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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 This statement accompanies an appeal against the decision by the London Borough of Camden 
(“the Council” hereafter) to refuse planning permission and listed building consent for works to 
36 Lancaster Grove, London NW3 4PB (formerly Belsize Park Fire Station).  
 

1.2 The proposed development seeks conversion of the former fire station tower to provide a self-
contained, 1-bed residential unit (LPA Refs: 2021/1164/P & 2021/1743/L).  
 

1.3 Belsize Park Fire Station closed on 9th January 2014, as part of the strategic planned closures by 
the London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority (LFEPA).  
 

1.4 Belsize Park Fire Station is a Grade II* listed building. Such buildings are important assets. Vulcan 
Properties (“the Appellants”) recognise that they are an irreplaceable resource and that they 
should be conserved in a manner appropriate to their significance.  
 

1.5 In that regard, in 2017, Vulcan Properties secured planning and listed building consents 
2016/0745/P, 2016/1128/L, 2016/5813/P, and 2016/6119/L, allowing the alteration and change 
of use of the former fire station to provide 18 self-contained residential units, including 
replacement single storey side extension to east elevation and erection of two single storey side 
extensions to west elevation and insertion of roof dormers, with associated external alterations, 
landscaping and parking.  
 

1.6 The works were approved as they were deemed to retain the intrinsic character of the former 
fire station whilst securing the listed building’s long-term future and condition.  
 

1.7 The Appellants have now completed the conversion of the property and it is entirely within self-
contained residential occupation (Use Class C3).  
 

1.8 The building is now known as Belsize Park Firehouse. Each of the flats at Belsize Park Firehouse 
have been designed to the highest specification to deliver the ultimate in contemporary living, 
safe, secure, and highly energy efficient, whilst attention to detail, using lasting materials 
throughout, and taking a fabric first approach has preserved the essence of the building's 
remarkable heritage.  
 

1.9 The Appellants conversion works have been highly praised and were most recently shortlisted for 
the Architects Journal Retrofit Awards in 2021, in the Listed Building award Category.   
 

1.10 The tower was unaffected by the above, however it has always been considered that a high 
quality, sensitive conversion of the space could enhance the heritage asset, whilst creating an 
additional and unique dwelling within this incredible building. 
 

1.11 Accordingly, the Appellants applied for planning and listed building consent for the conversion of 
the tower to a 1 bed flat in 2018 (application refs 2018/4394/P & 2018/4910/L). However, those 
initial applications were refused. The decisions were subsequently appealed but dismissed 
(APP/X5210/Y/19/3222128 & APP/X5210/W/19/3222123). Many of the Council’s reasons for 
refusal were found to be acceptable by the appointed Inspector; however ultimately the appeals 
were dismissed for one reason, that the works resulted in too great a loss of heritage fabric and 
plan form.  
 

1.12 The Appellants submitted a revised application which took on board the concerns of the 
Inspector and proposed a much lighter-touch conversion of the tower, retaining a greater 
amount of historic fabric. Despite the positive changes made to the proposals, Camden Council 
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officers remained opposed to the works and refused the revised planning and listed building 
consent applications. The decisions were appealed (APP/X5210/W20/3246051 & 
APP/X5210/Y/20/3246053). Whilst the appeals were also dismissed, again due to the amount of 
loss to the historic fabric and plan form, the Inspector provided very detailed commentary on 
what he had considered to be the offending parts of the proposals.  
 

1.13 The level of harm was confirmed to be less than substantial, but not outweighed by the public 
benefits of the additional housing unit.  

 
1.14 Accordingly, taking on board the comments of the latest Inspector’s decision, the Appellants 

prepared further revised applications (2021/1164/P & 2021/1743/L), which are the subject of 
this appeal. The proposals presented the lightest touch to the conversion of the former fire 
station tower and looked to preserve more of the original plan form, the historic fabric, and the 
illustrative value of its layout. In summary, having regard to the previous Inspectors comments; 
 
The open well 
 

1.15 The previous Inspector’s decision noted that "... the open well which was continuous through the 
floors of the tower is a distinctive historical feature of its design and use."  
 

1.16 The architectural layout sought to benefit actively from the open well by employing trafficable, 
clear glazed floor panels to affect a working floor, while ensuring the spatial continuum afforded 
by the wells remains visually accessible. The glazed panels allowed light to penetrate down the 
tower. All the rooms were laid out such that the removable glazing in the wells was unobstructed 
by furniture in any way, thus safeguarding the visual continuity. The works were fully reversible 
without harm to the fabric of the listed building.  
 
Floor upstands 
 

1.17 The appeal Inspector alluded to the importance of the floor upstands on the third and fourth 
floors as being central to the “historic function of the spaces in the tower”. Accordingly, the 
scheme retained these important upstands, protected by removable raised floors.  
 
Circular stair  
 

1.18 The circular stair that rises from the second floor to the fifth was retained and enclosed by clear 
Crittall glazed screens. These were maintained “...the legibility of the stair at each floor level and 
…. not conflict with its architectural character of lattice-work treads and rope-twist balusters”.  
 

1.19 The stair enclosure was maintained and is similar to the structure of the crittal screen at second 
floor (approved and implemented under 2020/5858/L) and was also fully reversible without harm 
to the fabric of the building. 
 
Non-original fabric  
 

1.20 Non-original fabric, be it stand alone cupboards, free standing kitchen cabinetry, sofa, bed and 
shower room pod would be removable. The previous Inspector had noted that these elements 
would not cause issue and could, “… be detailed to differentiate it from original fabric. The new 
stair to the roof and fitted furniture could be conditioned to secure their sensitivity to the 
utilitarian character and finishes of the tower”.  
 

1.21 All these associated works were fully reversible without detriment to the fabric of the building.  
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The tower and its illustrative value  
 

1.22 Having distilled the lessons of previous applications and appeals, it was felt that the revised 
architectural solution imposed the lightest touch to the conversion of the tower. The proposal 
would diminish neither the historic plan form of the tower, nor its illustrative value. Detailing 
cues ensured the visual journey through the tower would be undiminished. Indeed, the tower 
would be re-invigorated by new life and in line with the works that have been implemented to 
the remainder of the building. 
 

1.23 Despite the positive moves made to the proposed conversion, Camden officers have refused the 
latest applications.  
 

1.24 The planning application (2021/1164/P) was refused for the following 3 reasons. 
 
1. The proposed conversion of the tower to a residential unit would result in ‘less than 

substantial’ harm to the listed building as a designated heritage asset which is not 
outweighed by nay planning benefits, contrary to policy D2 (Heritage) of the Camden Local 
Plan 2017.  
 

2. The proposed development, in the absence of a legal agreement to secure car-free housing, 
would be likely to contribute unacceptably to parking stress and congestion in the 
surrounding area and fail to promote more healthy or sustainable transport choices, contrary 
to policy T2 (Parking and car-free development) of the Camden Local Plan 2017. 

 
3. The proposed development, in the absence of a legal agreement to secure a contribution to 

affordable housing, would fail to maximise the contribution of the site to the supply of 
affordable housing in the borough, contrary to policy H4 (maximising the supply of affordable 
housing) of the Camden Local Plan 2017.  

 
1.25 It is noted that informative 1 on the decision notice states that “without prejudice to any future 

application or appeal, the applicant is advised that reasons for refusal numbered 2 and 3 could be 
overcome by entering into a Section 106 Legal Agreement for a scheme that was in all other 
respects acceptable”. 
 

1.26 The associated listed building consent (2021/1743/L) was refused for 1 reason. 
 
1. The proposed demolition and alterations, by reason of loss of historic fabric and plan-form, 

would cause harm to the special architectural and historic interest of the Grade II* listed 
building, contrary to Policy D2 (Heritage) of the Camden Local Plan 2017. 

 
 
1.27 This appeal statement outlines the Appellants case for why the Council were incorrect to refuse 

planning permission and listed building consent. In summary, the Appellants are seeking planning 
and listed building consent for minimal and unobtrusive demolition works and use of the defunct 
tower for residential use, consistent with the remainder of the building.  
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2.0 GROUND OF APPEAL 
 

PLANNING APPLICATION (LPA Ref: 2021/1164/P) 
 

2.1 Reason for Refusal One states:  
 
“The proposed conversion of the tower to a residential unit would result in ‘less than substantial 
harm to the listed building as a designated heritage asset which is not outweighed by any 
planning benefits, contrary to policy D2 (Heritage of the Camden Local Plan 2017.” 
 

2.2 The former fire station tower is now redundant for its original purpose. The loss of the associated 
Sui Generis floorspace has been established under planning refs. 2016/0745/P and 2016/5813/P, 
which involved the conversion of the entirety of the former fire station to a residential 
development comprising multiple self-contained units.  
 

2.3 Those works of conversion have now been completed and the building is entirely in self-
contained residential occupation. The works have been implemented to the highest standard, 
taking a fabric first approach, culminating in the development being shortlisted for the Architects 
Journal Retrofit Awards 2021 in the Listed Building category. The conversion works undertaken to 
date are exemplary.   
 

   
 

  
 

IMAGES OF CONVERTED APPLIANCE HALL 

 
 

2.4 The proposed works now seek to physically convert the remaining part of the building, the tower, 
for which there is currently no use or access.  
 

2.5 Given the wider change in the use of the building, the tower space is defunct as it would be too 
dangerous, unmonitored and cannot be insured for ancillary residential access. Dampness, 
vermin, general lack of continuous upkeep and by the space having no heating, and the tower 
having no function, it will inevitably lead to some deterioration. Leaving it unused, obsolete, and 
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falling into inevitable disrepair, despite the Appellants best endeavours to maintain it, is not a 
viable or desirable option.  
 

2.6 The proposals seek to create a new dwelling, in keeping with the remainder of the building, 
taking a fabric first approach, and celebrating the remarkable history and character of the 
property. The proposed conversion works acknowledge the unique character and opportunity 
that the host building provides, and the works are sought to embrace this fully.  
 

2.7 Change has been a natural consequence of the use of the building. Whilst in use as a fire station, 
partitions for the single men's dormitory had gone, the watch room had changed its wall 
overlooking the appliance room, the original sets and ironstone floors had also given way to light, 
non-slip tiles and the coal stores in the basement had been converted to general storage.  
 

2.8 As part of the main consents for conversion, the building has now been wholly converted to 
residential use, including changes to plan form and materials. Nonetheless, its character survives 
 

2.9 Regarding the tower, it once accommodated a large water tank at its upper level, but this was 
replaced and then subsequently removed entirely from the tower.  

 
2.10 Paragraph 189 of the NPPF (2021) states that heritage assets “should be conserved in a manner 

appropriate to their significance, so that they can be enjoyed for their contribution to the quality 
of life of existing and future generations”.   
 
 
External  
 

2.11 The Appellants note the external aesthetic value of the tower deriving from its height and form 
as well as its decorative use of materials, all of which are proposed to be maintained to allow the 
tower to continue to reflect and complement the surrounding houses. The highly considered and 
well executed exterior is unaffected by the works. 

 
2.12 The works are limited to the removal of three chimney stacks and the installation of a balustrade 

behind the existing parapet, ensuring the proposed terrace is compliant with Building 
Regulations. The balustrade would be installed behind the parapet, with only 8cm exceeding the 
parapet height. The external alterations would not be perceptible from ground level and 
therefore the character and appearance of the Belsize conservation area would be preserved.  
 

2.13 Both previous Inspectors and the Council have considered that the demolition of the chimney 
stacks and loss of historic fabric externally is acceptable in heritage terms, and again would be 
imperceptible from normal public vantages. 
 
 
Internal  
 

2.14 The proposed conversion works have further acknowledged the towers integrated functional 
past, which is reflected in the open central void and the heavy use of brickwork within the space.  
 

2.15 Leading up to the tower, the main staircase rises in the centre of the building initially with treads 
supported on masonry and then from the first floor with precast concrete supported on steel 
strings. A rapid access pole is located at the western end of the stairwell with a door access from 
the first-floor landing. The remainder of the stairwell is now occupied by a passenger lift which 
has been installed because of the main consent for conversion of the building to residential use.  
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2.16 The balustrade is a simple metal handrail on square section balusters with intermediate 
supporting u section channels spanning between floors. A gate with two leaves gives access to 
the flight leading to the second floor.  
 

2.17 From the second floor upwards, which forms the tower, there is a small spiral staircase which is 
wholly retained. At the base of the stair, due to the access and safety implications mentioned 
earlier, the Appellants have installed, with listed building consent, a secure crittal screen door, 
which restricts access into the tower.  
 

2.18 Within the tower, the central opening is significantly reduced in size when compared to the lower 
levels, as it does not accommodate the principal stair flights found at the lower levels. 
Accordingly, the view between the tower floors and the lower floors do not line up and therefore 
they have never read as a single void going throughout the building.  
 

2.19 Furthermore, with the provision of the consented lift, which accommodates much of the void in 
the lower levels, any residual link is further diminished.  
 

2.20 It is material to note that the voids within the tower are currently filled in through provision of 
non-structural boards, to further diminish the risk of any potential incident from anyone 
accessing the tower, whether authorised or unauthorised. Accordingly, there is currently no view 
through the floors of the tower, and these will be maintained in situ until a suitable alternative 
can be secured.   
 

2.21 The proposed development seeks to infill these voids within the tower with a glass panel, thus 
returning the original character but in a way which would be fully reversible and safe to access. 
 

2.22 The panels are double skinned and are proposed to incorporate discreet lighting. This will 
comprise a key feature of the development and the sole light source for the room at each level. 
The ceilings are not sought to accommodate any additional lighting, thereby minimising 
intervention.  
 

2.23 The plan form survives however its inaccessibility renders it of limited benefit. Its current form 
does not enable it to be enjoyed by anyone. It is the Appellants view that conserving the internal 
parts of the tower in their current form is not appropriate to its significance, and without the 
ability to provide reasonable alterations, it would render the space effectively defunct.  
 

2.24 Paragraph 190 of the NPPF states that “plans should set out a positive strategy for the 
conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment including heritage assets most at risk 
through neglect, decay or other threats. This strategy should take into account: 
 
a. the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets, and putting 

them to viable uses consistent with their conservation; 
b. the wider social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits that conservation of the 

historic environment can bring; 
c. the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and 

distinctiveness; and 
d. opportunities to draw on the contribution made by the historic environment to the character 

of a place”. 
 

2.25 The NPPF continues at para 202, to state 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 including, where appropriate, securing its 
optimum viable use”. 
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2.26 The previous planning Inspectors, and the local planning authority, have confirmed that that the 
proposed works amount to less than substantial harm.  
 

2.27 The proposed development seeks to make minor internal alterations to the fabric of the tower, 
including unobtrusive works to existing brick nibs and the central void balustrade, to put it to the 
optimum viable use, and to allow the currently defunct space to become safely accessible and 
enjoyed.  
 

2.28 The Appellants are proposing minimal internal alterations which would remove only those parts 
of the historic fabric that are absolutely critical to the proposed conversion, to allow proper 
access. It is considered that any future use of the tower would need to implement the same 
amount of work, as a minimum, to allow safe access and use.  
 

2.29 The proposed works would cause a low degree of harm to the significance of the listed building 
by reason of the minimal loss of significant historic fabric. The circular staircase, majority of 
chimney breasts and the general plan form and character would remain entirely legible.  
 

2.30 The proposal retains the iron spiral staircase throughout the tower and steel-and-glass fire 
lobbies would be inserted around the retained staircase on each floor as before. Whilst the 
Council was of the opinion this would harm the plan form, the previous Inspector considered 
they were acceptable subject to a condition to ensure their detailed design maintained the 
legibility of the stair at each floor level and did not conflict with the architectural character of the 
original interiors. Accordingly, it is considered that these elements are acceptable in facilitating 
the conversion of the tower and the Appellants welcome an appropriately worded condition to 
secure these measures.  
 

2.31 Only minor works of demolition to existing chimney breasts and nibs at third, fourth and fifth 
floor levels are proposed, ensuring that the legibility of the plan form is retained. The extent of 
demolition of chimney features has been significantly reduced since the first applications. Where 
nibs are affected, they are reduced rather than removed entirely. By taking this approach, the 
proposals would not diminish the illustrative value of its layout, e.g., see proposed third floor 
plan extract below.  
 

 
PROPOSED THIRD FLOOR PLAN 

AREA OF DEMOLITION EDGED RED WITH RETAINED NIBS 
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2.32 It should be further noted that the extent of works to the nibs and defunct chimneys are entirely 
consistent with similar works approved and implemented elsewhere in the building, to facilitate 
the appropriate conversion. For example, at the base of the tower, at second floor, permission 
has been granted for the removal of areas of brickwork chimney, nibs, and the widening of doors, 
to allow improve access and functionality to activate access to the roof spaces. In this example, 
the works involving intervention to the historic layout were deemed entirely acceptable.  
 

 
 

APPROVED SECOND FLOOR PLAN EXTRACT (LPA Ref: 2019/0106/P) 
APPROVED DEMOLITION WORKS HATCHED RED 

 
2.33 Regarding the vertical void, this is also retained in its essence, facilitated through the provision of 

glazed walk-on floor lights. The officer report incorrectly reports on the proposed works to the 
central void, stating that it “would now be infilled by opaque glazed panels”. The Appellants do 
not propose opaque glazing, it is sought to provide clear glazing with a fully reversible 
construction. The use of clear glazing and appropriate lighting will ensure that the existing views 
from the lower floors of the tower void will allow the full extent of the tower’s height and 
proportions, to be enjoyed. 
 

2.34 The officer’s assessment further asserts that “There would be no way of preventing the occupants 
carpeting the rooms, so the existing arrangement would be lost”. This is incorrect.  
 

2.35 It should first be noted that the proposed tower flat has been laid out in such a way that it would 
avoid the need for any additional fixtures or furnishings over the glazed areas. Furthermore. The 
glazed elements are double skinned with lights in the floor/ ceiling, and this will be a key feature 
and sole light source for the room. Accordingly, to cover these spaces would compromise the 
lighting to the spaces.  
 

2.36 Notwithstanding the above, the proposed residential unit forms part of a flatted development 
which is subject to active management facilitated through service charges. The management of 
the Site ensures that the building operates properly regarding aspects such as refuse storage, 
collection etc, as well as ensuring that the building, including communally accessible corridors 
and private areas, adhere to relevant stipulations. The future occupants would purchase the 
residential unit on a leasehold basis and the wider freehold is retained by the management. The 
Appellants do have the ability to ensure, through the terms of a leaseholder agreement, to 
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prohibit the covering of the glazed floor lights. This would be entirely enforceable by the 
management company, and it would be made clear to any potential future purchasers of the 
unit.  
 

2.37 Regarding the installation of the kitchen and bathroom servicing, the officer report states that “it 
is proposed to dryline the north-eastern wall. This could alter the character of the space, 
transforming what is currently utilitarian brick to a domestic environment, which is at odds with 
the building’s intended function”. This is incorrect. The provision of the kitchen does not seek, nor 
does it require, the installation of any dryline. Regarding the bathroom, this will require some 
alteration to the facing walls to facilitate its provision at 4th floor level, however the facing 
material can be conditioned to ensure that its impacts are appropriately mitigated. In this regard, 
and as acknowledged by the Council’s officer report, the Inspector for the previous appeal 
considered that ‘domestic scale services could be accommodated without disturbing the 
architectural character of the spaces’.  
 

2.38 Indeed, the remainder of the building has installed bathrooms and kitchens in high heritage value 
areas, however it has been done so in a way that preserves the character and appearance of the 
building, e.g., below. 
 

 
 

BATHROOM INSTALLATION 

 

 

Planning Balance 
 

2.39 The Appellants seek for the tower to be reversibly converted to residential use, in line with the 
remainder of the building, and to allow it to be reasonably maintained and put to a viable use. 
The proposed apartment is entirely constructed from removable fittings and fixtures and floor 
inserts, in continuance of the theme applied throughout the building. No walls are chased, and 
fixtures and fittings are surface mounted in a utilitarian style befitting the host’s tower space.  
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2.40 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 2021) sets out the Government's policies for 
decision making on development proposals. At the heart of the framework is a presumption in 
favour of 'sustainable development'. The protection and enhancement of the historic 
environment forms one of three core objectives that defines sustainable development.  
 

2.41 Paragraph 202 refers to proposed development leading to harm to the significance of heritage 
assets and the need to weigh this harm in the balance when coming to a decision, including any 
public benefits of the proposals.  
 

2.42 Internally, the form of the tower is retained. An enclosure is formed around the existing spiral 
staircase echoing the tight corner into which it is tucked at present.  
 

2.43 The opening in the floors will be infilled with a clear glass panel, preserving views through the 
opening, which have currently been lost.  
 

2.44 Access to the proposed flat is by a new lobby on the second floor which has already been 
permitted, for associated safety reasons. The nature of this area has been changed with the 
closure of the fire station and the upper landing leading to roof storage which has become the 
access to three approved flats, but its character is preserved appropriately.  
 

2.45 The form of the tower, the access and the central daylight will be discrete and retain much of its 
significance. Changes will only be evident to those gaining access to the space and for whom the 
history of its use can be made available in other forms. 
 

2.46 The revised proposal would result in minor loss of historic fabric but would not erode the 
legibility of the intact plan form. In line with the remainder of the building, the tower would 
continue to be clearly understood for its original intended purposes, through retention of the 
open void, and the character, through retention of much of the significant brickwork, chimney 
breasts and nibs.  
 

2.47 The amount of intervention is principally limited to the reduction, as distinct from complete 
removal, of elements of chimneys and nibs within the tower space. Those works are consistent 
with associated works approved as part of the wider development and conversion of the former 
fire station. Through the proposed retention of brickwork nibs, the loss of historic 
fabric/brickwork will be minimal and unobtrusive. The removal of the railings around the central 
void will be retained and redeployed within the unit. 
 

2.48 The scheme would cause “less than substantial harm” to a designated heritage asset. To support 
heritage harm, the NPPF requires appellants to evidence public benefits that would outweigh the 
harm. In this instance, the public benefit would be the provision of one additional residential unit 
to the Borough’s housing stock. It would also allow access to and enjoyment of the tower, which 
is currently rendered impossible due to its cramped form, raising health and safety implications.  
 

2.49 Considering the minimal intervention now proposed as part of the scheme, it is considered the 
provision of the additional unit and access benefits would provide sufficient public benefit to 
outweigh the less than substantial harm caused by the minimal works of intervention.  
 

2.50 In terms of securing an optimum viable use of the listed building, the inaccessibility of the tower 
renders it unusable in its current form. The minimal intervention now proposed would allow the 
tower to be brought in residential use, allowing its optimum viable use to be realised. Moreover, 
the use would be the most appropriate having regard to the wholly residential use of the 
remainder of the building.   
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2.51 It is considered that planning permission should be granted based on the limited harm to the 
listed building, with outweighing public benefit.  
 
 

2.52 The second Reason for Refusal states:  
 
“The proposed development, in the absence of a legal agreement to secure car-free housing, 
would be likely to contribute unacceptably to parking street and congestion in the surrounding 
area and fail to promote more healthy or sustainable transport choices, contrary to policy T2 
(Parking and car-free development) of the Camden Local Plan 2017.” 
 

2.53 In line with Policy T1 of the Local Plan, the Council expect cycle parking at new developments to 
be provided in accordance with the standards set out within the London Plan. The planning 
permissions for converting and extending the adjacent fire station (ref: 2016/0745/P and 
2016/5813/P), which are now complete, have overprovided in terms of cycle parking and 
therefore sufficient accessible, covered and secured cycle parking exists for the proposed unit. 
 

2.54 Policy T2 requires all new residential schemes to be car-free to reduce air pollution and 
congestion and improve the attractiveness of an area for local walking and cycling. The Appellant 
confirms that they will enter into a legal agreement for a car-free development.  
 

2.55 The third Reason for Refusal states:  
 
“The proposed development, in the absence of a legal agreement to secure a contribution to 
affordable housing, would fail to maximise the contribution of the site to the supply of affordable 
housing in the borough, contrary to policy H4 (Maximising the supply of affordable housing) of 
the Camden Local Plan 2017.” 
 

2.56 Policy H4 expects a contribution to affordable housing from all developments that provide one or 
more additional homes and involve a total addition to the residential floorspace of 100sqm GIA 
or more.  
 

2.57 The Officer’s delegated report confirms that taken on its own, the proposal would not trigger an 
affordable housing contribution as the uplift of residential floorspace is only 57.6 sqm.  
 

2.58 However, Officer’s assert that Policy H4 includes a provision for split or related sites and states 
that the Council will use planning obligations to ensure that all parts and/or phases of a site make 
an appropriate contribution to the affordable housing supply.  
 

2.59 However, having regard to the events preceding this appeal, which include the conversion and 
occupation of the wider development of the Site, a new planning chapter has commenced and 
that the one unit now sought cannot be reasonably be included as part of the original consents 
granting conversion of the host building into 18 flats. The Appellants had previously sought 
permission to convert the tower, but these have been rejected by the LPA. 
 

2.60 The above permission has now been completed in full and the building has been occupied for 
over a year. The former fire station is now a residential building; a new planning chapter has 
clearly commenced.  
 

2.61 The works now propose to simply form an extension to the existing residential use of the 
building. The above sequence of events confirm that the Appellants have not deliberately sought 
to circumvent the need to provide affordable housing, however given the current circumstances, 
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the proposals must be considered as adding a single unit of less than 100sqm. There is no 
requirement for the proposed development to make any contribution in this regard.  
 

2.62 The above approach has been applied in numerous cases where similar circumstances arise. 
NT+A have been directly involved in such a case which we present as a material planning 
precedent.  
 

2.63 In 2020, NT+A submitted proposals for the loft conversion at 8 Tunnel Road, Royal Tunbridge 
Wells, seeking the creation of 2 self-contained flats. The Site comprised a former warehouse that 
had been converted into 12 flats (1 x 1 bed and 11 x 2 bed) under application reference 
17/00987/FULL. The works were completed in 2019 and the flats occupied. In a subsequent 
application, the applicants only sought conversion of the roof space. The lower floors of the 
building were unaffected by the application. 

2.64 The application Site had been subject to two refused applications for similar proposals (Planning 
Refs: 19/00047/FULL and 20/01513/FULL). The application submitted by NT+A had been 
designed to address the previous reasons for refusal to create a scheme that would be 
acceptable in planning terms. The first reason for refusal for application 20/01513/FULL related 
to design issues, however reasons two and three for refusal related to affordable housing and 
adequate financial provision towards local community services.  

2.65 NT+A advised that given the development proposed only two units, this did not meet the 
threshold for affordable housing contributions under the relevant policy (Core Policy 6). 
Accordingly, no affordable housing would be required. 

2.66 In approving the application (LPA Ref: 20/03392/FULL) Officer’s concluded that “It is considered 
that there has been a change in circumstance, that the conversion to residential has now been 
completed. The 2017 application has been implemented. The development does not appear to 
have been artificially split from the main conversion works and has come forward to make best 
use of the space. It is considered justified in view of the change of circumstances, to consider the 
case on its merits- as a scheme for two dwellings it would not attract an affordable housing 
contribution and is therefore considered to have addressed the second and third reasons for 
refusal”. 

2.67 We attach a copy of the LPA’s delegated report at Appendix 1.  
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LISTED BUILDING CONSENT (LPA Ref: 2021/1743/L) 
 

2.68 The listed building application was refused for one reason which states:  
 
“The proposed demolitions and alterations, by reason of loss of historic fabric and plan-form, 
would cause harm to the special architectural and historic interest of the Grade-II* listed building, 
contrary to policy D2 (Heritage) of the Camden Local Plan 2017.” 
 

2.69 Please refer to paragraphs 2.2 to 2.51 above which set out the Appellants case regarding the 
proposed works to the listed building. 
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3.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
 

3.1 This statement has been prepared on behalf of Vulcan Properties, against the decision by the 
London Borough of Camden to refuse planning permission and listed building consent for works 
to 36 Lancaster Grove, London NW3 4PB. The proposed development seeks conversion of the 
former fire station tower to provide a self-contained, 1-bed residential unit.  
 

3.2 Belsize Park Fire Station is a Grade II* listed building. Planning and listed building consents have 
already been granted allowing the alteration and change of use of the former fire station to 
provide 18 self-contained residential units. 
 

3.3 The Appellants have completed the conversion of the property and it has been residential for 
approximately a year. The building is now known as Belsize Park Firehouse. The conversion works 
have taken a fabric first approach, are of the highest design quality and have resulted in the 
conversion being shortlisted for the Architects Journal Retrofit Awards 2021. The remarkable 
standard of the conversion works befits the remarkable host building.   
 

3.4 The tower was unaffected by original consents and remains an unused and inaccessible part of 
the building. Rather than leave it in this way, the Appellants consider that it would be rational to 
sensitively convert the space to comprise a self-contained unit, bringing it in line with the 
remainder of the building, securing its optimum viable use, and ultimately enhancing the 
heritage asset, whilst creating an additional and unique dwelling within this extraordinary 
building. 
 

3.5 The Appellants have sought to convert the tower on previous occasions, however the degree of 
works to the heritage fabric and plan form have been considered too great. Whilst the harm 
caused by the works have only amounted to less than substantial harm, it has been deemed that 
the harm would not be outweighed by the benefits of the scheme.  
 

3.6 The latest proposals that are the subject of the appeal present the lightest touch to the 
conversion of the former fire station tower, and look to preserve the original plan form, the 
historic fabric, and the illustrative value of its layout.  
 

3.7 The proposals that form the appeal would diminish neither the historic plan form of the tower, 
nor its illustrative value. Detailing cues ensure the visual journey through the tower would be 
undiminished. The tower would be re-invigorated by new life in line with the works implemented 
to the remainder of the building. 
 

3.8 Brickwork nibs and alterations to chimneys will only reduce their extent, not remove them 
entirely, retaining the legible historic plan form. Moreover, the nature and extent of the works 
are considered entirely comparable to similar works granted and implemented elsewhere in the 
building, as evidenced above.  
 

3.9 The provision of the clear glazed elements within the void will replace the existing solid boards 
which are currently in situ, returning the visual form of the void. 
 

3.10 The sensitive nature of the works proposed, and the planning benefits that they would deliver 
including the provision of a new home in the borough, and restoring access to the tower, which 
outweigh the perceived harm, address reasons for refusal 1 under both the planning and listed 
building applications. Allowing these minor changes will enable the tower to be celebrated and a 
flag to fly over the fire station once again.  
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3.11 Regarding reason for refusal 2 of the planning application, the Appellant confirms that they will 
enter into a legal agreement for a car-free development.  
 

3.12 Finally, regarding reason for refusal 3 of the planning application, the Appellants consider that 
the proposal would not trigger an affordable housing contribution as the uplift of residential 
floorspace is only 57.6 sqm, which is below the policy threshold of 100sqm.  It is the Appellants 
view that, having regard to the events preceding this appeal, which include the completed 
conversion and occupation of the wider Site for residential use, that a new planning chapter has 
commenced. The works proposed simply form an extension to the existing and extant residential 
use of the building and the Appellants have not deliberately sought to circumvent the need to 
provide affordable housing. Accordingly, there is no requirement for the proposed development 
to make any contribution in this regard and this is supported by planning precedent 
demonstrated herein.  
 

3.13 For the reasons set out in this statement, we respectfully ask that the appeals are allowed.  
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APPENDIX ONE 
TUNBRIDGE WELLS BC - DELEGATED OFFICER REPORT 20/03392/FUL 
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