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	Proposal(s)

	Formation of curtain walling to existing external staircase to front of the building to provide a sheltered enclosure with associated front door. Alteration to the front facing gable end to form eaves and double dual pitch roof to southern element. Raising of the eaves and roof ridge to northernmost element to the front. Raising of eaves to rear and installation of 9 x windows to rear to create second floor level.



	Recommendation(s):
	Refuse Permission


	Application Type:
	Full Planning Application 

	Conditions or Reasons for Refusal:
	Refer to Draft Decision Notice

	Informatives:
	

	Consultations

	Adjoining Occupiers: 
	No. notified


	23

	No. of responses


	02

	No. of objections


	00


	Summary of consultation responses:


	Site Notice: Displayed from 11/04/2014 to 02/05/2014.

Press Notice: Advertised in the Ham & High from 10/04/2014 to 01/05/2014.

English Heritage 

This application should be determined in accordance with national and local

policy guidance, and on the basis of your specialist conservation advice.
Conservation Officer 
The Primrose Hill Conservation Area Statement confirms that No.’s 52-150 (even) Gloucester Avenue, including Primrose Hill Workshops at No.110; make a positive contribution to the C.A.

The CA Statement Guidelines identify that new development should be seen as an opportunity to enhance the Conservation Area. All development should respect existing features such as building lines, roof lines, elevational design, architectural characteristics, detailing, profile, and materials of adjoining buildings.  

Para PH18 Roof extensions and alterations that change the shape and form of a roof, can have  a harmful impact on the conservation area and are unlikely to be acceptable where it would be detrimental to the form and character of the existing building. 

Para PH19 identifies No.110 as one of the properties where rood extensions and alterations which change the shape and form of the roof are unlikely to be acceptable.

Accordingly these proposals conflict with the guidance of the Primrose Hill Conservation Area Statement. 

I also consider that CPG1 para 5.8 applies as the proposals would result in an adverse effect on the skyline, the appearance of the building, and the surrounding area, as the buildings at the rear of the site have differing heights which add visual interest to the conservation area, and where the proposed roof extension and alterations would detract from this variety of form, and the scale and proportions of the existing buildings would be adversely affected by the proposals.

Adjoining owner/occupiers: Flat 4, 112-114 Gloucester Avenue
Please provide an image of the revised building, change in dimensions and where it would go.

Officer’s Response: The plans provided by the applicant/agent have been sufficient to validate and assess the application. Further discussions have taken place with the respondant to explain the plans in detail.
Adjoining owner/occupiers: Flat 7, 112-114 Gloucester Avenue

The plan is described as a “sheltered enclosure “to what is in fact a fire escape. The plan is in truth an extension of the square footage of what is already a sprawling commercial building complex in a residential street. 

From what I can see, the proposed extension will: 

1) Block out the small amount of sunlight available to the North facing gardens belonging to flats 7, 8 and 9 

2) Further encroach on what little privacy of the occupants of flats 7, 8 and 9 still have, and;
3) Harm the sense of space and overall appearance of the gardens and therefore be detrimental to flats 7, 8 and 9
Follow up correspondence following telephone conversation with the Planning Officer:

Plans reviewed again, and based on the drawings provided, there will be no alterations or extensions to the fire escape attached to the 110 Gloucester Ave.

On this basis, neither I nor my tenants have any objection to the works.
Officer’s Response: Acknowledged


	CAAC/Local groups comments:


	Primrose Hill CAAC
No comments. 


	Site Description 

	Two-storey former dairy depot building (modernised over time and converted into a business centre) located at the rear Gloucester Avenue to the North. The building is contained in two elements a London stock brick two- storey dual pitch building (to the north) and a rendered and painted building with a gable-end to the front (to the south), both of which are linked together and operate as one single business centre(accessible from a set of double doors to the ground floor and access stairway to upperfloors at the front). The roof to the northernmost section comprises of a double dual pitch roof with the ridgeline to the front portion set slightly higher than that to the rear with a roof valley in the middle. A raised element which formerly served as a hatch exists to the front of the northernmost section where the roof is 1.5m higher than that of the rest of the building. 

The building is accessible through an undercroft off No.110 Gloucester Avenue. This part of Gloucester Avenue is characterised by four-storey Georgian style buildings for which No.110 (the parent site) is part of a terrace of 14 properties. The host building is part of an industrial mews running at the rear of No.90 – No.136. The business centre itself isn’t visible from Gloucester Avenue apart from limited views through the undercroft. A broad expanse of railway line is located to the rear of the business centre and the building isn’t largely visible from the rear. The site is located in the Primrose Hill Conservation Area.


	Relevant History

	2013/6000/P: Planning Application withdrawn for “Enclosing of undercroft fronting onto Gloucester Avenue (using existing timber doors and glazing) to create additional office space. Addition of an external staircase to the rear of the building. Roof extension and alteration to rear building to create additional office space, including roof lights. Addition of windows and alterations to existing windows and doors”. Decision Date: 07/02/2014.

32821: Temporary Planning Permission Granted for “The use of the ground floor for car repairs”. Decision Date: 13/11/1981.


	Relevant policies

	LDF Core Strategy and Development Policies

Core Strategy

CS1 (Distribution of growth) 

CS5 (Managing the impact of growth and development) 

CS14 (Promoting high quality places and conserving our heritage) 

Development Policies

DP13 (Employment sites and premises)

DP16 (The transport implications of development)

DP24 (Securing high quality design) 

DP25 (Conserving Camden’s heritage)

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

Camden Planning Guidance 2011 

CPG1 (Design)

CPG 6 (Amenity)

Primrose Hill Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Strategy

National Planning Policy Framework 2012



	Assessment

	1.0 Proposal

1.1 Planning permission, is being sought for the following elements:
· Formation of curtain walling to existing external staircase to front of the building to provide a sheltered enclosure with associated front door. Alteration to the front facing gable end to form eaves and double dual pitch roof to southern element. Raising of the eaves by 0.5m and roof ridge by 0.8m to northernmost element to the front. Raising of eaves by 1.9m to rear and installation of 9 x windows to rear to create second floor level. 

· Materials include curtain walling to entranceway and access staircase, brick to altered gable raised eaves elements to front, artificial slate roof tiles to entire roof and vertically hung to 1.9m raised eaves to rear
2.0 Considerations

Design
2.1 Policy DP24 which requires new development to meet a high standard of design which respects the setting, context, and the proportions and character of the existing building and Policy DP25 which requires new development to both preserve and enhance the character and appearance of Conservation Areas.

2.2 Camden Planning Guidance states that  a design should be considered in the context of a development and its surrounding area; 

• The design of the building itself; 

• The use of the building; 

• The materials used; 

3.0 Assessment

The main planning issues to be assessed in respect of this application are the: 
· Principle of development;

· The visual impact of the development;

· The standard of additional office accommodation offered;

· Amenity of neighbouring occupiers also;

These are assessed below in the context of planning policy and other material considerations.

Further to the above it is noteworthy from the “Relevant History” section above that a planning application (2013/6000/P) for similar works (albeit including an undercroft) was withdrawn last year. The undercroft was considered to be detrimental in design terms to the character and appearance of Gloucester Crescent and surrounding Primrose Hill Conservation Area.

Considerations

4.0 Design

4.0 The host building although not generally visible from the public realm, is of significant design merit and historical importance and is a positive contributor to the Primrose Hill Conservation Area. Key features of the host building include the entranceway and access stairway to the front, the stepped eaves to the front façade; the eaves to the rear facade and the double dual pitch roof arrangement with a small higher section to the northernmost area.  The principal of altering or extending these aspects of the building is not considered to be objectionable in its own right, however any extensions or alterations should be modest, entirely in sympathy, and extensions and alterations which substantially alter the character and appearance of the building are likely to be resisted. 
4.1 Policy DP24 of the Development Policies Document requires new development to meet a high standard of design which respects the setting, context, proportions and character of the existing building.
4.2 Policy DP25 states that the Council will only permit development within Conservation Areas that both preserves and enhances the character and appearance of the surrounding area. Camden Planning Guidance 1 (Design) requires extensions and alterations to be subservient to the building being extended and to sufficiently integrate with the original design and proportions of the building, including the building’s architectural period and style. 
4.3 The alterations to the front entranceway and stairwell, which include curtain walling and the refurbishment of existing canopies, are not considered to detrimentally affect the character and appearance of the host building or those surrounding. Furthermore as all window and door openings would remain visible thereafter, therefore any effects upon the overall appearance of the host building as a result are considered to be acceptable. 
4.4 The principle of raising the eaves and formation of a new flowing and inter-joining eaves level and roof to the front (of the southernmost element) is again not objectionable in principle however considering the design quality of the northernmost element any such alteration needs to be entirely appropriate in scale, massing and finish. Some form of break between the altered element to the south and the unaltered element to the north needs to be provided to differentiate both elements as well as protecting the original form of the industrial mews building.  The extent in which the eaves are being raised (0.5m) is too great and this results in somewhat of an unbalanced feel to the overall front elevation. Such alterations need to be designed in a sensitive and subtle manner, which this proposal fails to do. Furthermore no form of break has been provided between both the northern and southern elements(especially to revised eaves and rooflines). The absence of such a break will draw attention to the revised elements and resultantly detract from the appearance of the entire front façade especially that of the northern building. 
4.5 Although a raised element exists to the front of the property, whereby a section of roof is 1.5m higher that the rest of the roofslope, this section traditionally served as a hatch to access the entire roof and forms a very small part of the overall roofscape. The presence of such a hatch does not serve as a pre-cursor to raise the entire roof of the northernmost element to this level. The raising of the entire section of roof to the Northernmost element is considered wholly inappropriate. 
4.6 Again the actual principle of raising the eaves to the rear is not considered objectionable in its own right, however the scope for performing such alterations is very limited considering the existing eaves/parapet level of the rear of the entire mews backing onto the railway line. As the land falls from north to south in this area, the eaves/parapets of the entire industrial mews/converted industrial mews properties gradually falls/decreases in height. ln this instance the raising of an entire section of eaves by 1.9m to the rear is not considered to be appropriate as it would fundamentally alter the character and appearance of the host building and its relationship with adjoining mews buildings. Furthermore considering the building’s historical importance as a two-storey industrial mews building and its status as a positive contributor, the alterations proposed would irreversibly disconfigure the urban form of the building. The pair of dual pitched roofs to the northern element and the building’s rear facade form a key part of the building’s character and are aspects which have remained relatively unaltered and survived overtime. 
4.7 Furthermore, the choice of materials to the rear façade where the raised eaves would be vertically clad in artificial slate is also considered to be inappropriate as it would neither be sympathetic to the host building nor those surrounding. It would thus create further harm to the character and appearance the Primrose Hill Conservation Area.  
4.8 The buildings tired appearance and poor internally configuration (due to differing roof levels in the northern and southern aspects and to front and rear) has been taken into consideration as part of the assessment process, however this is in its own right is not a significant reason to permit wholesale changes. 
4.9 Some discussions have taken place with the applicant/agent in an attempt to form a resolution and a revised design concept was put forward by the council to work within the general confines of the double dual pitch arrangement, indicting very modest raising of rear dual pitch arrangement(retention of the same roof angles) and the eaves to the rear. The applicant has chosen not to pursue this option as it would not afford a larger gain of internal space which they desire. 
4.10 All of the above is consistent with paragraph 64 of the NPPF which is clear 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.”
5.0 Amenity

5.1   Taking into account that no new window openings are being introduced to the front of the property the situation would remain unchanged, whilst views to the rear would be onto an expanse of railway lines, hence there would be no additional privacy impacts as a result of the proposal. The curtain wall enclosure of the stairwell to the front of the property would represent a slight improvement on the current situation whereby users of the stairwell can view directly into windows at the rear of surrounding neighbouring properties as well as no audible sound barriers.
5.2    The re-arrangement of the southern element to form a consistent eaves line with the rest of the building will not create any adverse loss of light or outlook to properties at the rear of No.110 as the differences in daylight and outlook impacts between the existing(gable-end) and the proposed(continuous eaves line) would be negligible. The enclosure of the access stairwell to the front would be set lower than that of the remainder of the building with a considerably lower eaves level. Consequently this aspect of the proposal is not considered to create a significantly greater loss of daylight or sense of enclosure which already exists. The proposal is therefore in accordance with the guidance set out in CPG6 and Policy DP26.
5.3    The amenity offered to occupants of the offices including light and outlook would continue to be   acceptable. 
6.0 Transport  

6.1    Given the constrained nature of the site and the narrow passageway off Gloucester Avenue to facilitate deliveries, should the council have been in a different position to grant permission, a Construction Management Plan secured through a Section 106 agreement would be required.

6.2   The application proposes no additional parking space(s) and should the council have been in a different position to grant permission, they would seek some additional cycle parking/cycle contribution through the aforementioned Section 106 legal agreement. 

6.3    An analysis has taken place with respect to HS2 safeguarding and the proposed development would not have any impacts on the HS2 proposed route. 
6.4   For the purposes of clarity, this application, unlike the previous application (2014/6000/P) does include infilling of the undercroft to Gloucester Avenue.  

7.0 CIL 

7.1     If the development were to be granted approval then it may be liable for the Mayor of London’s CIL 

          through providing additional office accommodation. Based on the MoL’s CIL charging schedule 

          each new square metre of development in excess of 100 sqm would be liable for £50 per sqm.  

8.0 Conclusion

8.1 In summary, the application building is of historic interest and is in a sensitive location by virtue of being located within, and a positive contributor to the Primrose Hill Conservation Area. The proposed extension to raise both the front and rear eaves level and wholesale alterations to the roof by reason of the incongruous design involving significant increases height, bulk, massing and poor finish would appear as an overly large and incompatible addition to the host building and the surrounding area. The alterations particularly to the rear would detract from the character, appearance, and historical value as an industrial/workshop mews building. Overall the extensions and alterations proposed would be detrimental to the character and appearance of host building, the immediate surrounding area and the wider Primrose Hill Conservation Area, contrary to policies CS14 (Promoting high quality places and conserving our heritage), DP24 (Design) and DP25 (Conserving Camden's Heritage) of the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Core Strategy and Development Policies.

Recommendation: Refuse.



	



