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	Proposal(s)

	Erection of mansard roof extension with 4 dormer windows and 4 roof lights to create additional residential accommodation to top floor flat (Class C3)


	Recommendation(s):
	Refuse


	Application Type:
	Full Planning Permission


	Conditions or Reasons for Refusal:
	Refer to Draft Decision Notice

	Informatives:
	


	Consultations

	Adjoining Occupiers: 
	No. notified


	34

	No. of responses

No. electronic
	01
00
	No. of objections


	01


	Summary of consultation responses:


	One objection received from the occupiers of No.129a Weedington Road summarised below:

1. Overlooking into existing unit, specifically to the model dressing/changing area through the glass roof.

2. The D&A Statement states a roof terrace at No.129A Weedington Road, however this is a flat roof and not a roof terrace as specific lease restrictions prevent it from being used as such.
3. The OS map correctly outlines No.129A Weedington Road.

Officer comments:

1. No.129A Weedington Road is not a residential property but used a commercial studio; although 11m away from the proposed development, it has an open plan room and sensitive uses here could be relocated within this or screened accordingly. It is therefore considered the proposal would not harm residential amenities.
2. The flat roof at No.129A does not impact on the determination of this application.

3. Measurements are taken from the OS Map to assess the impact on this neighbouring property.



	CAAC/Local groups* comments:

*Please Specify
	N/A


	Site Description 

	The site contains a mid-terrace, three-storey building on the south side of Queens Crescent. The building is within a parade of seven properties on Queen’s Crescent, within the Queen’s Crescent Neighbourhood Centre. It is not within a conservation area and is not a listed building. The property has a flat roof to the rear behind a parapet wall on the front elevation.
The upper floors of the property are in residential use as two flats and there is a retail unit at ground floor level. Access to the building is via a door at ground level from Queens Crescent.

	Relevant History

	None relevant to the application site.

98 Queens Crescent 

2010/6521/P - Erection of 3rd floor roof extension with front roof terrace to provide additional accommodation for the second floor flat (Class C3). Refused on 11/03/2011 on design, size and location on a terrace of properties with an unimpaired roofline, would be detrimental to the character and appearance of the building, the terrace as a whole and the general streetscene.

94 Queens Crescent

2012/5567/P - Roof extension consisting of mansard roof to form additional 1x bedroom flat. Refused on 13/12/2012 on design grounds and poor standard of accommodation.


	Relevant policies

	LDF Core Strategy and Development Policies
CS1 Distribution of growth 

CS5 Managing the impact of growth and development 

CS6 (Providing quality homes)

CS14 Promoting high quality places and conserving our heritage  

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

DP5 (Housing size mix)

DP6 (Lifetime homes and wheelchair homes)
DP24 Securing high quality design 

DP26 Managing the impact of development on occupiers and neighbours

Camden Planning Guidance 1 Design (2011)– chapters 1, 2, and 5 

Camden Planning Guidance 2 Housing (2011) – chapters 1, 2, 4 and 5

London Plan 2011

London Plan SPG Housing 2012

National Planning Policy Framework 2012



	Assessment

	Proposal

This application seeks permission for the erection of a mansard roof extension in order to enlarge the existing flat and create a two bedroom flat at second and third floor level. 

The new mansard roof would be located behind the parapet at the front and rear of the building. It would be lead lined with two dormer windows at the front and two at the back, plus additional rooflights above, 2 each on front and rear. 

The two bedroom flat would be accessed via the communal staircase that serves the existing one bed flat within the second floor of the building. 

The main issues are:

· design

· standard of proposed accommodation

· amenity 

Design

Camden Planning Guidance 2011 states that 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. It adds that a roof addition is likely to be unacceptable where the proposal would have an adverse affect on the skyline, the appearance of the building or the surrounding street scene.

The application site forms part of a terrace of 7 properties, each with three storeys. On the whole the terrace comprises a run of unaltered valley roofs with parapet walls to the front and valley roof profiles at the rear all intact. The adjoining property, No. 94 is the only building which has lost its original valley roof form. 

The proposed extension is set back from the front elevation which would limit its visibility; however, it is considered that an addition of this nature would be partially visible in long and short views as well as substantially visible from the cul-de-sac opposite. Although it is acknowledged that the visibility of the run of rear valley roofs along the terrace is limited, this does not diminish the importance of the feature to the character of the building or the wider area.

A similar application for a mansard roof extension at number 98 Queens Crescent was refused on 11/03/2011 (ref 2010/6521/P).

The property is not listed or located within a conservation area; however, it is located within a terrace of buildings which have a roof line, with parapets to the front and generally valley roofs to the rear, that is largely unimpaired.  Additional storeys would add significantly to the bulk and unbalance the architectural composition. The addition of the proposed roof extension by reason of its design, size and position is considered to have a detrimental impact on the appearance on the wider terrace and the streetscene and would set an unwelcome precedent. 

Standard of proposed accommodation

Housing is a priority of the Council and the provision of new residential floorspace is welcomed as long as it complies with other policies and guidance.

CPG2 (Housing) provides residential standards in terms of ceiling height, gross internal floor areas in terms of space and room sizes, storage and utility space, daylight, sunlight and privacy and security and outdoor amenity space. The flat would have sufficient floor to ceiling height at 2.30 metres high. When measured, the drawings show that the useable floor area of the proposed new unit would be 62.80sqm. The flat is shown as a four person flat as it has two double bedrooms. This floorspace is well below the minimum standard of 75sqm for a 4 person unit as set out in Camden Planning Guidance (Housing) and well below the minimum standard of 70sqm as specified in the London Plan 2011 standard for a 4 person, 2 bed flat, but it would comply with standards for a 3 person unit at 61sqm. However, the proposed two bed flat would be well laid out with a dual aspect and the 2 double bedrooms would be marginally below the 12sq.m standard in the Mayor’s Housing SPG 2012 at approximately 10.60 and 10.70sq.m. Overall, it is considered that the size is adequate, especially if it was used only as a 3 person unit with a double and single bedroom, and would provide a good standard of residential accommodation. 

Lifetime Homes Standards are not required because the proposal does not create any new residential units, and it is considered that the proposal would comply with policy DP6.

Amenity 

Due to the location of the proposed extension, it would not have any impact on the amenity of neighbouring occupiers with regards to loss of sunlight, daylight or overlooking. 

Recommendation 
Refuse Planning Permission on design grounds. 




