
Steve and GIIda Rugg' 

4th July 2014 

To 

Hugh Miller 

Planning Officer 

London Borough of Camden 

Town Hall, London W C 1 H  8ND 

Ob iec t i on  to lanni no app l i ca t ion  no 2014/3609/P at 77 H i l lway  N6 6AB 

Dear Mr Miller, 

W e  o b j e c t  to the proposed plans 

Overall, the proposal needs revision in order to follow guidelines set by the 
Holly Lodge Estate Conservation Area Appraisal and Management  Survey 
(HLCAS), which sets out to conserve  the  charac te r  o f  semi-detached 
hous ing  in a l a n d s c a p e  of  a b u n d a n t  g reenery  — the key characteristic and 
value-adding quality of the Holly Lodge Estate which we are all keen to 
preserve 

In addition we object to proposed plans with the following detailed points 

1 A p p e a r a n c e  o f  ter raced h o u s i n g  instead o f  semi -de tached  -As 
proposed, the front facade of the side extension is not as recommended by 
the HLCAS 

T h e  in-filling of gaps between buildings will be resisted where this results in a 
characteristic gap in the streetscape being closed to an extent that the houses 
appear linked, of views through to gardens beyond are closed: 

houses particularly on Hillway, are linked by a single storey garage set 
well b a c k  from the building line 

The proposed scheme is pushed considerably forward from the existing 
footprint up to the front building line of no 79 T h e  façade for t he  s ide 
ex tens ion  needs to be cons ide rab l y  set back  f rom the  f ron t  bu i l d i ng  line 
of  t he  d o o r  o f  no 79 

The proposed conversion of the existing car porch into an extended internal 
space of the house presents the following problems 
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a Side extension needs to be set-back from front 
building line Extending the bolding Inc !award to make it 
lush both the Wont door 01 79 tillway. as on the submitted plans. 
diminishes the perception that no 77 and no 79 are separate 
detached houses and is ott ol keepng y e  the character ol this 
pal ol the Holy Lodge Estate conservation area The 
extension should be set back by a significant distance from 
the doorway/facade of 79!way 

b Oak-clad portico on 79 HiIlway needs to be respected 
79 Haway has 0-1 enclosed porch which is clad in bashed oak 
boards bothto the Wont and the side lacing no 77 Since the 
lacing on the 77 Hinny side is actually recessed San inside the 
79 Haney property line, there is no way a neat bash can be 
credal 'or the proposed Hush !font ol the proposed extension 
as this would regime construction within the arblage ol no 79 
Submitted damings are incorrect in this regard 

c Keeping a 'garage'-type facade on the side extension - 
Design ol this tort edension presents an unattractive. cluttered 
lacade with a door a-id a window rather than a more elegant 
'garage doortstyle lecade with single access a-id no window 

d Low forward wall and visual disturbance - Given the 
slope ol Hilway. the height allerence at the !font between 
Properties is around lm Under the proposed design. a person 
standing on the doorstep ol no 79 would have an unattractive 
eye-level new ol the proposed let rool garage ecension 
Futhermae it would be a simple matter or someone to canto 
onto the proposed rool No paapet wal has been proposed 
These problems are resolved by pushng the erlension 
considerably back and adding a small paapet wall 

e Boundary wall permission - Whilst it is appreaded that 
the submitted drawngs are not enpneenng dromngs. they 
arreray show the proposed side-erlension being bed directly 
"to the roosting non-party wall ol no 79 No request has been 
made to no 79 or permission or such work 

I Boundary wall sound insulabon -Aside torn the 
structure) a-id legal issues which e) poses, not hewing an 
additional wall bull or the proposed extension would reduce the 
sand insulation between the two houses What sand 
nsulabon is proposed? 

g Boundary wall existing wall is sole property of 79 
M i n t y  - Some ol the Submitted plans (e g HrW100) appear to 
show that at the !font ol the properties that the abremenboned 
wall is a shared wall aossing the property botriclary line - t i n  is 
.,correct The southern wail 01 no 79 is entirelyninon the 
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ownership bandery 01 79 HiIlway (NB this is )llarent tom 
some ol the walls on the banditry between nos 778 75 

h Boundary wall yentilabon - The southern wall 01 no 79 
has a number ol Sr bricks in a that open to the car porch on 77 
Hilbyey Such venblebon needs to be taken n o  octant by any 
Proposed eylension 

Boundary wall foundation lor side extension? - 
Similarly, no indicabon haS yet been oven as tome proposed 
loundebon work regured to support any c o  pod conversion and 
how this ailed the man sotthem wall landebon ol no 79 
tom the IrOnt al the way to the rear ol that property 

Buildina of uncharectenstic studio in back Garden - Regarding the 
back garden scheie. %filch sees the replacement ol canting greenery with 
agmlically reduced green areas r obiect to the ail:111mnd studio 
conch, irtion y.tid is Maly  out ol character with the neighboung garden 
landscapes and f loral  vistas 

As regards trees, as recommended by the HLCAS 'All trees that contribute to 
the cherecter and appearance ol the conservabon area should be retamed 
and protected Developers are apeded to demonstrate that no trees will 
be lost or damaged belore, dung or alter development' 

The proposed garden studio presents a men-made visual intrusion into the 
°Arent verdant new shoed to the rear by properbes nos 73. 75. 77. 79. 81 8 
83 Haway 

a Proposed studio building out of keeping with Holly Lodge 
Estate - Cwrently the only structries easing at the end ol 
gardens (particularly those bull in recent years) are smell 
wooden sheds mostly hidden by trees and 'Wage Introducing a 
large studio Nth multiple large plate glass doors will completely 
change i r *  lone 01 Me views Over Me ciaiden aieaS lOr all the 

: 'ha 
considerably extended On Ilse WI /0SO Otani 

b Loss of trees and screening. Construction ol the garden 
studio would regure the removal ol the large laurel tree at the 
end ol the garden This tree is acreray providing almost 
complete sasenng ol the smell 1930s balding located in the 
garden 01 the house on Robin Grove Removal ol this tree and 
construcbon ol the studio would Morelosre open up the 
commLnal view to two man-made strucbses where previously 
none Were viSible 
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I Dormers too lame - The proposed dormers are too large and should be 
set back kom the man house walls As per the HLCAS long. traverse views 
ol maitre vegetation are ol rnmense rnportence to the Swatter ol the 
Estate arid a c  threatened by the construction oil-considered high dormers 
or extensions ' 

a Massing - The proposed new dormers on the north side ol 
the rool aPpear very large. see drtming HfW-300 One ol the 
proposed dormers. the one in the midge. appeals to pin up with 
the enlarged rear dormer creating the appearance ol a large 
mess on the rool towards the rear ol the bolding This is an 
snattractive design and is ol concern as it is prominent in the 
rear view ol the house tom the gardens ol adjacent properbeS 

b Pnvacy and overlook - The proposed midcle dormer 
(enclosing proposed toilet and shower) is shown y e  a large 
window which is directly looked into by the coasting rool velux 
window opposite on no 79 

C Proximity to 79 Hillway - With the dormers as shown on 
H1W200 their window glass is only around 1 25m kom the edge 
01 rool at no 79 and 4 em kom the sodh-leang velux ol no 79 

d Need setting back - The proposed side dormers ac 
drawn extended all the way out tome man house wall (see 
drawing HfW200 Note dremng HfW103 appears incorrect in 
this regard )with large windows in-fine with the man house wall 
and as such constitute more an adabonal storey rather then a 
dormer 

Dormers should be set back kom the edge ol the rool 

e Root Line - Currently no 79 receives light and a London 
skyline view over the top ol the emsbng dormer and rool ol no 
77 NO increase in the rool height or emsbng dormer height 
should be slowed 

4 Lunt Obstruction et Rear Ground I evel - I is difficult to tell torn the 
plans how much obstrucbon ol light the proposed rear extension will have al 
the rear grand-11os level on no 79 11 would be uselul il the architect could 
clan ly measurements in this area on dremng HfW 100 e g indicabng the 
height change in the new proposed side wall and also confirming that the 
Property outline shown ol 79 Hilhvay does = i n c l u d e  the lixed arming 
on the property Subject to receiving the above nbrmation on this we May 
have Whet' comment but overall we are concerned & a t  the obstruction ol 
licibt at ground lloa level on no 79 caused by the proposed extension to the 
rear 01 no 77 

5 Himont at bark - too tall - The Submitted plans (dremng H1W301) show 
the proposed height ol the man pal ol the singe-storey rear extension to line 
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up r o b  existing rear extension ol no 79 However. w e n  I n d  me site and 
cone--; - " • - rm- 79. the e l led  ol this lane 

" 79 are attached 

• (see HLCAS. pt I) 

a Keep Single lower height • l i the proposed M a i n e  ol the man 
rear extension area be dropped shortly. perhaps to be  me  ant 
Deiont as the lower portion o I the proposed a d e n s i o n  
r u l e  still a n d s  e w i r u  hiOh-tailinOnd M O M  throilOhOi 
(>2 85m) b i t  would a e r i e  a more harMOnlOnS design a i d  MUM 
the light obstrucbon on no 79 

1 Replacement  w i n d o w  style - uncharectenstic to Conservabon Nee-The 
style ol me  proposed new a-id replacement windows on the trod and rear 

ol the property at Irst 81141 second loor level appear out ol keeping with me 
Holly Lodge Conservabon area 

A copy ol the t e t e  COMMOCIS has been sent to the owners ol no 77 

Thank you lor y o u  consideration 

Vows sincerely. 

Steve and G i d e  Rugg 
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