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Slightly modified version of previous objection.

| am very disappointed to see the return of this proposed structure to the front of our
property. In the supporting documents, the application states: “It should be noted that there
are already a number of rear garden buildings to properties on the South side of Dartmouth
Park”. This is true, but they are genuine “sheds”, as one might expect in an urban garden,
of modest proportions. What is proposed is an architect-designed, professionally
constructed structure of considerable size. The “gable end” will in fact be visible along the
length of the Mews, as we all turn in to reach our front doors — a significant impact on the
aesthetic of the Mews and a constant reminder of this unwelcome new addition to our
landscape.

The application says the “shed” will “cast no shadow” but it will give the feeling of
encroachment of the built environment, despite any attempts at camouflage. There is no
“existing trellis with climbing plants”, apart from a few remnants. These were removed
because the ivy was causing significant light reduction plus damage to the boundary wall. It
notes that “the existing rear wall and trellis to No 27 Dartmouth Park is higher still”. This is a
diamond trellis that allows daylight through — not the solid rear wall of a building.

The application states: “The open space of the Mews is principally designed to enable
access to the houses, including emergency vehicle access.” However, as it continues, it
admits that we residents have a different idea of its role. “Residents state this area is also
used as a communal space for play, sitting and other communal activities. However, the
area in front is not the only amenity space available to residents.” The key word we used
was “communal”. Our gardens and balconies are all self-contained. Being in are own
gardens and yelling over fences is hardly communal. The frontage acts as a meeting and
gathering place.

Plus: “Bellgate Mews is unusual in that properties enjoy rear gardens and terraces”.
The “rear gardens “ are small - much smaller than suggested - paved or decked courtyards.
There are NO terraces (the flat roof is not accessible except for maintenance and then only
with some difficulty), but modest and very compact balconies — which certainly do not merit
the use of the word “terrace” as in the application - that overlook the new building.
(According to the diagrams, the structure would be almost invisible to line of sight of the
Bellgate residents.. if they had tunnel vision, that is, and never looked down). | fail to see
what relevance the size of our gardens (which, as | said, are very small) has to do with an
application to erect a structure on the opposite side of the house. As stated, the outside
space in front of our houses is where we gather as a community, for both social events and
communal maintenance of the area. The applicants are right, though, Bellgate Mews is
“unusual”. For which we read “special”’. We would like to keep it that way.

The family “has two young children”, but there are children in the Mews, too (with more on
the way). If our children wish to play on, say, scooters or participate in ball games, this
outside area is the only space available to them of appropriate size. | find it surprising, to
say the least, that the owner’s representative should try and dictate where we residents
should spend our leisure time.

In conclusion, | find the proposed structure to be oppressive, insensitive to the
neighbours and a poor precedent for the future of our Mews.
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This “shed" in its revised design remains a large construction across almost the entire width
of the bottom of the garden of 29 Dartmouth Park Road in front of our home at 7 Bellgate
Mews. It will protrude high above the top of the boundary brick wall between it and Bellgate
Mews. Its height is exacerbated by the fact that the garden level of 29 Dartmouth Park
Road is already 1.2 metres higher than the Mews. Hence, from the front of my property, the
proposed construction has a roof apex which greatly exceeds the height of the boundary
wall and will significantly reduce light into the ground floor living room and kitchen of my
property, which is less than five metres away from the back wall of this proposed building.
The planning proposal is factually inaccurate in several areas. The residents of Bellgate
Mews do indeed have small rear courtyard gardens, but they are merely 3 metres deep. To
call the first floor balcony a ‘recreational area’ is also inaccurate as the balcony measures
2.54 x 0.90metres. It is for this reason we all continue to make use of the area to the front
of the Mews houses as a communal outdoor space particularly in the evening after work.
The height of the proposed building will block light from the west and compromise the
residents’ use of the communal outdoor area.

As resident of Number 7 Bellgate Mews | am very concerned by the height and size of the
“shed” and its impact on my enjoyment of low angle sunlight at the end of the afternoon. |
am remain very concerned by the effective increase in my sense of enclosure that this
development would impose. | am also concerned that a successful application for the
proposed construction would set a precedent re: large constructions at the end of these
gardens. If repeated, the boundary wall between these properties and Bellgate Mews would
be lined by constructions rising high above the length of boundary wall; this would have a
serious impact and increase the sense of enclosure for the residents of Bellgate Mews.
Whilst in the past other properties in the Dartmouth Park area have built in their gardens, it
is now recognised how important conservation of the green areas of urban environments
are. This development would account for a loss of green space, a loss of light and an
increased sense of enclosure, not to mention any noise implications if the ‘shed’ was to be
used for anything other than storage.
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Please note: the diagram and photograph mentioned in this text would not upload to this
site. A version with said illustrations has been lodged with the Planning Officer.

Dear Sirs

Re- Application 29 Dartmouth Park Road NW5 1SU - 2018/1318/P

Please find below our general comments on the application followed by our planning based
objections.

1.1 There is missing and inaccurate information in the application. Again the scheme omits
drawings that would show the impact on the surrounding properties. As this is a
conservation area the side elevation from Bellgate Mews is a key view not provided, the top
of the roof will be 4.1m from the ground level of the mews this will have an adverse impact
on the streetscape; it is particularly dominant due to the set back of the gardens from 31.
This would give a feeling of overbearing in the mews. The site/location plans have been
clipped at this point we argue to hide the full impact of the proposal. The applicant proposes
covering the walls in planting to perhaps camouflage the structure, even ignoring the
obvious maintenance and well-being of the plants in this position; the issue here is the
building is elevated above the ground so it will not be viewed against other planting but
against the sky thus no amount of “Dad’s Army” camouflage will mask the shape of the
building against the sky. The application does not contain a full design and access
statement. The application shows a trellis on top of the wall we attach a photograph from
last year; the existing wall is 2.75m high as such the raising of it with the trellis would
require consent. So there would need to be an application for this work. The light and
shadow shown on the drawing is in summer at noon. The key impact of overshadowing will
be in the other seasons late in the day as the scheme blocks the western light.

1.2 As the previous application last year the title of the application is disingenuous, the
proposal is referred to as shed this is clearly considerably more than a shed, when we look
at the plan the internal space is designated as a playroom. The previous application again
referred to the scheme as a shed initially, and then the applicant added further information
when an objection raised the possibility of it being used as a separate unit in attempting to
counter that point making it clear the use of the room was ancillary space to the main
house. This would bring activities that would generate noise and other disruption within 5m
of habitable rooms in the mews behind. The other point to make is that this potential
nuisance would be at the same level as the bedrooms of the mews properties. The
additional information provided in the last application also stated there would be no
insulation in the structure which again would mean increased noise transfer, even though
this is a minor point as due to the windows and doors airborne noise from whatever
activities were to take place would be carried to the habitable areas of the mews houses.
We understand why someone would want a playroom away from their own living areas
even though this is a house in excess of 300 square metres over 4+ floors but to move it
adjacent to others residential properties is less than neighbourly.

1.3 The proposal is in conflict with Camden’s policy and guidance notes. If we refer to
Camden’s UDP/Framework document we find in a conservation area in 2.1.7 we find the
following; “Rear garden shed/greenhouse in a conservation area exceeding 10 cubic
metres shall be treated as an extension for the house. This is clearly a garden room that will
be use as part of the house with the potential for a variety of uses; it is located less than 5m
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from the windows of residential buildings in the mews at the level of the bedrooms.

1.4 The foundation solution/protection of trees in the conservation area. As per the previous
foundation solution this is not appropriate to the site conditions; the plan form of the building
shows a cut out for the tree which is very tight to the trunk. This presents a number of
potential problems that have not been identified or addressed in the tree report. The tree is
not a single straight trunk but 2 separate ones the one to the house side spreading at an
75deg angle we doubt if there would be sufficient space for the tree to move in the wind or
to take account of future growth, the roof of the new structure will also divert water away
from the roots placing the viability of the tree at risk in periods of low rain fall. The
foundation solution relies on 400mm deep holes to be dug and would need to follow the
perimeter of the structure or have an element of canter lever to the structural base if this
were not possible. With respect to the first point in the area of the cut out next to the trunk
the roots will be very dense in this area as such the method statement stated in the
application could not be followed. We would expect the roots to be close to surface and the
exact location and size should be established in order to make an informed comment on
the impact on the tree which should be checked by the council’s experts. If there is the need
to cantilever then it will dramatically increase in thickness of the base which could only be
accommodated by raising the height of the building. We would argue that there would also
need to be a gap under the base to take account of heave and to give air flow to migrate
against rot, thus the height would not be as shown. The intrusive nature of the foundation
proposal so close to the root bowl would put the tree at risk and we suspect the end goal is
the complete removal of the tree. The exact thickness of the base is a material
consideration as it will directly relate to the eventual height and it is in no one’s interest to
have to revisit this matter during construction.

1.5 The proposal will have an adverse impact on the daylighting to the ground floor
habitable rooms in the mews. In particular the late afternoon outside the summer months
when the light level are lower thus will have a material effect on daylighting to these rooms.
1.6 Omitted information, we have provided the missing elevation and a photograph of the
wall from December 2017 showing the wall from the mews without trellis. It is also worth
noting the section through the mews omits to show the bedrooms that sit forward of the
building in the terrace zone with opening Velux style windows.

Figure 2 Photograph of the garden wall December 2017. (SEE NOTE AT TOP)

2.0 The built reality compared to the drawn proposal. Again with the limited information on
the drawing assumptions have to be made, these are made with a justification given.

2.1 The raft or base appears to be 100mm deep (estimated in the absence of a section)
this is shown bearing directly on the ground this cannot be the case for a number of
reasons the structure would remain damp and rot, also this does not allow for seasonal
movement or heave of the roots thus the reality would be this would be a suspended
structure as such the thickness would need to increase and again due the limited headroom
in the building the roof would have to increase in height. If as we suspect areas need to be
cantilevered this would substantially increase the depth further and thus add to the problem.
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2.2 The proposal states a planted roof will be used but again this would mean there will
drainage and a soil layer we assert this would be 100mm minimum, there would need to be
a water proofing membrane protective layer and deck we argue would add a further 30mm.
Even though the span is only around 3m the dead load would be high due the construction
as such we would expect the structural depth to be around 250mm. When this build up is
compared to the dimensions on the drawing (ref to the elevation) the actual internal ceiling
height would not work. It is clear the purpose of the room is some of sort of party, music,
hobby office space this ceiling height would not be suitable for these purposes thus we
would expect the as-built to migrate higher during the construction. This would place
Camden in a difficult position as enforcement would be both costly for the residents of
Camden plus could result in a case brought against Camden by the residents of Bellgate
Mews if infractions were let go, neither of which is in the communities interest.

3.0 Planning considerations.

3.1 Size bulk and scale. The proposal although drawn as a building at the end of a
residential garden in fact sits in an elevated position (ground level 1.5m above street level in
mews) directly in front of habitable room windows. The massing and scale will produce an
oppressive and an overbearing sense of enclose to the front of the houses and in the
mews.

3.2 Loss of light to residential properties. One would need a daylight study to quantify this
but there will be loss of light, to the lower rooms and the public areas in Bellgate Mews. In
particular after 3pm where the SW light would be blocked by the proposed structure.

3.3 Noise and environmental nuisance. It is clear that the building is not a shed due to its
size and fenestration despite the head description. The likely use by the applicant or
subsequent residents of 29 as a play room or other purposes would both increase the
activity and noise at the end of their garden. This is within 5m and at the same level as the
bedrooms of the residential properties in the mews their right of privacy and quiet
enjoyment of their home will be affected.

3.4 Risk to trees and landscape which provide a positive contribution to the Conservation
Areas. These trees are not just at the bottom of a private garden but are principle
landscape features within the mews.

3.5 Detriment to the street scape of Bellgate Mews and the conservation area as a whole.
The design of the building in an elevated position at the end of the mews harms the
Conservation Areas by it form, materials used, its’ scale and location.

3.6 Risk of precedent. Granting of such a scheme would set a dangerous precedent which
would be used by the other houses in the road to adversely affect the environmental quality
of the residents of Bellgate Mews and similar locations.

We would ask the Authority to consider the above comments and would urge that this
application and any further variations be refused.

Yours faithfully

Bellgate Mews Residents Association.
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