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| hereby express my objection to the proposed project, for the following reasons.

Firstly, the 3 A/C units would have a very important sound impact, detrimental to the whole neighbourhood. |
fully agree with arguments already expressed by my neighbours about the complete lack of robustness of the
sound assessment, making the project unacceptable. Living in n. 8/9, the A/C units would be almost next to
my bedroom on the 2nd floor, on the other side of the roof. My neighbour on the same floor will have them at
3-4 m from his bed. The risk is very acute of a persistent, troubling noise (given all the application weaknesses
in this respect), during days, evening, perhaps nights, as we cannot have any guarantee of use hours. There
is already a new similar noise in the evening, | am unsure where it comes from. Liveability is already affected
and could be immensely more with this project.

The A/C will further heat the area in summer and during heat waves, due to hot air being expelled by it.
Residents of 8/9 are collectively resisting the A/C temptation as not aggravate heat waves in the surroundings
when they occur. The proposed project would ruin these efforts, raising the temperature of a few or several
degrees depending on the location. Me and my neighbours of the 2nd floor in n. 8 and 9 would have 3 big,
professional A/C unit blowing hot air during 10-12 hours per day or more right above our black, flat, rooves,
turning our flats in even hotter ovens than what they already are. If the application is approved, residents could
be tempted to install A/C units themselves as to have liveable flats, further worsening the issue and warming
up the Mews. It will also warm and disturb flats on the High Street, who may be partly aware of this application.

Moreover, light is a very concerning issue. | align with the assessments of my neighbours already published,
and also find the light dimension and applicant’s considerations to be a lot too weak to be accepted. The loss
of light would be considerable for the Mews and Regent House neighbours and beyond existing guidelines.
The end of the Mews is already rather dark, and this would only aggravate the situation for residents, workers
and visitors.

Lastly, the relatively low height of the Mews largely contributes to its nice and pleasant character. An additional
floor on n. 10 would permanently and gravely affect this.

All things considered this additional construction is unreasonable in the context of the mews.

Kind regards,
Aurelien Leblay
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Dear Sir/Madam,

| am an owner and occupier of Flat 4, Regent House, 1-6 Pratt Mews. | am writing to strongly object to the
proposed construction of an additional storey at 10 Pratt Mews. | have divided my grounds for objecting to the
development into subsections below for clarity.

Light levels

| live opposite the proposed development site on the first floor (windows 62 and 63 in the Daylight and Sunlight
Assessment). The proposed additional storey would obstruct the already limited natural light that is able to
enter the property to the extent that it does not comply with the standards set out by the BRE guidelines. The
reduction in daylight would make the property unliveable and have a detrimental impact on the wellbeing of
those of us who live in the property.

BRE guidelines state that daylight in a room may be adversely affected if the area of the working plane in a
room is reduced by 20% of its former value. The Daylight and Sunlight Assessment reports that the proposed
development would reduce the Daylight Distribution of window 62 by 38% of its former value, far exceeding
the BRE limit. The applicant argues in the report that the reduction in daylight to this room is less important
because it is a bedroom. However, | would like to emphasise that this master bedroom is used as a
workspace and study constantly throughout the day. The flat is occupied by two students and a self-employed
person. We all work from home and have no choice but to use this bedroom as a study. The current lack of
light to our largest living space — the living room/kitchen served by window 63 — makes it even more vital to
preserve the greatest amount of natural light we receive in the property from window 62. In fact, the only
source of visible sky for window 63 comes from the limited space above 8-9 and 10 Pratt Mews. Therefore,
the construction of an additional story at 10 Pratt Mews will have a serious effect on our main living area too.

The BRE guidelines state that it is particularly noticeable to occupants when the ‘no sky line’ encroaches on
key areas like kitchen sinks and worktops. | have measured the ‘no sky line’ in the master bedroom using the
diagram in Figure D1 Appendix D of the BRE guidelines. Currently the ‘no sky line’ reaches past our
deskspace. The proposed development would bring the ‘no sky line’ far behind the desk and quite close to the
window. The small area of the bedroom would make it difficult to achieve a configuration where the desk
would receive natural sunlight.

It is also important to note that window 61, which serves a living room/kitchen area in Flat 3, is also
significantly impacted by the construction of an additional storey at 10 Pratt Mews. Window 61 would suffer an
astronomical 47% decrease in its Daylight Distribution figures, dropping to 38%. Again this is a much larger
decrease than the 20% BRE limit. The consultants argue that the room is over 5m deep, however, given that
the decrease is so significant, the Daylight Distribution would likely still reduce past the 20% limit even if the
room was exactly 5m deep.

Both windows 61 and 62 serve as main living spaces and are used constantly throughout the day. As such,
any reduction of daylight to these rooms, let alone a reduction far exceeding the BRE limits, will have an
immeasurably detrimental effect on those living in these properties.

Window 24 of 84 Camden High Street also fails to comply with BRE guidelines for the Daylight Distribution
reduction it would suffer. It is unclear what the use of the room served by this window is, being labelled only as
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“Non-domestic”, but the other windows in this building serve residential living rooms. No attention has been
drawn to this in the application.

Furthermore, Daylight Distribution has not been provided for the entirety of 86 Camden High Street or 11 Pratt
Mews, as well as 6 other windows in various properties. Seeing as the vast majority of these windows belong
to residential properties and as 86 Camden High Street directly faces 10 Pratt Mews, these windows should
be tested before the application can be considered for approval. The construction of an additional storey could
have a serious negative impact on the Daylight Distribution to these windows potentially serving primary living
spaces.

According to the BRE guidelines, a Vertical Sky Component (VSC) of 27% is generally sufficient to ensure
adequate daylight through standard window designs. It is worth noting that 33 of the windows considered in
the VSC test already have a VSC below 27%, so any further reduction, even if small, will have a
disproportionality negative effective on the quality of life of the people that use those rooms. Over 50% of
these 33 windows will suffer if the construction of an additional storey at 10 Pratt Mews is approved. Given that
the proposed development affects the day-to-day lives of so many people, it should at least be for a good
cause. However, the additional storey will only provide 53m2 of office space. The entire 3 floors of 10 Pratt
Mews will only house the equivalent of 20 full-time employees, few of which will be seated on the top floor. The
development will therefore provide little to no public benefit.

Moreover, the VSC for window 25 actually increases after the proposed development. This does not make
sense and calls into question the reliability of VSC as a good metric for measuring daylight. The fact that all of
the windows passed the VSC test is therefore not necessarily significant.

Five residential windows, including those serving living rooms come close to failing all 3 of the BRE sunlight to
window reduction limits. Two windows in 11 Pratt Mews (windows 46 and 47) and two windows in Regents
House do not comply (windows 53 and 55). Although the consultant argues that these serve non-residential
purposes, it should be checked that those rooms do not have a requirement for light in order to comply with
the standards set out by the BRE. Using this metric, 22 windows are affected negatively in some way. Almost
60% of these windows already receive less than 25% or 5% of annual or winter probable sunlight hours
respectively, so any further reduction is going to be detrimental to the wellbeing of those using and the
purpose of those rooms for little to no public benefit. For example, window 63 is the only light source for our
main living space in our flat. The proposed development would lead to a 16% decrease in our Total sunlight
hours over the course of the year.

Finally, section 4.2.6 of the light report states that the Council’s planning application process would be unfair if
they do not approve the application. The Council cannot be expected to foresee all future potential
developments surrounding a planning application site. The Council’s task is to evaluate a proposal based on
the state of the surrounding properties at that time. Right of Light Consulting are in no position to criticise the
Council's process. Their argument also calls into question the credibility of the report and its measurements
and is a reminder that it is clearly biased in favour of the developer.

Noise
The Noise Impact Assessment undertaken on the three air conditioning units to be placed on top of the
additional storey at 10 Pratt Mews states, “We have taken into consideration the nearest and most affected
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noise sensitive premises that may potentially be affected by the proposed plant.” However, the noise testing
was only carried out in one location in between the buildings on the High Street and the buildings on the
Mews. The Mews benefits from being a tranquil, residential space where conversations can easily be had
during the day. Since the Noise Impact Assessment fails to evaluate the noise pollution that the air
conditioning units would cause to the Mews, their full impact cannot be properly evaluated by the Council.

Energy Rating

The current energy rating of 10 Pratt Mews is E. Despite the proposal of installing solar panels, the three air
conditioning units could well tip the EPC rating into the F category, making the property unlettable. Further
investigation is needed to check that this is not the case.

Overlooking and privacy

The proposed development would add three mansard windows on an additional storey. These windows would
directly overlook our master bedroom/study. We feel that this decrease in privacy could significantly reduce
our quality of life. The additional storey would also exacerbate the sense of enclosure already experienced by
those of us facing the tall buildings.

Waste

The waste services on the Mews are already extremely stressed with the top of the Mews commonly in a dire
state due to waste being left out for collection by the current businesses on the Mews. It is imperative that any
waste remains within 10 Pratt Mews until it is collected so the current waste problem is not exacerbated. The
proposed plans allow space for only two wheelie bins at the back of the property, which may not be enough for
the equivalent of 20 full-time employees.

Construction and Destruction Work Disruption

The planned destruction and construction works would run from February 2025 to December 2025. The Mews
is a narrow and quiet street. These works would seriously hamper the peacefulness of the Mews and
adversely affect the numerous businesses, charities and churches that operate on the Mews. The construction
vehicles would consume the entire width of the Mews. This would make it difficult for the many parents
dropping-off and picking-up their children daily from Martial Arts, Dance and Music studios. It would also
disrupt the biweekly queueing outside Camden Foodbank which lasts throughout the day. Both are located on
the Mews just a couple of doors up from the proposed development site. It could also restrict access to
services run by the Jehovah Witness and City Church groups, particularly for those who have disabilities. The
Jehovah Witness Group is located at the bottom of the Mews. The narrowness of the Mews raises safety
concerns, especially for the children, as passers-by would have to walk closely to any destruction/construction
works and vehicles. Furthermore, 11 Pratt Mews have a garage which they need constant access to. Overall,
these works, lasting for 11 months, would cause serious disruption to the many businesses that operate on
the Mews and the people who live and work here.

Character of the mews

The CTCAA (October 2007) guidance in relation to mews developments states that ‘predominantly two-storey
buildings give the narrow passages their special scale’. 10 Pratt Mews was identified as a positive building in
the conservation appraisal for its ‘strong mews character and grouping which forms part of the significance of
this part of the conservation area’. Although the modern character of the mews is considered by Camden
Council to be two storeys plus mansard level, the proposed development includes solar panels and air
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conditioning units on top of this. Also, 10 Pratt Mews is one of the few remaining two storey buildings in the
Mews. If an additional mansard level was constructed, the Mews would no longer be ‘predominantly
two-storey’ and would therefore lose its defining character. In a recent planning application refusal in relation
to 8-9 Pratt Mews, the council officer stated ‘it is important not to let any further height accumulate in the
Mews'.
In conclusion, this planning application breaches accepted standards on multiple counts or fails to evaluate
them properly with regards to light and noise. It will place strain on waste services, harm the operation of local
businesses and destroy the character of the Mews. The approval of this planning application would set a
precedent, paving the way for further extensions along the Mews. This would further worsen all the
aforementioned problems, eventually making the area unliveable.
Thank you in advance for taking our concerns into account when adjudicating on this planning application.
Yours sincerely,
Charlotte Freeman
Lily Freeman
Adam Samm
2024/4426/P Chris Turner 23/11/2024 17:16:51 COMMNT As a neighbour and business owner at 8-9 Pratt Mews, | strongly object to aspects of the proposed roof

extension at 10 Pratt Mews (Application #2024/4426/P), particularly the addition of air-conditioning units, solar
panels, and enclosures. 10 Pratt Mews is a building of interest as designated by Camden council and this
proposal represents an overdevelopment of our quiet mews, introducing noise, light interference, and a
commercial footprint that threatens its unique character. Approving such a project risks setting a precedent for
further developments that could fundamentally alter the area.

The Noise Impact Assessment shows the AC units will exceed acceptable levels, yet no testing was
conducted from Pratt Mews, where the impact on residents and businesses will be most significant. Even with
acoustic enclosures, there is no guarantee of proper maintenance to prevent ongoing noise disruption.

The Daylight and Sunlight Report highlights non-compliance with standards for certain nearby properties,
reducing natural light vital to those who live and work in the mews. The increased height and mass from the
rooftop installations could also exacerbate overshadowing reducing light and visual intrusion.

This proposal’s cumulative impact—including increased noise, diminished light, and commercial
overdevelopment—poses a risk to the character of Pratt Mews. If approved, it could encourage further
inappropriate extensions, eroding the balance between its residential and business communities. | urge
Camden Council to reject this proposal or impose stringent conditions to protect the area’s unique qualities.
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