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February 2010 

John Mews is a quiet street, terminated at the southern end by the library on Theobald's Road, and 
forms part of the Bloomsbury conservation area. 37 John Mews is a mid-terrace, 2-storey mews 
house, read as a pair with the adjoining property to the north at no.35 in terms of their modest scale, 
but dwarfed by many of the neighbouring buildings. Unusually for a mews house, 37 John Mews has 
the benefit of a large garden at the back, which is dominated by a mature London plane tree in the 
adjoining garden (see below). Due to the variety in terms of scale and type of the surrounding 
buildings, we believe that no 37 could be sensitively developed to increase the size of the property; 
maintaining the character of the mews, without adverse affect on the neighbourhood. 

Design proposals: 

The ground floor is currently used almost exclusively for parking; however, the redevelopment of the 
ground floor is restricted by a load bearing wall near the back of the building, leaving a strip of 
accommodation too narrow to be converted to living space. We would like to remove the load-bearing 
wall, and transfer the structure to the existing garden wall beyond. We are planning to reduce the 
parking provision to a single garage (but wide enough to keep bicycles as well), and redevelop the rest 
of the GF as kitchen / dining accommodation. We propose increasing the floor area of the FF in line 
with the GF below, and adding a smaller second storey above, which will convert what is effectively a 
1 -bedroom flat into a 3-beroom house (proposed G IFA = 140m2, an increase of approx 50m2). 
Demand for housing in Camden exceed supply, therefore, with a shortage of available land, it makes 
sense to increase the, capacity of what we have. 

We understand the value the conservation department gives to this pair of mews houses which have 
retained their original design as seen from the mews (no 35 has been extensively redeveloped at the 
rear in recent years); however, we do not believe that a sensitively designed extension will be harmful 
to the environment. The front elevation will be retained, maintaining the scale of the adjoining property, 
but we are proposing a second floor extension, set back a short distance behind the ridgeline. The 
front will be detailed as a light industrial clerestorey window, distinct from the existing masonry and 
slate, which will be only partially visible from the street below. We constructed a mock-up of the 
extension in order to assess the impact on the environment and we believe that the proposed 
extension would be subordinate to the existing building, with little impact on the existing chimneys and 
the magnificent London plane tree seen behind. The mock-up also demonstrated that the view 
approaching no 37 from the north would be unaffected as the raised abutment of the party wall 
conceals the extension beyond — see attached photographs. At the rear, little to no original scale or 
character of the houses has been retained. We propose taking the height of the existing parapet at 
no.39 as our datum, and raising our brickwork up to this height, with the new light weight extension 
seen behind. There will be a small terrace adjacent to no 35, allowing us to set the building back to 
reduce overshadowing. 

The scale and character of the mews house at the front will be preserved, however, the back will be 
more open onto the garden. The mews house will be retained as a residential property with a domestic 
garage for private use. 
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