	TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990

SECTION 78 APPEAL:


fast – track householder appeals service
Appeal on behalf of Mr and Mrs Beckmann against the decision of LONDON BOROUGH OF CAMDEN
For the refusal of Planning Permission for the
“Erection of second floor rear extension”

at

132 GLOUCESTER AVENUE, LONDON, NW1 8JA.
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Written REPRESENTATIONS appeal:

APRIL 2018.
	1.0
INTRODUCTION


1.1 This planning appeal is made under Section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, by way of written representations, via the fast – track Householder Appeals Service (HAS). The application relating to this appeal was submitted to the London Borough of Camden, and was given the planning file reference 2018/1280/P. The application proposed;

‘Erection of second floor rear extension’
1.2 In support of this appeal we will shortly be registering this appeal on – line using the Planning Portal, and the Fast – Track Householder Appeals Service (HAS), and we will also attach the necessary Plans, Decision Notice and Planning Application forms, for the Planning Inspector. The associated planning file documents, questionnaire and Policies will be provided by Camden Council. 
1.3 Unfortunately, and despite further discussions with the Case Officer, the application was subsequently refused within the Local Planning Authority’s (LPA) scheme of delegation on 16th April 2018. 
1.4 This appeal is made on the grounds that the modest nature of this development (extension) could take place without conflicting with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), and in particular would not detract from this part of Primrose Hill Conservation Area (PHCA).   

1.5 Essentially, it is considered that the proposed roof alteration would not conflict with the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework, adversely affect the character and appearance of the property itself, or the wider locality, in particular the Primrose Hill Conservation Area. In making this case, we shall also refer to the numerous other closet wing additions, dormers and other developments and architectural variations in the area. 
1.6 We will refer to recent alterations that have been constructed in close vicinity to the appeal property, and will provide details of these recent precedents, with supporting photographs, where necessary.  
1.7 The application was again refused for the following reason, precisely the same as the most recent identical refusal in 2017, which was appealed: 

“The proposed rear extension, by reason of its location and cumulative excessive bulk, scale and mass in conjunction with the existing three storey rear extension, would be detrimental to the appearance of the host building and the character and appearance of the Primrose Hill conservation area contrary to Policy (D1 Design) and Policy D2 (Heritage) of the London Borough of Camden Local Plan 2017.”
	2.0
THE APPEAL PROPERTY & PLANNING HISTORY:


2.1 No132 Gloucester Avenue is a 4 storey mid – terraced Victorian house, located on the north side of Gloucester Avenue and is one of a terrace of ‘staggered’ houses, on this inside bend of Gloucester Avenue, which also backs onto a part of the London over-ground line – to the north of the appeal property. 
2.2 It is a 4 storey town house, with basement, which links the residential terraces to the east, (which already have existing attic rooms, created by later “add – ons” at 3rd floor level, creating 5 floors in total), with further more modern and modest terraced mixed – use commercial (ground floor) and residential and offices (floors above) to the north west. The area is situated within the Administrative London Borough of Camden, as shown on the Ordnance Survey extract below: 
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2.3 The area, including this terrace of 4 – 5 properties, Nos124 – 134 Gloucester Avenue all fall within the Primrose Hill Conservation Area, whilst it should also be noted that ground levels in the area rise towards the north – west. To the west Gloucester Avenue connects with Regent’s Park Road, whilst it should also be noted that immediately to the west of this terrace is a narrow access road, which leads to a small rear courtyard parking area to the rear of the property. 
2.4 The property itself is constructed of a white rendered and stucco detailing, with attractive original timber sash windows across all floors, and attractive railings to the street frontage. The property also has already had several additions and alterations over the years, which are currently unsympathetic to the property and detract from the wider PHCA, and this scheme will rectify this, by a modest rear extension, at second floor level. 
2.5 The Camden records, taken from their website shows the following planning history: 

	1 Planning Application Search Results

	Application Number

Site Address

Development Description

Status

Date Registered

Decision

2018/1280/P 

132 Gloucester Avenue London NW1 8JA

Erection of second floor rear extension.

FINAL DECISION

16-03-2018

Refused

2017/4045/P 

132 Gloucester Avenue LONDON NW1 8JA

Erection of second floor rear extension.

FINAL DECISION

08-08-2017

Refused

2011/3428/P 

132 Gloucester Avenue London NW1 8JA

Additions and alterations to include erection of additional storey extension at rear first floor level and erection of a roof extension to dwelling (Class C3).

APPEAL DECIDED

18-07-2011

Refused

PE9800566R2 

132 Gloucester Avenue, NW1

The erection of a roof extension to accommodate an additional bedroom and bathroom. 9802/01, 02, 03, 04C, 05C, 06B, 14, 15.

FINAL DECISION

11-03-1999

Grant Full Planning Permission (conds)

PE9800566R1 

132 Gloucester Avenue, NW1

Erection of roof top extension creating additional floor. (Revised plans submitted).

FINAL DECISION

02-12-1998

Withdrawn Application-revision received

PE9800566 

132 Gloucester Avenue, NW1

Erection of roof top extension creating additional floor. (Plans submitted)

FINAL DECISION

03-08-1998

Withdrawn Application-revision received




2.6 Importantly, it should be noted that we did appeal the 2017 application (2017/4045/P), and that this is precisely the same as the current appeal. The 2017 appeal was unfortunately rejected by PINS as, whilst the appeal was lodged in time, the full statement of Case provided and ALL plans,  a complete set of Planning Application forms had not been lodged along with the appeal. Camden did not provide a full set of forms on their website, and we were unable to get a set from the original Agent in time. 
2.7 So, the Agent had to re-apply for precisely the same development, secure this further refusal and appeal again.   
2.8 So, TWO of the Planning Applications shown above were granted Planning Permission in 1989 and 1999 respectively, and also proposed a straightforward loft conversion, including a new Mansard roof detail and a rear facing extension at first floor level; the description of the approvals being: 

THE 1989 PERMISSION (8903394):  Change of use and works of conversion including the erection of a roof extension at 3rd floor level rear extension at 1st floor level and enlarged conservatory at rear ground/part first floor to provide 2 x 2-bedroom flats at ground/first and second/third floor levels in addition to the existing 1 x 1-bedroom flat at basement level as shown on drawing nos. 8923.01 02A 03A. Approved on 15th June 1989.

THE 1999 PERMISSION (PE9800566R2): The erection of a roof extension to accommodate an additional bedroom and bathroom. 9802/01, 02, 03, 04C, 05C, 06B, 14, 15. Approved on 11th March 1999.   
2.9 Unfortunately the Camden website does not contain copies of the more recent (1999) PP, but do contain the earlier PP, so we will provide the Inspector with an extract of these approved plans shortly, as part of our detailed appeal case.
2.10 The applicants do not want to move, but are seeking a fourth bedroom for their growing family – this is mentioned as this is not a speculative proposal by a developer, but is a serious proposal to provide more space, enabling them to avoid the upheaval of having to move, particularly during this difficult time in the housing market. 
2.11 The proposed works follow on from a previous comprehensive refurbishment and general modernization of the property, programme in 2011, which involved reinstating traditional details to the property, and improving on its character and appearance on the Conservation Area. This was indeed undertaken at considerable cost, as the Appellants wanted to remain in the area. 
2.12 In making this appeal we shall refer to the 2011 appeal scheme, where a mansard roof alteration was allowed here at No132 Gloucester Avenue, as we consider that the Inspector’s conclusions are equally pertinent to this further appeal.   

	3.0
RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY: 


3.1 The NEW Development Plan of the London Borough of Camden was the London Borough of Camden Local Plan 2017, which replaced the Adopted Core Strategy and Local Development Framework, and so now forms the main Development Plan considerations by Camden.   

3.2 The relevant policies from the previous Core Strategy, were: 

· Policy CS14 (Promoting high quality places and conserving our heritage);
· Policy DP24 (Securing high quality design) and;

· Policy DP25 (Conserving Camden’s Heritage). 
3.3 The relevant policies from the new 2017 Local Plan quoted in the Reason for Refusal are: 

· Policy D1 (Design) and;
· Policy D2 (Heritage).
3.4 Clearly, the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) refers to, inter – alia, what are termed “designated and non – designated Heritage Assets”. So, designated HA’s include Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas, such as the PHCA, where design of extensions and other developments is of a greater consideration i the determination of Planning and other applications.   

3.5 We are also aware from the previous 2011 appeal, and more recent 2017 appeal, of Camden’s ‘Planning Guidance’, although they do not specify which guidance. Having researched the Camden website we established that there are area – specific Conservation Guidance notes. We have therefore again specifically copied the Primrose Hill Conservation Area Character Statement below as the most pertinent Planning document, and it is this document we shall address as part of the main planning considerations: 
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We will therefore refer to the PHCACS in making our case shortly. With regards to the Adopted Local Plan, Policy D1, as referred to in the single reason for refusal states: 
	Policy D1 Design

The Council will seek to secure high quality design in development. The Council will require that development:

a. respects local context and character;

b. preserves or enhances the historic environment and heritage assets in

accordance with Policy D2 Heritage;

c. is sustainable in design and construction, incorporating best practice in resource management and climate change mitigation and adaptation;

d. is of sustainable and durable construction and adaptable to different activities and land uses;

e. comprises details and materials that are of high quality and complement

the local character;

f. integrates well with the surrounding streets and open spaces, improving movement through the site and wider area with direct, accessible and easily recognisable routes and contributes positively to the street frontage;

g. is inclusive and accessible for all;

h. promotes health;

i. is secure and designed to minimise crime and antisocial behaviour;

j. responds to natural features and preserves gardens and other open space;

k. incorporates high quality landscape design (including public art, where appropriate) and maximises opportunities for greening for example through planting of trees and other soft landscaping,

l. incorporates outdoor amenity space;

m. preserves strategic and local views;

n. for housing, provides a high standard of accommodation; and

o. carefully integrates building services equipment.

The Council will resist development of poor design that fails to take the

opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an area and

the way it functions.


Policy D2 then states: 
	Policy D2 Heritage

The Council will preserve and, where appropriate, enhance Camden’s rich and diverse heritage assets and their settings, including conservation areas, listed buildings, archaeological remains, scheduled ancient monuments and historic parks and gardens and locally listed heritage assets.

Designated heritage assets

Designed heritage assets include conservation areas and listed buildings. The Council will not permit the loss of or substantial harm to a designated heritage asset, including conservation areas and Listed Buildings, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss, or all of the following apply:
a. the nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site;

b. no viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium term through appropriate marketing that will enable its conservation;

c. conservation by grant-funding or some form of charitable or public ownership is demonstrably not possible; and d. the harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of bringing the site back into use.

The Council will not permit development that results in harm that is less than

substantial to the significance of a designated heritage asset unless the public

benefits of the proposal convincingly outweigh that harm.
Conservation areas
Conservation areas are designated heritage assets and this section should be read in conjunction with the section above headed ‘designated heritage assets’. In order to maintain the character of Camden’s conservation areas, the Council will take account of conservation area statements, appraisals and management strategies when assessing applications within conservation areas. The Council will:
e. require that development within conservation areas preserves or, where possible, enhances the character or appearance of the area;

f. resist the total or substantial demolition of an unlisted building that makes a positive contribution to the character or appearance of a conservation area;

g. resist development outside of a conservation area that causes harm to the character or appearance of that conservation area; and

h. preserve trees and garden spaces which contribute to the character and appearance of a conservation area or which provide a setting for Camden’s architectural heritage.


3.6 Copies of these policies and guidance will also be provided by the Local Planning Authority in due course, and forwarded to the Planning Inspectorate as part of the Questionnaire they are required to complete.
	4.0
PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS:


National Guidance: 

4.1 Firstly, in terms of National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), this sets out the governments approach to development, and with regards to the question of design,  indicates that Local Planning Authorities such as Camden should not be too prescriptive in the application of their Local Development Plans, stating:

‘Design policies should avoid unnecessary prescription or detail and should concentrate on guiding the overall scale, density, massing, height…of new development in relation to neighbouring buildings and the local area generally. Local Planning Authorities…should not stifle innovation, originality or initiative…’    

4.2 In this case, Camden have granted Planning Permission for additional (third) floors to the appeal property on three previous occasions, in the form of Mansard roof alterations, in 1989, 1999 and 2011, as referred to earlier, and this scheme again uses this same initiative, by coming up with a further modest flat roof subordinate addition at second floor level. 
4.3 As per the previous Mansard approvals, this would be a modest flat – parapet roof alteration, which it is still maintained would be “subordinate” to the host building – backdrop. 
4.4 Therefore again this modest extension would not fundamentally alter the character and appearance of this (un-listed) building, & which would not be detrimental to the wider Primrose Hill Conservation Area.
4.5 The development in the manner proposed would result in a modest alteration, in accordance with this National Planning Policy Framework. 
4.6 Secondly, the NPPF also now term Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas and other elements of our historic environment as ‘designated Heritage Assets’. These advocate that Local Planning Authorities such as Camden, when considering planning applications that affect ‘Heritage Assets’: 

’’… should treat favourably applications that better preserve those elements of the setting…or better reveal the significance of the asset…’’ 

AND;

‘’LPA’s should identify opportunities for changes in the setting to enhance or better reveal the significance of a heritage asset. Taking such opportunities should be seen as a public benefit…’’.
4.7 In this case, it is maintained that Camden should have treated this application more favourably, as in the long term the Appellants have already been and will continue to be investing considerably (personally and financially) in the restoration of this property, enabling its continued use as a single family home. 

4.8 As stated earlier, this is not a speculative proposal but is aimed at ensuring the appellants can live and work in the area in the long – term, also with obvious benefits to the local community and the economy.   

Planning History and the 2011 appeal: 
4.9 In this case, the Local Planning Authority have previously granted (endorsed) Planning Permission for roof alterations to the appeal property, in 1989, 1999 and 2011, whilst the Primrose Hill Conservation Area (PHCA) was originally designated in 1971, prior to the consideration of these earlier applications, and the Case Officers must therefore have concluded that the new mansard roof alterations would not adversely affect the host building, or the wider PHCA, on three separate occasions.  
4.10 So, in 2011 an Inspector allowed the appeal for the Mansard and rear – first floor extension, concluding: 

(Appeal Decision APP/X5210/D/11/2161888)
7. “Turning to the proposed rear extension, this would enlarge upon an existing two storey addition. Such additions are common up to two storeys. Although somewhat large by the general standards of the area, the proposed three storey rear extension would remain subservient to the host building and, by removing various poorly resolved existing additions, would improve and consolidate the appearance of the rear elevation.
8. As is often the case, the rear elevation lacks the symmetry and cohesive appearance of the principal public façade. This reflects the private character of the rear elevation, whereby the only significant views are from the upper floor windows of nearby properties. I consider the detailed design of the proposed rear extension, considering its position to the rear and secluded setting, to be acceptable.
9. This leads me to conclude that the proposed development would preserve the character and appearance of the Primrose Hill Conservation Area. I therefore find the proposal to be acceptable in terms of Policy CS14 of the adopted London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework (LDF) Core Strategy 2010-2025, Policies DP24 and DP25 and the Council’s LDF Development Policies 2010-2025 and Camden Planning Guidance CPG1 Design, insofar as these seek to promote the highest standard of design whilst preserving and enhancing the character, heritage and setting of conservation areas. 
The proposal is also compliant with the draft National Planning Policy

Framework, which is a material consideration, to the extent that this is

concerned to protect the built and historic environment.
10. Overall, I find that there are no compelling or over-riding reasons why the appeal should not succeed.”
4.11 Paragraph 8 of the Inspectors report is indeed surely again applicable to this scheme, as the rear elevation of these properties is indeed a mixture, which lacks “symmetry” or “cohesive appearance” of the Public facade – from the front. Essentially, the rear elevation retains its “private character”, and this physical relationship has not changed since the 2011 appeal, so surely the conclusion regarding the lack of any adverse impact upon the Public realm, from this modest extension, must be the same. 

4.12 We must re-iterate the Inspector’s final conclusion, which is pertinent today, as this is also a rear extension:     

“I consider the detailed design of the proposed rear extension, considering its position to the rear and secluded setting, to be acceptable.”
4.13 We have attached the Inspectors report into the 2011 Appeal, in which he allowed this appeal and granted Planning Permission, as Appendix A. 

The Primrose Hill CA Character Statement: 

4.14 This sets out in some detail the criteria against which such applications shall be considered, as set out earlier: 

4.15 Policy PH18 from the PHCA Character Statement in relation to Roof Extensions, which sets out 5 criteria against which roof extensions are measured, and indicates that such roof alterations are unlikely to be acceptable where:
1. ‘’It would be detrimental to the form and character of the existing building’’: This has effectively been addressed for the reasons discussed earlier, the parapet roof form in particular specifically follows that of it’s predecessors in Gloucester Avenue, with a simple parapet roof detail, which in turn would barely be visible from street – level, IF at all. It would also still be subordinate to the “butterfly” roof detail above.
2. ‘’The property forms part of a symmetrical composition, the balance of which would be upset’’. As discussed, this property is one of a terrace of 5, therefore no ‘symmetry’ considerations or issues;   
3. ‘’The roof is prominent, particularly in long views...’’ Also as discussed earlier, there are, despite the LPA concerns, no possible long, medium or even short views towards the rear  elevation of the proposed roof alterations, as stated by the previous Planning Inspector in 2011. 
4. ’’The building is higher than many of it’s surrounding neighbours. Any further roof extensions are therefore likely to be unacceptably prominent.’’ No132 Gloucester Avenue is no higher, but is at the same overall height, if not actually lower than the 4 storey terraces either side (east and west). This roof alteration at just second storey level would not therefore be unduly or unacceptably prominent.     
5. ‘’The property forms part of a group or terrace which remains largely, but not necessarily completely unimpaired.’’ No124 to 132 Gloucester Avenue are a terrace of 5 properties, and of these 4 (80%), including No132 have already had a new roof (3rd floor) added, and therefore permitting this further roof alteration would not set an unwelcome precedent for other roof alterations – it would increase the % of roof alterations to 80%, with only one property (No134) remaining ‘unimpaired’.

Precedents: 

Whilst, the current appeal relates to a mode modest second storey parapet roof extension, we would respectfully request that the Inspector will also note several other recent Mansard roof alterations at Nos 92, 130, 140 and 146 Gloucester Avenue, ALL of which have been approved SINCE the PHCA Statement was produced, and also therefore these roof alterations were approved (endorsed) during the same UDP and LDF/ Core Strategy and now Local Plan period: 

1. 146 Gloucester Avenue – Mansard, Approved 2011 
        (2011/3013/P);
2. 92 Gloucester Avenue – Mansard Approved 2009 (2009/4105/P);
3. 140 Gloucester Avenue – Mansard Approved 2010 (2010/0265/P):  

4.16 The PHCA Character Statement then discusses the specific issue of ‘butterfly parapets’ and it is noted that the entire design ethos to this scheme is to create a subordinate – lower parapet roof, sitting below the older Butterfly roof.

4.17 This new roof therefore would not disturb either the front or rear butterfly detail, as it would be set down some considerable distance, and in our view a ‘significant distance’, as referred to and required by Policy PH21 of the PHCA Character Statement.     

4.18 For these reasons, the proposed parapet roof alteration respects the overall existing roofscape, with a butterfly parapet detail retained, such that it would not conflict with the PHCA Statement or the recently Adopted 2017 Local Plan policies, as referred to in the reason for refusal.

4.19 This scheme again offers an opportunity to improve the ‘Heritage Asset’, as recommended in PPS5, which again states that Councils:

’’… should treat favourably applications that better preserve those elements of the setting…or better reveal the significance of the asset…’’ 

4.20 The rear extension would have a parapet roof detail and fenestration that more appropriately matches the windows above and below, and as such it would accord with this National Planning Policy Framework, and as such the Heritage Asset would be better preserved. 

4.21 So, as discussed, the area is characterised by a varied pallet of other roof alterations and other extensions, commensurate with their urban setting, and in this context this modest alteration would surely not detract from the appearance of the Primrose Hill Conservation Area. The varied rear roofline and range of ground, first and second floors additions, perhaps over the last century is shown below: 
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4.22 Finally, as discussed earlier, Planning Permission was previously granted for more elaborate rear extensions and a roof alteration to No132 in 1989 and 1999, although neither of these schemes were implemented, the 1989 Approval is shown below:
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4.23 In the context of the previous approval, which included the awkward mono – pitched brick extension pitching sidewards and then a glazed conservatory type extension pitching rearwards, the current parapet roof scheme offers a much more sympathetic and un – cluttered design approach: 
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4.24 On this issue, Policy PH26 of the PHCA Character Statement indicates that:

’’Rear extensions should be as unobtrusive as possible...extensions should be in harmony with the original form and character of the house...’’   

4.25 As discussed; the design ethos was to create a simple extension with matching white rendered detailing and fenestration, which ultimately would improve the appearance of this property, within this part of a ‘Heritage Asset’ (PHCA).

4.26 We would also like to note of the rear situation being unique, backing onto the train line, such that it is not overlooked, and that the proposed alterations to the rear elevation will neither effect anyone’s light or privacy. Indeed no such objection (refusal) was made by Camden on amenity grounds.
4.27 To conclude, the rear terrace including No132 Gloucester Avenue has been altered and amended over many years, whilst this scheme would replace the mixture of flat roofs and pitched roofs in an elegant manor, with rendered finish to match existing and with traditional painted timber French doors, along with painted timber conservation sash glazing windows on the rear elevation. 
4.28 Essentially, it is contended that the proposed parapet roof extension will retain the traditional appearance and setting of the property and improve on the character and appearance on the Conservation area.
4.29 Consequently, in consideration of this submission and having regard to the above reasons, it is respectfully requested that the Inspector upholds this latest appeal, and grants Planning Permission for the development as submitted, to the London Borough of Camden. 
4.30 Also without prejudice to the outcome of this appeal, we have listed below a number of appropriate conditions, should the Inspector be minded to allow this appeal and grant Planning Permission for the development, as submitted to the London Borough of Camden. 
	    5.0     CONDITIONS:


          5.1  Without prejudice to the Inspectors decision, the following conditions are recommended, should the appeal be upheld:

· 3 year time limit;

· Materials to be approved by the Local Planning Authority.
	6.0 APPENDICES:


A. 2011 Appeal; Inspectors decision. 
	7.0 DOCUMENTS:  


A. Copies of all documents (forms and Decision Notice) are

to be attached to the on – line Planning Portal, which will be forwarded to the Planning Inspectorate, whilst copies of the plans are to be provided by the LPA, also as part of the questionnaire.  

APPENDIX A – APPEAL DECISION IN RESPECT OF THE 2011 APPLICATION AT 132 GLOUCESTER AVENUE : 

	(Appeal Decision APP/X5210/D/11/2161888)
1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for additions and

alterations to include erection of additional storey extension at rear first floor

level and erection of a roof extension at 132 Gloucester Avenue, London NW1

8JA in accordance with the terms of the application Ref 2011/3428/P, dated 7

July 2011, subject to the following conditions:

1) The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than three years

from the date of this decision.

2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance

with the following approved plans: C12812 – 100 Rev A, C12812 – 101

Rev A and C12812 – 102 Rev A.

3) The materials to be used in the construction of the external surfaces of

the development hereby permitted shall match those used in the existing

building.

Procedural Matter

2. The description of the proposed development, as given above, is taken from

the application form, as this is more accurate than that given on the application

form.

Main Issue

3. This is whether the proposed development would preserve or enhance the

character or appearance of the Primrose Hill Conservation Area.
Reasons

3. The appeal relates to 132 Gloucester Avenue, a traditional terraced property

within the Primrose Hill Conservation Area, which derives much of its special

character from its fine stock of period properties. These include the traditional

terraces within Gloucester Avenue. Because of the height of the terrace, the

proposed roof extension would not be visible in public views from the adjacent

section of the street. This is the case, even allowing for the butterfly design of

the parapet, because of the setback of the proposed roof extension.

4. Although the property lies on a bend in the road, my observations indicate that

even in long distance views along Gloucester Avenues public views of the roof

extension would be extremely limited. Indeed, the only significant views would

be gained from the upper floor windows of nearby properties. These views need

to be considered in the context of the numerous existing roof additions already

present within Gloucester Road.

5. These existing roof extensions include a number of centrally placed roof

extensions, of a different design, within the adjacent section of Gloucester

Avenue. These are clearly historic additions having an attractive and cohesive

style as part of a group. However, Gloucester Avenue contains many other roof

additions, some of which pre-date current policy and guidance, whilst others

are more recent. Taken as a whole, roof extensions of varying size and design

are a well-established part of the street scene.

6. The proposed roof extension, whilst perhaps not complying in all respects with

the detailed design criteria set out in the Council’s adopted policies and

guidance, is entirely consistent with this established character and the

numerous similar such roof extensions. The fact that the street scene retains

its quality and integrity despite these additions only serves to reinforce my

view that, because of the very limited public views from street level, the

proposed roof extension would be neither prominent nor obtrusive.

7. Turning to the proposed rear extension, this would enlarge upon an existing

two storey addition. Such additions are common up to two storeys. Although

somewhat large by the general standards of the area, the proposed three

storey rear extension would remain subservient to the host building and, by

removing various poorly resolved existing additions, would improve and

consolidate the appearance of the rear elevation.

8. As is often the case, the rear elevation lacks the symmetry and cohesive

appearance of the principal public façade. This reflects the private character of

the rear elevation, whereby the only significant views are from the upper floor

windows of nearby properties. I consider the detailed design of the proposed

rear extension, considering its position to the rear and secluded setting, to be

acceptable.

9. This leads me to conclude that the proposed development would preserve the

character and appearance of the Primrose Hill Conservation Area. I therefore

find the proposal to be acceptable in terms of Policy CS14 of the adopted

London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework (LDF) Core

Strategy 2010-2025, Policies DP24 and DP25 and the Council’s LDF

Development Policies 2010-2025 and Camden Planning Guidance CPG1 Design,

insofar as these seek to promote the highest standard of design, whilst

preserving and enhancing the character, heritage and setting of conservation

areas. The proposal is also compliant with the draft National Planning Policy

Framework, which is a material consideration, to the extent that this is

concerned to protect the built and historic environment.

10. Overall, I find that there are no compelling or over-riding reasons why the

appeal should not succeed.
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