
lomvFebrusry2Ol4 

Re: Ob jec t i on  t o  P lann ing  Pe rm iss i on  - Fif th F loor ,  4 5  N e w  C o m p t o n  St. 
C a m d e n  Counc i l  Ref :  2014/0150/P 

Dear Mr Miller, 

I wish to object to this development for the following reasons 

• Pendrell House Is enclosed and blocked In by many high-rise buildings that 
encircle it The development would create a sense of enclosure in every 
direction especially for those long-term residents that Ow opposite it, where 
the proposed developments SW elevation will dowinate the outlook of the 
kitchens of flats 11.17,23 and 25 Pendrell HouseDthis end of the proposed d 5 '  floor is in Nile with the existing SW wall below it and not net back as in the 
adlusted NE end plans of the development now. The Planning Inspector in 
his appeal dismissal report (16 July 2013) vtewed the proposed development 
level from the rear windows on adjacent flats on St Giles High Street and 
found that ' the proposed additional storey would impact upon the outlook 
from rear windows of those properties along St Gtles High Street In this 
regard I find the proposed development would further reduce what is an 
already constrained outlook and would appear overbearing" I insist that this 
development would have the same negative effect in terms of outlook for 
those residents I have identified above My kitchen wtndow vrew would be 
completely filled by this new level I n o t e  you to see the impact upon our 
outlook n those flats identified in Pendrell House before making your 
decision (See Enclosed 1) 

• In line with the above point, the proposed privacy screen' at the SW end of 
the new development is not acceptable to those residents Deng opposite ft 
as this once again would dominate our outlook 

• The Warning Inspector in his appeal dismissal report (16 July 20131 viewed 
the proposed development level from the rear windows on adjacent flats on 
St Cites High Street and found that 'the proposed increase A height 
mould reduce the amount of daylight entering into those windows on Si. 
Giles High Sttent which 'ace the appeal propene . . . . 5 0  that this mould 
result in horn ' As daylight Steepen on each [eve' fartnet d o o r  our building at 
'feu cod I insiot that this toss of dapitget aptstes to the Fetches& of data 1 •• 
I /  Os witich Ire arltst oat to nee develonmera anti a t  ansite sesesonest iv 
more01 iota of  deatcht most he patriot e f t  :Mote t dot tutor to mane 

• Gm dot- torment s o u s  ,0100 c a t t y  A snow noise s h i v i l b u e , t i t u s  and 
disruption to residents in a n e x t ,  street busy sith business Soffte 

• The development allocates no social or affordable tout ing within it This 
small area is densely populated already and curresny has a yery high 
concestfatton of numerous blocks or luxury flats (Central Sant Cafes Glans 
Haese cci .  clouding the hundred neoposes' within the Aar scat tat 
( s t r o p s  eV atesItopY mot se Isvetocote ; tus %motet v i  O t t  be htiilt in 
the (VAG Geese width fate Hew ; r u i n ,  Osef 



• The development will have a negative impact upon a precious and at risk 
conservation area (on the Heritage at Risk register - English Heritage, 2009, 
as identified in the Denmark Street Conservation Area Appraisal & 
Management Strategy, Camden Council, adapted 16W/2010) and will further 
erode the Denmark Street Conservation Area, especially as it faces a 
historically important Grade I fisted church. The Planning Inspectorate report 
(24/6/13I found that 'the pmposal would harm and fail to preserve the 
character and appearance of the Denmark Street Conservation Area - 
contrary to Core Strategy policy." 

• The development wet in consequence affect the future of the protected and 
mature t-ees in the historic churchyard that already overhang the proposed 
development by some height. The dense canopies would impede both light 
and outlook to these proposed new flats, (See Enclosed 2a, 2b. 2c) 

• Further to the above point. Flat 1 in the proposed development would have 
daylight and outlook obscured by bath trees on the churchyard t ide and 
privacy screen along the SW side, This would in consequence further affect 
the future of these protected trees. r) ' 
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