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	Proposal

	Addition of a mansard roof extension, with 1 no. front facing dormer, 1 no rear facing dormer and 1 no rear roof terrace and changes to the front facade comprising a replacement door and windows and new smooth rendered finish.


	Recommendations:
	Refuse Planning Permission


	Application Type:

	Full Planning Permission

	Reasons for Refusal:
	Refer to Draft Decision Notice

	
	

	Consultations

	Adjoining Occupiers: 
	No. notified


	14

	No. of responses


	00

	No. of objections


	00


	Summary of consultation responses:


	Site notice 20/04/2016 – 11/05/2016

Newspaper advertisement 21/04/2016 – 12/05/2016


	CAAC comments:


	Parkhill CAAC- no objection


	Site Description 

	The property is located in the Parkhill and Upper Park Conservation Area. The area is characterized as residential and consists of Italianate Victorian semi-detached villas with traditional facades notable for their regularity of detail. A number of the gaps between these villas have gradually been in filled to form new separate houses. The subject site is one of these houses infilling the gap.
The application site comprises a two storey, modest sized coach house (with basement) set back from Upper Park Road and also from the main building (No.26) and neighbouring extension (No.24). The existing coach house extension was conceived of as an ancillary building to the main dwelling, its impact remains fairly neutral to the character of the conservation area. 
To the south of the application site is a three storey coach house, constructed in the early 1980s (adjacent to No.24) and to the north a five storey Victorian Villa (No. 26), identified as making a positive contribution to the character and appearance of the Conservation Area. 


	Relevant History

	Application Site

2007/1984/P - Creation of new basement level with new front and rear lightwells and associated alterations to single family dwelling house (C3). Granted 09/07/2007.

2007/4454/P - Changes to fenestration and balcony at rear basement and ground floor elevation, as an amendment to planning permission dated 9.7.07 ref 2007/1984/P (for creation of new basement level with new front and rear lightwells and associated alterations to single family dwelling house). Granted 01/11/2007. 

2013/7726/PRE - Mansard roof extension. Pre-application advice issued 19/12/2013. 

Summary: The proposal to echo the height of the neighbouring extension would result in the appearance of a solid and somewhat overbearing development A front roof terrace is likely to be resisted as they are not traditional features on the fronts of buildings in this area. It is unlikely that your proposal would be approved were an application to be submitted
2015/4422/PRE - Addition of a mansard roof extension and changes to the front facade. Pre-application advice issued 20/08/2015. 

Summary: The proposal will alter the character of the structure to a more prominent extension.
It would further compromise a locally characteristic gap between dwellings and would adversely affect views through to mature trees in rear gardens. The increased mass of the proposed building would detract from the setting of the adjacent positive contributor to the Conservation Area.  
Neighbouring Properties 

61 Upper Park Road 

15222 - The provision of mansard roof at the front and an extension to the ground floor at the rear. Refused 19/02/1973.

Reasons for refusal: 1) The proposal is considered out of character with the adjacent development and is thereby detrimental to the visual amenities of the area. 2) The proposal is considered to constitute an overdevelopment of the site by the increased bulk and massing proposed. 


	Relevant policies

	National Planning Policy Framework 2015
The London Plan 2016
Camden LDF Core Strategy 2010

CS5 Managing the impact of growth 

CS6 Providing quality homes  

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 (2015)  

Chapter 2 (Design excellence) 

Chapter 3 (Heritage) 

Chapter 4 (Extensions, alterations and conservatories) 
Chapter 5 (Roof terraces and balconies)
CPG6 Amenity (2011) 

Chapter 7 (Overlooking, privacy and outlook)
Parkhill and Upper Park Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Strategy, 2011


	Assessment

	1. Proposal  
1.1 Planning permission is sought for the construction of a mansard roof to the existing coach house extension with 1 no. front facing dormer and 1 no rear facing dormer, leading onto a roof terrace. The proposal would facilitate the creation of a new bedroom and en-suite bathroom. 
1.2 In addition to raising the height of the existing roof line, the applicant also proposes to raise the height of the existing parapet at front and rear in line with the adjoining coach house. 
1.3 Changes are also proposed to the windows and doors. The applicant proposes to enlarge the existing window openings and alter both the design and material from timber to aluminium frames. The façade treatment would also be altered from a more traditional approach to a smooth rendered more modern appearance.
2. Assessment:

2.1 The principle considerations material to determining the application are as follows:

· Design – the impact on the character of the host property and the wider area;

· Amenity - the impact on the amenity of adjoining occupiers.
3. Detailed Design
Mansard Roof Extension

3.1 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 character and proportions of the existing building.
3.2 The subject ‘infill’ building  is essentially  a side extension to the main house. Guidance in CPG1 states that ‘side extensions should be no taller than the porch and set back from the main building line’. 

3.3 This is reiterated in the Parkhill and Upper Park Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Strategy which stipulates that ‘where infill extensions are acceptable in principle they should be no more than two storeys in height with the highest part of the extension no higher than the line of the cornice to the front roof’. 

3.4 The proposed mansard roof extension fails to comply with the guidance in CPG1 and the Parkhill and Upper Park Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Strategy. It is contrary to the requirements set out in the guidance relating to the height of side extensions, as it would be taller than the porch of the adjoining Victorian Villa (No. 26) to the north and would result in a three storey side extension.

3.5  Whilst it is acknowledged that the proposed infill would more closely align with the height of the existing adjoining extension, the adjoining side extension is non-compliant with Camden planning policy being three stories in height and appears to have been permitted in 1977, long before the present suite of planning and design policy documents came into force. It is not sympathetic to the character and appearance of the Conservation Area. 

3.6 Furthermore, the difference in height between the two extensions allows for their bulk to be broken up and lessens their visual impact when viewed from the street. Raising the height at parapet and mansard level would result in the appearance of a solid and overbearing development. 
3.7 CPG1 goes onto state that ‘in many streets in the north of the borough houses have mature rear gardens that can often be seen through gaps between buildings, softening the urban scene and providing visual interest. The infilling of gaps will not be considered acceptable where: significant views or gaps are compromised or blocked;  the established front building line is compromised; the architectural symmetry or integrity of a composition is impaired;  the original architectural features on a side wall are obscured; or access to the rear of a property is lost’.
3.8 Again this is further supported by the Parkhill and Upper Park Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Strategy, where there is a presumption in favour of the retention of gaps between buildings where they fulfil an important townscape role and make a positive contribution to the character and appearance of the Conservation Area.  
3.9 Raising the height of the existing side extension through a mansard roof addition is considered to result in the loss of an important gap between buildings. Due to the sites sloping topography, the gaps on the southern side of the street afford larger views of sky and mature trees (as behind no. 24) than those on the north side of Upper Park Road. These views make a positive contribution the character and appearance of the Conservation Area and should be retained. Furthermore, the remaining gap and view becomes all the more valuable because of the unsympathetic addition adjacent to No.24.

3.10 To conclude, at present the existing Coach House extension is modest in size. The creation of a mansard roof extension would result in the appearance of a solid, overbearing development and would also detract from the setting of the adjacent building (26 Upper Park Road). In this context, the proposed extension could not be considered to preserve or enhance the character of the Conservation Area and would be contrary to Camden planning policy.

Dormer Extensions and Rear Roof Terrace

3.11 With regard to the proposed front dormer, guidance in the Parkhill and Upper Park Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Strategy states that ‘dormer windows or recessed roof terraces to the front or side slopes are normally unacceptable’. As such, the proposed front dormer is considered to create clutter in the roofscape and would detract from the setting of the adjacent building (No. 26), which is a positive contributor to the Conservation Area. In this context, the dormer is not considered to preserve or enhance the character and appearance of the Conservation Area.  
3.12 With regard to the proposed rear roof terrace, this is considered obtrusive and overly bulky, forming unwelcome visual clutter at roof level. Furthermore in relation to the doors at roof level, ‘in form, scale and pane size, dormer windows should relate to the façade below and the surface area of the roof’ (CPG1, section 5.11d). The proposed fenestrations fail to achieve this as they are generally wider than the existing windows on the rear elevation below.  
3.13 The neighbouring residential dwelling (adjacent to No.24) has an example of a roof terrace providing some context for the proposed development; however it is not considered to set a precedent for future terraces here. On balance the existing context of the neighbouring roof terrace is not considered to be a high quality example of development to replicate. 
Windows and Render

3.14 Camden Planning Guidance 1 (Design) states in paragraph 4.7 that ‘alterations should always take into account the character and design of the property and its surroundings’. ‘New windows should match the originals as closely as possible in terms of type, glazing patterns and proportions (including the shape, size and placement of glazing bars), opening method, materials and finishes, detailing and the overall size of the window opening’.   
3.15 Due to the minor increase in the size of the window openings this aspect of the proposal is considered acceptable. The design of the proposed new windows is considered acceptable and would be in keeping with the properties traditional appearance. Officers are however concerned about the introduction of aluminium frames rather than traditional timber framed sash windows.  If the proposal had otherwise been acceptable the Council would have sought to revise this aspect of the proposal. 
3.16 The façade treatment would also be altered from a more traditional approach to a smooth rendered more modern appearance. Due to the minor nature of the proposed change this aspect of the proposal is considered acceptable.  
3.17 In conclusion the proposal will harm the character and appearance of the host property, the street scene and overall Conservation Area. Special attention has been paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character and appearance of the Conservation Area, under s.72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as amended by the Enterprise and Regulatory Reform Act 2013.

4. Neighbour amenity 
4.1 Policy CS5 seeks to protect the amenity of Camden’s residents by ensuring the impact of development is fully considered. Furthermore 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. 
4.2 Paragraph 7.9 of CPG6-Amenity provides further clarity and guidance. ‘When designing your development you should also ensure the proximity, size or cumulative effects of any structures do not have an overbearing and/or dominating effect that is detrimental to the enjoyment of their properties by adjoining residential occupiers’.
4.3 Due to the siting of the proposal in relation to the neighbouring property, the planned roof terrace is considered to result in loss of privacy to the adjoining occupier at No.26 Upper Park Road. The terrace would project 3.5 metres from the rear elevation of the adjoining property and would be positioned on the shared boundary.  When standing at the northern edge of the proposed terrace, views would be afforded into the first and second floor rear windows of No. 26 Upper Park Road, resulting in loss of privacy and increased overlooking. 
4.4 Similarly, by virtue of its height, depth and proximity to No.26, the proposed roof terrace is considered to have a dominant and overbearing effect, which would be detrimental to the outlook of these adjoining occupiers and their enjoyment of their property. 
4.5 Whilst a privacy screen would reduce overlooking from the terrace to the neighbouring property it would result in an increased sense of enclosure and further loss of outlook to No. 26. As such, the impact cannot be overcome through a condition requiring the introduction of a privacy screen. 
4.6 Furthermore, the proposed would adjoin the existing side wall of No. 26 and would obliterate views from a side window. No details have been submitted as to whether this window serves a habitable room. The proposal has potential to contribute to an unacceptable, enclosing effect to residents of this property.
5. Recommendation 
5.1 Refuse Planning Permission.



