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Narrative and Objections, Application 2017/6779/P 

Salient Points 

o There was no planning permission for the generator 

o There is yet no evidence of planning permission for the lift block. If it 

exists, how did it every become approved? 

o Camden Planning Enforcement have been ineffective 

o Regal Homes refused to comply with the original consent 

o Both Camden and Regal Homes describe this as a residential area, and 

the service area is adjacent to an award-winning park. It should not be 

a second-rate industrial yard, as it is at present. 

o This application is for a shanty town. 

o Any approval needs enforcement 
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From Original Planning Application 

 



14 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 

 



15 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 



16 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 

 



17 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 

 

 

 



18 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 

 



19 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 

 



20 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 

 



21 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 



22 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 
 
5. Resin-bound Gravel - to vehicular areas to the front of Maygrove Road; and to 

the refuse area to the rear of the site (off Brassey Road). Marshalls paving. 

Formal hedges will run parallel to the building to provide a garden screen between 

the new building and the Park. Planting will have seasonal interest, and, in some 

species, reference will be made to the history 

Architects specialise in quiet, dignified and crisp elevations with a variety and 

rhythm introduced into an ordered and well detailed brick architecture.  

specify “warm brick for continuity and connection with the surrounding 

environment. to compliment other façade materials” 
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Details Page for Planning Application - 2012/5934/P 
Site Address65 & 67 MAYGROVE ROAD LONDON NW6 2EH  
 

Decision 

No development shall take place until full details of hard and soft landscaping and means of enclosure of 

all un-built, open areas have been submitted to and approved by the local planning authority in writing.  

The submission shall also include details of: a. how the landscaping within the rear amenity space would 

be designed to minimise the opportunities for overlooking of ground floor flats by passive users of the 

space; Page 3 of 11 2012/5934/P b. the measures taken to green the rear terraces; c. any proposed 

earthworks including grading, mounding and other changes in ground levels; and d. full details of all 

boundary treatments, including fencing and other measures to provide screening of the development 

from the park. The relevant part of the works shall not be carried out otherwise than in accordance with 
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the details thus approved. Reason: To ensure that the development achieves a high quality of 

landscaping which contributes to the visual amenity and character of the area in accordance with the 

requirements of policy CS14 and CS15 of the London Borough of Camden Local Development 

Framework Core Strategy and policy DP24 of the London Borough of Camden Local Development 

Framework Development Policies. 7 All hard and soft landscaping works shall be carried out in 

accordance with the approved landscape details by not later than the end of the planting season 

following completion of the development. Any trees or areas of planting which, within a period of 5 

years from the completion of the development, die, are removed or become seriously damaged or 

diseased, shall be replaced as soon as is reasonably possible and, in any case, by not later than the end 

of the following planting season, with others of similar size and species, unless the local planning 

authority gives written consent to any variation. Reason: To ensure that the landscaping is carried out 

within a 

During construction 
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Actual 

If this was permitted, why and how? 



29 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 



30 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 



31 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 



32 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 



33 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 



34 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 

 

 



35 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 



36 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 



37 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 



38 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 



39 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 



40 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 

 



41 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 



42 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 



43 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 



44 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 



45 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 



46 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 



47 
 

Gilbert 2017/6779/P 5th Jan 2018 

 

 

 

 

 

After repeated requests to comply with planning consent  

The PRESENT 
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CONTRAST WITH NEIGHBOUR’S BIN AREA: - 
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E mail from Regal Homes re new application 
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Reply to Regal 
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Thank you for sending your planning application, and asking for comment.  

As I explained when we met, there are outstanding issues about the service area.  

Regal reflected its “Quality, exacting standards, exemplary workmanship, renowned 

attention to detail” in specifying for Beaufort Court “warm brick for continuity and 

connection with the surrounding environment. to compliment other façade 

materials”.  

The lift house doesn’t meet Regal or Camden criteria, and this proposal is to attach 

a big metal shed onto an ugly incongruous concrete block.  

Like the generator, there didn’t appear to be any detailed planning application or 

consent for the lift house, specifically no application for the façade.  

Regal never answered, so Camden is investigating for evidence of the lift house at 

Committee. 

 Also, Regal gave the impression it’d completed landscaping, eschewing mixed 

hedging for panel fencing. A Camden landscape expert is advising.  

The lift block already dominates Beaufort Court and Brassey Road, and this 

proposal is discordant, and more dominant. 

 Estimating from the drawing, the enclosure is 80% of the lift block by area, and 

55% by volume. The whole enchilada has no scale or symmetry, and bares no 

comparison with our immediate neighbours or the vicinity. 

 In Regal’s words  

o the vicinity as “well-constructed and detailed, which together with tree 

planting creates a very unique and high-quality environment and character”  

o “The residential character of the area is largely characterised by brick, and 

this material should provide the starting point”  

o “A mid red brick is proposed as the dominant facing material”  

o “Intention is a simple palate…of good quality materials…detailed carefully”  

Fortune Green is a high quality residential area, not industrial.  

One of the 3 tenets of good architecture, is that it should delight people and raise 

their spirits. 

If there’s no alternative to having a generator, the enclosure can either be 

customised as a brick extension, or the enclosure screened on the east side by a 

brick wall, itself softened by climbers or landscaping.  

There also needs to be better hedging/landscaping to screen from Brassey Road Eg 

Brick wall: -  

This is my initial reaction. 

 Regal’s portfolio has excellent designs, and can do better.  
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PS Sending the planning details of the lift house façade will be very helpful. 

Dr C R Gilbert 

 

 

 

 

Application 2017/6779/P 

 

This application is care-less, careless in being inaccurate, careless disregard without 

regard to design and aesthetics. 

North Elevation - Fence panel wrong size 

Proposed West Elevation – shed omitted 

Existing plan – Fence in wrong place, some hedging on plan do not exist 

No South or East Elevation – the view which residents have, so the application does 

not represent the common views. 

The shed is BIG. The lift house is big in proportion to environment. The shed size is 

perhaps 60% of the lift block, their combined impact would be overwhelm the area. 
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Question 15 “are there trees and hedges on the proposed site” Regal “No” 

Not so. Regal has repeatedly refused to comply with the landscaping in original 

application, eschewing landscaping for tatty panel fencing (not even straight). It 

now proposes to denude the area, making it poor in comparison with industrial 

units (not that there are any in the vicinity) 

Original application 
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“In addition to the enclosure, a 1.8m high (fence) to the east will guarantee outlook 

of residents is not impacted” – Not so. CGI needed of view from SE 

 

From shared notes 4th Nov 2017, meeting with Cilpa Beechook & 

Gary Bakall 

I referred the site to Camden Planning Enforcement on 4th April 2017, 

requesting the site be completed in accord with the assumed planning 

consent. 

 Landscaping.  

E mail from Cilpa 13th October.  

Regal Homes provided the attached document. This document was 

approved in planning application ref: 2013/2815/P- ‘Details pursuant to 

conditions 6 (hard and soft landscaping), 9 (cycle storage), 11 (green 

roof) and 19 (sustainable urban drainage) of permission granted on 21st 

February 2013 (Camden Ref 2012/5934/P) for "Redevelopment of the 
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site to provide 91 residential units in a building comprising basement, 

ground and four upper storeys, with basement parking and associated 

hard & soft landscaping following the demolition of office and residential 

buildings at 65 and 67 Maygrove Road)" (abbreviated).’ They have stated 

that they have completed the attached proposal.  

On 17th October I  (CG) pointed out that the attached document has 

nothing to do with our complaint. Nonetheless, that’s the document you 

(Cilpa & Gary) brought to our meeting. DOC.PDF;Maygrove Peace 

Park_Planting Proposals_2016.04.pdf; This complaint is restricted to 

Beaufort Court. As you have seen for yourselves, Regal has not 

completed the 2013/2815/P landscaping. You said you’d arrange for a 

Camden landscaping expert to review 

 lift block 

I’d not been able to trace the planning application or approval, nor any 

detail or description. I therefore wondered if there was no planning 

consent. You said that’s incorrect, it’s on the plans, and showed me:-  

 

 

That drawing seems to indicate a lift, not a lift house. The lift block is only 

depicted in landscape proposal sketches. Regal’s design proposals for 

Beaufort Court detail their intentions of “softness, quality materials and 

design, compliment & continuity” etc . Much was given to minimizing the 

impact of the north retaining wall, so it’s surprising the committee 

decided upon such a stark block to dominate the site, and exacerbate the 
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crudity of the wall. There’s published consents for details such as bird 

boxes, but no mention of the generator or the lift house. The logical 

explanation is that the generator and lift house did not go before the 

committee. However, On 13th October you stated, “I understand that 

you believe the service area is ‘ugly and inappropriate’ however, the 

structure has been built in accordance to the approved plans. 

Enforcement action can only be taken once a breach has occurred” Our 

brief informal meeting lacked capacity to resolve this specific issue, so I 

am submitting a further referral to Camden Planning Enforcement. 

 

My contention was that panel fencing, that wasn’t straight and didn’t match 

adjacent fencing, was not the same as a mixed hedge, nor was the plant below.  

 

 

Herewith my attempt at CGIs!! 
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16. Regal. “the proposed development has been designed having regard to the 

adopted development plan including Camden Local Plan and Camden Planning 

Guidance and is considered to comply with all relevant policy requirements”  

Really?! This must to be justified.  

o Can a big block, a metal shed, & 20 quid panels from B&Q claim to be a 

“design”?  

o Does it really meet all Camden and Government criteria?  Not 1-24 above. 

o What does that statement say about the applicant or the health of Camden 

planning? 

There are further concerns. The proposed plan shows only a few bins, whereas 

there are usually more, occasionally many more. It is an emergency exit. 

Comment 

o This area has been treated with distain by Regal Homes and Camden. Both 

have become opaque. 

o Regal Homes can do excellent designs 

o It’s ripe for imaginative and innovative design. 
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o I was advised that this application will be assessed by an individual, not by 

committee. In the light of the history, and that relevant information about 

the correctness of any approval of the lift block, full and detailed explanation 

of approval/rejection will be necessary for all parties 

o Vigorous enforcement is fundamental 

 

This application was Received by Camden 7th December 2017, and appeared online 

on 4th January, 19 working days later. The public have until 24th January to 

comment (14 working days). 

 To obtain this application I had to enquire from Camden enforcement on numerous 

occasions, ask Regal homes (denied), register online, write to the Chief Executive 

and make another FOI request.  

How does that facilitate (A20) “Early, positive and meaningful engagement with 

those living and working in the area…...improve efficiency and effectiveness of the 

planning application system for all parties, resulting in “improved outcomes for the 

community”” 

It’s a shame that Regal and Camden Enforcement have disengaged. I much prefer 

collaboration to formal process. Surely transparency will achieve a better outcome. 

 

Please let me know if you require any further information, clarification or 

referencing. 

 

Dr C R Gilbert 
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