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From 
Sent: OS April 2013 21:99 
To: meats,  Charles; minty, Stuart; Traynor, Deirdre; Planning 
Subject: Objections to Planning Applicattons 2013/1191/P and 2013/1142/P 

Dear Sirs, 

I wish to object to planning applications 2013/1141/P and 2013/1142/P for development of  The 
Garden House, Vale of Health, London NW3 IAN, which is located a few metres from 

my property in the Vale of Health and metres from the Vale of Health Pond and Hampstead Heath. 

This planning application follows two previously granted Permitted Development (PD) applications 
for substantial basement excavation and extensions at the property. This work has not yet been 
carried out. These are the twelfth and thirteenth planning or PD applications on the site since 
2004. Most recently a yew similar application to the current ones was rejected by the 
Development Control Committee in December 2012, 

The main reasons for my objection are the followings: 

I .  Lack of  an Adenuate Basement Impact Assessment and lack of  d 
walls. 

These applications request peon ism 
o f  15-309/ over the PD basement exematir as whichod 
the two applications you look at). Though the h asenstent is s u p p o s e d l y c a .  thrt deep, the 
full excavation is atmost On deep in some places clue to the unusual design o f  the ht by 
part o fwhat  is currently described by the applicants as the ground floor is snnlnssseryedb 

This is obviously very significant increase in excavation in terms of flood risk, soil movements, and 
construction issues. As with previous applications, no adequate assessment of the impact of  the 
proposed excavation has been carried ont. 
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No new Inwidgitkina have bun earned out since these erlitimenb welt made and the sedeniasion 
by the wrilento Imply relics upon a neon mitten ahnost a decade ago Os an entirely different 
wp1kallan Iodine:gbh the curing Wove and replace it with. much larger one. 

W a l d .  P n g  IMpanment hint creamer!, faded to order Si independent strew be 
erred out on the r e p s  muk WV, • gnim of widow supported by the Vale of Health Sociay 
commissioned highly respered engineering firm Asup in cany out this work r considerable 
coxi. The report has been submitted us Camden Nanning Ihranince and sk. extremely critical of 
the imbed on groundwater . on the limited and gincomploc qualm and mange) & d e r  and studies 
submitted by die applicants 

The project poses deed NW to otilhboelinfl Weenies, and thls risk would be compounded by 
granting W e a r  parmissbnis SO estivate. Concerns have been relied over Many Veal and through 
many planning applkatlosts about excavation and the likelihood that It wig cause flooding. 
Given that the cement application requests planning permission for substantial funnel excavation 
in addition to the basement excavation rights Mat haw already been gaoled as PO but not yet 
carried out. the funnel excavrions musi be considered In that contest. The develop/nem mum be 
looked In Its totality. No additional pemussions lot excavation should be ranted due to the clear 
Mk Poked 10 surrounding properties and the emironmem. 

Another hnportant point raised by the Ansa report is that the Puffed dela net address the iSsue of 
the seam wads required for the construction of the basement. I believe this omission by the 
appliCMPS Is d e n t e  dace the consirucdon of the secant wails woM0 require additional 
excavation and would most !hely contravene regulations lot Pent,. ted Development were they 
Included In the o r a l  PO application i would SW to r a k e  Cam. ',tannins Deoanmem m 
Wet Into this Issue and suspend the existing PD end this matter is slated 

A previous very Similar planning application was refused by the Deyeknentol Central Committee in 
December 2012. with One of Me Mite reasons given relating to the inadequacy of the 
Consiwtion Management Nan P A W  The same plan has been Submitted with this application. 
with only minimal Change'. l i r  plan which is only a draft and is Menton: Subject to Change. 
States Mat 't renuency Or delivery tO and Irons site at various stages ol the conSti fiction is not 
possible to arroyos prediCt at this stage: 

Tn., pauoty 61 detail is whOny unacceptable lot a major development at a site with Utlifive 
sew miona on accost the only entry IS through an archway not big enough for • small vehicle. 
above and below which are the cellars and rooms of my and other prow:tbs.Smart of the 
restricted access to the site the work is likely to be extremely disnsfstive to nelghbeurS and have • 
huge Impact on all vale residents. 

The Amp report states: 
-There is Mile discussion given to the removal 01 excavation spoil from site. The basement 
excavation IS net Insignificant, about SOCet3 tor the basement box and possibly up to another 
150m3 for the Want Wall O n  with Mae from the terrace excavation. All spoil will have to be 
taken off site. We estimate this could be a total of 12001500t of soil removed. We gory 
whether the author has hay understood the StAlt. of this excavation and the manual handling 
and traffic trues that WM IMpflei.-Me 

architects drevtInp and Information supplied are incomplete and insufficiently accurate for 
the application to be properly mewed. Amp have 'Minted Out Mat I he propOsed Secant piled 
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wall, an essential part ol the scheme. Is missing from the drawings. as it was from Me prewous PD 
appikation, and that eta  les4Ill it is not clear how It is tended to interact with one or the 
tuntells. 

The Amp rmon maim clear 00 the available evidence the pentamm for the hammer Amid 
not base hem grant. and granting pitting K n o t t  for the lightnell, wort only imminent 
Om earn 
A prop:c imeamem of thou applications requires a clew undemanding of. 

• the Increase in volume and floorspace from convening the shed to resIdenual space: 
• the volume and increase in excavation spoils: 

• the increase In glazed window area. 

The automat dron inp ire tubed i)ou,o. NCIlif front the drawing and n not mango to demo 
this intention. I undenfund Om Mr name I s  het" aged m e t h ,  either magrate ginm tap or 
these R i t e  Rom the &therm,. Intl the, fuse 1101 heat provided during the ontkation pima 

As with the previous aptotions which was rejected by the DC M December. these appkations 
are pert of • continued attempt to gain permissions through the bath dear that would not have 
been ranted In a M i l t  transparent planning aththcation, mailing. motley of the rules on 
davelopmem on Metropolitan Open land (MOO. 

Regards. 

Cnstgano Cam's 
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