
Development Clannol 
Redeneradort and Nannies W o r e  and Environment 
London M a t e  o f  Camden 

A i r e  S i m .  Landon W O K  MD 

Dear a t  Lillian& 

Mia0 Anelinnia." 4 "  201 W I S P .  MPU910. ? M k t  f n a m a l l  vonnunx Aldbm. 

I am m a m a  [Askance mom. we A r c  to M e  more Moment soothe-mom Ay iolc.or hu. do 

o n s e t  S t a g  5 and 7 N i t a  Road. tan u m  fors a n d k a w  of pcmined developmenk I S  a very 
annoying to all the local m o d e m  I. terv no woy oo mapping t o w  A p t .  he km not P a l m e r  on 
a m o k  with any o f  his ocrothaars 

I s l i m l y  ~ a  to doe drain 01 any m u t a t e  of  m a r r e d  dealopmem in the m a r  or these Mum 
Mum 

I. TIN elllabions i m o h t  melding so d r  side of the r e r  nail r e p :  d a t a  h o s t  and dr 

owner preposo to c a n n a  estensions winch am o n t o  than W i l k e  toad width of  a d s  or 
Sectioning r o l a  nth m a n s  In is too wide and d m f o r e  not pomaded. (As ostananni e 
the momaion as a whole MIMI be wider than 50% a l  S o  total width d i k e  hared 

2. Al e g o  M o e  the ~ M o n a  will M a h e  the refeWell em alierrion c l o n e  or more Minna& 
R u a  M o e  soil and rem pipa.  W a g  are ma Mown on Ms drawinp s i l l  as they Ought to 
hint  b e e t  S ihey a i m  and s te in  die way of  what lie g a m m a  in btokt1This 'equips hdl 
plowing permission • Mich  he has not applied RN. 

3. The Ponsosah t o w  nothing al all abets thewnigii4.  which ho cimna peopopes lo use b x  the 

author. Oiren the p s i  M o n  when he simply ignored what was patribed dereloprrem 
and thee appalled ( a  g a l  public expenses against a t t  ~ a l i t  order. the taliRCIllt 
t o a d  be refined ~ u m  he has net shown • all how he proposes 10 comply with the 
read ~ gramme. 

y o p m e  Mv Golciork h e .  applicanon w hunk! n h n  We dill kw. l a i n  n k t i t i l b  and &mien 
S o  Vidorion p a n  cncline of•Cn p a n  mOcc 

MUM 

Ilasanjartry 

VA s t r o l l !  rd 

London Nw6 2 AP 





Jenna Litherland 
Development Control 
Regeneration and Planning Culture and Environment 
London Borough of  Camden 
Argyle Street, London W e l  H 

Dear Ms Litherland, 

Re PlanuMg APPI:uat:ons No, 2 7792? and 7801 P PrOPosed d I:11MP Road 

I am concerned that, once figilth, we have to face more planning applications by Sir Cr 
Nos S and 7 Hilltop Road, this time fora ceHlicate o f  permitted development. This 
local residents, Is there no way o f  stopping him? Again, he has not bothered to consul 
mighbours. 

vner of 
1.1tine 

I strongly object to the grant o f  any certificate o f  permiiled development to the owner of  these houses because: 
I. The extensions involve building M the side of  the rear wall 'steps' o f  each house and the owner proposes 

Et) COnSitUei eXtellSit1112 Whiell are wider than half the total width °leach of  the existing houses. This 
means it M too wide and therefore not permitted. (As you are aware, the extension as a whole Call1101 be 
wider than Shy of  the total width orthe 

2. M each house the extensions will involve the removal or alteration olone or inure chinmeys, flues 
and/cif soil anti vent pipes, (These are not shown OTT his drawings at all as they ought to have been, but 
they exist and are in the way o f  what he proposes to build.) This requires, H I  planning pennission - 
which he has not applied Ihr. 

I The proposals show nothing at all about the materials which Me owner propo,ts to use for the 
exterior. Given the past history when he simply ignored what was permitted development and then 
appealed (at great public expense) against each demolition order, the certificate should be refused 
because he has not shown at all how he proposes to comply with the requirements over appearance. 

I oppose Mr  Golesorkhrs application to build what are Ain too large extensions and threaten the Victorian 
garden enclave and precious open green space, which is scarce enough i n  the vicinity. 

YOurs 





Dear Ms Litherland, 

I live in St James's Mansions on Hilltop Road, and I am writing to express my urgent concern 
about the latest planning applications by Mr Golesorkhi, owner of the neighbouring properties 
numbers 5 and 7 Hilltop Road. I am informed by a fellow concerned neighbour that he has applied 
for a certificate of permitted development, but has once more not consulted any local residents 
who would be hugely affected by his proposed schemes. 

I am directly overlooking the site which would be dramatically altered by his plans, thus in turn 
dramatically altering my quality of life as a resident, my view and my experience of living on Hilltop 
Road, and the potential resale or rental value of the property, which has the wonderful USP of a 
central London location along with green spaces, beautifully preserved Victorian architecture and 
a tranquil community. I strongly urge you to reject his application on the basis that it would be 
permanently damaging to Hilltop Road and everyone who lives there. 

We would also like to bring the following to your attention: 
I. The extensions involve building to the side of the rear well 'steps' of each house and the owner 
proposes to construct extensions which are wider than half the total width of each of the existing 
houses. This means it is too wide and therefore not permitted. (As you are aware, the extension 
as a whole cannot be wider than 50% of the total width of the house.) 

2. 2. At each house the extensions will involve the removal or alteration of one or more chimneys, 
flues and/or soil and vent pipes. (These are not shown on his drawings at all as they ought to have 
been, but they exist and are in the way of what he proposes to build.) This requires full planning 
permission - which he has not applied for. 

3. 3. The proposals show nothing at all about the materials which the owner proposes to use for the 
exterior. Given the past history when he simply ignored what was permitted development and 
then appealed (at great public expense) against each demolition order, the certificate should be 
refused because he has not shown at all how he proposes to comply with the requirements over 
appearance. 



strenalY 0000se 1k Golesorldirs applicatton to build what a s  SW too large eidensbne and 
threaten the Wiener' garden endow and precious open r a n  space. N a  piens would 
Permenord/Y donate a eery aped* neighbourhood and I Is the responsiby of Camden 

4. 

I look toward to hearing 1mm )Co. and I hope INS can be resolved swiftly and edbcdvery. 
I would also like to mention Mat I a n  a journalist and frequently write lot the Ham & High 
newspaper. which hasa gran Story of camoatnly* for reeMents• rights end Mining 
allermon to such knee*. 

Many thanks 

Yours sincerely. 
Merienke Swain 

32A Si James's Mansions 
Shop Road 

I M S  
London 

2AA 



9 5  B a t t / a l m a  SIMI 
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l e e s *  Lithe/lel 

Otter 

Rethertenagoa sad PlanningC ullote god 1.ntuonnthg 
t o n d o *  O m a g h  o f  Camden 

Argyle  S w e a t  London W e i l l  ENO 

Ocar M s  Lhhertasd. 

p b r p o s  t h r h e a t i a m : p a n l i p t h t  and 2 0 1 3 : 1 1 0 1 4 .  Perinatal E thens ian  m i and 7 Hilhan 

Bar 

I a m  c o m m e n t  d m .  o w e  d a m .  y e  hate  to lace mese punn ing  applications b y  M c  Golesorldth the 

m a t h  o f  N o t  S r t d  7 Hi l l top Roo& O a  O a  for a a n t h e m  o f  p o m m e l  a n c l o p i n r e  U S  b thry 

A n n ,  m a  to  all O n  l o a d  residents. Is thaw w a )  ol  mopping Mon '  Agout. lbc not t h a w e d  to 
c o n o r  with any o f  his (wishbones. 

Ve l  t h e n  he is p r e p o s i a g o  ruin the  v i  d u .  over p r d e n s  o f  o r r o o t t l i n g  Tegookonio, And ...Malodor 

t h a v  o f  So M I M S  Mandoes .  t o  I lived Comedy sod r i l l  h a w  nwty 

I Unmoor ( N N W  to oho giant o f  any OCI•Obralc o r m i o a l  development to thc 'math  o f  thchc home. 
Noose 

I .  Lime c o m m e n t  math-re Molding m the lode o f  the r e r  mall 'steps of each hmpc and the 

o w n s  propouth to c a n t a t a  estensions t t t l e h  a t  wider than h a r t  w e d  o ,d th  of each ol 

the n k i n g  b o o n ,  B o n  M i n t  II IMO Wide and S e e m  noo piemoirtal ( h .  t a u  CPC atcam. 
the ° c r a m . .  a t a  n t h *  canton be r i d e r  g r a  5 0 %  o f  Ste h a i l  width o f  the house.) 

2 at each houtc the c u c r a t h a  to l l  m a t e  the removal o r  thrashoun o f  one co m o n  thirmegth 

Moth and AsOol W M  porch I l i m e  a te  the shown on h a  thawing* at all as they ought to 
h a w  been, hot diet o a t a  and a n  in the r a y  o f  what ho r o a m s  to  W i t )  This requires (SI 

Planthog Prootimsoo • nhiCh he has t r e  applied for 

3 .  T h e  proposals a b r .  nothiryi m a l l  thorn the ermaia ls  which the w o r e  proposes to l a c  tot thc 

n i t r i c . .  a b o r t  the ththl hithoth t h e m  h e  4 • 1 4 1 ,  ' , D M A  M i n a  penseilled deofelopnivii 

and tha t  appealed (al p e s t  public a p p e a l  s p i n  o r  & m o n t h s  * M a .  the andicaw 

thoold be refused because he lms  a m  s h o v i n g  a l  h o w  he r o a r s  to comply s o h  Itic 

m o r r o w s °  o v a  appanage 

I strongly oppose M r  ( I o l a n d a ' s  application to S l i d  obee are o r  Igo brag th iamin im and theiMien 
the V i d a l i a  p u b ,  cachwe and p i c i o t s  t h e n  t h e m  reef 



YIAIN 1.111Cf.C1, 

JOhn 



Rawnshaw SHIM 
London 
SiWt. IMP 

6 "  W r a y  2014 

i t s  Ligbeeland 
Como! 

Repoension and Manning ( White and Snoronnwm 
I endow B o n y *  o f  Camden 
Argyle S o c a .  London W e i l l  ENO 

I k e  Ms Lids:Ned. 

9 c e k o v 0 s i t e g l a u r A N I a . : 9 1 1 7 7 9 2 t 4 s 4 2 1 t O i N t A t t n n w i l i  mram mx.tp.1 a h l  Halm. 
BASS 

I am c a n t i n a '  rho. p e e  anon. u f  141C to Iwo there punning application by Mt Golesodthi. the 

p i p  of Nos S and 7 Ilithop R e s t  this IMF for a eeniflowe o f  permitted & r e l e v a n t  This it wry 
annowng io all On load reilideniii. thaw no wa) ol Mopping hitn ' Agaut. lbc Ivn not bodsvc4 
canto'i with any o f  his (telethons 

Yet s p i n  he is preposing to ruin the views over p e d a l s  of  ourrooning maidens. ind in rimier 
those e r a - l a m a  Mansions. where I used Comedy sad gill  how livay Mends I lowd those prdens 
a s  would Ithe s u e s  then ruined by nal, developing. 

y Gann mike p p  ninny ornairos  of parmool dewlopmem sa thr w o w .  o f  these houses 
beaten 

I. The extethmos mosso  hominy to the side of  die rear wall - m o s  al each howe  wad the 

(Avila propmea to ymanici  commons which w e  wider ihin b a t h e  nth of  owit of 
the a l p h a .  bowers This m e m  It is too wide and t h a n e . *  not permitted. (As you are awes 
the extension as a * t o l e  c r o w  be w i d e  than SOSh o f  the tool width ° M e  house.I 

2. Al each h o n e  the ttheniOna will P o k e  the removal or nitration a lone  of moue clugancy• 
lima m a n  ',oil and w o  Shoo M a e  are POI shown on his J r * * .  IN all as they euSl  Is 
h e w  bens Ns  r i p  c o d  mai aye in the r a y  of  what he prosows 1 5 1 4 1  This requires MI 
p4 s n u g  perasysmst • Much In has not applied for. 

3. The proposals show nothing w i l l  show the m e d a l ,  winch bcoutlet m a n e s  n o  iec the 
exterior. Given the pea history Mien he simply l ipped what was 
and that appealed I n  g n i  public expense) s p i n a  e a t  demolhiew older. Illecenifkate 
A m i d  be refused t e e n s °  he has a n  shows g a l l  how he p a p a w  to comply with the 

o v a  appenmee. 



umagly ( c m *  Mr Golosorkhrs applktion w bald what r e  sill no I m p  tkitatiONI arid &corn 
uhc VKinnan pttlen cncla‘u aaJ r a w . .  torn grail iiptacc 



Jenne Litherland 
Development Control 
Regeneral ion and Planning Culture and Coviror 
London Borough of Camden 
Argyle Street. London W e l  H 3RD 

Dear Ms Lithedand, 

Re Planning Applications N o t  2013 .7792P  and 201 
Hilltop Road 

fP: Proposed Extensions to 5 and 7 

I am a landlord and a resident of the block of flats at '163 Wes t  End Lane NRN6 2LG, whose back 
garden adjoins the two properties above, l a m  concerned that, once again, we have to face more 
planning applications by Mr Golesorkhi, the owner  of  N o t  5 and 7 Hilltop Road, this tittle for  a 
certificate of permitted development. This is very annoying to all the local residents, Is there no 
way of stopping him? Again, he has nal: bothered to consult with any of  his neighbours. 

I strongly object to the grant of any certificate of permitted development to the owner  of these 
houses because, 
The extensions involve building to the side of  the rear wall 'steps- of  each house and the owner 
proposes to construct extensions which are wider than half the total width of  each of the existing 
houses This means it is too wide and therefore not permit:led (As you are aware, the extension 
as a whole cannot be wider than 50% of  the total width of  the house.) 
A t  each house the extensions will involve the 'removal or alteration of one or more chimneys. flues 
andior  soil and vent pipes (These are not shavvn on his drawings at all as they ought to have 
been, but they exist and are in the way of  what he proposes to build .f This requires full planning 
permission - which he h a t  not applied for 
The proposals show nothing at all about the materials which the owner  proposes to use for the 
exterior, Given tire past history when he simply ignored what  was permitted development and 
then appealed (at greet public expense) against each demolition order, the certificate should be 



refused because he has not &IOWA at an how he proposes to comply with the requirements over 
appearance. 

I tfillOnOlY %COSS Mt GOlesOrlitila applkathe l  t o  build whal  a r e  Sell too large extensions and 
threaten the Victothin garden enclave and precious o p e n  g r e e n  spa 

Yours  sincerely. 

Jonathan Isaacs (Landlord and resident 0( 163 West End Lane. Leaden NW6 2L6) 



6 Hilltop ROiRi 

London 

N W 6  2PY 

Ms lenna Litherland 

Development Control Regeneration and Planning Culture and Environment 

London Borough of  Camden 

Argyle Street 

WC1H 8ND 

4January 2014 

Dear Ms Wherland 



ApoWare% N o .  2013/7792/0 and 2013/7801/P: Proposed Extensions to S•nd 7 Hilltop Road 

Yet again, we have to face more planning applca,:ons by wi Golesork... V•e owner of Plc% C and ?tImIitcmp 
Road this time for a certificate Ol Permitted development. I have now tent a number 01 ' M e t  retarding 
Ihis gentleman's Planning applications. none of which abide by the Original agreement mat both houses 
should remain as single dwellings. 

I strongly *there to the grant of any certificate oil permitted development to the owner of these houses 
became. 

I .  The Mentions Invohie building to the side of the rear wall steps oil each house and the 
Owner propOtet 10 construct extensions which are wider than hall the total width of each oil 
the edSting houses. ThiS means iris WO wide and therefore not permitted. (The extension as a 
whole cannot be wider than 50% or the total Meth oil the house.) 

2. At each house the extensions involve the removal or alteration of one or more chimneys. 
Rues and/or soil and vent pipes. (These are not thaws% on his drawings in  Is required, but they 
exist and are in the way ol what he ProPoseS to M A O  TTM requires Toll Manning permission-which 

he has not applied for. 

3. The proposalsshe no details about the materials which Mr Golosorla proposes to use for 
the exterior. Gives has p a t  Nstory when he simply Ignored what was permitted development 
and then appealed (at greet public expense) aphis '  gads demolition Order, the cendkate 
should be refused because he has not shown at a Mrer he proposes to comply with the 
requirements over appearance. 

1 aldooldY OPOOse M r  epleeorktidS appliCation to build what are still toe large extensions and threaten the 
Victorian garden enclave and precious Open green Spate. 

Yours sincerely 



itttabeth Rollo.Walter 



TAD henna  Litherland 
Development Control 
Regeneintion and Planning Ca] men and Environn 
London Borongh o f  Camden 
Amyle  Street London WC I H SND 

Dear Ms Liii 

Re Planning Applicati 2013,77921P ant 7750113' Proposed Extensions 5 d 7 Re 

I am concerned that, ()TIC c planning applications b y  AR ( lo lesorkE the l 
o f  Nos 5 and 7 Hilltop Roast o f  pernxinied development. This is very annoy 
all the local residents. is nhense no s e a t  o f  snapping hi tad Again, he has not bothered to Iwinin an », 
his neighbours. 

Ins 

I strongly °Fleet to niseprassi Many eernifleane o f  permitted development to t le owner o f  these houses 
been 

I. The extensions i n t e i r e  building to the side o f  the rear wall ' s teps '  o f  each house 211Id t h e  owner 

proposes to construct extensions which are wider  than half the total width o f  each o f  the existing 
houses. This meaiw it is too wide and theretbre not permitted. (As v a c a n t  aware the extension as a 
whole cannot be wider than 503.3 o f  the total width o f  tho house.) 

2. Al each house the extensions will involve the removal or alteration o f  one or  mom chimneys.  Mies 
and/sir soil and vent pipes. (These are not shown on his drawings at all as they ought to have been, 
hut they exist and are in the way o f  what he proposes to build.) 'This requires fnnii planning 
perrnission - which he has not applied for. 

3. The proposals show nothing at all about the inaterials which the owner  proposes to use Cor the 
exterior. Given the past history when he simply ignored what was permitted development and then 



appotted tat grot public eNponal aping each demoliden oder, the conilionc Arnold he retwed 
hocanse he has noi %boon at all how he proposes to comply with d o  ontnrements over app.:ann.:0. 

I sttongl> oppow Mr 1:ok,ockhi'• application to build what r e t a in  teo h u r  emenoons and threaten the 
Victorian pink" endow and precious open preen space. 
YOWY sinewely 
loscph Zan 
24 t1 i31110. manoona 
Wen end Lane 
London 
NNW, 2AA 

Seal from my inane 



Jenna Titherbrit 
Development Control 
Regeneration and Planning Culture a 
London Borough of  Camden 
Argyle Street, London W e l  Ii 8ND 

Dear Ms Lithorland, 

Re ?limning Applications No's 3/7792/P and 201317801/Pi Proposed Extensions 7 Hilltop Road 

The property developer Mr  Ciolesorkhi, who I remind bought these two houses from theCouncil as tingle 
dweller units has repeatedly attempted to gain permission to build unnecessarily large and ugly extensions to the 
houses for personal gain. On every occasion we neighbours who truly care about our local environment (unlike 
Mr  Golesorkhi) are required sexplain our ol).jeetions to his applications, and so far we hare always succeeded, 
and for fiery good reason. 

My property overlooks these two properties from the rear, and our view will be severely impaired by the 
proposals 

I very strongly object to the grant o iany certificate o f  permitted development to the owner o r  these houses 
because: 

I. The plans encroach to a disturbing degree on the precious green environment o f  our historic garden 
enclave. 

2. Tlw plans an: kir extensions significantly wider than the permitted 50% iotal width &Idle house. 

3. At each house the extensions will involve the removal or alteration ° Ione or more chimneys, flues 
and/or soil and rent pipes, (These are not shown on his drawings at all as they ought to have been, but 
they exist and are in the way of  what he proposes to build.) This requires full planning permission' 
which he has not applied for. 



4. The ppt 
attempt in baud 

5. Please be aware that Mr  Golesorkhi has Mice 
plain with a continuous bombardment of  appl 
parameters, that he is intent on building as Wrge ester 
shake here than mere legal Primal dies, there is a cdtically import 
affect many lives in our little area of  calm amidst the busy area are 

Yours sincerely 

Nigel Herciman 

Flat 4, 159 West End L a n e , d  2LG 

ts He has made i 
dwith site [cleat 



D e a r  Ms hitherland,. 

Rather than quote, yet again, all the reasons given in the past 4 years f o r  opposing this man's repeated 
applications f o r  permission to put up over sized, vaguely specified re materials and impact and 
inappropriate house extensions at 5 & 7 Hilltop Road overlooking a conservation area- I would like to 
draw your attention to extracts f rom Section 43 o f  the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 
below which might assist you in refusing to accept any fu r ther  applications f rom this applicant for  such 
constructions. 

"These new powers are intended t o  inhibi t  the use o f  repeated applications that 

are submit ted w i th  the intent ion of, over t ime,  reducing opposit ion to undesirable 

developments. They are no t  intended to prevent  the submission o f  a similar 

application which has been altered in o rder  t o  address objections to the previous 

application 

Local planning authorit ies should use the power  to decline t o  determine repeat 

applications ... where they believe that  the applicant is t ry ing t o  wear  down 

opposit ion by submit t ing repeated applications." 



Why is (widen reluctant to exercise these porters? As the applicant has dearly tailed t o g s  planning 
permission so many *nes. surely any further appOcatton should be considered perverse. wasteful of 
council time and resources and a sustained effort to druanvent the system In away w i t h  was never 
intended in the klistation. 

I very much nope the anima MI now refuse aid discourage tHs applicant from contktuIng to 
mockery of the planning system. 

Yours sincerely. 

Brigid Shaughnessy 

Sec Maly 

West Hampstead Gardens d Residents Association 



Dear Jenne, 

once again w e  are writing to you in r e g a r d p l a n n e d  ex te t rdonsfor  Net 5 & 7 Hilltop Road NW6. Once 
again for Mc umpRenth time we are o t r i e e t i t t g i t  I tttnt Ito. is 1311 ittg toni J t E h e r  of 
things. His 'new plans don't scents to comply 

I. If the extension involves exlettsiottnatsts to rite sxdewattnite itt thin eaoe. enteiroiOtts beyond and also to 
the sides of  the "steps"), the extension as a wttoteeattttot he widerihattt SOiotxfitre totat widttt/the 
house. 

2. If the extension involves the removal or alteration o f  a 
110 permitted development and planning permission tttust he app 

3. The appearance o f  the exterior materials most he similar to thesis of  th 

Mr Golesorkhi seems to he at very patient 17111111111d is trying to wear us all down he 
So n o  he has NOT EVER COMplied with anything be was supposed to and I don't 
is doing so now. 

Please make sure Mat he can't get away with things he is not allowed to do. We are all ntterly as 
endless antics. Thank you for your help and a Happy New Year to yoti. 

Yours sincerely Silvia and Ian Mankin 
2 Hilltop Road 
London NW6 2PY 



Dear Ms Litherland, 

7792T  and 2013170011P: Proposed F t  tensions lilltop Road 

I am concerned that, once again, we hare to face more planning applications by Mr 0 
Nits Pond 7 Hilltop Road, this time fore  certificate o f  permitted development. This 
local residents. Is there no way o f  stopping him? Again , he has not bothered to conl. 
neighbours. 

er 
all the 

I strongly object to the grant of  any certificate o f  permitted development to the owner of these hottoes because: 
I. The extensions involve building to the side of  the rear well 'steps' o f  each house and the owner proposes 

to construct extemdons whith are wider than half the total width ° l e a c h  of  the existing houses. This 
means it is too wide and therefore not permitted. (As you are aware, the extension as a whole Cal11101 be 
wider than 50% of  the total width o f t  house.) 

2. At each house the extensions will involve the I" 03110, al or  alteration o r  one or more chimneys, flues 
and/cif soil and vent pipes. (These are not shown on his drawings at all as they ought to Inane been, but 
they exist and are in the way o f  what he proposes to build.) This requires full plannin2 pemnission - 
which he has not applied Ihr. 

3. The proposals show nothing at all about the materials which the owner propoges to use for the 
extent)r. Given the past hktory when he simply ignored what was permitted development and then 
appealed (at great public expense) against each demolition order, the certificate should be refitsed 
because he has not shown at all how he proposes to comply with the requirements over appearance. 

I strongly oppose Mr Golesorkhi's application to build what are still too large extensions and threaten the 
Victonan garden enclave and precious open green space. 

Yours 

Andrea Gazzola 



Dear Camden Council, 

I am writing from t h e  Fortune Green & W e s t  Hampstead Neighbourhood Development  Forum (WOE) to 
OBJECT t o  two  planning applications. 

They are: 2013 /7792/P  (5 Hilltop Road) & 2013/7801/P (7 Hilltop Road). The same reasons for  the 
objection apply to both applications: 

1. The proposals are not suitable for  a "Certificate of Lawfulness" and should be resubmitted as a full 
planning application. 

2. The prosposals both relate to a significant development, beyond any permitted development. 

3. The plans submitted with the current application don't go into enough detail about what is being 
proposed. 

4. Given the history of planning application refusals for both sites, it would be right and proper' 
particularly for those residents in the immediate vicinty - that these applications go through the full 
process of application and scrutiny. 

The ERN therefore urges Camden Council planning officers to reject both applications and urge the 
applicant to submit a full planning application, which is in accord with the wishes of local residents and 
planning policy. 

Best wishes, 

James Earl 
(Chair, Fortune Green & West Hampstead WOE) 


