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Mr. and Mrs. Chandaria and their children, have enjoyed living in the house for six years, but would now like to create additional floor space and have asked Alan Higgs Architects to propose ideas for altering and extending the property. They also feel that as a family house it has a number of flaws and disappointments which they are keen for us to address. We have explored and drawn a range of ideas, and sought pre-application advice from the council in November last year.
This planning application represents the culmination of this exercise, during which we have been respectful of the Listed status of the building and the building’s location within an important conservation area, as well as working around limitations imposed by the need to safe-guard the existing lime tree.

We submitted a Planning Application in Feb 2012 which was refused. (2012/1401/P and 2012/1403/L). This application makes a range of modifications to that scheme, in response to the Council’s and the Primrose Hill Conservation Area Advisory Committee’s concerns.

The revised design follows consultation with Hannah Walker, a Conservation Officer at Camden Council. We include an email from her, dated 03 July
The following explanatory statement is divided into four sections:

1. Description of our clients’ spatial requirements; both quantitative and qualitative, and our proposals.

2. Detailed explanation of the design and proposed architectural interventions, including choice of architectural form, language, materials etc. A separate statement addresses these proposed changes from a heritage perspective. 

3. Statement of how we believe these proposals fall within Camden’s planning policies.

4. Summary of revisions to the previous application.

This DAS should be read in conjunction with the

· Heritage Statement prepared by Ettwein Bridges Architects

· Tree Survey and Arboricultural Method Statement by Martin Dobson Associates Ltd

· Letter and proposed structural engineering drawings by Milk Architecture and Design

1. DESCRIPTION OF OUR CLIENTS’ SPATIAL REQUIREMENTS; BOTH QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE, AND OUR PROPOSALS

The existing building is approximately 360 sq.m. plus a garden room of approximately 60 sq.m. Our proposal creates approximately 80 sq.m. of additional floor space.

Internal planning is currently not particularly well suited to our clients’ family life. For example there is only a small kitchen, with a dining room on the floor above, and there are inadequately sized children’s bedrooms squeezed onto the top floor.

Specifically our clients require:

· An additional significantly sized bedroom with en-suite shower room

· A better relationship between kitchen, dining and living rooms both for family life and for entertaining

· Additional space for family activities, e.g. table-tennis, watching movies etc.

The plot is significantly larger than most in this area, with a larger than average garden extending to the west of the house up to Regents Canal with views to St. Mark’s opposite. However, at present the garden is very poorly conceived and little enjoyed and our clients wish to make

· Much greater use and enjoyment of this space.

This is not the case at present because;

- The size of the garden is reduced by a badly sited garden room, built in the 1990’s, which is itself poorly designed and little used.

- The house is connected to the garden room by unattractive covered walkways.

- The house presents a blank elevation to the garden, with no significant windows, making it feel somewhat oppressive and over-bearing

- The lack of west-facing windows means that there is no enjoyment of the garden from inside the house at all, and no enjoyment of afternoon or evening sun.

- Access to the garden is via the garden level, accessed through a tight internal stair with restricted headroom.

In response to the above, the key elements of our proposals are as below:

Side extension to the house

This consists of a two-storey extension providing a new casual living room at garden level and a new kitchen above. The living room would provide direct access to the garden, and both rooms would enjoy views, light and sun through large west-facing windows.

The enlarged ground floor plan would therefore permit kitchen, living and dining on one floor which would greatly improve our clients’ enjoyment of the house.
Reconstructed Garden Room

The existing garden room is not well used, in large part because it is only connected to the house externally but also because the room is dark and somewhat claustrophobic inside. It also projects intrusively into the garden, limiting the sense of openness of the garden, in particular restricting its potential views towards the church. 

Our proposal is to re-build the room at 90 degrees to its current orientation, projecting much less far into the garden with a large window to the corner, opening out onto a lower terrace area, next to the canal with skylights providing additional day light deep into the plan. We propose it to have a flat green roof (lower than the existing pitched one) creating a vegetable garden above.
This room would be connected to the house with a top-lit corridor, with adjacent space used as a small gym/dance room, guest wc and plant room. We propose heating all of the new space with under floor heating supplied by an air-source heat pump sited adjacent to Water Meeting Bridge.

Modifications to the existing building

Garden Level Floor: Modifications are proposed to create a bedroom/sitting room for a housekeeper, and a larger guest room both with en-suite shower rooms.

Ground Floor: New double-door openings into the north-facing dining room, from the hallway and from the living room to admit borrowed natural light from the front room.
First Floor: New west facing window and balcony overlooking the garden. Door into the rear room locked and covered over on the inside.

The partition shown separating sleeping and sitting areas is conceived as a piece of furniture, two metres high, not an architectural element and completely reversible.

N.B. Our clients understand that having two large bedroom suites may not be required by a future owner of the house, and we have therefore proposed that the first floor bathroom is conceived in a ‘loose-fit’ way, with the double doors to the bedroom left intact, so that the first floor could easily be returned to a more conventional arrangement of living room, and adjacent study space, for example.

Second Floor: New west facing window overlooking the garden. Enlarged opening between bedroom and study. Door into dressing room moved.

Third Floor: Existing en-suite bathroom altered to be a family room accessed off the landing. Existing family bathroom reduced in size to be a small en-suite shower room. Two new skylights.

2. DETAILED EXPLANATION OF THE DESIGN AND PROPOSED ARCHITECTURAL INTERVENTIONS, INCLUDING CHOICE OF ARCHITECTURAL FORM, LANGUAGE, MATERIALS ETC.

Our approach has been influenced by the significance of the listed building and its components as established in the Heritage Statement. The design of the various elements described above varies to reflect the nature and location of each intervention:

Modifications to the existing building

Our aim is for alterations to the existing fabric, including fabric restored/reinstated in 1985, to be executed consistent with original detailing. For example, where the new double door opening is proposed into the dining room, it is created using the existing door leaf, a new door leaf replicating the existing, and architraves around the opening matching the existing precisely. This is covered is more detail by the heritage statement.

One exception to the this rule is the opening from the hallway into the new kitchen, which we propose is experienced as a new opening, cut through existing skirting, dado rail etc. Please refer to the heritage statement for further explanation of this.

Externally, this approach is continued to the treatment of the new west-facing windows. The corner of the property is designed as a tower, which is proportioned and detailed identically on both sides at present, with rusticated pilasters. The new windows would therefore be created to match the existing. We have not drawn 1:5 or 1:2 drawing of the windows, reveals, mullions etc as the proposal is for these windows to be visually identical to the existing.

Obviously by doing so, these windows will look original. Whilst this is not always an appropriate strategy for historic fabric, we do feel that it is the correct approach in this instance given the symmetry of the corner composition and prominence in the CAs. 

The stair down from the hallway is modified to allow greater headroom under the stair above. We had in our previous application proposed that a sheet of glass act as handrail for the flight down. We have now revised this to be a balustrade with metal banisters and timber handrail, to match the rest of the stair.

Side Extension

Our view is that the side extension should seek to be both contemporary and sympathetic to the Listed Building. In this instance ‘contemporary’ would mean without ‘period’ detailing per se, but executed in such a way that only a detailed inspection or knowledgeable observer would notice that it was not built at the same time as the house. We think it should therefore have a simplified Italianate feel.

We want this extension to have large windows, for the reasons set out above, but at the same time its relative solidity is important so that it does not look out of character with the house, nor alien to the conservation area. We have looked to period orangeries for inspiration, as these respond to a similar brief, and often achieve a balance of solid columns, with glazing between in a highly successful way.
This ‘Orangery’ treatment was felt to be inappropriate by the Council however, so we have introduced spandrel panels between the Ground Floor and Lower Ground Floor windows. Some of the elegance of the previous scheme remains, we hope, but the spandrel panels make the addition contrast less with the existing building, and be more contextual. We do not share the council’s view that this is necessary but are happy to adapt the design in this way. 

We experimented with the proportions of solid to void, concluding that more substantial columns looked more appropriate than slender ones. These columns, with a stuccoed surface also thereby echo the proportions of the pilasters on the tower of the house in a sympathetic way.

Early studies also showed large skylights in addition to the vertical glazing. These have been omitted after further consideration of day-lighting and in response to pre-application advice from Camden which asked us to consider light spill at night, particularly as seen from the rear of the houses on Regents Park Road. A small skylight has nonetheless been retained close to the house to admit a patch of light to the back of the kitchen.

For similar reasons, the upper ground floor at the rear would have no windows, so there is no negative impact on the amenity of the adjacent gardens. However, the wall is framed by columns to continue the proportions of the other facades, and to accommodate the glazing below.
Relative to the previous application, the proposal is 600mm lower than the previous application, and 300mm narrower, stepping away from the rear corner of the existing house to make the addition more subservient to it.
Garden Room and Connecting Passage

We have developed the external treatment of the passage connecting the house to the garden room as a ‘garden wall’, predominantly solid and deliberately not looking like an extension of the building, expressing this as a vertical timber screen. In places, there would be glimpses out through this screen into the garden, as indicated, but it would be predominantly solid.

The corridor space behind would be top lit, but with 75% of the glazing etched and set at a relatively steep angle which will allow the glass surface to be self-cleaning. This pitch will also limit the visibility of the glass from the houses on Regents Park Road, being not visible at all from the lower three floors and seen as a slither of light from the upper floors.

The reading of this wall as a ‘garden wall’ will be enhanced by the same language being used elsewhere in the garden, e.g. the small retaining wall to the West of the lawn.

The wall stops in alignment with the lawn, revealing the glass behind, and creating a glazed corner to the family room. This will look considerably more contemporary, with glass-to-glass joints etc, and given its separation from the original house we think this will be a positive. Behind the glass corner, a layer of stuccoed wall will ensure that this end of the building is at the same time visually related to he house.
Relative to the previous application, the extension has now been stepped back approximately 1.5 metres further from the canal, to allow a wider planting zone, and timber screening has been added to the west elevation to reduce further the visibility of the glass, particularly from the canal.

3: STATEMENT OF HOW WE BELIEVE THESE PROPOSALS FALL WITHIN CAMDEN’S PLANNING POLICIES.

Special Interest of the Listed Building.

This property is Grade II listed, and we believe that the special interest of the Listed Building will be preserved and enhanced by our proposals. Please also refer to the Heritage Statement attached.

· A great many of the original features of the house internally have been removed during previous works when the property was converted to flats and back again.

· Any changes we propose to the interior of the building would be respectful of original or re-instated fabric, and original spatial arrangements.

· We have only proposed significant spatial changes to non-original room arrangements. For example, we do not believe that the second floor layout, as found and described above, is original.

· The addition of windows to the west face of the tower cannot be seen as detrimental at all. These would be identical to those on the front elevation in every way, and this will create an entirely harmonious modification to the design.
· The ground floor extension is designed in a simplified Italianate style, to be complementary to the existing building. Many of the listed buildings along Prince Albert Road (Nos 1-15) have been extended to the side, most of which do not detract from the special interest of the original buildings.
Impact on the Character and Appearance of the Conservation Area

The house sits within the Primrose Hill Conservation Area (Area 1). As stated above, many buildings in the area, including many of the Listed Buildings along Prince Albert Road (No.s 1-15) have been extended to the side, none of which, we believe, detract from the special interest of the original buildings.

The paired villas along Prince Albert Road are widely spaced, allowing the side elevations to be seen.  No. 15 is seen even more in the round due to its side exposure to the canal on the west.  The new windows will add interest to this currently blank facade and enhance the contribution of the tower as a feature in the CAs.

The treatment of the garden room in a more contemporary idiom, but this is also appropriate in this situation. There are of course many examples of extensions at garden level to properties in the Conservation Area being designed in a contemporary style.

Visibility of the existing house and proposals from outside the site.

It is worth noting that the ground and lower levels of the property are not very visible from the public domain, as the continuous wall along Prince Albert Road is tall, above eye-height and there being no buildings on the other side of the road.
Reducing the height of the side extension has reduced even further the visibility of the scheme from outside the site.

In addition, because of the change of level across the site, garden level is a full level below the entrance level. Therefore by re-building the garden room lower, and with a green roof, none of these proposed garden level rooms would be visible from the entrance court, from within the house, or from Prince Albert Road. A glimpse of it would be possible from Water Meeting Bridge.

By contrast, the current garden room is quite prominent, and its higher, pitched roof is easily seen from the bridge.

The tower on the corner of the house is more prominent, but as above, we believe that additional windows in it will not be detrimental in any way. We think in fact that this will add to the architectural quality of the house.

Impact on the existing trees

Our clients have engaged an arboriculturalist to assess the impact of these proposals on the existing lime and other trees on the site. 

In short, only one tree would be felled, a relatively unimportant Pittosporum, which would be replaced by two Japanese maples.

A full arboricultural statement is attached.

Amenity; no. 15’s garden and the neighbours’ light and overlooking.

Solid elements to the North elevation would avoid overlooking of the adjacent gardens. The West facing windows would face the canal and St. Mark’s, so causing no loss of amenity.

The ground floor extension is sufficiently set back from the garden wall that it would cause no significant loss of light to the gardens at all.

It is also worth noting that much of the garden room, and the connecting corridor, would have a solid timber wall facing the garden with plants growing on it. This will limit further the visibility of the proposals from the rear of the two or three properties on Regents Park Road as described above.

5. SUMMARY OF REVISIONS TO THE PREVIOUS APPPLICATIONS SCHEME
· Side extension adjacent to the west wall of the house, 600mm lower.

· 300mm narrower, stepping away from the rear corner of the existing house to make it more subservient to it.

· Introduces a spandrel panel between the garden level and ground floor level windows in the side extension.

· Reduced length of garden room extension by 1500mm, and terrace also narrower, allowing a correspondingly wider planting strip against the west boundary wall.

· Reduction in size of glazed end of corridor.

· Timber screening to west facing end window.

· Replaces proposed glass balustrade in entrance hall with traditional balustrade to match existing.

CONCLUSION

These designs are of a high quality, are entirely respectful of the Listed Building, the Conservation Area and existing trees and should therefore be acceptable to Camden Council.
Significant changes have been made to address the Council’s concerns which we believe should now be supported.
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