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1.0 SITE & SURROUNDINGS  
 

1.1 In terms of context the appeal site is located within the administrative area of 

the London Borough of Camden, a Borough in north-west London (partly within 

inner London) divided into 18 three-member wards. The appeal site is located 

within the administrative ward of Haverstock. 

  

1.2 The ward of Haverstock is a suburban area of north London, primarily 

residential in character but with a mix of commerce and industry. The ward is 

located east of Belsize Park, north of Chalk Farm and west of Kentish Town. It 

is well connected, benefiting from several bus routes as well as underground 

and overground rail services into and out of central London. Accordingly, the 

site has a Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) rating of 6a which is 

equivalent to ‘excellent’ accessibility, highlighting the highly sustainable 

location of the appeal site. 

 

1.3 The appeal site is located on the north side of Chalk Farm Road close to its 

junction with Harmood Street and comprises a four-storey building in 

commercial use at ground floor and student accommodation above.  

 

1.4 The site is not within a conservation area, but the Harmood Street Conservation 

Area (designated in 2005) adjoins the site to the north. 

 

1.5 The existing building is bounded by Chalk Farm Road to the south, a busy 

arterial route between Camden Town and North London. The entrance to the 

building is bounded by the Lock Tavern public house to the west and by a 

restaurant to the east. To the south, on the opposite side of Chalk Farm Road, 

are the Stables and Camden Lock Markets.  

 

1.6 Overall, the surrounding area is mixed in character, appearance, materiality 

and activity ranging from the residential streets of Harmood Street and Hartland 

Road to the commercial and lively Chalk Farm Road. There is no prevailing 

architectural style with each street offering its own distinct townscape. 

     

 

2.0 THE APPLICATION 

  

2.1 The application was received by the LPA on 6 January 2020 and registered on 

18 March 2020. The application was assigned reference number 2020/0046/P. 

  

2.2 The application sought full planning permission for an extension to the lift core 

and the forming of a glazed corridor link and lift lobby with one additional 

student room to the fourth floor of existing student accommodation. 

 

2.3 The description of development was later changed by the local planning 

authority to the ‘erection glazed link extensions, new lift shaft including the 

increase in height of existing flue/ventilation duct all associated with the 

additional student accommodation (sui generis) at roof level’. 
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2.4 The application was refused on 12 August 2020 for the following reasons: 

  

1. The proposed development, by virtue of its height, mass, scale and detailed 

design, would be detrimental to the character and appearance of the host 

building, streetscene and wider area while failing to either preserve or 

enhance the character and appearance of the adjacent Harmood Street 

Conservation Area, contrary to policies D1 (Design) and D2 (Heritage) of 

the Camden Local Plan 2017. 

  

2. Insufficient information has been submitted in demonstrate that the 

proposed roof extension would not cause harm to the amenity of the 

occupiers of existing adjacent residential dwellings along Hartland Road in 

terms of a loss of daylight to habitable rooms, contrary to policy A1 

(managing the impact of development) of the Local Plan 2017.  

 

3. Insufficient details have been submitted to demonstrate that the proposal 

would be sustainable development. As such, the scheme would fail to be 

sustainable in its use of resources, contrary to policies CC1 (Climate 

change mitigation), CC2 (Adapting to climate change), CC3 (Water and 

flooding) and DM1 (Delivery and monitoring) of the London Borough of 

Camden Local Plan 2017.  

 

4. The proposed development, in the absence of a legal agreement to secure 

a carfree development, would be likely to contribute unacceptably to 

parking stress and congestion in the surrounding area, contrary to policies 

T1 (Prioritising walking, cycling and public transport), T2 (Parking and car-

free development) and DM1 (Delivery and monitoring) of Camden Local 

Plan 2017.  

 

5. The proposed development, in the absence of a legal agreement securing 

a student management plan, would fail to protect the amenities of the 

surrounding area contrary to policies A1 (Managing the impact of 

development) and DM1 (Delivery and monitoring) of Camden Local Plan 

2017.  

 

6. The proposed development, in the absence of a legal agreement for 

defining that the occupation of the student units would be restricted to 

students in full or part time higher education at specific education 

institutions and no part of the property to be sold as a separate self-

contained unit, would fail to supply appropriate student housing and lead to 

accommodation that would be inappropriate for private use, contrary to 

policies H9 (Student Housing) and D1 (Design) of Camden Local Plan 

2017. 

 

2.5 It is noted that the reasons for refusal reference development plan policies in 

their entirety. Each of those policies contain several criteria, the relevancy of 

which are addressed at sections 5 and 6 of this statement.  

 

2.6 In refusing the application, the LPA set out, under informative note 2 that:  
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You are advised that reasons for refusal 4-6 could be overcome by entering 

into a s106 agreement.  

 

2.7 A draft unilateral undertaking is currently being negotiated with the LPA and, in 

accordance with the Planning Inspectorates Procedural Guide, will be 

submitted in support of the appeal within 7 weeks of the start date. It is expected 

that this will fully overcome reasons for refusal 4-6. For this reason, the 

remainder of this statement will focus on the enduring reasons for refusal.  

 
 
3.0 PLANNING HISTORY 
 

3.1  The appeal site has been the subject of a detailed planning history which is set 

out in chronological order below.  

 

3.2 On 23 September 2008 full planning permission was granted, under application 

reference 2008/2981/P, for the erection of a part 2, part 4-storey building with 

two basement levels to provide student accommodation comprising 192 self-

contained study rooms and ancillary facilities following demolition of existing 

buildings. 

 

3.3 Subsequently, an application was submitted on 31 July 2013, under application 

reference 2013/4467/P, for a rear extension at 4th floor level to provide two 

additional student units. A resolution to grant the application was reached but 

a decision never issued. A lawful development certificate has since been issued 

for those works under application reference 2020/4233/P on 19 October 2020.  

 

3.4 On 9 October 2012, full planning permission was granted, under application 

reference 2012/0974/P, for the redevelopment of a petrol filling station site with 

a basement plus 4-storey mixed-use building, comprising 6 x retail units (Class 

A1/A3) at basement and ground floor level and 40 student residential units at 

mezzanine, first, second and third floor level with cycle storage in the 

basement.  

 

3.5 On 24 December 2012, a full planning application was refused under reference 

2012/5639/P for the erection of a roof extension to provide an additional five 

single occupancy student accommodation units to the existing building.  

 

3.6 On 14 October 2020, full planning permission was granted, under application 

reference 2020/1192/P, for the conversion of lower ground floor storage/utility 

rooms to 7 additional student accommodation rooms.  
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4.0 NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY/LEGISLATION 

  

 LEGISLATION 

 

4.1 Section 38 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires 

planning applications to be determined in accordance with the development 

plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 

 

4.2 Section 72 of the Planning (Listed buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 

requires the Council to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or 

enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area.   

 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

 

4.3 The following paragraphs of the National Planning Policy Framework (hereafter 

referred to as the NPPF) are considered relevant to this case. 

 

The presumption in favour of sustainable development: 

 

4.4 Paragraphs 7-14 introduce a presumption in favour of sustainable 

development.  Paragraphs 8, 9 & 11 are helpful in applying this presumption.   

 

4.5 Paragraph 11 sets out how this is to be applied.  It states that, for decision-

taking, this means: 

 

• Approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date 

development plan without delay; or 

• Where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies 

which are most important for determining the application are out-of-date, 

granting permission unless 

o the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas 

or assets of particular importance provides a clear reason for 

refusing the development proposed; or 

o any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the 

policies in this Framework taken as a whole. 

 

4.6 The NPPF introduces 3 dimensions to ‘Sustainable development’ (Economic, 

Environmental & Social - paragraph 8), and advises that they are 

interdependent and should be pursued in mutually supportive ways.  

 

4.7 In applying this approach, firstly, development must be considered to be 

sustainable taking into account all three of the dimensions of sustainable 

development; a development that is sustainable in only one dimension would 

not be considered sustainable for the purposes of the presumption. The 

appellant considers that the development meets all three threads of sustainable 

development.   
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4.8 Secondly, the decision-taker is required to consider whether the development 

accords with an up-to-date development plan – and if it does permission should 

be granted unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  The appellant 

considers that the development accords with the development plan. 

 

4.9 Thirdly, the decision-taker is required to determine whether there are any 

relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are most important for 

determining the application, that are out-of-date, and thereafter grant 

permission unless: 

 

• the application of policies in this Framework (NPPF) that protect areas or 

assets of particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the 

development proposed; or 

• any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this 

Framework taken as a whole. 

 

4.10 Section 5 refers to housing. With regard to delivering a wide choice of high-

quality homes, paragraph 59 re-iterates the governments objective of 

significantly boosting the supply of homes and states the importance of a 

sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward where it is needed and 

that land with permission is developed without delay. Within this context, the 

size, type and tenure of housing needed for different groups in the community 

should be assessed and reflected in planning policies (including, but not limited 

to, students). 

 

4.11 Section 11 refers to the effective use of land and states at paragraph 117 that 

planning policies and decisions should promote an effective use of land in 

meeting the need for homes and other uses, while safeguarding and improving 

the environment and ensuring safe and healthy living conditions. It states 

further at 118(c) that policies and decisions should give substantial weight to 

the value of using suitable brownfield land within settlements for homes and 

other identified needs. 

 

4.12 Section 12 refers to achieving well-designed places. Paragraph 127, criterion 

c, states that planning policies and decisions should ensure that developments 

are sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding built 

environment and landscape setting, while not preventing or discouraging 

appropriate innovation or change.  

 

4.13 Criterion d of paragraph 127 states that planning policies and decisions should 

establish or maintain a strong sense of place, using the arrangement of streets, 

spaces, building types and materials to create attractive, welcoming and 

distinctive places to live, work and visit. 

 

4.14 Criterion f of paragraph 127 states that planning policies and decisions should 

ensure that developments create places that are safe, inclusive and accessible, 

with a high standard of amenity for existing and future users.  
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4.15 Paragraph 130 states that permission should be refused for development of 

poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the 

character and quality of an area and the way it functions, taking into account 

any local design standards or style guides in plans or supplementary planning 

documents. Paragraph 130 states further that where the design of a 

development accords with clear expectations in plan policies, design should 

not be used by the decision-maker as a valid reason to object to development. 

 

4.16 Section 16 refers to the historic environment and requires the decision maker 

to consider whether the proposal sustains and enhances the significance of the 

heritage asset, making a balanced judgement having regard to the scale of 

harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset (paras 193-197).  

 

 

5.0 THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN  

  

5.1 The Camden Local Plan 2017 and Camden’s Supplementary Planning 

Documents, together with the Mayor’s London Plan, form the statutory 

development plan for the Borough.  

 

Camden Local Plan 2017  
 

5.2 The Camden Local Plan sets out the Council’s planning policies and covers the 

period from 2016-2031. It was adopted on 3 July 2017 following examination 

by an independent planning inspector. 

 

5.3 The reasons for refusal refer to Policies A1, D1, D2, CC1, CC2, CC3, T1, T2, 

H9 and DM1 which relate to the general impacts of development, design, the 

historic environment, highways impact, student housing, climate change and 

flooding and are attached in full at appendix 1.  

 

 London Plan 2016 

 

5.4 The London Plan is the spatial development strategy for London. It recognises 

the pressing need for more homes in London in order to promote opportunity 

under policy 3.3 and identifies a need to take into account local context and 

character in optimising housing output. 

 

5.5 The Plan, under paragraph 3.52 states that:  
 

London’s universities make a significant contribution to its economy and labour 

market. It is important that their attractiveness and potential growth are not 

compromised by inadequate provision for new student accommodation. While 

there is uncertainty over future growth in the London student population and its 

specialist accommodation needs, including the unmet demand, there could be 

a requirement for some 20,000 – 31,000 places over the 10 years to 2025. New 

provision may also tend to reduce pressure on other elements of the housing 

stock currently occupied by students, especially in the private rented sector. 
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The SHLAA has identified a pipeline of circa 20,000 student bed spaces 2015–

2025. 

 

5.6 The reasons for refusal do not however refer to London Plan policies.  

 

Emerging London Plan  
 

5.7 While the 2016 London Plan is still the adopted Development Plan and carries 

full weight, the Draft London Plan is nevertheless a material consideration in 

planning decisions. The significance given to it is a matter for the decision 

maker, but it gains more weight as it moves through the process to adoption. 

In December 2019, the Mayor issued his intention to publish the New London 

Plan to the Secretary of State and in its current form, it therefore carries 

significant weight. 

 

5.8 In terms of the need for student housing the new London Plan states under 

paragraph 4.1.1:  

 

The Mayor has carried out a London-wide Strategic Housing Market 

Assessment (SHMA) and Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 

(SHLAA). The SHMA has identified need for 66,000 additional homes per year. 

The SHMA covers overall housing need as well as exploring specific 

requirements for purpose-built student accommodation and specialist older 

persons accommodation within the overall figure. 

 

5.9 Policy H15 refers specifically to purpose-built student accommodation and 

encourages student accommodation in locations well connected to local 

services by walking, cycling and public transport, as part of mixed-use 

regeneration and redevelopment schemes. In addition, the plan reiterates the 

importance that higher education makes to London’s economy and labour 

market and the corresponding importance of ensuring adequate student 

housing is provided. It states at paragraph 4.15.1 that housing need of students 

in London, whether in Purpose-Built Student Accommodation (PBSA) or 

shared conventional housing, is an element of the overall housing need for 

London determined in the 2017 London SHMA. 

 

5.10 The overall strategic requirement for PBSA in London has been established 

through the work of the Mayor’s Academic Forum, and a requirement for 3,500 

PBSA bed spaces to be provided annually over the Plan period has been 

identified.  

 

5.11 The Plan also emphasises the need to develop sites at a higher density, 

particularly on sites near to town centres or good public transport, reducing the 

need for car parking spaces within developments. 

 

 

 

 

 



10 

 

6.0 THE APPELLANTS CASE  

 
Reason for refusal 1: The proposed development, by virtue of its height, mass, scale and 

detailed design, would be detrimental to the character and appearance of the host 

building, streetscene and wider area while failing to either preserve or enhance the 

character and appearance of the adjacent Harmood Street Conservation Area, contrary to 

policies D1 (Design) and D2 (Heritage) of the Camden Local Plan 2017. 

 

6.1 The harm identified in the council’s reason for refusal is levelled at the host 

building, the streetscene and the Harmood Street Conservation Area.  

 

6.2 Firstly, to more accurately disseminate the policy context, Policy D1 of the Local 

Plan refers to design and seeks to ensure high quality design in development. 

Criteria a requires development to respect local context and character; criteria 

b to preserve or enhance the historic environment; e to comprise of 

detail/materials that are of high quality and complement the local character; f 

to interact well with surrounding streets and contribute positively to the street 

frontage; and k to maximise opportunity for the planting of trees/soft 

landscaping. Overall, the policy aims to resist development of poor design that 

fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality 

of the area and the way it functions. 

 

6.3 Policy D2 of the Local Plan refers to heritage and requires the preservation and 

where appropriate, the enhancement of conservation areas/listed buildings. 

The policy states that the Council will not permit development that results in 

harm that is less than substantial to the significance of a designated heritage 

asset unless the public benefits of the proposal convincingly outweigh that 

harm. 

 

6.4 By deduction, it is these elements of the cited Policies that relate specifically to 

the reason for refusal. 

 

6.5 Firstly, it is acknowledged that the appeal site is located next to an attractive 

conservation area. That attractiveness is principally derived from its small scale 

residential ‘cottage character’.  

 

6.6 The appeal site is located outside of the conservation area, largely because it 

is not reflective of the small-scale residential character of Harmood Street. The 

appeal site is located directly between two distinct character areas. To the 

south, the rich mixture of building types and styles, variations in roofline and 

street width and the irregular curves of frontages provide Chalk Farm Road with 

a functional charm contextualised by its commercial ‘make-up’. This directly 

contrasts with the late Georgian/early Victorian architecture of Harmood Street 

which is read as a more consistent architectural presence by virtue of largely 

consistent built terraces with small front gardens bounded by low brick walls 

with piers, and occasionally defined by railings. This level of consistency is 

contextualised further by its residential ‘make-up’. 
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6.7 The appeal site is more closely related to the commercial character area in light 

of its presence at the end of Harmood Street, at the corner of Chalk Farm Road 

where development character, style and function is significantly different to that 

of the conservation area. Therefore, any additional built form in this location 

need not rigidly adhere to the small scale residential cottage style of the 

adjacent conservation area because the differentiation in character areas 

already exists.  

 

6.8 In dealing with the appeal proposal in isolation, the proposed glazed link would 

not unbalance the architecture of the building or that of built development 

surrounding. The structure would be contained within the roof of the existing 

structure, set back significantly from the Harmood Street elevation, ensuring 

public views would be limited and by proxy therefore, ensuring that it would not 

compete with the existing structure for dominance. The building would maintain 

its existing proportions from the perception of views from both the north and 

the south and its strong built presence abutting the footpath would be 

maintained by virtue of the significant set back of the appeal proposal.  

 

6.9 In addition, the proposed materiality is deliberately translucent in appearance 

in order to ensure that it won’t compete with the more prominent lower stories 

where limited views are possible. 

 

6.10 Overall, the proposed works are considered to be modest and sympathetically 

maintain the existing architectural composition of the appeal building by virtue 

of their simple proportions that complement the detail of the existing building. 

By virtue of this arrangement, and the established variety and scale of 

roofscapes in the surroundings, the height, mass and scale of the extension is 

not considered to have a harmful impact on the host property or the 

streetscene, rather it is considered it will preserve the character of the area. 

 

 
          Location of appeal proposal 
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6.11 Weight is also given to the significance of the identified heritage asset, that 

being the Harmood Street Conservation Area and a number of locally listed 

buildings adjacent. Camden’s Conservation Area Statement for Harmood 

Street highlights that the designation is intended to encompass the residential 

buildings of Harmood Street and to a lesser extent, those of the surrounding 

streets. The buildings are therefore understandably understated and modestly 

scaled. The wider area, including the appeal site, is not located within the 

conservation area boundary and is more closely associated, in both function 

and appearance, to the busier commercial hub of Chalk Farm Road. In light of 

the above, in heritage terms, the impact of the appeal scheme can only be 

described, at worst, as ‘less than substantial’ in terms of the NPPF test where 

paragraph 196 is engaged. 

 

6.12 Paragraph 196 requires the harm of the proposed development to be weighed 

against the public benefits. Public benefits may follow from many developments 

and could be anything that delivers economic, social or environmental progress 

as set out in the NPPF.  

 

6.13 There are considerable public benefits associated with the proposed 

development and these need to be assumed substantial weight.  

 

6.14 Firstly, the proposal would deliver social and economic benefits by providing 

an additional unit of accommodation in an accessible location. In this respect, 

the development would make a modest contribution to meeting housing 

requirements in the borough whilst supporting local services and businesses. 

There would be temporary economic benefits arising from the construction 

activity required to deliver the development which would generate employment 

opportunities for the local community and have associated benefits for local 

services and suppliers in the short term (longer term in relation to the 

maintenance of buildings). In the longer term, the development would support 

the local economy in terms of the use of local shops, services and facilities, 

and overall would contribute towards achieving the economic dimension of 

sustainable development. 

 

6.15 A recent appeal decision (APP/E2530/W/17/3181823), attached at Appendix 

2, serves to illustrate that providing a supply of housing to meet the needs of 

present and future generations is a public benefit that delivers social and 

economic progress, and is capable, in its self, of outweighing harm to the 

significance of designated heritage assets. 

 

6.16 In terms of the balance required by paragraph 196 of the NPPF, it is clear that, 

in light of the above, the public benefits of the proposal, while limited, would 

nevertheless outweigh any ‘less than substantial’ harm to the significance of 

the heritage asset that is identified. In any case, the harm to the significance of 

the conservation area is more realistically ‘neutral’ where the balance of public 

benefit is not engaged.  
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Reason for refusal 2: Insufficient information has been submitted in demonstrate that the 

proposed roof extension would not cause harm to the amenity of the occupiers of existing 

adjacent residential dwellings along Hartland Road in terms of a loss of daylight to 

habitable rooms, contrary to policy A1 (managing the impact of development) of the Local 

Plan 2017.  

 

6.17 Firstly, to more accurately disseminate the policy context, Policy A1 of the Local 

Plan refers to the impact of development and seeks to ensure that standards 

of amenity are protected, with specific reference to daylight.  

 

6.18 Firstly, it must be emphasised that the main body of the building has been 

constructed under the umbrella of a planning approval. It is only therefore the 

increase in built development that can be reasonably considered when 

assessing harm to neighbouring occupiers.  

 

6.19 To clarify the impact of the additional built form, a separate Daylight and 

Sunlight Report from Right of Light Consulting has been provided to support 

the appeal proposal. The study assesses the impact of the development on the 

light receivable by neighbuoring properties and concludes that all neighbouring 

windows pass the relevant BRE diffuse daylight and direct sunlight tests. The 

development also passes the BRE overshadowing to gardens and open 

spaces test. 
 

6.20 The appeal proposals are not therefore considered to materially alter the 

daylight conditions at the assessed surrounding building façade locations in 

comparison to the approved scheme. The full Daylight and Sunlight report is 

attached at appendix 3 and fully addresses reason for refusal 2.  

 

6.21 In the interests of transparency and in an attempt to streamline the process, it 

is noted that the LPA have had sight of the report via email, attached at 

appendix 4.   

 
Reason for refusal 3: Insufficient details have been submitted to demonstrate that the 

proposal would be sustainable development. As such, the scheme would fail to be 

sustainable in its use of resources, contrary to policies CC1 (Climate change mitigation), 

CC2 (Adapting to climate change), CC3 (Water and flooding) and DM1 (Delivery and 

monitoring) of the London Borough of Camden Local Plan 2017.  

 

6.22 The policies referred to in the reason for refusal aim to tackle the causes of 

climate change in the borough and require compliance with a specific set of 

standards outlined in the London Plan. However, these policies apply a 

floorspace/quantum threshold of when a Sustainability/Energy Statement 

should be sought, none of which are exceeded by the modest appeal 

proposals.  

 

6.23 To clarify, a separate note from Hodkinson, a specialist energy and 

environment consultancy, has been provided to support the appeal proposals, 

attached at appendices 5.  

 

6.24 As per reason for refusal 2, the LPA have had sight of the note (appendix 4).   
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Reasons for refusal 4-6: Relating to the absence of a s106 legal agreement   

 

6.25 In refusing the application, the LPA set out, under informative note 2 that:  

 

You are advised that reasons for refusal 4-6 could be overcome by entering 

into a s106 agreement.  

 

6.26 A draft unilateral undertaking is currently being negotiated and as per the 

Planning Inspectorates Procedural Guide, a certified copy will be submitted in 

support of the appeal within 7 seven weeks of the start date. It is expected that 

this will address reasons for refusal 4-6. 

 

 

7.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

 

7.1 The LPA consider the appeal proposal to be harmful to the character of the 

existing building and the wider area; and that inadequate information has been 

provided to demonstrate that neighbouring properties will not be affected by a 

loss of daylight, and that the proposal will be environmentally sustainable. They 

consider therefore that the proposal would be contrary to the development plan.  

 

7.2 As set out in this statement, it is considered that it has been demonstrated that 

the proposed roof development will have limited impact on the character and 

appearance of the host building or wider area and would not overwhelm either 

its proportions or its presence in the street scene.  

 
7.3 The proposed development would accord with the general principles of the 

National Planning Policy Framework. The site is located within an inherently 

sustainable location in close proximity to existing public transport services and 

is consistent with the objectives of the NPPF and the development plan. The 

site will contribute to the creation of a socially inclusive community while 

synchronising the supply of student housing with demand.  

 
7.5 Technical notes support the appeal which demonstrates compliance with 

daylight/sunlight standards and environmental sustainability.   

 
7.6 Furthermore, reasons for refusal 4-6 all refer to matters that would normally be 

expected to be obligated through a legal agreement. The council have 

acknowledged that the reasons for refusal could be overcome by entering into 

a legal agreement and a unilateral undertaking will support the appeal. 

 
7.8 In summary, the proposed development fulfils the three dimensions of 

sustainable development as defined by the NPPF and therefore the 

presumption in favour of sustainable development applies. The proposal is fully 

in accordance with national and local planning policy providing a scheme that 

contributes towards the provision of the overall supply of housing and the 

Inspector is respectfully requested to allow the appeal.  
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APPENDIX 1: CAMDEN LOCAL PLAN POLICIES 
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APPENDIX 2: APPEAL DECISION APP/E2530/W/17/3181823 

 

Separate attachment. 

 

 

APPENDIX 3: DAYLIGHT & SUNLIGHT REPORT BY RIGHT OF LIGHT 

CONSULTING DATED 14 OCTOBER 2020 

 

Separate attachment.  

 

 

APPENDIX 4: EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE WITH LPA 

 

Separate attachment. 

 

APPENDIX 5: TECHNICAL NOTE FROM HODKINSON CONSULTANCY IN 

RESPONSE TO REASON FOR REFUSAL 3 

 

Separate attachment.  


