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5Templewood Avenue Planning Application 2017/1229/P
Comments by Irving and Marion Yass 5a Templewood Avenue 18" April 2017

Our house is next door to 5 Templewood Avenue, having been built in what was
formerly the garden of No 5. The attached plan, which has been provided by the
Applicant’s architect, shows the relationship between our house and No 5, including
the proposed new side extension.

We object to this application on the following grounds:

e The proposed development would block the light and outlook of 5a
Templewood Avenue, the neighbouring property,

e The scheme cannot be constructed without an unacceptable impact to 5a
Templewood Avenue

e The planning application has been submitted without consultation with
neighbours or RedFrog and has therefore missed an opportunity to find an
acceptable solution

e The proposed rear first floor terrace could lead to unacceptable noise

e The design is inappropriate

e The proposed scheme contravenes Camden policies in relation to quantity
and quality of housing

e The proposal fails to comply with Camden’s policy on basements and the
Basement Impact Assessment (BIA) contains inaccuracies

e The planning application has been submitted in a poorly prepared form that
cannot be easily understood or relied upon

The proposed development would block the light and outlook of 5a
Templewood Avenue, the neighbouring property

CPG2 Section 4.20 states that “Residential developments should maximise sunlight
and daylight, both within the new development and to neighbouring properties whilst
minimising overshadowing or blocking of light to adjoining properties”. The proposal
fails to meet this condition.

The proposed new side extension, which would replace the original garage block,
would extend 5.75m behind line of the existing building (measured from the ground
floor plan). When it was designed. the architect was unaware that this would block
our main living room window. At the pre-application stage Camden planners
commented:

"The changes to the side extension are not anticipated to have a detrimental impact on
5A Templewood Road as the massing and scale are located in a similar location to the
existing structure and adjacent to a high wall and blank fagcade of the adjacent property.”
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However, the side of our house is not all blank wall: a large part of it is a major
window that provides light to our living room - see photograph below.

The position of the window in relation to the proposed new extension is shown on the
attached plan. The distance between them, measured from this plan is about 6.5m.
This window faces south west and allows afternoon sunlight into the room. The
extension is 8m high, measured from the side elevation plan. It would block out the
light and ruin the outlook. Although pre-application discussions have apparently been
taking place for over a year, at no time did the applicant or the architect consult us. If
they had taken the trouble to come to look at our house to inform themselves
properly on the effect of the proposal on the amenity of the neighbours, the plans
would surely not have proceeded this far in their present form. When the Applicant’s
architect, Jeremy Wight, did come to visit us on 13" April, he said that he would not
now personally pursue the application in its present form, but it was for his client to
decide.

The proposed new extension will also take light from our dining room and patio. The
window shown in the photograph below is the only source of light to our dining room,
which also serves as the hallway giving access from the front door to the kitchen and
living room. When the first floor extension was added to the original garage, the
architect ensured that it did not take our light. The drawing

at http://camdocs.camden.gov.uk/HPRMWebDrawer/Record/3414394/file/document
?inline is titled "relationship between 5 and 5a". It shows the extension set back to be
within the existing angle of light from the roof of 5, passing the above-garage

Objection to Planning Application 2017/1229/P — 5 Templewood Avenue Page 2 of 13



http://camdocs.camden.gov.uk/HPRMWebDrawer/Record/3414394/file/document?inline
http://camdocs.camden.gov.uk/HPRMWebDrawer/Record/3414394/file/document?inline

extension, to the ground point of 5a. It also shows that this remains within the 45
degree line from 5a. A copy is attached for ease of reference. The proposed new
extension would be much higher than the existing building: scaling from the
application plans it appears to be some 3m higher. The applicant’s architect has
clearly not considered how this would affect 5a. Had we been consulted we would
have asked for this to be taken into account. Since the new roof would be a different
shape from the existing one, it is difficult to estimate without accurate drawings how
much this would affect us, but it is clear that it would lead to significant blocking of
light to our dining room window.

The plans also include a window on our side of the extension. Depending on its
height and what fencing is provided, this window would overlook the side of our
house, including the living room window and the path from our patio to the back
garden.

The application should not be approved with this rear extension.

Photograph of our patio, dining room and kitchen taken from close to the wall
of the original garage block.
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The scheme cannot be constructed without an unacceptable impact on 5a
Templewood Avenue

The Construction Management Plan submitted with the planning application quotes
Camden’s requirement that “A neighbourhood consultation process must have been
undertaken prior to submission of the CMP first draft”. There has been no such
consultation.

The location of our patio in relation to the proposed extension is shown on the
attached plan. It is in effect an additional room, with a glass roof and enclosed on
three sides, which we use a great deal in the summer as an external living and
dining room. The wall between the patio and the interior of the house is completely
glazed. The side wall of the original garage block is the fourth wall of our patio.

The relationship between our patio and the original garage block is shown in the
photograph above and the one below.

Photograph of our patio looking at the original garage block

i n - o v
' v s -

Builders demolishing the side wall of the original garage block would effectively be
working in the patio, depriving us of its use, with the interior of the house in full view
through the window. Mr Wight agreed that it could be considered unacceptable.

The Construction Management Plan states that “Enclosed solid hoarding will be
erected around the site....”. However, since the side of the garage block forms the
boundary with 5a Templewood Avenue, it is impossible to erect a hoarding around
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this structure for its demolition without encroaching on our property. Whilst
disturbance during construction may not normally be a reason for refusing planning
consent, the scheme must be constructible. But. the Construction Management Plan
cannot be achieved. There is no way of carrying out the scheme which does not
encroach on our property and our privacy.

The planning application has been submitted without consultation with
neighbours or RedFrog and has therefore missed an opportunity to find an
acceptable solution

The owner, absentee landlord and would-be developer of 5 Templewood Avenue
visited us at our request on 6" April only after we had noticed that there was a
planning application for No 5 in a routine planning bulletin. In spite of having had pre-
application meetings with Council officers in February 2016, this was the first contact
that the applicant had with neighbours who will be directly affected by the proposed
development. The complete lack of consultation has resulted in misinformation about
the likely impact of the proposal and in the loss of any opportunity to develop a more
sympathetic scheme which could be acceptable to those directly affected. Similarly,
there has been no contact or consultation with RedFrog and hence no opportunity to
ensure the proposals align with the draft Neighbourhood Plan.

When visiting, the owner apologised for not having consulted us because she had a
lot of other things on her mind. She commented that it was a pity it is that this would
affect us in this way and acknowledged that the 1-bed flat was really there for
planning purposes. This absolutely reinforces the objection, set out under *housing’
below, that the proposed development is essentially from three flats to a single large
house and that the 1-bed flat represents a device to avoid contravention of policy
CS6, DP2 and CPG2 Section 6.

The Construction Management Plan submitted with the planning application quotes
Camden’s requirement that “A neighbourhood consultation process must have been
undertaken prior to submission of the CMP first draft”. There has been no such
consultation.

CPG4 states

The Council will expect consultation with local residents on all basement developments unless the
proposed construction work is minimal and will have a negligible effect on the adjoining or nearby
properties as evidenced by the developer to the satisfaction of the Council. (para 2.18)

There has been no prior consultation with neighbours on the Basement Impact
Assessment, as required by para 3.31 of CPG4 — see below.

The application should be refused as it is not constructible in its present form.

The rear first floor terrace could lead to unacceptable noise
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The proposed terrace is unacceptable because it would lead to noise pollution
impacting on neighbours. Whilst a first floor terrace in not unacceptable in principle
for a first floor flat, it is in this case part of a single large house. It is therefore part of
the same dwelling as the ground floor and garden. For a small family such as a
retired couple this would not be an issue but a 7-bed house should be occupied by a
large family (see CPG2 6.3) to avoid wasteful occupation of such a large residence,
and this would inevitably lead to communication between first floor terrace and
garden, and hence unacceptable noise.

The design is inappropriate

Although No 5 is not listed, the Redington Frognal Conservation Area Statement
identifies it as making a significant contribution to the character of the area. The
wood-framed sash windows are typical of the fenestration of the Quennell houses in
the road. The proposed large glazed areas at the back are therefore totally out of
character with the rest of the house.

The first floor terrace is similarly not appropriate to this Edwardian building.

The Design and Access Statement argues that the proposal brings symmetry to the
house by adding an extension on the eastern side to mirror that on the western side.
However, the site is not symmetrical (see comments on the DAS below), and a
symmetrical house is inappropriate. Further, it is not clear whether the rear extension
on the western side is part of the original building or a later addition. Even if itis a
later addition which could be argued to detract from the overall proportions of the
rear elevation, that is not a reason to add a rear extension on the other side. Two
wrongs do not make a right.

The proposed scheme contravenes Camden policies in relation to quantity and
quality of housing

Loss of Housing Provision

No 5 currently comprises three flats, of 5, 4 and 3 three bedrooms, converted from
what had previously been five flats. The current proposal is for two units, one with
seven bedrooms and a one bedroom flat. The intention is clearly effectively to create
a large single dwelling. The tiny one bedroom flat — only some 50 sq m — is obviously
included simply as a device to get around the policy that would rule out loss of two or
more units (ref. CS6, DP2, CPG2).

The overall effect will still be a substantial loss of housing capacity, from a total of 12
bedrooms to eight. A tiny one bedroom flat, with no outside space, will do very little
to meet housing need in Camden. And there is no guarantee that it will ever be
occupied if the owner of the building chooses to keep it empty. Moreover, the seven
bedroom unit is likely to be substantially under-occupied. Camden Council should
not allow the applicant to get away with this blatant attempt to circumvent its policy.

Camden Planning Guidance CPG2 Housing, Section 6

Objection to Planning Application 2017/1229/P — 5 Templewood Avenue Page 6 of 13



Camden Planning Guidance CPG2 Housing, Section 6 ‘Development involving net
loss of homes’, provides guidance in relation to Core Strategy CS6 ‘Providing quality
homes’ and Development Policy DP2 ‘Making full use of Camden’s capacity for
housing’. It is retained as guidance for the emerging Local Plan policy H7 ‘Large and

Small Homes'.

Every paragraph of CPG2 indicates clear grounds for refusal of this application,
providing clear evidence that the proposal contravenes CS6 and DP2:

CPG2 Housing, Section 6
‘Development involving net loss of
homes’

Relevance to current proposal

Key message: We will generally resist
proposals for redevelopment or
conversion of housing that involve the
net loss of two or more homes

Applicable: the proposed reduction from
3 flats to 1 large house plus a 1-bed flat
unsuitable for family habitation
constitutes an effective net loss of two
homes and represents a cumulative
loss from a previous total of 5 homes
within the same building

Key message: Developments involving
the loss of two or more homes may be
acceptable in certain circumstances,
including the creation of large homes in
a part of the Borough that has a
relatively low proportion of existing large
dwellings

Applicable: the proposed loss is
unacceptable, as it is not in a part of the
Borough that has a low proportion of
large homes

Key message: We will assess proposals
taking into account all relevant material
considerations and particularly the
history of the site including previous
developments and valid planning
consents involving the loss of homes

Applicable: the history of the site
includes previous loss of homes, in this
case from 5 to 3 to the current proposed
1 to 2 homes, all by the same Applicant
— see note below for details

6.1 This guidance relates to CS6 and Applicable
DP2 ... It applies to all development that

involves the net loss of homes

6.2 The Council seeks to minimise the Applicable

net loss of existing homes

6.3 Many schemes involve combining 2
or more homes into a single large
dwelling, and there is some evidence to
suggest that where large homes exist in
Camden, they are relatively unlikely to
be occupied by large households

Applicable and highly likely to lead to under-
occupation of 7-bed house. No 17 Templewood
Avenue has been replaced by a much bigger
house and there have been major extensions to
Nos 4, 11, 12 and 15. None of these houses is-
occupied by a large household. There is also a
consent for No 14 to be converted from six flats
to a single dwelling (with other new housing
being provided in a separate development).

6.4 A town house comprising 5 flats
could become one large dwelling
through 4 losses of a single flat,
reducing the number of occupiers below
the capacity of the property, and

Applicable — see note below; and there
is no proposal to provide additional
homes elsewhere

Objection to Planning Application 2017/1229/P — 5 Templewood Avenue
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generating a need for 4 additional
homes elsewhere

6.5 The Council will therefore apply
Development Policy DP2 to resist a
succession of developments that
involve combining small homes to
create larger homes. When considering
planning applications we will take into
account all relevant material
considerations including the cumulative
loss of units created by past changes

Applicable — see note below — this
proposal is part of a succession of
developments that involve combining
small homes to create a single large
home

6.6 Development Policy DP2 does
provide for developments involving the
net loss of two or more homes where
they would create large homes in a part
of the borough with a relatively low
proportion of large dwellings. This
relates to the six wards ... Bloomsbury,
Holborn and Covent Garden, King's
Cross, Kilburn, Regent's Park and St
Pancras and Somers Town

This provision within DP2 does not
apply in this case, which is not in the
identified wards

6.7 Development Policy DP2 also
provides for developments involving the
net loss of two or more homes where
they would enable sub-standard units to
be enlarged to meet residential space
standards. We will consider such
proposals favourably if existing homes
are 20% or more below the space
standards and the loss of dwellings is
no greater than is necessary to meet
the standard

This provision within DP2 does not
apply in this case, as the existing
homes provide good space; in fact the
proposal would worsen the situation as
it would create a 1-bed flat unsuitable
for family occupation

6.8 Development Policy DP2 also
provides for developments involving the
net loss of two or more homes where
they would enable existing affordable
homes to be adapted to provide the
affordable dwelling-sizes most needed,
having regard to severe problems of
overcrowding and the high proportion of
one-bedroom dwellings in the Council
stock

This provision within DP2 does not
apply in this case; in fact the proposal
would worsen the situation as it would
increase the already-high proportion of
one-bedroom dwellings in the form of a
1-bed flat

6.9 The Council will keep Camden
Planning Guidance under review

These policies and guidance remain
largely unchanged in the emerging
Local Plan, thereby reinforcing their
relevance and applicability, and retain
reference to CPG2 for guidance

Objection to Planning Application 2017/1229/P — 5 Templewood Avenue
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The history of the site shows a reduction in number of units from 5 to 3 to the
proposed 1 house plus 1-bed flat:

Date Notes Accommodation
1972 3x3-bed + 2x2-bed [12604 approved 08/03/1972], | 13 bedroomsin 5
scores well on DP5 priorities units
1976 Additional living room above garage [22716 13 bedrooms in 5
approved 09/07/1976] units
1986 ‘Existing’ drawing for 2008 application shows that | 11 bedroomsin 5
by 1986, first floor 1x3-bed + 1x2-bed had units

reduced to 1x2 + 1x1 with a larger living room for
one flat
1990 Additional accommodation for Flat 1 [1990 13 bedrooms in 5
application 8905349 states “conversion of garage | units
into a bedroom and the addition of a second
bedroom above”, renewed 1995 ref 9500436 and
updated 1998 ref PW9802688]
2008 Conversion of first floor from 1x2-bed + 1x1-bed 14 bedrooms in 4
(see 1986 above) to 1x4-bed [2008/2555/P units
submitted by Belsay Holdings of which Shirley
Stone is/was a director]
2013 Use of ground floor as 1x5-bed flat [2013/1121/P | 12 bedrooms in 3
submitted by Shirley Stone] leading to current use | units
as 1x3-bed + 1x4-bed + 1x5-bed flat
Proposed | Current application for 7 bed house + 1-bed flat 8 bedroomsin 1

[2017/1229 submitted by Shirley Stone]

large and 1 small
unit

It is clear that there has been a continuing loss of accommodation both in terms of
total number of bedrooms and number of units, with the current proposal clearly

representing the most dramatic loss. It should be noted that the current Applicant,
Shirley Stone, was also the applicant for the reduction from 5 to 4 units in 2008 and
for the reduction from 4 to 3 units in 2013.

CPG2 Housing, Section 4

CPG2 Housing, Section 4 ‘Residential development standards’ shows that the
proposed 1-bed flat is of minimum allowable proportions and is clearly included in
the proposals solely to retain an additional dwelling within the development.

The following points demonstrate how the 1-bed flat has been designed for this

purpose:

CPG2 Section 4.14 defines minimum floorspace of 48 sq.m for two people. The
proposed 1-bed unit is claimed to be 50 sq.m (which requires independent
verification as the claim cannot be confirmed accurately form the drawings in the

Objection to Planning Application 2017/1229/P — 5 Templewood Avenue
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planning application). This constitutes the bare minimum space and is completely out
of proportion to the extremely generous 1087 sq.m for the 7-bedroom house which
far exceeds the standards. All of this is to be compared with the existing, favourable
674 sq.m split sensibly between the existing three flats. On this basis, the 1-bed flat
would be barely sufficient for two people and not at all suitable for family habitation.
The existing situation is far preferable from Camden’s perspective.

CPG2 Section 4.16 states that “The Council will expect bedrooms to meet or exceed
the following minimum sizes: First and double bedrooms - 11.0 sq m”.

Measurement from the plan shows that the proposed 1-bed flat has a bedroom of
11.4 sq.m (or 13 sg.m including fitted cupboards). As with the overall 1-bed flat, this
is the bare minimum and is out of proportion to the extremely generous 7-bed house
from which this has been carved out.

CPG2 Section 4.20 states that “Residential developments should maximise sunlight
and daylight, both within the new development and to neighbouring properties whilst
minimising overshadowing or blocking of light to adjoining properties”.

The proposal fails twice against this guidance:

0] The only window for the bedroom of the 1-bed flat is within 1 metre of and
looks directly at the solid boundary wall; and a tree has to be removed
(see ground floor plan) in order to provide light to the living room of the 1-
bed flat — surely a better design with a less compromised 1-bed flat could
be found that retains this tree.

(i) The proposed development increases overshadowing and blocking of light
to adjoining properties (as described and illustrated above), which is
precisely what this guidance seeks to minimise. A more acceptable
proposal might have been possible had the Applicant consulted with her
neighbours at any point before submitting a planning application.

CPG2 Section 4.29 states that “All new dwellings should provide access to some
form of private outdoor amenity space, e.g. balconies, roof terraces or communal
gardens”. It is unclear whether the 1-bed flat has any external amenity space; indeed
it would be in keeping with the overall design if it had no access to the rear garden.

The proposal fails to comply with Camden’s policy on basements and the
Basement Impact Assessment (BIA) contains inaccuracies

The BIA does not meet Camden’s recent guidelines on basement development
(CPG 4) in a number of respects:

- There was no prior consultation with neighbours, as required in para 3.13

- There is no assessment of the cumulative effect of this basement and other
basements nearby (para 3.31). The recently constructed double height
basement under No 4, immediately opposite, is particularly relevant here.

- There has been no independent verification of the BIA, as required by para
3.33.

There are also some inaccuracies. Para 5.8 states:
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Further modelling of surface water flooding has been undertaken by the Environment Agency and
was published on its website in January 2014.... This modelling shows a ‘Very Low’ risk of flooding
(the lowest category for the national background level of risk) for No.5 and the adjacent properties
on the north-west side of Templewood Avenue.

However, 5a Templewood Avenue was flooded in 2002, with water flowing down the
slope from the back garden, flooding the terrace and from there under the back door.
The water was several inches deep in the living room. It is not clear why No 5 was
not similarly affected. But the construction of an impervious basement under the
garden of No 5 would be bound to reduce the capacity of the garden to absorb
surface water and make flooding more likely.

Para 10.7.1 refers to a planning consent to remove the magnolia tree which was
causing cracking to the wall of our house opposite the proposed rear extension. It
assumes that this damage has been repaired. In fact, we were reluctant to cut down
the magnolia, which is a beautiful tree, so we had the crack monitored by our
insurer’s surveyor from April 2014 to September 2015. Since the crack did not get
any worse during this time we decided not to cut down the tree and have not yet
repaired the crack. We are now concerned that vibration and earth movement
caused by construction of the basement could de-stabilise the wall, even if the crack
were repaired in the meantime.

The planning application has been submitted in a poorly prepared form that
cannot be easily understood or relied upon

A critique of the Design and Access Statement (DAS) is presented below:
DAS Section 1 Pre-application meeting comments

The Design and Access Statement claims that the “Council’s Pre-Application Advice
[is that] The proposals were deemed to be acceptable in principle provided ...".
However, without sight of the advice, it is unclear what “acceptable in principle”
means. Accepting the principle of development is very different from supporting the
proposal. It is in any case based on misinformation about the likely impact of the
proposal. Therefore, this comment in the Design and Access Statement cannot be
relied upon as indicating support for the proposals.

DAS Section 2 Policy
Comments on policy are set out above.
DAS Section 3 Recent planning history

Comments on previous planning approvals and cumulative loss of residential units
are set out above.

The DAS also refers to application ref 31120 approved 13/02/1981 for a first floor
extension + ground floor extension but this is irrelevant and misleading as it refers to
the neighbouring property 5a, not 5 Templewood Avenue.

Objection to Planning Application 2017/1229/P — 5 Templewood Avenue Page 11 of 13



DAS Section 4 Site layout

Figures 5, 6 and 7 in the DAS clearly show asymmetry of the site, with an access
drive between numbers 3 and 5 Templewood Avenue, whereas number 5 butts up to
5a on the other side. Hence, all statements about creating balance and symmetry
through this proposal are fundamentally flawed. There is no balance or symmetry in
the context of the site itself and hence it is inappropriate to apply this concept to any
design on the site.

4.2.2 Scale and number of units 3 + 4 + 5 bedrooms 674sq m becomes 7 + 1 = 1087
+ 50 = 1137sqg m. Far from supporting an argument about increase in overall area,
this demonstrates the transfer from three family-sized households (Camden’s
priority) to one large house (likely to be under-occupied) and one minimally-sized 1-
bed flat (a low priority for Camden).

4.2.1 and 4.5 comparison with nearby projects — examples given in Figure 10 are not
comparable because these examples have no close neighbours and hence have a
different context.

4.2.5 Scale —The proposal is claimed to be not significant in relation to the existing
structure overall or when viewed from the street. However, it is definitely significant
when considered from 5a, for which no before / after views are offered.

4.4 Applicant’s response to pre-app comments

Pre-app comment: “It is considered that the proposal could be revised to
remove the two bedroom basement flat and improve the quality of the 1
bedroom unit on the ground floor."

Applicant’s response: “The two bedroom basement flat has been omitted and
the 1 bedroom unit on the ground floor (flat 2) enlarged and made fully
independent from flat 1”.

Our comment: It is clear that the 1-bed unit was not previously independent of
the 7-bed house and it is apparent that its intended is not as an independent
dwelling but an adjunct to the main house This implies a loss of quality
housing units from 3 flats to 1 house in contravention of CS6, DP2 and CPG2.
The creation of a separate street entrance does not alter this fact as there will
be no guarantee that the owner will actually use it as an independent dwelling.

Conclusion

This application has been submitted without any consultation with us and without
proper regard to its impact on us. The new side extension would block the light and
outlook from our main living room window. The Applicant’'s architect acknowledges
that this is the case and that, since becoming aware that the proposal faces our
window rather than a blank wall, he would personally not pursue the application It
would be impossible to demolish the existing former garage block without
unacceptable intrusion on our property and privacy. There is no way that this can be
mitigated and it is therefore a ground for refusal.
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Quite apart from the impact on our house, the proposed design is in appropriate to
this important Quennell house and the application fails to comply with Camden
policies on quantity and quality of housing and basement impact assessments.

We therefore ask the Council to refuse this application.

Irving and Marion Yass
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