
Dear Ms Nthler 

My family has heed hIGainsborough Gardens Per the last 20 
applicition and wish to object stronglp 

r so I have also looked at the plans for this 

I agree v.ith what has been written by my neighbour Ellie Pole lhe existing, house at 10 Christchurch MI  blends 
nicely with its surroundings The proposed new budding is whoHy out of keeping 11 win damage a famous and much 
admired neighbournood There is also a risk [hal theeacaaailesmsraqairedwill upset the frawIe baIance Per drainage 
lssthis-ealnaeahle area 

Yours sincerely 

Christopher Style 
6 Gainsbarough Gardens 
London NW31E0 

Dear Ms Miller, 
elk my second attempt to object ear this planning spplica c something heresy 

the website and my first submission didn't send_ 
I am writing to you as the owner o f  a neighbouring property and as a director o f  Gairtsbomugh Gardens Ltd 
with responsibility for planning issues. 
I have viewed the drawing,: o f  the proposed 3 storey house with large basement, and wish to register my 
personal objection, and the objection o f  Gainsborough Gardens Ted. 
The proposed scheme is completely out o f  character and shows no regard or respect for the surrounding 
neighbourhood in this immensely historic area o f  Hampstead. It is sited between the •tine 
houses o f  Gainsbomugh Gardens, the Georgian unlace On Well W a l t  and the ten-aced houses on 
Christchurch Hill itself, with which the existing house at least attempts to blend. 
Camden's own Conservation Area Statement has a section (one o f  only six) called 'Christchurch' vvhich 
emphasises the historic and architectural importance ofthis enclave. In Camden's statement, it says 
'Hampstead has an excepdonal 
combination o f  characteristics 
that provide the distinct and 
special qualities o f  the 
Conservation Area. The variety 
o f  spaces, quality o f  the 
buildings, relationships between 



areas, all laid upon the dramatic 
setting o f  the steep slopes... {the a neuter  tots also do 
development with the 18th century village s 
created in the Victorian era, as well as many 20th eentasrv consdhanions. The  Conservation Area character is 
therefore derived from the wide range o f  areas wit s porsantatsd valuable 
contribution to the Conservation Area as a whole'. 0 additions, but these have 
architectural merit, which this design does not -in represents ant sgl y in t rns  iots, ssttesr windows and roof 
design in particular have nothing in common with the s arretsnditag bu 
As well as riding roughshod over the Boirugh 's  conservation pcsliky, itte schenic i  n e l s t d c s l a r g e  basement 
which would exacerbate the existing problems with road collapse and podsoles which strcnr lbeqarntty in 
this cress and which, I was told by our local counci l lor  who is studying the phenomenon,  ' r a sed  by the 
huge inc tease in basement  excavations, causing frequent flooding and road collapse. Tlsesr basement 
developments prevent & l i d e r a  drainage from the many underground water c r a n e s ,  in pasliratar the 
sources, in the near vicinity, o f  the River Meet. 
The Victorian residents o f  the Christchurch area included many pioneers o f  conservation and resistance to 
overdeve lopment ,  and it would he a terrible shame to allow the kind o f  intrusion this proposal represents. 
I have been living here for as number o f  years and regularly ctsme across toraists who have come  n o m  all 

over  the world to admire the architecture and absorb the atmosphere o f  Hampstead's chanring 
streets. Camden is rasponsible for rarserving the charm and integrity o f  assets such as the Hampstead 
Conservation Area, and on behalf  o f  m y  neighboura  I strongly urge you to refuse this unsympathetic 
scheme. 

Comments  made b Eleanor Aniold Pole o f  g Gainshoirat h Gardens NW3 I El 
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Development Management Camden COrestill 
Camden Council 
6th Floor. Camden Town Nall Extension 
Argyle Street 
London WCINBECI 
FAO: MOW 

Dear Ms Miller 

to  CHRISTCHURCH HILL LONDON PAYS I n  REF NO: 2014/2116/P 

ERECTION OF 3 STOREY PLUS BASEMENT HOUSE WITH REAR ADDITION AT FIRST FLOOR 
LEVEL AND MANSARD ROOF EXTENSION FOLLOWING PARTIAL DEMOLITION OF EXISTING 
EXTERNAL ENVELOPE 

MUCCTION TO PLANNING APPUCA 

We refer to ton aPoliCatren and Mr:WIN °Mere to the proposals, the detailed material 
reasons tor which we explain in this letter. 

Whilst the applicants allude on the planning application loon 10 a pre-application dialogue 
with the Council, we are not aware of any effort made by them 10 engage with us. ow 
neighbours or residents In the immediately surrounding area, a process specilitally 
encouraged by the Government. 

We can only assume that the applicants consciously ignored the commurshy befauSe they 
instinctively knew how the Community %%Ovid moo and how poorly the WOPOWIS would be 
retewed. 

MFONIIIIIPt there is no Statement of Community Involvement acconrearering the 
application. 

In our opreion, this reflects the applicant's complete disregard for community and the 
significant advents impact of the proposals on those neighboreing the development 
pankularty and the surrounding area generally. 

Like the many Objectors to M b  M0101100. we have no Objection in principle to the 
red's/0000*re IA The MISIMII M e a t y .  However, the current proposals are completely 
unacceptable to us a s .  m a l t  of P a c k *  l i the  applicants had had the courtesy to meet 
with us prior to the application we may have been a l e  to e a  constructive comments on 
what may be an acceptable redevelopment. 
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Herbage • pest, 

The Design & Access Statement accompanying the application states that the proposal Is 
'contemporary In its design and detailing yet sympathetic to its context by complimenting 
The existing traditional setting." 

This we consider to be a completely ludicrous assertion without any substance Or 
juSlilitation. 

In our opinion, the proposals are completely out of character with the surroundings and will 
Ceuta OemOnstrable. $11Pulitant harm to heritage assets Including Buildings Which Make A 
Positive COntributiOn 10 the Conservation Area and more generally to the character and 
appearance of  the Conservation Area. 

By this we rely., t o  scale, bulk. form, appearance and materials teleCted 10, edema! 
surfaces. 

The elevations ere pankvlarty obectIonable, with the mass 01 solid unlace being more 
appropriate for industrial tuikthigs end the fenestration of a modem office complex. 
Otmuladvely, the applicants display complete ignorance of design principles and no regard 
to the design and heritage value and importance of the site In Its context 

W e  note that the Design & Access Statement states that 110.10 is a residential property 
which laCkS any architectural merit and is t h e r e o f .  neutral 10 the character of the 
conservation area? 

We would not necessarily disagree with that comment but patently the proposal is not 
neutral and will significant* harm the character and appearance of the conservation area. 

Wheat every application is n a t t y  considered on its own merits. we are extremely concerned 
thin if permitted. this Men addition to this historic townscane will irrevocably damage the 
visual tone of the area. This will in turn encourage others with the same disregard as the 
applicant for our precious heritage assets to promote incongruous schemes and use the 
current appikadon If approved as a reflection of the area when plainly! is not and never 
' M S  be. 

The National Planning Polky Framework ( N M * )  01 March 2012 sets out the requirements 
for good design to which the Govermnent attaches great Importance Including that: "Good 
design lx a key aspect of SUStalflafle development, is indelible from good planning. and 
thould Conblbule positively to making planks better for people...? and that it should "—.. 
respond to local character and lestory. and reflect the N ine ty  of local sumiundess and 
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The NPPf states that i n  deter in.n.ng applications, local planning iiirthorltles should require 
an applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, liffluding any 
contribution made by their Soning.-There 

is no heritage impact assessment with the application. which we believe is further 
evidence that the proposals patently advenely impact on heritage assets and cannot be 
fuddled. 

The NPPF sets out clear criterion for assessing and refusing applications Impacting on 
heritage assets, nduding: 

I. Permission should be refused for development of poor design that falls to take the 
opportunities available for Imps:Moo the character and (Wanly of an area and the 
way it functions. 

T. When considering the impact of a proposed development on Use *AU N a n a  of a 
designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to die assersconsemation. 

3. Significance can be harmed or lost dirough alteration or destruction of the heritage 
asset or development oath's. its t e t t e  As heritage assets are krepPosible, any 
harm or loss Should require clear and convincing justification. 

I. Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to a designated 
heritage asset, local planning authorities should refuse consent. 

For all the reasons stated. there are clear and compelling reasons for the Council satirising 
the argekation on heritage and design grounds. 

We are extremely concerned that the proposed basement would have severe 'postural 
implications for neighbouring pioperties. 

Basements such as that proposed In this application have been proven to have caused 
structural collapse and craning both In the short and long teem. 

We are also extremely concerned over the implications of the proposed scheme in terms of 
surface wales flooding and flash rainstorms which is ignored by the applicant. 

The scheme simply cannot be assessed without a Construction Method Statement reflection 
geotechnical considerations and 'ndeed in the absence of a Flood Risk Assessment and 
Surface Water Drainage Strategy. 

These are all material considerations which in failing 10 be addressed by the applicant are 
grounds for the application's refusal. 
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MAE Plan: & Susumatulity Issues 

A house c l  the h a t  proposed In this application is likely to have significant Mechanical 
Electrical Mani requirements. 

Indeed, it is noted from Me Design St Access Statement that the applkintS make great play 
on the fact that the proposed bolding will be designed and constructed l o b e  as airtight n 
Possible yet there are no details of proposed ventilation. 

The Statement loosely relent to the location of ventilation and service controls without 
detail. 
Yet the application is unsupponed by • Mechankal and Electrical Method Statement setting 
Out the proposal's reaukements this respect. potential adverse outputs and therefore 
need for mitigation measures. 

Such material corniderinions in this regard include adverse noise Impact on which egaiM the 
apOlkation is Want 

If the applicants were so confident of the proposals sustainability credentials, d e n  the 
apphation S o l d  have been accompanied by an Fro Homes PreassessmeM Report. 
Where h the Applicant's proof that the proposals will meet Eco Homes standards? 

These are i f  plainly matters of principle without supponing Information on which the 
application is unacceptable and should not be determined in its current form. 

On the related subset of Svstainabillik we note that the Design and Access Statement 
accompanykig the application refers to PPSI of December 2007 which Of course was 
reputed by The National FlannIng Polky Framework RIPPE) of March 2012. 

The NPPF states that -Sustainable means m u t i n g  that better lives for ourselves don't mean 
worse lives tor Suture generations' and 'Sustainable development is about change for the 
better." 

The NPPF states that there are different danensions to Sustainable development incbding 
environmental WtIdt entails "conUgauting to protecting and enhancing our natural, built 
and historic etvironinent. and always seek to secure high quality design and a good 
standard of amenity for ag &s l ing  and futureoccupantsof land and buildings.' 

This we contend Is blatantly Ignored by the applicants and therefore the proposals fell to 
comply with the DPW 
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By the applicant's own .dntslon. as adifiewedrd on the Planning application lorm, 'there 
are I r m a  hef ts  on TOOf Own drOrtertb Of on adjoining Properties which are within falling 
distance of your proposed development' 

There Is no Arborkultural Assessment accompanying this application to address the impact 
of the proposals on root structure and canopies and thereby integrity ol mature tree 
spaciinerts. 

As such, we are extremely concerned that the proposed basement we result In the loss of 
mature Um specimen which will knew on the verdant quality of the conservation..... 

Trees Me of course 
completely and sane actor* 
refused. 

Implementation of the Prmeead 

comervation areas and unless this matter Is 
he implant, then this application should be 

The applicants have failed to address the impacts of the scheme's development in terms of 
the considerable disruption it will cause to the occupiers of neighbouring pigsties in 
terms of excessive noise, dust vibratiOn, and loss of on street parking provision. 

Indeed, the applicants have failed 10 address noise levels from the construction worts and 
they have mark no commitment to enter IMO a 561 Agreement under the Control of 
Pollution Art 1974. 

The au:AC.111On's failure to Provide a DeMcixtbn & ( Cr t t l 'UC ! K M  Noise. Vitiation and Oust 
Management statement ball/nal concern to us 

In addition the Mackie( 110 of the pavement during the works would bring about health and 
safely contents. 

▪ Should also be borne In Mind that this may not be the only redevelopment scheme in the 
area. Therefore. the cumulative impact Of Similar wridis in the immediate area must 
absolutely be taken Into account. 
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Oer(CnON TO emnionG APPlialiON 

May w e  reiterate inat w e  have no objection In principle to 
minting OrOPertY. 

Past loll 

raleVelOpMertt 01 the 

However. tor all tne reasons w e  state in this letter. In our opinion t h e  proposals In their 
current town are completely unacceptable and w e  would request that t h e  Counea refuses 
Planning Pennisslon lor this scheme. 

W e  would also request that you keep us informed or the application's process and how the 
Council intends to  decide the appliCaliOn. 

Youn sincerely 

Mr & M n '  Wilson 



The Heath & Hampstead Socie 
1.0.11013010.01COONIINLIZO 

The Seek, ossothow all Plowing Applleslions Mating to Hampstead, and 
Mew Ibr lbakilmpiet on t r a d e s  e l m  the leaffil 

To L a m a  N a n o .  dreamers. Demiopetieni Camel Team 

Plsordng Reft 2014/211611' 
Adams: 10 avishwell Soil 
INsaiiminly New howw. 
Case (Hiker. W O  Mince flaw 29 April 2011 

We do not object to die dernornion or die eximonw howe. whoch we aim.: is of link 
orchileaund wait. or to the Emma design orate proposed new home: u noted be a 
censidatabla improvement. 

Wove concerned. Waverer, about t o  frames or the application. 

I. Lack of Basemeni Impact Awcwaneti. 

II is appiecissed that then 'San existing basement over mom or the site covemge of 
the new h o s  bW 
s. thew is a significaw new ales orewavation si the rair *Mite home, and 
b. the home is semi-detached -whom (Idly winced. -and the stability said security 
of rite adjoining houses must be safeguarded. This cm only be msutcd by a WA. 
his orconcern dud no croornecrion or die We and new Mow is porno:4 shown 
the relative configwations and floor levels *tilt* 3 houses, or any indication or 
Manage° strategy. 

2. Cladding materials 

We applaud the popossl foe the use or wanking reethricl. er much a l l y  row. and 
new elevations. but do net milestone the 11O1101411101t -TCCO o Tim looks like a 
sheet nwisl daddies (eed? tine?). possibly iwaywhle ai nest kw el. hid wwly 
unsuitable al payounasi level, where a bard brick Of mitaw:. material would Amid. 
dunee of withstanding lontiena weawood.lear uniambly. 

Nese Resonateon dine IWO SUS; °theorise. refuse. 


