From: Vadim Toader

Sent: 14 April 2025 21:31

To: Planning

Subject: Objection to planning proposal ref 2025/0484/P

To whom it may concern,

I'm a homeowner on Rosemont Road and would like to object to the planning
proposal 2025/0484/P.

Please see comments attached.
Best,

Vadim
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. We are particularly concemed that the higher blocks will affect the view from the
surrounding conservation areas including West End Green and South Hampstead
Conservation Areas. Historic England has said, in respect of the S73 Application, that it
continues to consider that “The volume and scale of the development means that there is

a harmful impact to designated heritage assets through development within their setting.”

_ We can see from page 42 of the Design & Access Statement that Labour Councillors
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‘Residents were promised a Square (where M&S is) to partly compensate for the huge
developmept — we got a somewhat small forecourt that does not give West Hampstead
the centre it was promised.”

“No infrastructure improvements have been made to West End Lane.”

dents welcome the prioritisation of West Hampstead Tube Station by TfL for step-
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affordale ousing in the schem. There re on|8 more ﬂats for social rent. At 36% by
floor area the updated application continues to fail Camden’s own housing policy that
there should be 50% affordable homes in new developments and we continue to oppose
it on these grounds. Residents have told us:

“This is for the developers, not for people in housing need or local people”

“We don’t need another development full of overly priced flats that no-one can really
afford”.
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E: Igeenlzc;(r:s%ems. 1Qhe West Hampstead area is already classed as deficient in open

space. Comments on the S73 Application include:

“Not enough green areas"”



“The size of the green space is not proportionate to the amount of land available which is
intended to be used for buildings, highlighting that the proposal for the green space is a
play of pretend to appease some of the public.”

“The green spaces are nowhere near enough to make up for the fact that the area will
become even more congested with these ridiculously tall buildings.”

16. The S73 Application does not meet Camden'’s standard for open space of 9 square
metres per occupier. While it offers an extra 300 square metres, even if there was only
one person living in each of the 43 new flats, 387 square metres would be required to
meet Camden'’s standard. Assuming no changes to later phases, the total green space
required by Camden's standard was estimated at 38,261 square metres. The previous
proposals offered 13,308 square metres (40% of the requirement). Adding a further
300sgm takes the total to 13,608, which is only 41% of Camden’s policy requirement.

M We object to this Planning Application.

>~

Vadim-Radu Toader



