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	Proposal(s)

	Erection of a part single, part two storey rear extension

	Recommendation(s):
	Refuse permission


	Application Type:
	Householder Application


	Conditions or Reasons for Refusal:
	Refer to Draft Decision Notice

	Informatives:
	

	Consultations

	Adjoining Occupiers: 
	No. notified


	08

	No. of responses

No. electronic
	01
00
	No. of objections


	00


	Summary of consultation responses:


	Advertisement in the Ham & High, expired 06/08/2015

Site notice displayed 15/07/2015, expired 05/08/2015

The owner/occupier of 47 Alma Road commented:

Please match the bricks with existing London Stock Brick.


	CAAC response:

	N.A


	Site Description 

	The application site is located on the north-eastern side of Alma Street and comprises a two-storey, mid-terrace house, small in scale and width. The property has a butterfly roof and existing full width single storey rear extension. 

45 Alma Street to the north has a full width, single storey, rear extension with a first floor pitched roof element. 47 Alma Street to the south has a single storey half with extension. Planning permission was granted for a two storey rear extension at the site; however the permission has since expired.

The property falls within the Inkerman Conservation Area and is listed as a positive contributor.  



	Relevant History

	2006/5088/P - Construction of a single storey rear extension (Certificate of Lawfulness Proposed),    46 Alma Street. Granted 23/01/2007. 

2008/2702/P - Construction of two storey rear extension, 44 Alma Street. Granted 09/09/2008.  

2009/5600/P - Construction of single storey infill and first floor rear extension, 45 Alma Street. Granted 27/04/2010.  

2010/0734/P - Construction of part single, part two storey rear extension. 49 Alma Street. Refusal 05/05/2010. Allowed at appeal on 23/09/2010

2015/1354/P - Construction of a part single, part two storey rear extension, 46 Alma Street. Refusal 28/05/2015.



	Relevant policies

	National Planning Policy Framework 2012  

The London Plan 2015, consolidated with amendments since 2011  

Camden LDF Core Strategy 2010  

CS5 Managing the impact of growth and development 

CS14 Promoting high quality places and conserving our heritage  

Camden Development Policies 2010  

DP24 Securing high quality design  

DP25 Conserving Camden’s Heritage

DP26 Managing the impact of development on occupiers and neighbours  

Camden Planning Guidance 

CPG1 Design (updated 2015) – paragraphs 4.10, 4.11, 4.12, 4.13, 4.14 and 4.15.
Inkerman Conservation Area Statement, 2015


	Assessment

	1. Proposal 
1. Planning permission is sought for the replacement of an existing full width, single storey rear extension with a part single, part two storey rear extension. 
2. The existing rear extension measures 3.3m deep x 4.7m wide x 3.1m high and is finished in white render. 
3. The proposed new rear extension would be constructed from London yellow stock brick and would measure 3.3m deep x 4.7m wide x 3.1m high at ground floor level and 3.3m deep x 3.3m wide x 2.5m high (with a pitched roof element rising to 3.5m high) at first floor level. 
2. Assessment

1. The principal considerations material to determining the application are as follows:
· The impact of the design on the character and appearance of the host property and wider Conservation Area. 
· The impact of the proposal on the amenity of neighbouring occupiers.
3. Design
1. Policy CS14 aims to ensure the highest design standards for developments. Policy DP24 states that the Council will require all developments to be of the highest standard of design and respect the character, setting, form and scale of neighbouring properties and the character and proportions of the existing building.
2. CPG1 (Design) states that the materials for alterations should complement the colour and texture of the materials in the existing building. The proposed rear extension will be constructed from London yellow stock brick. Traditional materials are considered to be the most appropriate complement to historic areas and will positively contribute to the character of the building and the site’s wider context. 
3. Rear extensions should be designed to be secondary to the building being extended, in terms of location, form, scale, proportions, dimensions and detailing. They should respect and preserve the historic pattern and established townscape of the surrounding area in accordance with paragraph 4.10 of CPG1 (Design). CPG1 also states that extensions should be 1 storey below eaves level. In this case the 1st floor element with its pitched roof shape is very close to the valley roof profile and thus its height does not comply with CPG advice. However it is considered that an exception can be made in this case - the principle of 1st floor extensions has been previously accepted on neighbouring properties such as no 45 next door (see history above) provided they are of an appropriate subordinate design and form. However whilst other buildings within this terrace have rear additions that are not set 1 storey below eaves level, they have generally been more sensitively designed at a lower height and reduced width to give the extensions a more subordinate appearance. In the case of this proposal, the width combined with the height of the proposed first floor element with its projecting pitched roof form dominates the majority of the rear elevation and would make the proposal an incongruous and excessively bulky addition. It is considered that the proposal would be out of keeping with the established townscape, as the width of the proposed extension at 1st floor level is greater than the majority of existing first floor extensions in the vicinity including nos. 44 and 45 Alma Road. Furthermore, the height of the 1st floor element with its incongruous projecting pitched roofslope is higher than other neighbouring first floor elements. The replacement ground floor full width rear extension is acceptable in itself.


4. Section 72 of the Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act 1990 as amended by the Enterprise and Regulatory Reform Act (ERR) 2013 requires for buildings in conservation areas that special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of the conservation area. It is considered that this proposal will harm the character and appearance of the conservation area and this heritage asset. 
5. The proposed full height corner window is considered out of character with the host building and neighbouring properties by virtue of its scale and design. The majority of properties in the vicinity have far smaller, sash windows, whilst this proposal includes a large window of modern design. Whilst this may be appropriate at ground floor level, it would be highly visible at first floor level and would also detract from the appearance of the Conservation Area.
4. Amenity 

1. Policy CS5 seeks to protect the amenity of Camden’s residents by ensuring the impact of development is fully considered. Policy DP26 seeks to ensure that development protects the quality of life of occupiers and neighbours by only granting permission to development that would not harm the amenity of neighbouring residents.

2. The proposal includes a full height corner window at first floor level. The window will not have an adverse impact upon the amenity of the neighbouring occupiers in terms of loss of privacy as it will be constructed from opaque glass. 

3. The proposed rear extension would be the same depth as the existing part single, part two storey rear extension at 45 Alma Road; consequently its additional height would not be harmful to neighbours’ amenity by loss of outlook or light.  
4. The proposal would not cause undue harm to the amenity of the neighbouring occupiers at 47 Alma Road given that the proposed first floor element would be set back from the shared boundary.

5. Conclusions
1. The proposal is considered to be a dominant and bulky addition that would detract from the appearance of the host building. It would be out of keeping with rear elevations of buildings within this terrace of which the property forms part and would neither preserve nor enhance the character and appearance of the Inkerman Conservation Area.

	


