
From: titherland, Jenna 
Sent: 30 January 2014 17:44 
To: Planning 
Subject: PN Comments on application 2013/8002/P - logged on m3 10/2/14 pt 
Attachments: RH_DH_Objection_22.1an docx, annotated jmagejpg, Video_of_gatherings wmv 

Categories: Orange Category 

Jenne Litherland 
Senior Planning Officer - Wes t  Team 

Telephone: 020 7974 3070 

From: Damn Hay 
Sent: 24 

lanuaryellilifl 

To: Litheriand, Jellaa; rasie.hayes@thel rm.Otg 
Subject: Fwd: comments on application 2013/8002/P 

Hi Jenne 

Just to add that the video volum is significantly lower when transfered onto email. Please let us know if you want to 
see the original which gives a clearer sound of the noise transmitted upwards from the staircase 

regards 

Damn Hayes 

rd:ze 
To: litherland, Jenna 
Cc: Hayes (nee Aldred), Dawn 
Subject: FW. Comments an application 2013/8002/P 
Importance: High 

Jen. 

Please confirm you received this email, 

Thanks 

Rosin 

From: Rosie Hayes 
Sent: 22 January 2014 12:17 
To: 
Cc: 

a..11111. 

Subject: Comments on application 2013180021P 
Importance: High 

Dear Jenne 

I attach our latest objection to application 2013/80021P along with an annotated photograph of the proposed building 
and a short video of smokers on Rebecca Hossack's existing fire escape. Please confirm receipt of these. 
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ObjectionstoSe West applkatlon for planning permission to erect a building on 
I M  m a t  e t  2A Conway 

S W .  are Darn  Hayes and RCMP Hayes. pint owners of 20 Conway Street which d 
adjacent to Rebecca dossack's art gaiety ai 24Conway Street. We are writing to 
eUtenll Our objections to Mn HOSSatt'S latest planning application: 2013/13002/P. 

2. Before we address our objection to the application. we * t o l d  live i t to be 
recorded on file that we have not had a proper response to our concerns Or to the 
Questions we raised in our email to t t e  Council dated 9 January 2014. 

3. We have not been told whether the planning department has receded the 
reSOmMaRRIROne from the Iftemall insPeC10, relating to Ms 110tSacaS appeal 
Aaafx5210/A/13/2206683. n i t  essential that we are informed of the outcome of the 
appeal and provided with a full accouni of the reasons given by the inspector for 
allowing or rejecting Ms Kossack's appeal. Without such rerevant information we are 
placed in a highly disadvantaged position when opposing Ms Hossack's laiest 
plinninganalicailon. 

I .  We requested In o w  email that consideration of Ms Matfett% latest application 
be postponed by the planning department rathl after the inspector's decision has 
been received. We strongly disagree WIM111111181aSSMSUnent that the current 
application is significantly different front the prevbus apptka0on. W e  strongly 
disagree with ienna's view that the latest application S W I M  warrant being 
suspended until the recommendations are received from the 
loss of amenity to our property whkh relates to both planning applications 
applies. The latest proposal stM invades o w  privacy. causes noise pollution. causes 
smoke pollution, creates antisocial hours of b u t i n e a  causes toss of nthural Dahl 10 
our property and f r e t  rise 10 s te ro l  other neptive outcomes, as tag be &Mated 

S. These and other points were made by Camden Co-and vales refusing planning 
perntsiOn and disagreeing with Ms 140134CPCS grounds for appeal. Her latest 
application continues lo go against Camden's housing p a w .  this policy promotes 
the gliding principle that its tenants and leaseholders ate entitled 10 he Quiet 
enjoyment of their harms without mtdue disrupUon. W e  are therefore lormally 
requesting that the planning department postpones wry consideration of Ms 
trossacKs most recent application for planning permission until alter the current 
appeal is deckled by the inspector and we have been notified of the reasons given by 
Mtn / her. 

Olifeetthn to  Pili llossack9 l a te *  apple:Won to build on the ater ided raylarea 

6. Our reasons for objecting to this tateri.IPPh/J1 on ore the same as those we have 
submitted in a more detailed ham in rebv .o  ̂ to earher applications. These draw 
attention to the adverse effect that building on the roof wig have on o n t o , .  and 



enjoyment of our small Hat This situation has not changed. as Is Misdated by the 
attached annotated picture of the proposed bane& 

7. The latest description of the impact the proposed building MN have on our 
adjoining property was submitted by the professionals who have prepared a report. 
n lull of complacent assertions that we me not be adversely affected. The report 
relies on rhetoric and pseudo science. It ignores the fad that It Is undoubtedly the 
case that if planning permission were to be granted for Ids alossades proposal this 
would meant that Camden Coundts policy that the Council will protect the quality 
of We of neighbours by only granting frembsid" ITH IlYRTIORmenl that d o e  not 
cause halm to amenity would not have been followed. 

8. There is nothing in her latest application that overcomes the sound policy reasons 
given by the Manning Committee for fehning to grant plennhw permission for Ms 
Home' s  earner application, that is now Ming appealed. The new appileadon, if 
granted, would have an adverse impact on all of the following NiplIghbtd factors 
that currently conttibute to the pleasure of !Mina our fiat: 

(I) We currentM enjoy privacy. it is now proposed that people d e  be permitted to 
gather outside ort the roof at the same level as our bedroom and terrace and that 
Our only way of Waning M i n e  will he to have r a g m e n  trees, hedge and shrubs 
planted directly and closely in front of our only window to o w  bedroom and 
opposite our small roof terrace. These high plants which we do not want as they will 
be very close and claustrophobic will completer block the light Into our bedroom. 
The same plants will also cast a shadow over our terrace considerably dimMishing Its 
amenity value and depriving us of both direct swilled and unInteepted daylight. 

MI We currently enjoy Ming able to loot up at the sky horn our bedroom window. 
This view will be completely ovenhadoand and blocked by the prodmim of the 
budding and the high screen created by the trees, shrubs and hedges. As a result, we 
will no longer be able to enjoy the outlook from our terrace. 

(ill) Ms H o m e  frequently uses her root terrace for wade pitmehms. Please see the 
attached video shaving an trample of people peering on the editing Me escape 
of Rebecca Hossadi Gallery. Neese note people are smoked and speaking al a high 
vokene. This video was t e e n  on • phone f r a e s  our deeed bedroom window. 

There have been companion from neighboirs about the reilbelearree caused by these 
gatherings. Such gatherings fall outside the scope of the permission that was even 
for the Change Of Use of her premises from business Use to UM a n n  ad galley. NO 
permission van Man for public function use. The latest proposal means that these 
noisy piheings  will become even more Intrusive and gave dm to letearabla 
of noise disturbing our quiet enjoyment of our Mt. 

(iv) People who attend these social gatherings often drink and smite. For this 
behaviour to be allowed to take place close to our bedroom window appears to 
breach all laws designed to protect people from unamitetna e w e S  entering their 



Smoke m i d d e n  is highly oldectionable to riOnninOterS. Nonetheless this 
latest proposal would undoubtedly lead to people s w e a t {  and * W W I  on the 
&Opining area of roof terrace and this would certainly drift onW our terrace and 
through the bedroom wIndiyer. We would have to tolerate the behaviour of people 
s h a v e  spent the awning lacing loudly. sometimes shouting or playing loud 
muds and Otherwise acting In unpleasant ways thereby CauSing a disturbance 
because they are dna*. 

94 The p r i m e d  building has skylights o a t ,  roof that slope down and face our 
own bedroom window. Ughts will W o e  though these skylights and a l l  beam Into 
our bedr0Orn window pnwenling us from sleeping. Other outside V a s  are Platy to 
cause the same unwelcome U r i  polkilon Into our property. 

en/ One Or emu two of these highlighted outcomes should planning permission be 
granted might properly be accepted as part of the give and take of balancing the 
applicant's wish to extend the use and witeM of her properly against the oblecior s 
wish to maintain all Ma present enjoyable arnenilies artached to her existing 
residential property But if Camden were to reach the decision to r a n t  the Welt 
application by PAS HOSSaCk this would undermine and destroy the exisllltg amenity 
benefits associated with living at 20 Convoy Sheet in their entirety. it wand 
therefore not be a lalt and balanced cwiconie. 

9. We live on the top floor of I D  Conway Sweet. Ills a property that contains flais on 
each boor and is occupied by pleasant and responsible people whose behaviour is 
under control and who do riot cause dWkulties. We could never have ankipated 
that Wing opposite the top floor of a flatiroofed building labelled as an art galtery 
would turn out, In practice, to be a prOPenv which is often used as a ^Ohl, Soda, 
venue. We could not have anticipated the constant pressure on Camden Council 
from Ms HOStaCk to extend the building upwards and to make repeated sets .serving 
planning applications that. if granted, would cause Irretrievable damage to the 
amts. , /  not only of our home, but also to the amenity of the homes in neighbouring 
properties. 

10. An indication of the eudthraly selfish and uncompromising apprOaCh adopted by 
Ms 110sSiCk when she heats that neighbouring residential propels,/ owners obJect to 
her prepOsed developments Is Mustrand by the following assertion that she Includes 
in her latest appkaiion for planning permission. She writes: The ORE guidelines 
recognise that buildings b a t e d  dose to the slte boundary. as Is the ewe here, may 
be considered as b a t  neighbours, laid's& more than their fair share of light, llds Is 
particularly so in situations where adding bundlegs have yet to meet their fullest 
w h i m  14 by matching the height and proportions Of S t e l a e  u n m a n &  hulldnie. 
heCOntinelL • M a w  aadnadam in almdight or mmllight may be o r r a o l i a l t  l a d  so 
the local authority may wish 10 W I ,  retent 

I I .  MS HOSSack Clearly recognises that the proposed bulidIng will reduce the access 
to daylight and sunlight that we presently W N W  thrown out heteoern w1"00w and 
on our roof terrace. nowriver. instead of annoy/M*1nd the damage to our wet' 



being that will b e  caused by the loss of these  two  basic needs  both of which have a 
profound influence on the quality ol life, she a s s e r k  that t h e  reduction of these 
invaluable amenities, daylight and sunlight. 'may b e  unavoidable.  She dismisses the 
impact that the loss of daylight and sunlight will have On our pros/erre indeed she 
goes  s o  far as to  suggest reat Camden might therefore choose  different t o i l e t  values 
(clearly meaning much lower amounts) to  assess the amount of daylight and sunlight 
w e  ought to  receive. 

a n i k a t i o n s  for Manning PerritiWort m a d e  by Ms launch 

12. This is the third time in the last Iwo years that Ms Hossack has applied for 
Planning 'remission to  erect a large buikling o n  top of  the present fiat roof of M 
Conway Street. W e  sent detailed written f a t h o m ' s  t o  Camden Council objecting to 
both earlier applications. Ms Hossack later withdrew her first application. Planning 
permission for her second application w a s  refused by Camden PlannMg Committee. 
Ms Hossack appealed and t h e  appeal WM sent to  an Inspector 
(aPPM5210/4/13/3306683). 

I i .  In her written appeal Ms W i n d t  claimed that ' M e  proposal itself was 
considered to  compliment the hosibuikting and would presence and enhance the 
character and appearance of the conservation area: The further stated The addition 
of a studio flat was also considered acceptable .  We strongly Question the 
authenticity of  these  two sell-setting statements. No such expressions of opinion 
appear in Camden's written decision. On the contrary. the application for planning 
permission was turned down b y  t h e  Planning Committee without reservation and 
the Planning Department sent a powertviry worded tenet  t o  the inspector Opposing 
the appeal and giving forceful reasons why the proposed building would have a 
destructive impact on t h e  &meaty of  adjoining properties. 

Ma M e s s r s  latest appal:Maw for planil injpennisalon should b e  rejected or at 
1 s t  pelpeited 

W e  have looked Into whether there is a Ilmh to  the number of  fresh planning 
applications that a n  be m a d e  when, essentially, each application amounts to  the 

same proposal. W e  have noted that section 43 of the Planning and Compulsory 
Purchase Act 2004 M o w s  Camden Commit to  refuse, or postpone, dealing with Ms 
Hossack's latest application. IMs la the  position because she has already made two 
earlier Similar applications and her  third application. In the form of all appeal 
hearing, has yet to  be decided and could b e  refused. Sinte then she has made 
another application and b e e n  given permission to  extend her roof area, a t ,  purpose 
being re  apply again t o  S i d  on that area. 

IS. The lack of  equallw be tween  mapliTantS for and objectors  to  laialwing permission 

appears to  have influenced the thinking behind the S a l t i n g  o f  t h e  provisions In 
section a l .  These provisions recomilte that it cannot be right that an aliabiont can 
rely an wearing down any opposition to  a manning application by repeatedly putting 
in further applications. Such a one.sreed that the & p o i s o n  is laireN 



eventually to get her way regardless of how seriously the grant of permission 
the amenity of adjoining popeny  wines. 

16. When responding to Ms Wasiak's first planning application to bold on the roof 
we employtd a landscape architect to advise us. We took further professional advice 
when objecting to her second application. But. unlike Ms Hossack, we do not hew 
the time or the means to keep obtaining professional advice. We fear that Ms 
HOtSaCk vela eventuallygelt her way Simply because she has the financial means to 
employ professionals to make her case and the determination to keep putting in 
fresh applications. 

17. by o w  case, it would be wrong if Ms nonage should succeed solely because we 
cannot afford to pay tar further help to resist her latest applkaon.  lt means that we 
WO be unduly andOuS about going away nom our property to have • holiday, error 
some ot ter  reason. Any objection to a plan Mg appikation must be submIned 
within 21 days and she may choose to time her separation for when we are not at 

11I.We therefore fonnally request that Camden Council either refuses Ms nossacWs 
latest application to bold on her roof or, at the least. postpones gMng consideration 
to her latest proposal for the nest two years. 

The P a v a n s  S I M  Hossedds amend planning applications requires careful 
Weeetleadam 

19. We suggest that the Planning Committee should be fully informed about 
whether and when permission was given to his.Hosuck to change the use of the 
W N W {  from an An gallery to a residential and public lunation venue. Since her first 
successful planning ' m i k a d o n  in lune 2006 To change the use of the ground floor of 
ZA Cowen  Street from Office Use (class 131) to Retail Use (Class Al )  the M u t e  of the 
use of ZA Conway Street has altered. his frequently used by Ms H o n e d  as a 
Drinking Establishment (Class Al l  and for Assembly and Leisure K l a n  Dn .  despite 
there being no Planning permission for these two uses. There h a w  been complaints 
of noise arising from the week night events at the gallery and on one recent occasion 
this lead 10 Camden housing mobile patrol being WillaCted in the early houndf  the 
morning by people unable to sleep because of the none frame very loud Wood 
System. 

10. We also suggest that the Planning Commutee looks into how Ms KOSSaCt'S 
earlier applications for planning permission to build on her fool were handled. In her 
more recent applications she always makes the point: ` M t  proposal itself wes 
considered to Complement I he host building and would preserve and enhance the 
character and appearance of he conservation area. The addition of a studio flat was 
also considered acceptable'. Did someone In the Planning Debanment express Such 
an opinion to Ms liossack7 If so, how Can he or she apprOkh Ms HOSSaCk'S latest 
application with an Independent Mind? Is bias affecting hOw this 11.Sue is being 
managed? 



I L  team's reply b o u t  email sem on January 9 has made us particularly anxious 
about how Ms Hossacas I a s i  application will be handled by Camden planning 
department. On January 17M. lenna replied. 1 discussed this with my manager 
yesterday. The scheme is substantially Milerent from that currently at appeal. 
Therefore, i don't agree that it is necessary to withhold a decision until he animal Is 
determined. This apparition c a n s .  assessed separately on its own merits.' 

22. We need to be sure that any indMidual planner considering our objection 
approaches what is a very serious Manning matter affecting our future enjoyment of 
Our home in an independent and unbiased manner. However, l iana has already 
made up her mind Mat a decision on the latest application can be made before we 
learn of the outcome of the appeal to the inspector. We strongly disagree that this is 
a proper approach. 

23. This means that we can see no other option for o w  R a n  to be lardy heard other 
than by wbmitting a complaint to Mike Cooke. Camden's Chief Execulkee, expressing 
our dismay at the way this case has been and conUnues to be handled causksg us 
enormous amounts ol stress. anxiety and legal and professional costa 

Rosie Hayes 
Dawn thlyef 




