site, without replacernent, which are the
siubject of @ TPO. Howsver, despita the fact that these trees have a life expectancy in excess of 50
years and contrinute significantly ta the character and appearance of the localify, the Inspociar
concluded that:-

"Motwithstanding the loss of amenity, | conskder that the removat of the tfrees shoukd not be an
owvarriding factor that prevenis the advantageous redevelopment of the site. Whilst this
{replantng) would not restors the prasent amenity value offered by ihe trees, together with the fulure
growth of the Lendon Plane (which is & nearby sireet tree) it would nonatheless be an amelicraling
factar.”

The Landscape Designer now suggests & standard condifion fo be altached 1o any permession in order
o controd the detalls of the soll and hard landseaping treatment of the site,

HIGHWAY CONSIDERATIONS

The proposad residential sccommodation s (o be n the farm of purposa-buill seff-contaned
accommedation. The application site has very geod access to public fransport services { Public
Transport Accessibility Level - PTAL 5) and is also situated in &n area with a controlled parking zong
[CPZ). Thiz concept of a "car free’ devalopment i thesafore aceeplable in this location and will be
controlled by way of @ Secton 106 agresment.

108
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Cosa Raf- 050334 T
Commitiea Repo 2 June, 2034

Fege Saf 7

With regards to e ground-floor A1 propasals, Serdcing provision i showm 1o he reguired standard
Similacly, Bicyele parkong and 1he access width onie Cavendish Road now mest Council standards.

[MEACT QN NEIGHBOURING PROPERTIES

Ir the scheme that was considared by the Planning Authonty in 2000, there was concern about how
the development would retate to the building immedtately adjacent o it (379 1o 333 Kilburn High Road)
as this four-slorey bulding is set back from tha street frontage. A2 a resull, | was your officers view
that the ereciion of a five-starey butkling immediately adjacent to it would creale problems, in terms of
creating a sense of overbesring, as well as resulling in a loss of light, for residents of tha adjacent
upper-fioor flats, The Inspecior however, took the view that the site was suitable for @ landmark
buiiding which by definition was "readily distinrguishable from Hs immedizte surroundings. Two of the
yardsticks Dy which thes coan be judged are the size (including height) and design. Thus the Inspector
consxierad the height , 2t 17m and the pasiiion of the building to be acceptable. The current proposal
ciffers from Ine appeal schemme in that ils height on the Kibum High Road frontage has been
increazed by some 2.5m, However, vour officers consider that in the averall streetacena and taking
inta accound the Inspeclors comments relating o a lardmark' buliding there is no objection fo the
moreased height.

Im addition, thers was also concem about the mpact that the erection of a building of this size, haight

and sitirg, would have on rasidents in Cavendeeh Close o e rear, in lefms of creating an imposing,
averasanng 1 s of deselapment, wibch et no relais weli wohe adjacen sile. Howevar, ne N
Inspecion ook a different view and although he acknowledged that there would be “some ioss of

outiook and naiural light® io residents, (and "perhaps privecy”). this would "not ba such as to waerant
rejecton af e appeat proposal.” The additonal height on the Bilburn High Road frontage does not

result in any grealer impact on residents in Cavendish Road or Cavendish Closa as the buildings

nearasl thase propertias are in {act set a greater distancs away than tha appeal propoesal and the

appeovad scheme

DESIGH OF THE DEVELOPMENT

The Inzpactor was in no doubd as to the positive impact of the development an the iocality and he was
not persuaded by any of the abjections made by the Council. As a result, thera can be no grounds for
raising obections at (his tima 1o the size, scale or design of the develcoment. His site visit revealed
that "this character {of the area) is already very mixed with a wida variety of building heights, desigris
and materials along the high road.” He considered that the proposal constituted an acceptable form of
development in this location,

The demolition of the existing buslding, whilst # is acknowledged 1o have soma merit interms of its
design and appearance, has nol been raised as an ssue in the past.

FPRINCIPLE ©F THE USE

In the circumstances set cut above, il |5 the case that the aole remaining issus requiring consideration
5 1 need for cominal over the proposed use, The applicants have indicated that the proposal 5 1o
mest demands for key worker accosmmodation and 15 specifically aimed at employees of the St Many's
NHS Truslt. The principle of providing key worker accomodation in this Jocation, reasonably close to
the end user is welcomed and the Inspector ook tha view that:-

"l have also laken account of the guidance in PPG3 in favour of the need for a greater intensity of
development at places with good transport accessibility and for an increased provision of
accommodation for single person househalds, The regenerative affact on tha locality that would be
likety to arise from the schede 5 also consistent with a number of government policies. Inmy
assessment of whether the halance of adventage favours approval, including recognising a loss of
amenity from the rees 1o be felled and some adverse effect o axisting residonts, thesa polnts wesgh
strongly in favour of the development™

It Is mcocepied that a Seclion 106 Agreemant would be required In ceder to contre the occupation of the

building and it was enly the fact that the parties could not agree on the contents of the Agreement
within the: timeframe spacified by (e Inspeciar, that he consequanily considered thal hie had no
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alterrative but te dismiss tha appeal o this reazon alone. This stuation should net &rise in s

instance ga 11 should be faify straightforeard to drafl an agreemeal reslricling the occupancy o key
workers only.

Itis the view of your Officers that it would be appropriale to now recommend thal permission be
granted, given the absence of planning chjechons te the schame, subject to a legal agreament which
wiolld then be able to be negobiated in dus course bul with the heads of lenms as sel out above,

RECOMMEMNDATION: Grant Consent subjecl o Legal agreemant
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