
2.9.13 
D e a r  Sirs 

P l m m i n g  a p p l i c a t i m  cmsultatim 
A p l c n  r e fe rence  2013152341P 
P e r s o n  deal ing : E i m e a r  H e a v e y  

I r e f e r  t o m e  above appl ica t ion  f o r  a b a s e m e n t  c o m e r s o n  a n d  s e p a r a t e  erection 
of a ma i sone t t e  t o  a p r o p e r t y  at 44 F e r n c r  oft A v e n u e  b y  t h e  ovvner of t h e  ground 
floor flat A, M r  Kulick. 

M y  h u s b a n d  S t ephen  a n d  ' w i t h  to object  to M r  K u l i c k ' s  p l m m i n g  app l i ca t ion  to 
extend his  b a s e m e n t  a n d  t o  cons t ruc t  a s e p a r a t e  ma i sone t t e  f o r  t h e  reasons 
s u m m a r i s e d  be low a n d  w h i c h  largely echo those  w h i c h  w e  ra i sed  o n  M a y  20th in 
response  to M r  K u l i k ' s  ea r l i e r  appl icat ion.  W e  ovm t h e  house  immedia te ly  next 
to 44 w h i c h  lies less t h a n  12 feet f r o m  t h e  site of t h e  p r o p o s e d  works .  A wooden 
fence n m s  a long  t h e  b o u n d a r y  t o  t h e  p r o p e r t y .  T h e  conce rns  a r e  expressed  in 
g r e a t e r  detail  below. 

I t  is n o t  immedia t e ly  clear to us  w h a t  all t h e  di f ferences  a r e  b e t w e e n  this  a n d  the 
ear l ier  application. 

W e  no te  t h a t  t h e  I m p a c t  Assessment  a n d  Conisbee  r e p o r t  a r e  d a t e d  f r o m  earlier 
in the  y e a r  a n d  t he r e fo r e  h a v e  n o t  b e e n  a m e n d e d  to add re s s  o u r  concerns  about 
vvater n u b o f f  f r o m  t h e  t r e e  w h i c h  was  r e m o v e d  f r o m  4 4 ' s  g a r d e n  a f t e r  t h e  initial 
p l a n n i n g  appl ica t ion  w a s  submitted. 

H a v i n g  cons idered  the  i m p a c t  assessment  su rvey  evidence a n d  ana lysed  the 
Council  G u i d a n c e  on b a s e m e n t s  a n d  lightvvells C P G 4  a n d  the  Camden 
Deve lopment  Policy 27 m y  h u s b a n d  a n d '  m a i n t a i n  o u r  q u e r y  as t o  w h e t h e r  the 
survey p u t  f o r w a r d  in s u p p o r t  of  th i s  appl ica t ion  a d e q u a t e l y  addresses  the 
impac t  of t h e  p r o p o s e d  w o r k s  on o u r  p r o p e r t y  w h i c h  h a s  a b a s e m e n t  level to it. 
I n d e e d  w e  no te  incidental ly  at p a g e  9 of C m i s b e e ' s  b a s e m e n t  impac t  report 
r e p o r t  at p a r a g r a p h  3.3.13 t h a t  it states t h a t  ' there is n o  indication that  apill 
storey he igh t  basemen t  exists in ei ther ne ighbour ' .  M r  Ku l l i ck  visi ted our 
p r o p e r t y  be fo re  t h e  or iginal  p l a n n i n g  app l i ca t ion  was  lodged in a n d  visi ted our 
basement .  C m i s b e e  h a v e  n o t  a s k e d  t o  inspect  be low g r o u n d  in o u r  house. We 
do n o t  k n o w  if t h e r e  is a technica l  m e a n i n g  f o r  'full s to rey  h e i g h t '  b a s e m e n t  or 
cellar b u t  ou r s  is a b a s e m e n t  or  cellar w h i c h  is one f loor  b e l o w  t h e  g round .  We 
use it f o r  s torage,  n o t  f o r  living quarters. 

W e  h a v e  h a d  t o  a d d r e s s  t h e  issue of f lood po ten t i a l  d u r i n g  pe r iods  of heavy 
ra infal l  a n d  are  conscious of h o w  effective m e a s u r e s  m u s t  b e  to p r e v e n t  water 
p e n e t r a t i o n  t h r o u g h  openings at b a s e m e n t  level. W e  h a v e  a d o o r  leading  t o  a 
'well '  a r e a  a n d  a n  outside cellar a n d  a r e  r igo rous  to ensure  t h a t  t h e  d r a i n  in the 



n e t  area is kept d ra t  cf c a t  a d o .  II lakes clay a few leavei lo  block the drain 
I t c h  c an c arise bit [ma i  iloodln1 whet the water level rises above she lip cf the 
& o r .  In  b cat s of heavy rain INS a n  occur Inminutes as the m i l  is an enclosed 
area and the water l i e d  O w l  giftdcly. 

kir kulick's c act tact ors remcwed a l a d s  tree I r a n  the boundary with cm rear 
garden cm Ire believe. Friday 19 Apr110)11 We have been bdonned by the 
caincil that p e r / M a n n  torntiove a Cyprus tree was Oven in X I I I  reference 
number 2011 1841. W e  assume this was the tree in question. It nos pruned only 
a fins m a t h s  ago, possibly last stunner. and sty were surprised n a l  a w n  being 
removed in its entirety at this point in time so icmg after s w a b / O a t  lo  remove it 
had been granted. W e  note that the f ining cf the rntioval aSISSI I S  It took 
place after documents had been subnitted for the plumbic w o l f l i k e  which 
Inc hided the basement hip act repot  in support of the O m a n i  * W i e n  Ion. 

relevanc e of the tree is that 1; 's remusal post dated the basmient 
impact stinay. I noticed followins Kee work a lest yrars ago in a gardm bC 
ReditCØCaC Rcnd which nms .111w rear d o u r  garden that surface water not cff 
following heavy rainfall seems lobo p e l l e t  than it was prenionsly. No 
caalder at icm has been Oven In ihe repon lo the effect of the removal of the tree 
in 44A cm water flow and we confider n a l  this aspect should be monitored over 
a period of several m a t h s  le doirinediffenmi cravats. 1 tishasnot been date as 
the surrey was c cmducted prior l o lhe  iree b Ono fnnoved. S itCce wie turn-know 
that pennissicm was granted to restore O w n e r  in 2011 it begs the quantal 
Iffinher the tree works should either have been carried out earlier so that the 
rep cm could c catmint up cm them or the report delayed to alias it to consider the 
matter. 

b lodlver illy of the area may have been affected by the r ernoval of the tree. 
The encroaclutient upcm the front and rear gardens of the enlarged footprint cf 
the development with liatit wells M U  further impact cm the garden area and the 
gmeral appearance of the prupeny. 

We note that the tree inunediately outside + I A  in the street has already been 
tested for decay and wie are c m o a n e d  that the souks mold affect the r a t  • 

M a  have only cmce t inted the inside of 44A we believe this nos on Sunday 
April 1401. We went Mani  into Ihe ranting basement area fudd le  atCeil cf 
damp waspalpable stuozest big an existing problem with water 
ingress penes t i d a l  which you do nal hews in our basement. We quest icm 
whether the c (n i t r i c  ticm suCCCid istl es a dam &vetting stater ranran and ground 
water towards us. 

T h e  repeal d o n  not advise that the proposed winks will not cause damage to our 
property. I f  my understanding of the cCCCOCc11 approach is c cured a suitable 
report needs to make this positive assertion. This c cznideraticm dues not appear 
tCC have been addressed in any sufficient detail. kly ' trusses imderstanding is 
that the council requires the applicant to caalder the scheme's impact cm local 
drainage and flooding and on the structural stability of neistib oar ing properties 
through i t s  affect on groundwater conditions and ground moves. T o  the extent 



that this aspect has not been adequately addressed the repon m u l d  be 
inadequate and flawed. 

It is proposed as part t i the  scheme that light mi ls  be cantflirted. The c ouncil 
document notes that the sides of an excavation always m o r n ( )  matter how 
supported they may be. A ccor dingb. If the t e m  m a v e l i o n  applies t o 1100 mils 
as well as any m a n i a  to extend the basement areas lateral movement of land 
near can boundary can be expected. T h e  effete or such n.oveaactttntacr property has not been explored. 

Installation of 1100 mi ls  and windows at h a s e n e t  lewd will be unsightly 
and affect the curtail vista of the properly which at p r e e n  Is In b a t m a n  MTh 
the Lisp usg e building. blot ower the addition of ratlines to m a n e  anyone 
(alibis demi  into the sall area wmild be ugly and affect * t w e e d y  thecharacter 
of the bffildlop Inc hiding the garden. I note that M r  K u l *  pommel  to overt cane 
the vanlahtly appear ante of railings at the ! r a t  by plant bi t  hedges around the 
them W i t h  would I world Martine obUt er ate livht e n t e r N  the p top ens at 
basement level and leave ihe mons rather gloomy. 

Its addlticm the presence ° f l ight  w d l s c a i d  b e •  hazard to children sinless they 
are secured properly to deter sad prevent s c a m  I t  rosy be considered relevant 
that f l a r e  In close psorchney to Be Margana ' , D a y  School for Orts Mitch ewers 
for Otis rased 4.16. n i t r e ' s  easy E t t a  to the garde.  6666 f r a u  the Oren and a 
child could easily enter thegarden. The road ht Aso willdn walking dist anc e of 
I I m i t a t e d  and Is i s  rattily *MIL There is c rentlent f a d  traffic of children to and 
food thevillage M * t h a t  times. 

Wit testelder O M  the project overall tumid lead to an over development of the 
site M i c h  has already been convened f r a u  a large /sane boo Oats. We aconite 
that the aarage enenS1011 was pemit ted as an est onion. to44A not as a 
sprinatoard for further developmmt to c tette two separate t a i l i n g  units. l'his 
Is not Just an apptcatict to extend case p top eny but effectively to create a second 
separate a n  tax 

W e  mead argue that different c assideraticts shcnici also cane into play when 
the council is c molderMg a developmmt of a single oc cupancy property and case 
which is multi orcupsory. t i l t s  house already r a v e n e d  into Oats. 44A has the 
use t i t h e  g m i n d  floor plots garden and storage area in the basement. It is an 
over developmmt t i t h e  fi le Is Wort the proposed project to pr cx red Oven the 
impact cm the other tenants In the pigpens 1rrespectWe t i t h e  effect as the 
inutadiate nelabctirs. To this e a  ent the rater enc e to planning apptcaticts 
haling been granted in the area to other prop enter is not ccznparboz like MTh 
like M a r e  applic at ions o n e  granted to single t a i l i n g s  rather than to 
properties convetsed into flats. 

With  best wishes 

Tours sbuerely 



?sirs P Isaacs 



Re: Planning Application 2013/5234/P 

FAO Eimear Heavey 

I am writing in response to the above planning application. 

Proposal Description: 
The side extension was never a separate residential unit as stated, before it was 
incorporated into flat A it was a garage and what is described as the access door to 
that separate residence was, in fact, the door to a storage cupboard. The neighbouring 
building to which the side extension is attached has a matching parapet wall with a 
flat roof behind so the addition of a pitched roof will be entirely mismatched as well 

as cutting through the line of the window in the upstairs communal stairway. The 

existing front elevation matches the original garage that stood on the site, and the 
neighbouring structure, so to suggest that the proposed changes, that include a 
bridge to the front door are in keeping with the original structure is misleading: 

The proposal says excavation of the "existing basement" but the application seeks 

extension of the existing basement, which is currently only under 50% of the footprint 
of the house, this application seeks to increase it by more than 100% all though 

stating of that fact is carefully avoided in the application. 

Section 16: Trees and Hedges 
The application states that there are no trees or hedges on land adjacent to the 
proposed development site, this is simply not true, there are several large mature 
trees on land adjacent to the proposed site and excavations of the sixe proposed will 
surely mean damage to some of their root structures. 

In the design and access statement the existing basement area is not specified, only 
the proposed basement footprint, therefore masking the actual proposed increase in 
floor space, this statement rather disingenuously seems to suggest that the overall 
footprint is actually decreasing in some instances and actually only increasing 
overall b y  1 sq metre. As stated previously, it is my understanding that the basement 
will increase b y  more than 100% if the excavation under the side extension is taken 

into account. 
In relation to other examples of light wells cited as being common in the local 
vernacular, many of them are: 
A. Substantially smaller 

B. Screened from the road 

C. Only recently constructed or still under construction so cannot be said to be 
established in the local vernacular D. They are either in single occupancy Ito, 

were constructed when the properties concerned were vacant. 

Structural Report: 
Section 1.2 
The current owners of the ground floor flat 0 0 1 S T  own the freehold to the building, 
they own a share of the freehold and not even a majority share. 

Section 3.1 
" without allowing significant settlements or subsidence 
This would seem to suggest that some settlement or subsidence is expected which will 

mean damage to the properties on the upper floors which have already experienced 
cracking as a result of movement in the property, a situation unlikely to be improved 
by excavations of the size proposed. 

Once again, drawings supplied with the application do not have measurements making it 



ossess M proposals occur aaaaa . T h e o  does nee appear to be a n  es tase t •  for  the duration of the proposed works an the 
d e c a n t a t i o n  which o u l d  gave the other residents an adea o f  how Ong they might be 
expected to endure or s t r u c t u r a l  easseeerang to t h e i r  boos. 
The proposed demo and aaaaaa ion o f  the rear bay as d i r e c t l y  outside our bedrow 
iambi . ,  so an adea of i t s  dmansions mould be he lpfu l  as a n e m i a s  i t s  Impact. 

In conclusion, we are ob3ectang to t h i s  •pplacat ion on • number o f  grounds. 

I .  The ve r y  r e a l  r a s o f  d a : n e t :  o r  propert ies f r o a o v e m e  N a r e s u l t o  the 
excavations 

n t a d L t : . d r n . b  
g 

2.  A proposal o f  t h i s  scale as e n t i r e l y  aa aaaaaaa sate for • w i l t s  occupancy property 
imbere the apace  on other residents wa l l  be •ubstantaal  and wa l l  d i r e c t l y  nese 
impact the q u a l i t y  of L i fe  of the other faimalies as the cccccccc for  an unspecified 
period of t w o ,  l i k e l y  to  be • n o l i e r •  from one to  t o  years, with a l l  the •ttendant 
w a n  and dart that th is  development waLl amvatably  generat•. 

3. Two of the other I l e r s  are ren ta l  prop* and t h i s  pro3ect o u l d  render thew 
v i r t u a l l y  1.111rellreble for enywhere up to two year c c c  as as • d i r e c t  faaancial  Ion 
to the other freeholders. 

1. The other Freeholder. & i p s o  that  the owners of FlatA ac tua l l y  con the freehold to 
the unexcemeted lend ' p o o h  the property as we are unaware of any agreement grantaag 
S a g o  of that  to the lease of P la ta .  Pr FeLack has had has t h a n  a l t e red  to  include 
the subsoil  beneath has f i s t  but we are not eeeee o t h  the casometances of this 

eeeee ion and our posit ion as that  at requires lega l  evaluation. 


