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delemuned in accordance with the dash's...at plait wdos material considerations 
indicate otherwise. We would also a t . .  rattr gumbo to section 16(2) of the 
Lined Buildings Act 1990 which imams planning authorities to hew mixial 
mord to the desimbility of pre/awing the building or its setting or any farms of 
special architeatol or historic imam whicb it roneaa. 

3. We arouW go funks and sussest that. ft ' a  moues of law, nos only does the 
decision-maker huvo to hoe maid  w e d  to the building. but lined building 
cement ' e l f  i notuthal for the proposal a.. clubmen'. given Ito it papaws 
clangs,' to a 10.1..-VI amour: namely Ow boundary wall Samoa our climes 
m o o )  and the cartilage at Wellington Masc. 

.1. Section 7 of the Listed Building Act 1990 mos that authorisation is repaired lb( 
alterations to a haled building if such akerstions would affect thew chestier as a 
holding of special ambitecrand of h i m &  M i c a  The lam 'listed building" 
encompmes Moos isr s n o w s  within die corniest of the listed building: stee 
10:11011 1(5) Listed Moldings Act 1990. For this NOW the earns have &mined 
on sesend oectoione 11411 Aorta ithin the similar of a fisted building require 
lisied building coment: Wt. lot caamples. Aber Oldn-dale Be 1 lYflI lPL 310 and 
Marina Vomaghom I Se o n t o  of Slaw 120001 2 PLR RI. hinher the courts 
ha se Ann held Otat limed bolding oannem is noised for works to the party ball of 
a lisled huildi,s sec in panisolsr. Slaspilon am, Saptints v Lowden linroggh 
Givrnim has.! A A .  1200711:MK' 2776. 

S. his clew boot the aswiap that the deselopmera would enClOit • loge welkin of 
the (fisted) party wall dividing Wellington House from 9 Eton Villas. and alv 
appears go an imo its fhb& • Moe pram Possibly ills propred to make other 
do lga  to the wall MAC including changing io height. Hobo er. that saber 
thanges an no clear then the town sole plans that lose ken whinnied with the 
application. Ii therefore folk's.. lined Molding avant is required for these 
works in addition to phoning scorned°. 

6. We would also Athol the foe phenols permission applied for annul be Mod 
with in acconoutying listed buiWins cameo application baa been nebrnined 
and considered by the Council. The benefits of such in application t o  twothW: 
first, it would help avoid the passibility of unauthaised works being f l a i l  to 
the liated building, the sanaion the which can be a criminal conviction; and mend. 
it would afford the oppodunity the all parties m consider the inquiet of the proposed 
development on the ibmilicanea tha dasignated a i m  11.1110b our client's listed 
building and the wider conservation m u  The 'Imam of warn assanessmati of 
likbe ithPollata (slltutery) materiel maidenlikes meld. potentially. r o l a  any 
planning permission awed onlawfuL and therefore obois t *  to being quashed by 
the cam. 

7 We %bold therefore ask dm you take no anther action on this planning appliattion 
omiI such finv as the ittptisite listed building COltillill opliermion ha been 
submittal mote council and duly considered by an appropriately qualified Aker 
sod atut English IVillage. 
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N. Toning to the policy considerations: in lernm o f  heritage. as cu will megrim 
both the Conservarion Area their and tier client's limed building are "desipasod 
herbage assets" the the papaws of the Nalional Planing Policy Framework 
rNPPPI which mass  Ills megraph nor. 12e to 141 o f  die nainework must be 
conedensd in determining the application. The tolerant local pluming policies at 
0P24 . Smiting High Venda" De.ten: 01?.1 Canwrt.ing COletitIn Heritage: 
sad CS/I .  Promoting M e  thwIM Plate, and Canserviag noir heritage. 

9. In brief these policies seek to pniteet the built heritage. The NPPF calls for 
planning authorities to identify and assess the poricadar sigrificance o f  any 
heritage s t e t  that may be allectal by a proposal. including by developmea 
'Acting the softies o f .  heritage avid: me p a n g s *  nos 129. M the local level. 
policy DP25 (1) - Coarrning Camden'. Heritage a n  that the Council will na 
permit di.o.k.powal that would harm Ow pi ing of a listed building The supporting 
mu. al parageph no. 25.15. Seas: •The maim a f t  fiord handing ir o f  prat 
importaatv and s k a l d  not be Farmed by uneempatiretk neighbouring 
devekressent..The s a w  o f  a lotted M a a s s  cast he greatly die:Mirka if 
semrepathesic dtveloprnau rites h a s  & n u  I t  appearanav or its karwmaiosts 
relaihraddy wid tax awroandong. 

10.1i is mrhamol 11s1 the location of the cycle storage arca. the bin nom and the 
wwwity Fence are tmsynmatlicut and mathinimately heated additions. harmful to 
the eating of our elienen hoed building. The earring des °lament ea X 'tempo 
Ithoe pnivela at appropriate and acll.comodensl soling l a  the hoed building. 
Specifically, dm p p  thereto the buildings MV Lion Villa, and Melhogon House 
path.% hob the Ramage and rim O S  s i l l  o f  9 Don Villas to he viewed and 
a p p a l  Irom both Bon Road and Bon College Road. Thin creams s a w  of 
spootresess which is both thaninerisric of the Comemrion ansa and appropriale 

die teeing o f  the Hued building the p p  m a n s  dal the madam Wallington 
louse has a honnenious relationship with the historic W N W  at 9 Mom Villas 

The proposal would encroach upon this impotent p p ,  oodles rite harmonious 
relationship between the two poppies.  thus hasming dm Coasamririe Arta and 
undamining the sating of the fisted building. The lots of this milatIondrip through 
the proposed development cannot bejauified. 

II. Moreover, sets athedsmly dear, the pounds of Wellington ' lane provide reveal 
other oberneline locations for the cycle store and the bin suet. Me wield eerie 1 
that given the opporiuniiy to locate those Iltithies thsWIICSI within the <unitive:of 
Wellington Houma* thesently proposed thcations are mantic-41y timmitable. 

12.1n surnmary we submit that both the chewier and appearance of the Coawnpon 
M n .  and the sating o f  thc hued building, would be harmed by the pnpwal This 
is w a r n  io the bah the Got einnwels and the Coons-Ws heritage prima:lion 
policies. Therefore the deselorancitt shield he ref 'bed beellItie it brasher 'Me 
policies. 

13. Timing io amenity: policies uhich p i m a  this S c  Wad in ibe Desvlopnwm 
Policies DPD S DP26 - M u m m y  the Immwt Desrlapmere on a c u m e n  and 
Neigithoorrs and ['PG 6 -  Artemiev. In brief. Mac 'whoa SVII 10 meld*  proemial, 
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which have har the amenity o f  extsttng Oceupeers. Pot ice DP 26 
states that permission be plodded for deveteptnettt that dues tto cause 
harm to amenity. The factors thttt atv eonsictetvd include noise and odo 

14. At present, our client suffVta harm Penn the existing location o f  the bin store in 
three ways. First, through the noise generated by people emptying their rubbish into 
the bins at all hours o f  the day and night, which is further exacerbated b y  the lids of 
the large "Euro bins" crashing down after the rubbish has been emptied. Second, 
our client regularly finds rubbish intended for the bins in her garden; caused 
presumably by carelessness, the wind or, possibly, thrown there delibedttely. We 
understand that this happens quite regularly. Third, the bin stotv genentes 
unpleasant (a loud.  immediately next to our client 's patio area. We  understand that 
these odours ate especially problematic during warm weather in the summer 
months. It can only b e  pre-supposed that an enlarged bin store area will exec-co-bate 
these problems, t tsul t ing in yet more unacceptable harm to our client 's a l ien  my. 

For these reasons - noise, littering and smell - it is submitted that the proposal 
breaches your amenity protection policies as well as your heritage protection 
policies discussed above. We therefore submit that the application does not accord 
with the development plan and ask that you refine to grant permission on these 
grounds. 

Our client would like to make it clear she would have no objection to the scheme if 

measures to safeguard both the setting o f  her property and her amenity were inctfporated 
into the proposal. Her specific concerns, as detailed above, relate at the fact that the 
tnaj o f  the proposed daveloptncht is located hard on the boundary with her property, 
creating unacceptable impacts. She would not object i f  the bin store and the cycle store 
were located away from her boundary. Furthermore she would suggest that, given the poor 
state o f  much o f  the hard landscaping, for example, the wont  and inapptopriate tartnac 
outfaces, the opportunity is taken through the application to make improvements to this 
aspect o f  the existing development. 

We  ask that you please kindly acknowledge receipt o f  this letter o f  objection. We  also ask 
that, benne  the Council &ternaries the application, officers dont the C o s t a ,  including an 
appropriately qualified design and constavadon officer, visit our client 's property to assess 
the impact o f  the proposal. In any event, we respectfully request that the Council refuses 
the application in its current Irani for the reasons set out above. 

V o w s  faithfully. 

David Evans 
Partner 
For and on behalf o f  Geoffrey Searle Planning Solicitors 


