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Appeal Against Refusal of 2016/5091/P – Flat 2, 1 Agincourt Road, London, NW3 2PB 

1.0 INTRODUCTION  

1.1 This appeal statement is submitted on behalf of Mr. David Gasperow (the appellant) 

in respect of the refusal of planning permission by Camden Borough Council to construct a 

dormer on the rear roof elevation at Flat 2, 1 Agincourt Road, London, NW3 2PB.  The 

appellant has retained the services of 4D Planning to make this appeal.  Please address all 

correspondence to 4D Planning at the contact details set out on the appeal form.    

 

1.2 The application was submitted to the Council and validated on the 13
th

 October 

2016.  The application was determined on the 11
th

 January 2017.  

 

1.3 No objections were received from neighbouring properties.   A consultee response 

was received from Mansfield Conservation Area Advisory Committee opining that the 

proposal is ‘ugly’ yet also noting that it is very small and hard to see from public land. 

 

1.4 On the 11
rd

 January planning permission for the proposed development was refused 

for the following single reason: 

“01. The proposed rear dormer by reason of its location, form and design, would be 

detrimental to the character and appearance of the host building and would fail to 

preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the wider Mansfield Conservation 

Area, contrary to policies CS5 (Managing the impact of growth and development) and 

CS14 (Promoting high quality places and conserving our heritage) of the London 

Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Core Strategy (2010), policies 

DP24 (Securing high quality design), DP25 (Conserving Camden's heritage) of the 

London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Development Policies 

(2010), and policy 7.6 (Architecture) of the London Plan (2015). 
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2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION AND SURROUNDINGS 

2.1 The property in question is located on the north side of Agincourt Road near the 

junction with Constantine Road.   

 

2.2 The property itself is a terraced two storey property with a ‘dutch ornamental gable’ 

at roof level.  Accommodation is provided in the roofspace.  The front curtilage to the 

property is hard surfaced and bounded by a low rise brick wall.  The property is divided into 

two flats, with Flat No. 2 (being the subject of this appeal) occupying the upper floors (e.g. 

1
st
 floor and the roofspace).  The ground floor flat has use of a rear garden area.  The 

properties within the urban ‘block’ bounded by Agincourt Road, Constantine Road and 

Cressy Road are of relatively high density and with a tight urban grain such that the rear 

elevations of properties are scarcely visible to the public realm and even visibility between 

rear elevations within the ‘block’ is restricted (see Figure 1 below).   

 

 

Figure 1 – No. 1 Agincourt Road (Bounded by Red Line) Within the Context of the ‘Block’ 

Which it Forms Part of (bounded by blue line) 
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3.0 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT  

3.1 The proposed works are simple and small scale in nature comprising only the 

construction of a dormer above an existing rear two storey outrigger.  It would have a 

shallow form being only approx. 0.7m high and tying in with the existing roof height at the 

party wall, and 2.35m wide.  Two roof lights would re-inserted in the new dormer – these 

would be a like for like replacement of roof lights in the existing roof slope.  Proposed roof 

tiles would match existing roof tiles  

 

3.2  The proposed works would provide increased storage space for the appellant’s 

modest three bed flat.  No new floorspace would be created. 

 

3.3 The proposed works would not be visible from any public vantage point.  

Furthermore, given the inconspicuous siting of the proposed works (e.g. at roof level, behind 

a party wall upstand, and on a property which is in the corner of a triangular residential 

‘block’) it would have minimal visibility to only a handful of properties.    

 

 

4.0 GROUNDS OF APPEAL & CONSIDERATION OF PLANNING ISSUES 

4.1 The single reason for refusal is referenced on the location, form and design of the 

proposal being detrimental to the character and appearance of the host building and failing 

to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the wider Mansfield Conservation 

Area.   This view is strongly refuted.   

 

4.2 We note the Planning Officer’s Report concludes that there would be no adverse 

impact in term of overlooking, overshadowing etc. to neighbouring properties.   

 

4.3 The policies/guidance referred to in this reason for refusal include Policy 7.6 of the 

London Plan, Policies CS5 and CS14 of the Core Strategy, and Policies DP24 and DP25 of 

the Local Development Framework Development Policies.   
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4.4 It is submitted that the proposed development is not contrary to the Local 

Development Framework Development Policies 2010-2025, nor the Mansfield Conservation 

Area Appraisal and Management Strategy (adopted December 2008).  These documents 

provide detailed analysis and guidance on the relevant issues, which it is contended that the 

proposed development complies with, and it therefore follows that the proposal is also not 

contrary to the stated London Plan and Core Strategy policies which only refer to the issues 

at hand in a general and ‘broad sweeping’ manner. 

 

Local Development Framework Development Policies 

4.5  Firstly it is noted that Local Development Framework Development Policies DP24 

and DP25 do not rule out development of the type proposed.  Policy DP24 (Securing high 

quality design) states: 

“The Council will require all developments, including alterations and extensions to 

existing buildings, to be of the highest standard of design and will expect 

developments to consider: 

a) character, setting, context and the form and scale of neighbouring buildings; 

b) the character and proportions of the existing building, where alterations and 

extensions are proposed; 

c) the quality of materials to be used; 

d) the provision of visually interesting frontages at street level; 

e) the appropriate location for building services equipment; 

f) existing natural features, such as topography and trees; 

g) the provision of appropriate hard and soft landscaping including boundary 

treatments; 

h) the provision of appropriate amenity space; and 

i) accessibility”. 

 

4.6 With regards this Policy (DP24), the proposed development does not impinge 

whatsoever on the character, setting, context and the form and scale of neighbouring 

buildings.  It would be visible to no more than 4 dwellings and even at this it would have 

minimal visibility given its positioning at roof level and within the existing roof plane.  

The fundamental character of the existing property would be unaltered whilst its 



Appeal Against Refusal of 2016/5091/P – Flat 2, 1 Agincourt Road, London, NW3 2PB 

proportions would not be affected.  There are variety of subtle differences to rear roof 

slopes on neighbouring properties (see Figures 2 – 3 below). 

 

4.7 Policy DP 25 (preserving Camden’s heritage) states, in relation to conservation 

areas:  

“In order to maintain the character of Camden’s conservation areas, the Council will: 

a) take account of conservation area statements, appraisals and management plans 

when assessing applications within conservation areas; 

b) only permit development within conservation areas that preserves and enhances the 

character and appearance of the area; 

c) prevent the total or substantial demolition of an unlisted building that makes a 

positive contribution to the character or appearance of a conservation area where this 

harms the character or appearance of the conservation area, unless exceptional 

circumstances are shown that outweigh the case for retention; 

d) not permit development outside of a conservation area that causes harm to the 

character and appearance of that conservation area; and  

e) preserve trees and garden spaces which contribute to the character of a conservation 

area and which provide a setting for Camden’s architectural heritage”. 

 

4.8 The Mansfield Conservation Area Appraisal makes no reference to the rear of 

properties as being noteworthy features that are considered to contribute to the character 

and appearance of this area (see para 4.11 - 4.12 below).  The proposed development 

would be an innovative method of achieving more storage space to a modest flat.  It would 

have negligible impact on the conservation area and would certainly not lead to 

“substantial harm”
1
 of the designated heritage asset.   

 

4.9 Neither the Report of the Planning Officer nor the Reason for Refusal refer to design 

guidance which form supplementary planning documents.  Camden Planning Guidance 1 

                                                           
1
 Para. 133 of the National Planning Policy Framework states that planning authorities should refuse consent 

where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm of a designated heritage asset.     

Para. 134 states 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.   
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(CPG1) sets out design guidance for a range of development types including roof 

extensions.  With regards roof extension / dormers, the Guidance states:  

“Alterations to, or the addition of, roof dormers should be sensitive changes which 

maintain the overall structure of the existing roof form.  Proposals that achieve this 

will be generally considered acceptable, providing that the following circumstances 

are met:  

a) The pitch of the existing roof is sufficient to allow adequate habitable space without 

the creation of disproportionately large dormers or raising the roof ridge.  Dormers 

should not be introduced to shallow - pitched roofs.  

b) Dormers should not be introduced where they cut through the roof ridge or the 

sloped edge of a hipped roof. They should also be sufficiently below the ridge of the 

roof in order to avoid projecting into the roofline when viewed from a distance. 

Usually a 500mm gap is required between the dormer and the ridge or hip to maintain 

this separation (see Figure 4). Full-length dormers, on both the front and rear of the 

property, will be discouraged to minimise the prominence of these structures.   

c) Dormers should not be introduced where they interrupt an unbroken roofscape.  

d) In number, form, scale and pane size, the dormer and window should relate to the 

façade below and the surface area of the roof. They should appear as separate small 

projections on the roof surface. They should generally be aligned with windows on the 

lower floors and be of a size that is clearly subordinate to the windows below. In some 

very narrow frontage houses, a single dormer placed centrally may be preferable (see 

Figure 4).  It is important to ensure the dormer sides (“cheeks”) are no wider than the 

structure requires as this can give an overly dominant appearance. Deep fascias and 

eaves gutters should be avoided.   

e) Where buildings have a parapet the lower edge of the dormer should be located 

below the parapet line (see Figure 4).  

f) Materials should complement the main building and the wider townscape and the 

use of traditional materials such as timber, lead and hanging tiles are preferred”. 
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4.10 The proposed dormer is compliant with this design guidance in the following 

respects: 

 The dormer is not required to achieve additional habitable space.  It is required 

solely to provide more storage space and hence its very modest size.  It would be 

entirely subservient to the roof section within which it would sit.   

 The dormer would be no higher than the existing roof ridge and would be well 

below a dividing party wall upstand. 

 As evidence in Figure 2 below, it is certainly not the case that there is an unbroken 

roofscape to the rear of properties on Agincourt Road.   

 The positions of proposed roof lights in the dormer would mirror the existing 

positioning of roof lights in the existing roof slope.  The roof lights would in any 

case be scarcely visible when viewed from ground level or indeed from facing 

toward the property at upper levels.   

 Proposed materials will match existing materials on the dwelling.   

 

Mansfield Conservation Area Appraisal 

4.11 The Mansfield Conservation Area Appraisal notes the importance of visible historic 

rooflines and singles out front roof pitches in particular: 

“The conservation area retains its clearly visible historic rooflines, which it is 

important to preserve.  Fundamental changes to the roofline, insensitive alterations, 

poor materials, intrusive dormers or inappropriate windows can harm the historic 

character of the roofscape and will be resisted.  

Alterations and extension to the front roof pitch can be particularly damaging to the 

appearance of the conservation area, especially in the residential sub area.   

Roof alterations or additions are likely to be unacceptable where a building forms 

part of a complete terrace or group of buildings which have a roof line that is largely 

unimpaired by alterations or extensions.” (p. 28. Underlining is own emphasis) 

 

4.12 Nowhere in the Appraisal are rear roof slopes referenced as being important to the 

character of the conservation area.  Indeed the Appraisal alludes to rear roof alterations 

being acceptable where the building does not form part of a complete terrace or group of 
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buildings which have a roof line that is largely unimpaired by alterations/extensions.  As can 

be seen in Figure 2 below, there are two storey rear outriggers to No’s 1-12 Agincourt Road.  

However No’s 5-12 have flat roofs on top of their rear out riggers with only No’s 1-4 having 

pitched roofs.  Not only is there variance with roof treatment over the rear outriggers, there 

is also significant variation in dormer size and form on rear elevations of properties on 

Agincourt Road.  There is similar variation on roofs of other properties within the residential 

‘block’ which the property sits - these properties include those on Cressy Road and 

Constantine Road.  Some of this variation is pointed out in Figure 3 overleaf. 

 

 

Figure 2 – Rear Elevation of Agincourt Road. Variation of Roof Forms on Rear Outriggers 

is Evident as is Variation in Size and Form of Dormers 

 

 

Flat roofs 

Appeal Property 
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Figure 3 – Variation in Rear Dormers / Roof Extensions in Residential ‘Block’ bounded by 

Agincourt Road, Cressy Road and Constantine Road.   

 

4.13 We note several instances of where the Planning Authority have adopted a flexible 

approach to the adaption/extension of rear outriggers to properties within the Conservation 

Area.  In the case of 2012/4998/P for example for a property at 31B Agincourt Road, 

permission was granted for the installation of railings on a flat roof of the rear outrigger and 

the insertion of velux windows, to facilitate the use of the roof as a terrace associated with 

the second floor residential flat.  Figure 4 overleaf shows this roof terrace.  With regards this 

particular proposal, the Planning Officer’s Report notes: 

“The proposed metal railings would be erected along the perimeter of the roof of the 

rear wing extension. They are considered to be of a simple design and appropriate 

materials and would not be unduly prominent or out of scale at this high level.  They 

would not harm the appearance of the building and the character and appearance of 

the Conservation Area”.  

Small flat roof  
dormer 

Medium size flat 
roof dormer 

Large flat roof 
dormers 

Small pitch 
roof dormer 

Large 2 storey rear 
projections with 

pitched roofs  

17 Cressy Rd: 
Solar Panels & 

roof lights 
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(underlining is own emphasis as it is considered similar findings could just as readily be 

applied to the proposal under appeal) 

 

Figure 4 – Roof Terrace Permitted at 31B Agincourt Road 

 

4.14 In the case of 2014/2059/P at 17 Cressy Road, despite the objection of Mansfield 

Conservation Area Advisory Committee, the Planning Authority permitted a proposal 

comprising the construction of a large rear dormer, and installation of solar panels and roof 

lights on a rear outrigger.   This development is evident in Figure 3 above.  The Planning 

Officer’s Report for this proposal notes: 

“The proposal is deemed to be acceptable in terms of the Mansfield Conservation 

Area Appraisal and Management Strategy, in that the extension would not diverge 

significantly from the existing pattern of the rear elevation… The rear dormer, 

although of a significant length in the roofspace, would be positioned sensitively and 

located a sufficient distance away from the ridge, the sides and the eaves of the roof to 

comply with CPG1 guidance on roof extensions.  The dormer would therefore not 

over-dominate the roof-space”  
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(underlining is own emphasis as it is considered similar findings could just as readily 

be applied to the proposal under appeal) 

 

4.15 Extracts from online planning application details for both examples above are set out 

in Appendix A to this Appeal Statement.   

 

 

5.0 CONCLUSION 

5.1 It is demonstrated in this Appeal Statement that the Planning Authority reason for 

refusal is unsupported and does not stand up to scrutiny.  The proposed development 

represents very modest, inconspicuous and sensitive works to a property which although of 

pleasant appearance, is of no significant individual value.  It is not a listed building.  The 

value and character of the Mansfield Conservation Area is not derived from rear elevation or 

roofslope uniformity.  Indeed there is no consistency at all in such treatment along the rear 

roof slopes and elevations of the properties in the residential ‘block’ of the appeal site.  The 

Report of the Planning Officer does not provide any detailed analysis of the specifics of the 

site context including an analysis of the variety of rear elevations of the residential block 

within which the site sits, and the character and appearance of buildings in the wider area.  

DPD design guidance expressly allows for proposals of this nature to be assessed, and 

permitted, on their own merits. 

 

5.2 There are many mitigating and site specific factors in this instance which, it is 

submitted, contribute to the overall acceptability of the proposed development.  It is 

essentially a minimalist intervention which would have little if any visual impact.   

 

5.3  In conclusion, it is submitted the reason for refusal should be over-ruled and 

planning permission granted for the following reasons: 

 The proposed works are simple and small scale in nature comprising only the 

construction of a dormer above an existing rear two storey outrigger.  The dormer 

would be set within the existing roof plane.  No new floorspace would be created. 
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 The proposed works would not be visible from any public vantage point and thus 

would have no detrimental impact on the streetscene.     

 There were no neighbour objections against the proposal.  The Mansfield 

Conservation Area Advisory Committee noted that the proposed dormer is small 

and hard to see from public land.   

 The proposal is not considered contrary to Local Development Framework 

Development Policies.  Indeed the proposed dormer is compliant with SPD design 

guidance for dormer extensions.   

 The Mansfield Conservation Area Appraisal makes no reference to the rear of 

properties as being noteworthy features that are considered to contribute to the 

character and appearance of this area. 

 There is significant variation with regards roof treatment over rear outriggers to 

properties on Agincourt Road.  There is also significant variation in dormer size 

and form on rear elevations of properties on the Road.  Furthermore, there is 

significant variation amongst rear elevations / roof treatment of other properties 

within the residential ‘block’ which the property forms part of. 

 There is precedent in the neighbouring area where the Planning Authority have 

adopted a flexible and pragmatic approach to the adaption/extension of rear 

outriggers.  In precedent referenced in this Appeal Statement the issues of 

prominence, scale and visibility have all been factors taken on board by the 

Planning Authority in resolving to grant permission. These same factors should be 

afforded due recognition in the Planning Inspectorate assessment of this appeal.   
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APPENDIX A – PRECEDENT FROM NEIGHBOURING AREA OF ROOF 

EXTENSIONS / ADDITIONS
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31b Agincourt Road (Ref. No. 2012/4998/P) 
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17 Cressy Road (Ref. No. 2014/2059/P) 
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