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Reed’s and Rochester Place Neighbourhood Association

please reply to Gill Scott
48 Rochester Place

London NW1 9JX
t 0207 267 7016

studio @gillscott-design.co.uk 

Alex Bushell/Charlie Rose
Camden Planning

Application: 2016/3488/L
Alex/Charlie

The applicant has been asked to produce drawings to ‘reproduce a scholarly replica of the
early 19th century shopfront previously in situ. [...] and the detailed design of replacement
features is not conjectural’.

Until 2013 most of the original shop front, windows and doors were in situ; English Heritage
visited the building and we have photographs. The owners of the shop in June 2009 had a
drawn survey which was presented to Camden with their application – I attach their drawings
to show the detail required of the present applicant.

We have noted as being incorrect [not replicating the original]:
• the curves on the pillars are sharper (smaller diameter) on the proposed
• the missing return on the curved pillars [left and right of the windows] against brick wall;
• there is no detailed vertical section showing the construction of the canopy;
• the ‘canopy’ above the moulding is not drawn correctly the moulding is not egg and dart.
• the ‘shop door is unlikely to have had these proportions [large fanlight plus one large glass panel
in door]; the door is most likely to have been solid – is most likely to have matched the side
entrance door [the original is shown in photographs];
• the side entrance door has not replicating the original;
• the curves and returns on the side door pillars are not accurate;
• the steps to the side door are not a round step as the original;
• we are really concerned about the label, ‘fabricated steel grid’; what happened to the original
cast iron grid [John Nichols was assured that it was stored]?

• Has the basement window been replaced by the same glazing bar arrangement? 
The original window was in place with a single original coat of paint on it.
• The height of the ‘garden wall’ has increased, reduced and increased again to its present
height. The original, listed wall was 28 courses. You will note that the present wall has three
new courses plus and inappropriate stone capping.

The applicants drawings are incorrect in terms of replication.
We would appreciate officers asking for corrected drawings and detailed drawings where they
are missing. Officers have previously failed to note that all of the windows in the upper floors
were four over four – allowing a change to six over six; please check all detail against
photographs of the original fabric [we might have missed detail ourselves].

Gill Scott
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Applicants proposed moulding is incorrect

App: 2016/3488/L
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Please note comparisons on page 8 

App: 2016/3488/L
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Please note comparisons on page 8 



We are really concerned about the accuracy of the drawing:
the drawing is not accurate to the original; 
I have overlayed the original drawing of existing [at the point at
which the building was purchased and  the original was still visible]
with the proposed drawing [John Rowe-Parr]. 
All drawings are available in the Camden archives.

You will not that the curves on the pillars are sharper (smaller
diameter) on the proposed. 
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Note in relation to shop fascia
• not the return detail against pillars

on the brick wall;
• the ‘canopy’ above the moulding 

is not drawn correctly
– the moulding is not egg and dart.
• the ‘shop door is unlikely to have
– these proportions
– have one large glass panel
– is most likely to have been solid
– is most likely to have matched

the side entrance door
[which was original].

App: 2016/3488/L
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