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	Proposal

	A. External alterations including erection of a mansard roof extension. 

B. Various internal and external alterations including erection of a mansard roof extension and alterations to internal partitions at basement, ground and third floor levels.


	Recommendation:
	A. Refuse Full Planning Permission
B. Refuse Listed Building Consent


	Application Type:
	A. Full Planning Permission
B. Listed Building Consent


	Conditions or Reasons for Refusal:
	Refer to Draft Decision Notice

	Informatives:
	

	Consultations

	Adjoining Occupiers: 
	No. notified


	22

	No. of responses


	02

	No. of objections


	02


	Consultation responses:


	Press notice displayed 30/06/16 to 21/07/16
Site notice displayed 24/06/16 to 15/07/16
Neighbour consultation dates 21/06/16 – 12/07/16

Historic England objected to the application on the following grounds:

1. In our view, the proposed mansard extension, which would interrupt the important uniformity of the terrace along Leigh Street and would cause harm to the significance of the listed building. Moreover, the proposals do not appear to comply with the guidance contained within the Bloomsbury Conservation Area Appraisal.  It is highly likely that further harm would be caused by the removal of the existing roof structure, which is probably original.  However, further information on the existing roof, as is required under Paragraph 128 of the NPPF, would help us make a full assessment on the extent of harm caused.

2. The submitted documentation indicates that the aim of the development is to increase the capacity of the hotel; however, no additional justification is provided for the proposals and no public benefits are offered as part of the plans. The submission therefore fails to comply with Paragraphs 132 and 134 of the NPPF in our opinion.

The owner/occupier of 96 Marchmont Street objected to the application on the following grounds:

1. The proposed mansard roof is too bulky and excessively high to fit in with the appearance of the other properties on Marchmont Street and Leigh Street. The impression of excessive bulkiness is aggravated because the property is end-of-terrace. The proposed mansard roof would dominate and tower over the corner Leigh Street/Marchmont Street. The neighbouring property on Marchmont Street is much lower already. With the proposed mansard roof the resulting facade/roof line to Marchmont Street would look even more unbalanced. 

2. I noted that the proposed elevations in the Design and Access/Heritage Statement are shown in a significantly smaller scale than the existing elevations. The smaller scale for the proposal vs. the existing hides the fact that the increase in height and bulk would be excessive.
3. I also noted that the roof profile of the very low neighbouring property on Marchmont Street is drawn incorrectly on the rear elevations on page 14 in the Design and Access/Heritage Statement. And on the front elevation on page 12 in the Design and Access/Heritage Statement the same low building has not been drawn with any detail at all (windows, door). This hides the fact that the roof/facade line towards Marchmont Street is severely unbalanced, and this proposal would make it even worse.
The Marchmont Association objected to the application on the following grounds:

1. The Marchmont Association has concerns about the design of the mansard extension. We feel it is too bulky and, as such, alters the character of the listed terrace.

2. We don't like the blank walls facing onto Leigh and Marchmont Streets. If the Council is minded to approve the mansard we would prefer to see windows installed on these elevations. 



	Bloomsbury Conservation Area Advisory Committee:

	The Bloomsbury Conservation Area Advisory Committee objected to the application on the following grounds:
· It is likely that the existing roof is the original (if not it retains the original roof form) and it would do great damage to the listed building to remove it, especially since the immediate neighbour still retains the original butterfly roof form.
· In addition the building is very prominent on the corner and the inappropriate extra bulk of the proposed  mansard would be very visible from just about every vantage point, causing harm to the consistent character of the row of Georgian houses along Leigh Street and thus to the Conservation Area.


	Site Description 

	The site is located on a prominent corner of Leigh Street and Marchmont Street. The building is a Georgian terrace house which is group listed at Grade II as part of Numbers 1-4 Leigh Street. The aim of the development is to increase the capacity of the existing hotel. 
The roof appears to be original and comprises valley roof form constructed from historic timbers. The inverted roof form is an important feature of Georgian buildings of this era and adds a high level of value to the significance of the listed building. 
The terrace has a consistent parapet level and height and is largely unaltered with the exception of a 

modern development at the far side. The setting of these listed building is largely composed of the attractive townscape of predominantly similar terraced houses in which they are located.  The property, by virtue of its relationship and proximity, makes an important contribution to their setting as part of this built context. Together these buildings form an attractive, historic and cohesive townscape. The lack of roof alterations, above parapet level is an important component of its character, setting and appearance.
The building is a heritage asset and is considered to be of high value. The building is also within the Bloomsbury Conservation Area. 


	Relevant History

	9370222 & 9301301 - Retention of existing doorway at basement level as shown on drawing numbers 1 & 2. Granted Planning and Listed Building Consent 05/01/1995.


	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 5 ( Roof, terraces and balconies)
CPG6 Amenity (2011) 
Bloomsbury Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Strategy, April 2011


	Assessment

	1. Proposal:
1.1 The proposal includes the demolition of the existing roof structure, and the installation of a mansard extension which would rise significantly above the parapet line. The works would facilitate the creation of three new guest rooms.
1.2 It is also proposed to rearrange the basement layout, by switching the bedroom with the breakfast area. The works at ground floor level would remove non-original partitions and at third floor level a door and partition would be removed to facilitate the installation of a staircase for access to the proposed new roof extension.

2. Assessment:

2.1 The principle considerations material to determining the application are as follows:
· Design - the impact of the proposal on the character of the host property as well as that of the wider area;
· Amenity - the impact of the proposal on the amenity of adjoining occupiers.
3. Design

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 CPG1-Design, paragraph 5.7 states that a roof alteration or addition is likely to be unacceptable where a ‘complete terraces or groups of buildings have a roof line that is largely unimpaired by alterations or extensions’. 

3.3 Section 5.2 of the Bloomsbury Conservation Area Appraisal states that “alterations and extensions can have a detrimental impact either cumulatively or individually on the character and appearance of the area. Examples within the area include inappropriate roof level extensions - particularly where these interrupt the consistency of a uniform terrace or the prevailing scale and character of a block, are overly prominent in the street”.

3.4 As stated above, the building forms part of a grade II listed terrace which has a consistent parapet level and height and is largely unaltered. There are currently no mansard extensions above parapet level along Leigh Street with the exception of a modern development at the far side. The lack of roof alterations, above parapet level is an important component of its character, setting and appearance.
3.5 The mansard would have a negative impact on the terrace group which retains a large degree of consistency in the roof levels and this would be broken by the proposed extension. 
3.6 The design of the mansard is considered inappropriate due its overall height; use of brick on the Marchmont Street façade; lack of windows to the Leigh street elevation and would not respond sensitively enough to the classical proportions and architecture of the host building. In addition the building is very prominent on the corner and the inappropriate extra bulk of the proposed mansard would be very visible in public views along Marchmont Street and Cartwright Gardens. 
3.7 Given the size of the proposed extension in relation to the overall size of the Conservation Area, whilst it would cause harm to the character and appearance of the Conservation Area, this harm would be less than substantial.   
3.8 In addition, the proposed mansard would result in the loss of the historic roof fabric and roof form. Given the value afforded to the existing roof, the proposed mansard would result in substantial harm to the grade II listed building and setting of the adjoining listed terrace.
3.9 With regard to the alterations to the basement level window and door, more detailed elevations would be required to fully assess this aspect of the proposal. If the proposal had otherwise been acceptable, these would have been requested.  
4. Internal alterations

4.1 The original plan form is still visible but many of the rooms on the ground and upper floors have been subdivided and had en-suite bathrooms installed which compromises the historic layout. 
4.2 The works to the third floor include replacing an en-suite with a staircase to gain entrance to the new mansard. The insertion of the staircase within the existing non-original bathroom compartment would have little impact of the staircase or room layout and would not harm the significance of the building at this level.    
4.3 The works at ground floor level would remove non-original partitions and improve the entrance space allowing one to appreciate the building upon entry. However the works would not improve the ability to appreciate and recognise the historic plan form and as such only have a minor positive impact on the value of the interior and overall significance.  

4.4  The basement is in its original form therefore the works to the basement would alter the historic layout and harm the original plan form of the building at this level. This causes harm to the significance of the listed building.
5. Neighbour amenity 

5.1 Policy CS5 seeks to protect the amenity of Camden’s residents by ensuring the impact of development is fully considered. Similarly, 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. This includes privacy, overlooking, outlook and implications on daylight and sunlight.

5.2 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’.

5.3 The proposed mansard with rear dormer would not extend forward of the existing eaves so would not affect daylight or sunlight to neighbouring properties. Similarly, the proposed windows would not increase the opportunity to overlook neighbouring properties.
5.4 Given the modest increase in guest accommodation the impact on neighbouring occupiers in terms of noise and nuisance would be very limited.
6. Conclusion 
6.1 Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires that in making decisions on planning applications and appeals within a Conservation Area, special attention is paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character and appearance of the area. 
6.2 Section 16 and 66 requires that in making decisions special attention is paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the significance of the listed building and the setting of listed buildings. 
6.3 The proposal would result in an overall harmful impact upon the special interest of the grade II listed building due to the alterations to the historic plan form at basement level and loss of the valuable contribution the roof makes to the architectural significance of the building as whole. 
6.4 The proposed alterations to the building would cause harm to the character and appearance of the Conservation Area by diminishing the buildings positive contribution and harm to the setting of the adjoining listed building by reducing the coherence of the group.
6.5 The National Planning Policy Framework requires that where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal.  No public benefits arising from the proposal have been identified in the evidence.  I note that the applicant has set out the economic rational for the alterations and additional rooms but does not show how the additional space would affect the business which is currently trading and making a profit. The Hotelier also operates other hotels in very close proximity reducing the ability to exploit the economies of scale argument for the additional accommodation as justification. In any event this is not considered to be genuine public benefit and does not outweigh the harm set out above. No other public benefits have been identified and the harm the heritage assets must be given great weight. For these reasons I recommend the application be refused  

Recommendation: 
A. Refuse Full Planning Permission
B. Refuse Listed Building Consent  



