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The Society examines all Planning Applications relating to Hampstead, and assesses them for their impact on conservation and on the local environment.

To London Borough of Camden, Development Control Team

Planning Ref:   2015/7079/P     2015/7300/L                               AS REVISED

Address:           11 Rosslyn Hill    NW3

Description:      Basement and other extensions  (5th comment)

Case Officer:
  Rob Tulloch


                     Date:   30 October 2016

We note that these revised proposals have been put forward as part of the Appellants’ case in support of their current Planning Appeals 

Ref  APP/X5201/W/16/3156359 and App/X5210/Y/16/3156361 (Listed Building) 

As we understand it, the Appeal Inspector will be considering both the original designs (2015/2089/P; 2015/2109/L) and these revisions as alternate proposals.  We refer to the Appellants’ Appeal Statement dated August 2016 by Montague Evans.

We have already made it very clear that we object strongly to the original proposals; ref our comments to you dated 29 April 2015, 25 September 2015, 7 January 2016 and 20 January 2016.  It is therefore unnecessary to repeat these, either to you or to the Planning Inspectorate.

A copy of this comment is being passed to the Planning Inspectorate, since it refers exclusively to these revised designs, not covered by our previous comments.

The revisions now proposed consist of the omission of one of the two basement extensions—identified as the “North-West” basement, containing the home cinema and associated accommodation, and other relatively minor alterations.  The omitted basement was to have been sited close to the site boundary, adjoining the external wall of the Grade 11* listed building housing Air Studios, Lyndhurst Hall.   The omission was explicitly intended to counter objections made by Air Studios, ourselves, and the hundreds of other interested parties made known to you in the course of the application process.

The objections already made by us and others on architectural grounds still apply, but the overwhelming issue in this application is one of noise, vibration and other disturbance during the construction process to the music and other sound recording activities carried out by Air Studios; activities which are extremely sensitive to such external influences.

The detailed nature of Air Studios’ work was known when the much-acclaimed conversion of Alfred Waterhouse’s famous church was carried out in 1991-92.    Some of the noise/vibration activities were given some protection by the installation of insulated “boxes” within the building’s fabric, but the main concert studio—the bulk of the original church-- could not receive such protection, due to its size and the architectural form and detail of its notable C19 Gothic space.

The development of Air Studios’ unique business as one of Britain’ only two music and sound recording organisations, of outstanding national importance, has been detailed to you in the course of the Planning application process; it ought to need no further emphasis here.

Expert evidence, both for the applicants and Air Studios and other objectors, and on behalf of LB Camden, is referred to in the information supporting and opposing the Planning Appeal.

Our assessment of the sometimes’ conflicting evidence can be summarised:

1.   Is the omission of the N-W basement feature sufficient to remove all danger of damaging disturbance to the work of Air Studios?  We would like to believe that it does, but points 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6  below lead us to a clear NO.

2.   Do we accept that construction work, especially vibration/noise and other disturbance in the excavation and piling to the second basement, is not going to be harmful to the work of Air Studios?  The evidence is not clear, particularly on vibration.  Noise/vibration from building work after excavation is complete—i.e. drilling, hammering, shot-nailing and the like—is not really mentioned.  So, NO

3.   Do we accept the contention that basement excavation/piling work further away than 10 metres from the external wall of Air Studios is not harmful?  i.e. specifically that noise perceived in studio areas would in those circumstances be less than the 25 dBa referred to by the applicants?  Possibly—we would like to see a more positive agreement to this from Air Studios’ consultants.

BUT, this is largely irrelevant, since the line of piling around the second basement (housing the swimming pool) is LESS than 10 metres from the Air Studios wall.  We measured this at 7.750 from the application drawings;  no dimensions are given on them (surprising?).

So, NO

4.   Are we satisfied that no harmful effects from disturbance to ground water paths would result?  There is no response to this question.

So, NO

5.   Are we satisfied that the assessments of possible structural and detail damage to Lyndhurst Hall from basement excavation work, given in the Basement Impact Assessment, at Burland Scale 2 (i.e. “slight”) give sufficient protection to the building’s fabric, including its stained glass and delicate stone carvings?  NO

6.   Are we satisfied that sufficient margins for error, unexpected events and the like are included?  We can see no reference to any such contingences in the documents.  

So, NO

7.   Are we satisfied that, once completed, the proposals would offer no significant harm to Air Studios’ work?   Probably yes, but construction work would take many months.  Air Studios have stated that 

a)  they could not undertake work which might be interrupted or disturbed, especially large-scale work in the main concert studio, and

b)  their business would be endangered by an interruption of work for any but minor periods;  their clients would go elsewhere, probably abroad.

8.   Are we satisfied that an acceptable proportionate balance of factors would result if the application was permitted?  

Would it be it right if the future of one of Britain’s major music recording companies, contributing many tens of millions of pounds annually to our economy, was endangered for the sake of a basement swimming pool to a private house?

The Planning system is supposed to act not just for individuals and their rights, but also in the national interest.

So, NO.  The risks are too great.

We ask you therefore to refuse this application.

We ask the Planning Inspectorate to dismiss the Appeal.

