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	Proposal(s)

	Erection of single storey mansard roof extension to provide 1 x 2 bedroom flat, associated to extant permissions ref:2013/7434/P & 2013/7457/L (Internal and external alterations associated with the change of use from offices (B1a) to residential (C3) and partial demolition, alteration and extension to create 9 residential unit), granted on 23/01/2015. 


	Recommendation(s):
	Refuse Planning Permission and Listed Building Consent 

	Application Type:
	Full Planning Permission and Listed Building Consent


	Conditions or Reasons for Refusal:
	Refer to Decision Notices

	Informatives:
	

	Consultations

	Adjoining Occupiers: 
	No. notified


	32

	No. of responses

No. electronic
	00

00
	No. of objections


	00



	Summary of consultation responses:


	A press notice was erected in the Ham & High on the 21/05/2015 allowing comment until the 11/06/2015 & a site notices was erected on the 20/05/2015 allowing comment until the 10/06/2015.

	CAAC/Local groups comments:

 
	Historic England: 

This application should be determined in accordance with national and local policy guidance and on the basis of your specialist conservation advice.  
The Kingsway and Bloomsbury CAAC were notified of this application. To date no response has been received. 




	Site Description 

	The application site is located on the west side of Lincoln's Inn Fields, close to the junction with Remnant Street and Gate Street. The building is four storeys (plus basement), comprising a single occupier for office accommodation (Class B1a), although it was originally built as a single dwelling.

The predominant character of the surrounding area is, like the application site, commercial in nature, and forms part of the Central London Area.

The application building is grade II* listed, located within the Bloomsbury Conservation Area, and is located within an Archaeological Priority Area.



	Relevant History

	Pre - Planning applications:
Ref: 2014/7988/PRE - Conversion to residential with roof and rear extensions. Pre-Planning application advice Issued on 26/03/2015
Ref: 2013/4077/PRE - Conversion to residential with roof and rear extensions. Pre-Planning application advice Issued on 29/08/2013

Planning applications:

Ref: 2013/7434/P & 2013/7457/L – Internal and external alterations associated with the change of use from offices (B1a) to residential (C3) and partial demolition, alteration and extension to create 9 residential units. Granted conditional planning and listed building consent subject to a section 106 Legal Agreement 23/01/2015. This permission remains extant
Ref: 17718 - Replacement of the existing building by the reconstruction of the rear half of the building to comprise basement, ground and five upper floors, and the retention and refurbishment of the front, with the addition of a mansard roof storey. Granted 05/02/1974.

Ref: 19246 - Construction of rear extensions for use as offices. Granted 31/12/1974.

Ref: 24133/R - The rebuilding of part of the rear wall. Granted 14/03/1977.

Ref: HB/1602/R - Removal of part of rear section of the building and works of alteration to the rear and front elevations and works of alteration, repair and reinstatement internally. Granted 02/06/1977.

Ref: HB/865 - Renovation without alteration of the front part of the buildings (including staircase) and demolition of the rear part of the building. Granted 08/09/1976.



	Relevant policies

	National and Regional Policy

National Planning Policy Framework 2012

London Plan March 2015, consolidated with alterations since 2011
LDF Core Strategy and Development Policies
CS1 Distribution of growth

CS3 Other highly accessible areas

CS5 Managing the impact of growth and development

CS6 Providing quality homes

CS7 Promoting Camden’s centres and shops

CS8 Promoting a successful and inclusive Camden economy

CS9 Achieving a successful Central London

CS11 Promoting sustainable and efficient travel

CS13 Tackling climate change through promoting higher environmental standards

CS14 Promoting high quality places and conserving our heritage

CS17 Making Camden a safer place

CS18 Dealing with our waste and encouraging recycling

CS19 Delivering and monitoring the Core Strategy

DP2 Making full use of Camden’s capacity for housing

DP5 Homes of different sizes 

DP6 Lifetime homes and wheelchair homes

DP13 Employment sites and premises

DP16 The transport implications of development

DP17 Walking, cycling and public transport

DP18 Parking standards and limiting the availability of car parking

DP19 Managing the impact of parking

DP20 Movement of goods and materials

DP21 Development connecting to the highway network

DP22 Promoting sustainable design and construction

DP24 Securing high quality design

DP25 Conserving Camden’s heritage

DP26 Managing the impact of development on occupiers and neighbours

DP28 Noise and vibration

DP29 Improving access

DP31 Provision of, and improvements to, open space, sport and recreation

DP32 Air quality and Camden’s Clear Zone

Camden Planning Guidance 2013 
CPG1 – Sections 3, 4 & 5

CPG2 – Sections 2, 5 & 6
CPG3 – Sections 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9 & 11
CPG5 – Section 7
Camden Planning Guidance 2011 

CPG6 – Sections 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9 & 11
CPG7 – Sections 3, 4, 5, 6 & 9 
CPG8 – Sections 5, 6, 7, 8, 10 & 11 
Bloomsbury Conservation Area Statement/Bloomsbury Conservation Area Appraisal & Management Strategy (2011) 

Pages 64-75 and 118-120 (inclusive).


	Assessment

	1. Background:
1.1 Permission was granted in January of 2015 (ref: 2013/7434/P) to create 9 residential units, along with a number of associated alterations.

1.2 This permission remains extant and has yet to be implemented.
1.3 This application essentially seeks to add a further residential unit (via a mansard roof extension) to the extant permission.  This application/scheme could not otherwise take place in insolation.
1.4 The following officer’s report shall therefore assess the new elements in terms of the roof construction and then the cumulative nature of the proposal upon the extant scheme. For reference, elements of the officer’s report (ref: 2013/7434/P) of the extant permission shall be cited.
1.5 The extant permission was considered against the up-to-date Core Strategy and Development Policies of the LDF and CP guidance.

1.6 The London Plan has however been updated. As such, the application is considered in line with the current policy context.

2. Proposal:
2.1 This permission proposes:

· The erection of a mansard roof extension at 4th floor level to provide 1 x 2 bedroom flat.

· The mansard would be set back 0.9m from the front façade, behind a parapet wall with stone copings.

· The front facade would be clad in slate, feature 5 timber framed dormers windows (aligned with those at lower level) pitch rearwards.

· The brick built rear elevation would rise vertically with the existing rear walls and comprise 4 timber framed windows (aligned with those at lower level).

· The main roof would feature 10 plant units and an extract duct.

2.2 The principal considerations material to the determination of this application are summarised as follows: 
· Design/Townscape

· Quality of accommodation 

· Adjacent residential amenity  

· Cumulative impact on 2013/7434/P: 
· Land use – loss of the employment floorspace
· Housing - Affordable Housing  

· Sustainability - resources and energy

· Transport

· Other S106 / CIL

3. Design/Townscape:
3.1 Camden Planning Guidance CPG 1 – Design emphasises that in assessing applications for listed building consent we have a statutory requirement to have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses. 

3.2 We will consider the impact of proposals on the historic significance of the building, including its features, such as: 

· Original and historic materials and architectural features; 

· Original layout of rooms; 

· Structural integrity; and 

· Character and appearance

3.3 Pertinent to the application is English Heritage’s document “Mansard Roofs” which states that in many circumstances English Heritage (now known as Historic England) advise against adding any visible extra storey to the roof of a terraced house, particularly when (inter alia): 

· The existing roof structure is of historic or architectural interest.

3.4 The form of a roof is a key and integral part of the significance of terrace houses of this age and fundamental to an understanding of its architectural and historic significance. In this regard the retention of the existing roof form is particularly key in preserving the building’s significance.  

3.5 The existing roof takes the form of four pitched structures, three with hips, one full width. Part of the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building lies in its multi-pitched roof valley form. 

3.6 It is proposed to replace this complicated and interesting arrangement with a flat-topped, mansard-type roof with five large dormers. The existing plain parapet will be terminated by a row of bottle balusters. As a result, the building will appear a similar height to its taller listed neighbour in a row of buildings that is currently characterised by a very uneven roofline.
3.7 During the pre-application assessment (2014/7988/PRE), it was stated that any roof alteration/extension to this building would only be acceptable if it could be demonstrated that the existing roof form (form and not materials) was not original.  Without such information, the alteration/extension would not be officer supported.

3.8 The submitted Heritage statement has undertaken a broad but limited survey outlining the condition and quality of the original composition/fabric only.  The extent of the retained and repaired fabric of the roof is seen as justification for its limited special architectural and historic interest, without an adequate assessment of its form and associated integrity to the building.

3.9 Whilst the Council acknowledge the roof has been altered, this does not reduce the harm caused by the total loss of the form. The Council officers have inspected inside the roof void and confirm that the original form at some point has been raised from a lower version of the same original form.  With that said however, the form of the roof in situ is an integral part of the significance of this listed building and fundamental to understanding its architectural and historic significance.

3.10 The proposal would also result in the loss of surviving original fabric, be it error, the plan indicates the removal of a chimney, although this remains in the elevation, or as a result of the elements of demolition at roof level proposed, all of which would detract from the overall integrity of the building’s special architectural and historic interest.
3.11 Notwithstanding the loss of the existing roof form, the proposed design is not considered suitable. In this case, the proposed design is at odds with the traditional character and appearance of the listed building. As recommended in Camden Guidance - CPG1 (submitted as part of the questionnaire) and English Heritage guidance on Mansard Roofs any new attic storey should comprise a double pitch with lower slope being at a steeper angle than the upper slope.
3.12 With regard to the wider context, the proposal would significantly alter the appearance of the building, by changing a low, pitched structure that is largely hidden from view at street level into a more steeply pitched mansard, with a bottle baluster parapet and five dormers, which will be far more prominent. Although the change would be clearly visible in long views across Lincoln’s Inn Field, the alteration would not harm the character and appearance of the surrounding conservation area. 

4. Quality of accommodation:
4.1 The proposal would provide 1 x 2 bedroom flat of 123sqm, meeting the minimum floorspace requirements according to the CPG standards and the Greater London Authority Housing SPG. The unit would enjoy dual aspect outlook and would continue the stacking arrangement of the extant permission at lower levels and would therefore provide a high quality of accommodation.

4.2 The addition of a 2 bedroom unit, identified by Policy CS6 as a very high priority, would be welcomed and policy compliant.
4.3 It is considered that the applicant has sought to comply with the requirements of the Lifetime Homes criteria as far as practicable in the context of the site.

4.4 In accordance with CPG2 Housing, all habitable rooms feature a minimum headroom of 2.3m.     

Internal light

4.5 The applicant has submitted a daylight and sunlight report, in accordance with CPG6 (Amenity). In total, 3 out of 4 rooms at fourth floor level would meet the BRE Guidelines for their room use, the only failing room would marginally be below guideline levels. The BRE makes clear that in highly urbanised areas, the guidance will not always be met, and values should only ever be used as ‘guidance’, it is not a mandatory or statutory document to be applied rigidly. Given that the marginally failing room would enjoy a good aspect and outlook this element is considered acceptable.
5. Adjacent residential amenity

Daylight/sunlight 
5.1 The upper floors of No.40-42 Kingsway are in residential use, however the rearward windows all serve stairwells rather than habitable accommodation. The upper floor levels of Nos.44-46 Kingsway are in residential use (split between habitable accommodation and stairwells). The remaining windows serving Nos.40-42 and 48-56 Kingsway and 65-66 Lincoln’s Inn Fields are in commercial use.

5.2 The analysis indicates that all windows serving habitable accommodation would meet or exceed the levels recommended in the BRE Guidelines, which forms the basis of daylight impact assessment in accordance with CPG6.

Overlooking/visual privacy   

5.3 With regard to Nos.44-46 Kingsway, the roof extension would be 17m from 64 Lincoln’s Inn Fields.

5.4 Whilst the proposal would fall short of the CPG6 recommended distance of 18m between the windows of habitable rooms, given this arrangement already exists, albeit at a lower level, there can be a reasonable justification to depart from CPG6 guidance in this instance without a harmful loss of privacy in this instance. The relationship is also commensurate with many historic terraces in Central London.

Noise

5.5 The applicant has also submitted an acoustic report and background noise survey related to the plant unit located at main roof level, which includes calculations of predicted noise levels to support compliance with the Council's standards. This element shall be subject to a recommended condition regulating odour, noise and vibration level.

6. Cumulative impact on 2013/7434/P: 

Land use – loss of the employment floorspace

6.1   Given this application could only take place in association with the extant permission (and would not result in any greater loss of office floorspace), the assessment of the change of use of the main building, as per the previous officer’s report (ref: 2013/7434/P) remains policy compliant.

Housing - Affordable Housing  

6.2 The extant permission proposed 9 flats totalling 1100sqm and as such the proposal would require 11% of the floorspace (121sqm) as a contribution towards affordable housing.  Using the calculations set out in CPG8, the payment in lieu of affordable housing was £320,650 (121sqm affordable housing requirement x £2,650sqm) which was be secured by the Section 106 Legal Agreement.  
6.3 In this instance, the cumulative scheme proposes 10 flats totalling 1223sqm and as such the proposal would require 12% of the floorspace (147sqm) as a contribution towards affordable housing.  Using the calculations set out in CPG8, the payment in lieu of affordable housing would be £389,550 (147sqm affordable housing requirement x £2,650sqm), which would be secured by the Section 106 Legal Agreement. In the absence of such a legal agreement a reason for refusal is recommended.

Sustainability - resources and energy

6.4 The sustainability and energy features outlined as per the extant permission, namely achieving a BREAAM rating of ‘Very Good’ rating, can again be achieved in this instance in review of the submitted documents. This will be secured via the Section 106 agreement and a post construction assessment will be carried out. In the absence of such a legal agreement a reason for refusal is recommended.

Transport, access and parking:
Cycle parking

6.5 The extant scheme provided 14 cycle storage spaces located at lower ground floor level, secured by way of a condition. 
6.6 In this instance, an increase of 2 (16) cycle storage spaces could again be provided at lower ground floor level (beneath the front garden) and secured by way of a condition. 

Car-free development

6.7 The proposed unit shall be made car-free (with no-off or on-street parking in association within this development), by a Section 106 planning obligation as per the extant 9 units. In the absence of such a legal agreement a reason for refusal is recommended.

Construction Management Plan 

6.8 To incorporate the additional works required by the roof level alterations, an amended Construction Management Plan (CMP) and Travel Plan Statement (as offered in the applicants own Transport Statement) shall be secured via a Section 106 Legal Agreement, as per the extant permission. In the absence of such a legal agreement a reason for refusal is recommended.

Pedestrian, Cycling and Environmental Improvements  

6.9 As per the extant permission, a contribution to repave the footway would need to be secured through a Section 106 planning obligation with the Council.  

S106 / Other Matters:
Open space

6.10 The previous contribution is £10,801 shall rise to £12,105. This would be secured by Section 106 Legal Agreement. In the absence of such a legal agreement a reason for refusal is recommended.

Educational infrastructure

6.11 The previous contribution is £15,174 shall rise to £17,387. This would be secured by Section 106 Legal Agreement. In the absence of such a legal agreement a reason for refusal is recommended.

Training and employment contribution

6.12 In accordance with CPG8 formula, a training and employment contribution of £35,750 to mitigate against the associated loss of employment opportunities for our residents represented by this loss of employment space.    In the absence of such a legal agreement a reason for refusal is recommended.

Local employment and procurement 

6.13 The proposed development at 1223sqm has the potential to generate significant local economic benefits. Therefore local recruitment and work placement opportunities exclusively with the Kings Cross Construction Skills Centre shall be secured by Section 106 Legal Agreement. In the absence of such a legal agreement a reason for refusal is recommended.

CIL

6.14 The proposal would be CIL liable - 123m² (uplift) x £500 (Zone C CIL Tariff) = £61,500.
7. CONCLUSION 

7.1  Planning permission and listed building consent is to be refused for the following reasons:  

· The proposed mansard roof, by reason of its form, size and associated loss of historic fabric would result in harm to the special interest of the grade II listed building.
· *Lack of S106 for affordable housing contribution - £389,550
· *Lack of S106 for BREEAM pre-assessment and post-construction review 

· *Lack of S106 open space financial contribution - £12,105
· *Lack of S106 education financial contribution - £17,387
· *Lack of S106 for car-free development

· *Lack of S106 for Construction Management Plan 

· *Lack of S106 Travel Plan Statement

· *Lack of S106 for training and employment contribution - £35,750

· *Lack of S106 financial contribution for various Highway and Public Realm Improvement Works adjacent to the site 

· *Lack of S106 for pedestrian, environmental and safety improvement initiative contribution 

· *Lack of S106 Local employment and procurement

7.2 The matters which include an asterisk* would have been secured via s106 legal agreement; hence an informative on the decision notice will state that, without prejudice to any future application or appeal that these reasons for refusal could have been overcome by entering into a Section 106 Legal Agreement for a scheme that was in all other respects acceptable.   

Recommendation: Refuse Planning Permission and Listed Building Consent
 


