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April 14, 2014

Mr. C. McDonaugh
Regeneration and Planning
Camden Town Hall

Judd Street

London

RE: Application 2014/1617/P

Dear Sir:

CULTURE & ENVIRC

RECEIVED

15 APR 2014




BY POST & EMAIL

Conor McDonagh

Regeneration & Planning Development Management
London Borough of Camden

Town Hall

Judd Street

London WCIH 8ND

Dear Sirs,
100 Avenue Road NW3 3HF, Planning Application ref 2014/1617/P

My wife and 1 live in Crossfield Road about a minutes walk away from the above site, and we are
continually walking through this area at all times of the day and evening, to get to Finchley Road,
Swiss Cottage Underground Station and to the Library; and so will be greatly affected by the above
proposals to construct a 24 storey block of 184 residential units in addition to other commercial use.
Accerdingly I am writing to register our objections to the Application on a large variety of grounds
such as the whole design and layout of the scheme and the increased use of the area, the loss of
daylight and sunlight, impact on wind and serious traffic, vehicular access and parking deficiencies.

Design and Layout

The proposed 24 high storey block in particular is completely out of place and wrong for this site
adjoining the Belsize Conservation Area, the listed library and leisure complex and a green open
space; all of which will be damaged by the proposed new high and bulky buildings.

The layout of the individual 184 apartments, while superficially modern, are in many ways very
impractical for proper homes, which may explain why (with the exception of 28 for social housing)
the apartments are not intended to be sold on a long lease, which would normally be the case, but
instead are to be let on short leases with the target market being young working professionals, who
could be from either this country or abroad.

Increased Usage

It is very likely that the proposed increased amount of commercial, retail and residential usage will
be far too great for the area and local environment and local public transport facilities, and also
overwhelm the local roads, on which I will comment specifically later on. In the section on Design
and Layout above 1 have already referred to the type of intended residential occupation, and quite
apart from other concerns with the proposals it is debateable that provision of this sort rather than
proper homes is that desirable anyway, being more akin to a large hotel complex.

Loss of Daylight and Sunlight

The mass of proposed buildings, and particularly the high tower, will seriously reduce the amount of
daylight and sunlight at varying times throughout the day, to large parts of the neighbourhood. The
adjoining green recreational area will clearly be adversely affected. Our house and most of the
neighbourhood being to the east of the site will be very seriously affected in the late afternoon and
evening with the sun being blocked by the tower. This is particularly so in winter continuing into
this time of year, when it is easiest to describe the sun as being low in the sky, so the length of the
day and sunlight will be very much reduced because of the development. Our house has a first floor
balcony to the front facing west specially built to take advantage of the sun in the late afternoon and



early evening and its use may well be considerably reduced if the tower goes ahead.

Impact of Wind

As mentioned my wife and [ are walking past the top of the site at the top of Eton Avenue more or
less every day. This north west corner of the existing buildings at the junction of Eton Avenue and
Finchley Road is already frequently extremely windy. Despite what the computer modelling
commissioned by the developers may say, any new buildings of the height size and bulk as proposed
can only exacerbate the situation in this respect , which is bad enough at times already.

Traffic and Vehicular Access

With Eton Avenue having been blocked off from Finchley Road for over forty years, the top end of
Eton Avenue bordering the Hampstead Theatre is intended to be primarily used by pedestrians and
for an open air market. Even so far too many vehicles already have to go through this area all day
long, to deliver goods and services to the existing offices and two restaurants. Similarly the
passageway between the existing building and the Hampstead Theatre, which again should primarily
be for pedestrians, suffers from both the parking and passage of vehicles. It seems that the new
development will have no better vehicular access than the existing and more or less everything will
therefore have to pass along the walkway between the site and the theatre, then through the
pedestrian/market area, and then either through Winchester Road or a rat run through various
neighbouring streets in Belsize Park, which are at times quite full already for example with the
school run. This means of access is barely good enough for the existing buildings, but would be
quite inadequate if not dangerous for the proposed new development with its increased commercial
and retail usage, let alone the completely new 184 residential develop ; which of ity must
involve a much greater access at all times by service, delivery and removal vans let alone residents
and visitors. Unless access to the development is changed to directly on to Avenue Road, which
would entail a lot of other considerations such as resiting the entrance to the Underground station,
this lack of proper means of access is strong grounds alone for rejecting the Application.

Parking

Only 11 disabled parking spaces are pl d. It is quite listic if not dising; , to expect that
in 184 apartments, primarily designed to be occupied by young working professionals, that the
majority will not have their own car; indeed many may require it for their jobs. In fact as many of
the apartments have two or even three bedrooms, the number of car owners could be very
considerable, leaving aside completely cars of visitors. There is really no spare capacity in the
surrounding streets. Taking my own street of Crossfield Road as an example, in the evening there is
already great pressure on any spare space from visitors to the Hampstead Theatre. The reality is that
there will be a huge number of extra cars, and their owners from necessity will park them wherever
they can, such as blocking entrances and driveways, and overnight on the pedestrian/market area.
Again this is another ground alone for rejecting the Application.

Summary
To summarise the proposed new buildings and tower blocks are quite excessive and out of all
proportion for the area, lacking any of the ancillary provisions necessary for such a dense use of the
site, and would cause huge untold damage to the whole neighbourhood; which if anything is
exacerbated by the very limited overall social benefits proposed.
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Conor McDonagh 3 1 MAR 2014

Regeneration and Planning
Borough of Camden

Town Hall Cul .
Judd St ture & Environment

WCiH 8ND

Dear Mr McDonagh

Re: Planning Application 2014/1617/P
100 Adelaide Road

1 think the proposed redevelopment of this site is monstrons. The new block of flats
overlooking the Swiss Cottage swimming pool is bad enough. This proposal is the limit and
it will only

quite uncalled for. It is clearly driven by greed and short-term gain. If allowe

diminish the quality of life for everyone in this area: in terms of aesthetics, in terms of
convenience, like ease of parking, in terms of the sense of general well-being that makes city
life in nice parts of the eity so agreeable. It will be yet another case of the profiteer

contributing to the death of the goose that lays his golden eggs.

Something that we see all over London all the time now: skylines being blotted out by endless
second-rate high-rise building tarted up with a few meretricious gestures to contemporary
architectural fashion. Look at Kings Cross. Stick in a few “community assets” to appease the
councils and the punters and walk off with a fat profit. And don't give a damn for the future. It
is not for this kind of building that people want to come and live and work in London: quite
the contrary. Swiss Cottage and Finchley Road are not exactly beauties as it is. For God's sake,

don’t make it worse.

I hope you will see the light. And 1 heartily endorse the arguments set out on the attached

sheet.




We object to the planning application to demolish the existing building and redevelopment for a
24-storey building and a part 7 part 5 storey building comprising a total of 184 residential units
and all the associated development.

1. Despite objections and representations of local residents to the developers, it appears no real.
changes have been made to the scheme.

2. The development may cause material harm to the local area because it is appears to beoutof
scale, It is too HIGH, too BULKY and the MASSING is wrong for this site, adjoining a
conservation area, a listed library building and a popular green space.

3. The proposed development’s height and mass will cause material damage to the character,
appearance and setting of adjoining Conservation areas. The proposed building will be visible
from most parts of the adjoining conservation areas.

4. The proposed building is not an iconic design by a well-known architect. It has no design
coherence with the green space, the Belsize Conservation area or the adjacent grade [l listed

Swiss Cottage library.

5. The huge new development materially damages the local environment. The green space will
be overlooked by 184 flats; parents of children who use the fountain are caoncerned about the
security implications for their children, The retail development at the foot of the towers will
spill onto the green space and create a noise nuisance for neighbours, particularly at night.
Sunlight, and daylight will be affected at various different times of the day for neighbours, users
of the green space and the market.

6. Local transport is already overcrowded. New residents and their visitors may well
averwhelm the Swiss Cottage tube and adjoining bus stops. The proposals are vague about what
will happen to the tube entrance on Eton Ave once the development has started.

7. The scheme provides no parking. Outside restricted times, there is nothing to stop visitors to

the development’s residents and the retail facilities using local parking spaces. The scheme fails
to take into account that residents and users of the retail facilities will be picked up and dropped
by cars.

8. The development does not provide affordable housing for local people and families. Of 184
flats, Essential Living will let 148 apartments on the private rental market. Their brochure
makes clear that their target market are young working professionals. ONLY 28 flats will be
social housing. This is inadequate for this community’s needs.

9. This application is premature. There appears to be na successful example of the rental model
proposed by Essential Living which has lasted for over five years elsewhere in London and none
in Camden

10. It appears that the major construction work will continue over 27 months. There is no clear
plan for how vehicles and cranes will access the site without disrupting local residents, given
that the site is bounded by Eton Ave and Winchester Road. Also, it seems likely that the
construction work will coincide with HS2 construction work.
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ave just realised that two of the views referred to in this letter may have been

accidentally omitted from the package | delivered today and 1 am enclosing these
with this copy letter.

Conor McDonah,

Regeneration & Planning Management, 9t April 20 Q

London Borough of Camden, z
Town Hall, o -
Judd Street, ga =
London WC1H 8ND im %
5 =
3 =

=]

Dear Mr McDcnah, ?ﬁ

=t

100 Avenue Road Applications 2014/1617/P | &

Just over a week ago | learnt from a leaflet distributed by the Save Swiss
Cottage Action Group that a major application have been submitted for this site.
Although [ live within about two hundred yards of the site in the Fitzjohns
Avenue Conservation Area,we had received no notification of the proposals.

My interest in the Swiss Cottage site goes back quite a long way , having lived in
Buckland Crescent for many years,my wife and I had participated in the market
on the site for many years if not decades.

In the 1970’s the site(which formerly housed a School for the Blind and a
large house with grounds and conservatories named “Sunnyside’ Jhad been
dubbed ‘the largest free market in Europe’. My family and friends went to lay out
our unwanted furniture and knick knacks on folding tables transported for the
purpose amongst the dozens of stalls, food and drink pr oviders,gramophone
players,tape vendors and booksellers galore. There was no formal organisation,
but if you wanted to erect a stall you had to get there quite early. The only formal

ments were that a contribution had to be made towards Chris Hurwitz
moved the debris at the end of the day, ably assisted by ‘Fred’ on behalf of
den Council ,who were in those day enevolent supporters of the

operation as they afte rary and swimming pool
hen about twice its pre

Subsequently the Council offered the front part of the site for development
and in 1981-4 the present travertine- faced office and restaurant buildi ling was
1 to the designs of [ed Levy, Hmmnwl & P: ‘Fti‘E‘Y: described in Pevsner as

o the south”.




for the restoration and modernisation of the library and consolidation of the
swimming pool into the building designed by Farrells which we have now. The

2
residue of the original swimming pool site was then sold off to developer who
built the ‘Visage’ building - fine as a design concept to sneak though not helped
by the additional four stprey rectangular ‘added’ tower, which had not been
envisaged in the original competition winning scheme. Next door to this is one
of the four twenty-four storey residential towers erected by Camden and
generally regarded with some derision on the architectural front.

Shortly after this ,the Farmers Market which had been flourishing in the centre
of the open site(encouraged but possibly as a result of this doomed by the
support of Prince Charles) was removed to the Sainsbury’s car park in the
Finchley Road whilst the new Hampstead Theatre and rather boring ‘dry’ water
feature were developed in the remainder of formerly open site. Eventually as we
know the remains of the market were permitted to return to the pedestrian part
of Eton Avenue as the present much diminished Wednesday market(referred to
as a ‘French Market' in one of the current planning application documents.).

Itis against this background that we have to consider the present proposals for
4 24 storey tower and hefty slab block which will extend further into the public
open space than the existing building (cf attached views 19 & 20 taken from the
applicant’s “Tewnscape and Visual Impact Assessment” volume by the Peter
Stewart Consultancy). The impact of these massive buildings has also to be
considered in the context of a number of adjoining Conservation Areas(Belsize
Park, Fitzjohn's, South Hampstead, Elsworthy etc.). It must seem extraordinary
after so much earlier public involvement and interest, that the current scheme
has been ‘sprung’ on the public with so little prior warning and no public
exhibitions or meetings.

Having studied the drawings and reports submitted with the application{over
twenty elaborate documents), T have to say that the developer has presented
avery credible range of technical information. The only problem is that all of this
does not really explain why the development is justified in its present form - the
fact that there are a number or rather inappropriately sited tower blocks in the
locality can hardly be seen as justification for the construction of yet anather,
particularly on the scale and of the relatively heavy-handed design proposed.

I have tried toshow in the 20 attached views extracted from the Townscape and
Visual Impact Assessment, how dramatic and unpleasant the impact of the new
tower will be, particularly on the local Conservation Areas. When one considers
that the development is likely to proceed over the next three or four years at the
same time as the HS2 railway subterranean excavations at Swiss Cottage, and at
the same time(apparently) as the gyratory alterations are taking place, the chaos
and disruption to local people’s lives can easily be envisaged. The removal of a
few steps in the Underground Station will scarcely offset this damage, and at the
end of it all we will be left with a local environment that is significantly less
attractive than the existing,.



Forme, two of the views from the Townscape Assessment are the most telling of
all(19 & 20 looking across the existing open space as attached). I have no reason
to doubt the technical accuracy of these presentations, they are taken from the
same viewpoint with the same trees in the same condition. If anyone can tell me
that the proposed version(20) is preferable to the existing(19) 1 will eat my
hat{or would if I had one). Not only is the tower block a gross intrusion on the
present relatively low scale of the open space, but the low slab block can be seen
as having a radically worse impact than the present relatively sophisticated
design. The reason for this | discovered, when I came to draw up a plan
comparing the existing and proposed schemes(Drawing ‘A’ attached) is that the
proposed design is not only higher but intrudes much further into the park
apparently taking its cue from an unauthorised tent- like structure attached to
the cafe ). Everything about the new design is heavy and unyielding unrelated to
the park, and oppressive.

Having studied the overall designs and reports | began to realise that we are not
only looking at an unacceptable design but also at one that will be hugely
expensive to implement. The underground works are on a phenomenal scale
with dramatic retaining walls and piling - the existing structures will have to be
completely demolished and carted away before construction can start and all of
this will take place in an extremely limited area where traffic and conservation
issues resultin considerable on-costs.

All this has led me to wonder whether the applicants and their consultants have
given any serious consideration to an alternative approach under which the
existing structure is retained and adapted for residential purposes. ‘Drawing B”
shows how this might be achieved transforming the accommodation to
residential use and adding balconies to make the flats more attractive. This is an
approach which is frequently adopted in the present market and one with which
Ihave been involved on a number of occasions. Twenty flats are provided on one
floor, and allowing for the introduction of some penthouse flats which could be
added due to the lower floor-loading for residential use I would guess that about
120 flats could be provided.

Before taking any irrevocable steps I would urge the applicant and his
consuitants tolook at the scheme again and at least carry out some comparative
costings.

To Camden I would request that you recognise the importance of the
development in this critical location, and remember the time and effort that
has been put in to creating the present adjoining facilities and open space.
Although I understand that today is the formal deadline for comment [ would
now request that you extend the deadline and ask the applicant to put on

a display/exhibition preferahly within 100 Avenue Road with provision for
comments to be registered and properly collected for consideration by the
Council.
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TO: planning@camden.gov.uk
CC: saveswisscottageNW3@yahoo.co.uk
SUBJECT: 100 AVENUE ROAD/ PLANNING APPLICATION 2014/1617/P

We object to the planning application to demolish the existing building and redevelopment for a
24-storey building and a part 7 part 5 storey building comprising a total of 184 residential units
and all the associated development.

1. Despite objections and representations of local residents to the developers, it appears no redl;
changes have been made to the scheme.

2. The development may cause material harm to the local area because it is appears to be out of
scale. Itistoo HIGH, too BULKY and the MASSING is wrong for this site, adjoining a i
conservation area, a listed library building and a popular green space.

3. The proposed development’s height and mass will cause material damage to the character,
appearance and setting of adjoining Conservation areas. The proposed building will be visible
from most parts of the adjoining conservation areas.

4. The proposed building is not an iconic design by a well-known architect. It has no design
coherence with the green space, the Belsize Conservation area or the adjacent grade Il listed
Swiss Cottage library.

5. The huge new develop materially d: the local envir . The green space will
be overlooked by 184 flats; parents of children who use the fountain are concerned about the
security implications for their children. The retail development at the foot of the towers will
spill onto the green space and create a neise nuisance for neighbours, particularly at night.
Sunlight, and daylight will be affected at various different times of the day for neighbours, users
of the green space and the market.

6. Local transport is already overcrowded. New residents and their visitors may well
overwhelm the Swiss Cottage tube and adjoining bus stops. The proposals are vague about what
will happen to the tube entrance on Eten Ave once the development has started.

7. The scheme provides no parking. Outside restricted times, there is nothing to stop visitors to

the development’s residents and the retail facilities using local parking spaces. The scheme fails
to take into account that residents and users of the retail facilities will be picked up and dropped
by cars.

8. The development does not provide affordable housing for local people and families. Of 184
flats, Essential Living will let 148 apartments on the private rental market. Their brochure
makes clear that their target market are young working professionals. ONLY 28 flats will be
social housing. This is inadequate for this community’s needs.

9, This application is premature, There appears to be no successful example of the rental model
proposed by Essential Living which has lasted for over five years elsewhere in London and none

in Camden.

10. It appears that the major construction work will continue over 27 months. There is no clear
plan for how vehicles and cranes will access the site without d)smpting local resndents given
that the site is bounded by Eton Ave and Winchester Road.
construction work will coincide with HS2 construction work.




Conor McDonagh

Regeneration and Planning Development Management
LB Camden

Town Hall

Judd Street

Londen WC1H 8ND

28" March 2014

Dear Mr McDonagh
Planning application 2014/1617/P - Swiss Cottage Redevelopment
This planning application should be refused and | am OBJECTING:

1. The proposal is completely out of character with the neighbourhood and
particularly will adversely impact the Belsize and Fitzjohn's Conservation Areas.

2. The blocks are too numerous, too high and too large to be consistent with the
architecture of the area and would change negatively the character of Swiss
Cottage, Belsize and Fitzjohn's Road.

3. The law is clear that developments which, even though not in a conservation area,
will have a negative impact on a conservation area should not be approved

4. No exception should be made for the design - it is neither iconic nor warrants the
damage which will be done to the area.

5. The local infrastructure and in particular parking and transport cannot support
further development on this large scale with so many flats.
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TO: planning@camden.gov.uk

CC: sa i geNW3@yahoo.co.uk

SUBJECT: 100 AVENUE ROAD/ PLANNING APPLICATION 2014/1617/P

We object to the planning application to demolish the existing building and redevelopment for a
24-storey building and a part 7 part 5 storey building comprising a totai of 184 residential units
and all the associated development.

1. Despite objections and representations of local residents to the developers, it appears no real:
changes have been made to the scheme.
4

2. The development may cause material harm to the local area because it is appears to be out of
scale. [tistoo HIGH, too BULKY and the MASSING is wrong for this site, adjoining a
conservation area, a listed library building and a popular green space.

3. The proposed development’s height and mass will cause material damage to the character,
appearance and setting of adjoining Conservation areas. The proposed building will be visible
from most parts of the adjoining conservation areas.

4. The proposed building is not an iconic design by a well-known architect. It has no design
coherence with the green space, the Belsize Conservation area or the adjacent grade I1 listed

Swiss Cottage library.

5. The huge new development materially damages the local environment. The green space will
be overlooked by 184 flats; parents of children who use the fountain are concerned about the
security implications for their children. The retail development at the foot of the towers will
spill onto the green space and create a noise nuisance for neighbours, particularly at night.
Sunlight, and daylight will be affected at various different times of the day for neighbouirs, users
of the green space and the market.

6. Local transport is already overcrowded. New residents and their visitors may well
overwhelm the Swiss Cottage tube and adjoining bus stops. The proposals are vague about what
will happen to the tube entrance on Eton Ave once the development has started.

7. The scheme provides no parking. Outside restricted times, there is nothing to stop visitors to
the development's residents and the retail facilities using local parking spaces. The scheme fails
to take into account that residents and users of the retail facilities will be picked up and dropped

by cars.

8. The development does not provide affordable housing for local people and families. Of 184
flats, Essential Living will let 148 apartments on the private rental market. Their brochure
makes clear that their target market are young working professionals. ONLY 28 flats will be
social housing. This is inadequate for this community’s needs.

9. This application Is premature. There appears to be no successful example of the rental model
proposed by Essential Living which has lasted for over five years elsewhere in London and none

in Camden.

10. Tt appears that the major construction work will continue over 27 months. There is no clear
plan for how vehicles and cranes will access the site without disrupting local residents, given
that the site is bounded by Eton Ave and Winchester Road. Also, it seems likely that the
construction work will coincide with HS2 construction work. -
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Planning application number....

Planning application address...

{please state reasons below) u]
1 object to the application (please state reasons below) zn/

Your comments
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