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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 19 March 2015 

by N McGurk BSc (Hons) MCD MBA MRTPI  

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 10 April 2015 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/X5210/W/14/3000701  
85 Jamestown Road, London, NW1 7DB 

 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by Jamestown Road LLP against the decision of the Council of the 

London Borough of Camden. 

 The application Ref 2014/4058/P, dated 18 June 2014, was refused by notice dated      

8 September 2014. 

 The development proposed is a mansard roof extension to create additional floor to     

3rd floor flat. 
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for a mansard roof 
extension to create additional floor to 3rd floor flat at 85 Jamestown Road, 
London, NW1 7DB in accordance with the terms of the application,                   

Ref 2014/4058/P, dated 18 June 2014, subject to the conditions set out in the 
attached schedule.  

Procedural Matters 

2. The Council’s officer’s report refers to the proposal comprising “a mansard roof 
extension to create a 3rd floor flat.” This is not the case and the proposed 

development is that described above.  

3. Permission was previously granted at the appeal site for a residential 

development1. This permission was for the change of use of part ground floor 
from B1 office to self-contained studio and three storey side infill extension to 
extend residential flats on 1st, 2nd and 3rd floor levels and associated use of 

basement as cycle storage. 

4. The application the subject of this proposal is to extend a flat for which planning 

permission already exists. It is not, as the Council’s officer’s report suggests, an 
application to create a new dwelling.  

5. The Council’s second and third reasons for refusal relate to Lifetime Homes and 

the provision of a Section 106 Agreement. The Council acknowledges that a 
signed 106 Agreement already exists in relation to the planning permission for 

residential development, but then goes on to require that a Section 106 

                                       
1 Ref 2014/0635/P. 
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Agreement be signed in relation to a proposed extension to one of the approved 
flats. No substantive reasoning is provided to demonstrate why this should be 

the case. I note that the existing planning permission allows extensions to three 
flats without requiring them to be car free because they were existing dwellings 
and that the creation of a new ground floor flat was approved subject to the 

provision of the Section 106 Agreement. 

6. Furthermore, the appellant notes and the Council does not disagree, that the 

provision of Lifetime Homes is already a condition of the planning permission for 
residential development. There is nothing before me to demonstrate that the 
proposal could not comply with Lifetime Homes requirements as far as is 

reasonable. 

7. The Council’s second and third reasons for refusal and submissions appear 

somewhat confused. This confusion is compounded by the Council’s suggestion 
that, were the appeal to be successful, conditions relating to the occupation of 
units should be imposed. As above, the application the subject of this appeal is 

for an extension to a flat with planning permission. Conditions relevant to the 
residential development for which planning permission has already been 

granted already exist. 

8. Taking all of the above into account, this decision letter focuses on a single 
main issue, as set out below. 

9. Amendments to the London Plan were published in March 2015 and the Council 
was provided with the opportunity to comment on the changes, with reference 

to this appeal but did not raise any concerns. 

Main Issue 

10.The main issue in this case is the effect of the proposed development on the 

character and appearance of the area.  

Reasons 

11.The appeal property is a tall building at the corner of Jamestown and Oval Road. 
At the time of my site visit there was a commercial use at ground floor level and 
the upper floors were vacant.  

12.The appeal property forms part of an attractive terrace of locally-listed period 
properties along Oval Road. It is one storey taller than the similar properties it 

adjoins, but appears to be lower than the property at the other end of the 
terrace, No 12 Oval Road, a large traditional building which appears to be in 
commercial use. During my site visit, I noted that the different heights of 

buildings along Oval Road in this area form a distinctive part of its character 
and make a significant contribution to visual interest.    

13.As well as period properties, Oval Road is notable for a variety of modern office 
and residential blocks. These rise up to seven stories in height and front the 

pavement edge. Whilst the facades of these buildings generally respect the 
appearance of the period properties present along Oval Road, their significant 
height, overall scale and immediate proximity to the road result in them 

dominating their surroundings from all directions. 
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14.As a corner building, the appeal property also faces out onto Jamestown Road. 
Here, it is distinguished from a long, attractive terrace of period properties by 

its notable differences in height, façade and fenestration. The existing 
residential planning permission allows for a gap between the appeal property 
and the long terrace of properties above ground floor level to be filled with a 

development that would further distinguish the appeal property from its 
immediate neighbours. 

15.The opposite side of Jamestown Road to the appeal property is, like Oval Road 
in this location, dominated by tall, modern office and residential buildings, most 
notably by a seven storey block situated directly opposite the appeal property. 

16.The proposal would add a mansard roof to the appeal property. Given the 
immediate presence of large, dominant, modern office/residential blocks, this 

would appear as a modest addition. The proposal would be set back from the 
façade on each side of the building fronting the streets and as a mansard, would 
slope away from the building fronts. These characteristics, together with the use 

of traditional materials would, I find, ensure that the proposal would appear 
sympathetic to its surroundings. 

17.Further to the above, I note that the appeal property is already distinguishable 
from adjoining period properties, due to its differences in appearance. In 
particular, I note that the appeal property is taller than its immediate 

neighbours and find that the addition of a mansard roof would be in keeping 
with this distinctive characteristic. I also observed during my site visit that 

many properties in the terrace along Jamestown Road already have mansard 
roof extensions. The proposal would be in keeping with these. 

18.In addition, the proposal would, to some considerable degree, “book-end” the 

short terrace of period properties along Oval Road and relate well to the larger 
building at No 12 Oval Road. It would also, I find, complement the original 

features of the appeal property and to some notable extent, result in an 
appropriate blend of old and new, in keeping with the overall character of the 
area. 

19.The proposal would not have an adverse impact on the skyline, as suggested by 
the Council, but would simply appear as a modest and sympathetic addition 

relative to the significant scale and height, and the striking, and to some 
degree, attention-grabbing appearance, of the large modern blocks around it. 
The proposal would appear modest and sympathetic in both distant and near 

views. 

20.Taking all of the above into account, I find that the proposal would not harm the 

character and appearance of the area. It would not be contrary to the 
Framework, to Core Strategy2 policy CS14, or to Development Policies3 policy 

DP24, which together amongst other things, seek to protect local character. 

Other Matters 

21.Whilst its reasons for refusal do not make specific reference to the presence of 

nearby Conservation Areas, the Council, in support of its case, states that the 

                                       
2 Camden Local Development Framework Core Strategy 2010-2025 (2010). 
3 Camden Local Development Framework Development Policies 2010-2025 (2010). 
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proposal is not within a Conservation Area but that it sits between two 
Conservation Areas and that “its relationship to these is important.” I agree. 

Taking my findings above into account I am satisfied that the proposal 
preserves the setting of the nearby Conservation Areas.  

22.Further to the above, I note in particular that it is the scale and form of the 

existing five-to-seven storey properties close to the appeal site that draw the 
eye in distant views and that the proposal would appear as a modest and 

sympathetic addition.  

23.Also in support of its case, although not specifically referred to in its reasons for 
refusal, the Council states that there is a Grade II Listed building, Gilbey House, 

across the road from the site.  

24.Gilbey House is a tall building of modern appearance and with garages and air 

vents for ground floor car parking at ground floor level. Its height and striking, 
bright white appearance, leads it to dominate that part of Jamestown Road in 
which it is located. The proposed development would appear as a minor 

domestic addition in relation to Gilbey House and would have no impact on the 
Listed Building or its setting. In this specific regard, I am mindful that the 

Council provides no substantive evidence to demonstrate that this would not be 
the case.  

Conditions 

25.I have considered the conditions suggested by the Council against the six tests 
set out in paragraph 206 of the Framework. A condition relating to the relevant 

plan is necessary for the avoidance of doubt and in the interest of proper 
planning. Conditions controlling materials are necessary to protect local 
character. 

26.The Council proposes planning conditions relating to the provision of a cycle 
storage and waste storage and removal. Both of these conditions refer to  

“occupation of any of the new units” and thus do not relate to the planning 
application the subject of this appeal.  

Conclusion 

27.For the reasons given above, the appeal succeeds. 

 

N McGurk 

INSPECTOR 

    

Schedule of Conditions attached to                                                              

Appeal Decision APP/X5210/W/14/3000701                                                                      
85 Jamestown Road, London, NW1 7DB 

1) The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than three years 
from the date of this decision.  
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2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with 
the following approved plans: Site Plan; 112-P Rev A; 113-P Rev A; 114-P 

Rev A; 206-P Rev A; 207-P Rev A; 208-P Rev A; 209-P Rev A; 210-P Rev A, 
211-P Rev A. 302-P Rev A.  

 

3) The materials to be used in the external surfaces of the building shall match 
those used in the existing building, unless otherwise specified in the 

approved plans.  

4) Samples of materials to be used on the external surfaces of the development 
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority 

before the relevant part of the work is begun. The relevant part of the works 
shall be carried out in accordance with the details thus approved and all 

approved samples shall be retained on site during the course of the works. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 


