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Architecturally it currently respects its neighbours in terms of outlock, dominance,
privacy and light received to windows.

It 2150 allows The Well — believed to be Roman in origin — to be an extremely strong
focel point in the courtyard.

Currently my Living Room Window directly overlocks 10 Ladywell Court's flat roof.
Please note: there is a distance of just 4 FEET/1.3m between cur two buildings at the
point wheze my Living Room Windew is situsted. My Bedroom and Bathzoom Windows also
overlook the building.

I am thezefore objecting te the Planning Application on the following grounds:

1 Overall

This application is, in effest, a total demolition and rebuild. The application
acknowledges thet the roof will be removed and the ground floor slab demelished and
excavated to a depth of at least 900mm. The front wall is of dubious construction — it
originally had no damp course — and since all four windows are to be altered it would
be nonsense to ottempt to undezpin it and install new foundatiens. It too will
thezefore be demolished together with the south wall, and all that will remein will ke
the party wall st the rear and the south. The applicant fsils to demonstrate how the
demolition would affect the party wall underneath my property. How this demolition and
build can be achieved given that the property has enly pedestrisn sccess, is a matter
that could also concern planning control.

2 Light

The north windows of the proposed rebuild obtrude massively. The proposed additional
storey would cause an unscceptable loss of sunlight and deylight levels into my Living
Room — at least 80% of sunlight and daylight £or 90% of the day. This is contrary to
Policy SD6(b). The chenge in the spplicetion does not address this concern in any way
at 211, It is perhaps worth noting that agsin this proximity has not been shown on any
of the drawings submitted in the application.

Despite the changes in the application, the increased height will reduce the light to
the north windows of Ladywell Coutt, and three of the four first floor windows require
the acquisiticn of rights of light over the adjscent fresehold.

3 Daylight, Sunlight, Less of Privacy and Overlooking;

2} Living Room: The proposed additional storey would cause an unacceptable loss of
sunlight and daylight levels into my Living Room, which is East-SouthEast facing and
captures all the daytime sunlight — at least 80% for 90% of the day. This is contrary
te Policy SDE (k).

b) The outlook from my Living Room Window would be completely obscured by the brick
wall and pitched roof proposed by the Rpplicant. This has not changed in the new
application.

c) Proximity. The proximity between the propesed brick wall/pitched roof and my Living
Room Window would he just 4 feet/l.3m (please see my photo ‘Width 10&5-9LC° ). The
Plans fail to meet the requirements of

Bl{z) and (g).

d) Density

The proposed change will increase the accommodation by 37.8 square metres while the
existing sguare meterage is 52.3 sguare metre; The resultant total of 90 square metre
is too large for the small plot:

The proposal site is only a one storey dwelling, which was built for the purposes of a
caretaker and therefore it would have never been the intention that this building be
extended by almost twice its size.

&) Privacy and oppressive and overbearing The narth windows and skylights of the
proposed rebmild overlock my property — and my Living Room, Bathroom and Bedroom. This
has not changed in the new spplicetion. The Living Room is my mein habiteble zoom — it
would be utterly ruined by these plans. The proposed first floor brick wall/pitched
roof situsted a few feet from my main deylight window would ke oppressive and
cverbearing.



The proposed storey would also bleck sunlight and daylight levels inte my Bathzoom by
around 30%. Also, as my bathroom is ensuite, my bedroom benefits by approximately 40%
from the light that shines in from the bathroom — I use the bathroom window as a second
window.

My Living Room Window dizectly overlooks Hampstead Heath, a view enjoyed from this
kbuilding since c.1792. (See Attached Notes — LBC — RUDP BO — Views). The proposed
extension would completely obscure this and any other views from my Living Room Window
including the shared residentizl hemefits of the Well Courtyard.

The proposed terraced roof area will face directly onto my Living Room, Bathroom and
Bedroom. Therefore, if the terrace/roof were being used, there would be substantial
loss of privacy to adijacent propsrty.

For exsmple, my Bathroom is ensuite and I enjoy the benefit of being able to open my
bathroom window after using the bathroem facilities ie, toilet. The lack of privacy
afforded by the proposed roof terrace would prevent me from doing so.

My Bedroom also would be overlocked by the proposed additional storey and roof
terrace, again creating a lack of privacy.

This extzems proximity of the roof terrzace could cause disturbance through noise, at
any time of day or night. The occupants could canse considerable disturbance,
especially at night. There is no way of controlling when and how the residents will
use the proposed terzace and this will have a detrimental effect on my property, which
fails the requirements of policy 3D6 (d).

The propesed roof terrace will diminish my use and enjoyment of my Living Room,
Bathroom and Bedroom. Tt will result in the loss of a residential amenity, as the
courtyard will be affected. In the past planning consent has been given on the basis
that the proposed terrace be used solely for maintenance and not as an amenity, but
this gannot be controlled.

Equally, my property would overlook the proposed bedrooms and bathroom. I would be
able to see right into the proposed roof-lights which will result in a loss of privacy
for the residents of the proposed new building — and any future residents.

Equally my house and roof terrace overlook the propesed bedrooms, which will result in
s loss of privacy for the residents of the proposed new building — and any future
residents

4 Density
The propesed change will incresse the accommodation by 37.8 sguere metres while the
existing square meterage is 52.3 square metres; The resultant total of 90 square
metres is tao large for the small plot.

The proposal site is only a one storey dwelling, which was built for the purposes of a
caretaker and therefore it would have never been the intention that this building be
extended by slmost twice its size.

5 Bulk
The proposed area is the same as the original application which was refused — there is
no difference in the proposed bulk, which was, and still is, cverpowering.

& Detriment to a Residential amenity
The proposed lopsided and oppressive front elevation will diminish the charm of the
courtyard — an important facility and one which is used by all the residents.

Theze will be a reduction of sun and of light — in the only area that remains open:
this should not be disturbed, and is an important residential amenity.

The proposed build will significantly alter the appearance of the current building,
which is now an established feature within the conservation ares and will lead to an
unsatisfactory level of enclosure between the site and surrounding dwellings.

7 Damagé to a historic site, and to the historic well
Ladywell Court is the oldest continually inhabited site in Hampstead dating from Roman
times. The well is practical and clearly has sccess to a frash water supply/reservoir
which may well be Roman. Excavating arcund this can cause damage to this environment
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and structure. It would therefore be helpful if this application were also assessed by
a Conservation Qfficer.

Undermining the current ground £loor level by digging down four steps could have
structural impact on the well, which is extremely close proximity.

hesthetically this historiec site and the well should not be overshadowed by any
additional height and extra building

8 Design of the proposed dwelling
The proposed building has no design merit and will detract from the environment.

Additionally, considering the building itself: the proposed lowering of the floor by
four steps — at least 900mm means that in order to accommedate the extra storey, the
floor of the new storey will be at the height of the curzent first fleor windows —
which will be very oppressive

The new additional floor will be compressed te such an extent that the eaves aze
unusable, as the height is shallow. Alternatively, if this is addressed by lowering
the front elevation windows, then the alteration in the fagade will no longer match
the surrounding buildings within the courtyard —and the overall look of the courtyard
will be compremised.

MISREPRESENTATIONS/FLAWS ON THE FLANS

A Proximity. The Applicent has deliberately withheld from Cemden

Council any references — ie Drawings, Plans, Photographs and Notes - regarding my
property and its proximity to the proposed additional storey. He has zlso witbheld any
references to the other residences at

1-9 Ladywell Court, and the other residences in the well courtyerd.

2, Daylight & Sunlight Report. The Applicant has failed to submit to

the Council a Daylight and Sunlight report regarding my property.

3 Property Boundaries. The Applicant has delibezately failed to

indicats in the plans and photogzephs the distance between No.10 and 5 — 9 Ladywell
Court — ie: 4 feet/1.3m. (Pleass see my photos Width 1084-9LC; and View window.jpg and
Flats & & 10.)

4. Height. The Applicant has deliberately failed to indicate the
height of the proposed additional storey.
5. Environment. The Applicant is deliberately mislesding the Couneil

Y when in

by referring to the other adjacent building — Ladywell Lodge as ‘high rise
fact it has only three floozs.
5. Dimensions. The Applicant has deliberately exaggerated the existing

dimensicns of No.10.

9y CONSERVATION

“To the north, on the edge of the heath, lay no. 22 East Heath Road (Grove House;
later Holford or Heathfield House, Melville Hall, and finally Ladywell Court), in 1762
& 'capital messuage' with stabling, a greenhouse, and 1% a. owned and occupied by
Thomas Webb. (fn. 40)” — A History of the County of Middlesex, Vpol. 9. Pub. 1989 An
18th century manor house, Ladywell Court comprises eight flats and features an
imposing 18th century staircase and a working well of Romen origin. Prior to the
building of St. Mary s Catholic church in Holly Place prayer meetings were regularly
held here, so the building is of significant social, religous and historical merit.
The Planning Application lies within the Hampstead Conservaticn Area. Policy B7 is
therefore relevant, which requires proposals to preserve or enhance the character or
appearance of such areas, The Council has a duty to preserve or enhance the character
of the Conservation Area. (SD6 B7).

Bs discussed above, the proposal site is a cne-storey building that was built for the
purposes of a caretaker and therefore it would have never been the intention that this
building be extended by almost twice its size. It would significantly alter the
balance and harmony of 1-3 Ladywell Court, its Well, and of the courtyard as a whole,
and would ultimately harm the character and appearance of this part of the
conservation area, which conflicts with the policy B7 and regulations under section 72
of the Town and Country Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

10. Minor Points
. It will be difficult to use amenities such as the coocker in the new
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