
,40 
kat e 
kTh a f i  

Camden 
e !fee 

Telephone number 

Planning application number . .2 . 
4 7.2 t 

Planning application address. A 

I support the application (please state reasons below) 
I object to the application (please state reasons below) 

Your comments 

Ck rv i  CA r e  ither trikhie thlh Ã è  s S 
S m r,4 b.. 

Cyr, ck (51. /4/L. tic.< C A , p e r t a t t ,  
, 

7 

RECEEI 

, 

Please continue on extra sheets if you wish 



Telephone number 4.2.04 1 9  5 1763  

Planning application number 201S/72.4 2./P 

Planning application a d d r e s A k r a v  flahl3cfia) k t a L s n  P44 

I support the apphcation (please state reasons bcrio;)presss. 
I object to the application (please state reasons * l o w )  'EL 

Your comments 

f r i a l t n  cna eA-Lt 

IA sho-qk)  ob le  ct  i i t o p a - a o w  kliug 
i.ticxt.;v‘ I i tae ‘YL•na l  1 , 4 4  k & n k  eenwcie 

AffeAle2 -(514a o t u o t h r r a i  " n e s  s 
f r M  eAy ?1,bL4r..1,) 410 ,14 ,  4 4 O t  C A n 0 6 1 , 4 : ,  d i )  ha 

ale:yr.( 1V) I C '  Jfr —firine L 6aThceAv4. 
As.Ck• ir V eAA-1 Olt Jitta frAii aw) 

cakak) k 151. "C‘e ^At  - i t t i M  CAOt i i l l  caria 
in, cvor c.„4,,c€44 6; lisZnnt pelf 

trWE 416115..2 °"^ a nc th . c  cm.) wail Ira, i‘ 

Itailwydr.k,kt , p k M  ii.C.arait t a r  )1(4.- FieRk 
• 

7t, D n k c  4 viaccennvve de/ye-L-1,44a Shakitb 

? I  4 la Cita c p - t  4.-1144 c , t  tvi 
o t e n w .  4 i a  & c 4 c c R c J  M t L - i  Mat) 

+;-rel•-eewce..-14- st4) 
c In o f  su., LIN" 'te".." dkloitt-vi Eicvn, k o t t i  eme..“ 

I 0-197-1/2uw tvc,c iinteruisk 

Please contnue on extra sheets it you vase 
ts;lIvIelcm's'" 

2 4 \teesseXxs ;113t-ut ?„ AMC) 



3 Camden 

Na 

Ad 

Ern 

Tel 

Planning application number 2 t i  

Planning application address r UccE,A R0E- k. r r e t h  NC 

I support the application (please state reasons below) 
I object to the application (please state reasons below) 

Your comments 

Please continue on extra 



P a g e ]  of] 

previ 

C11 

There has been strong low 
development is anneeessa 
Heath. 

demolish A t h l e t e  House does 

twnem know. The proposed 
I great significance, Hampstead 



Page] oft 

I wish to place on record my objection to the proposal 2013R242. 

1) The main basis of my objection is the intention to sidestep the existing Section 106 Agreement on the 
building. I understand that the proposer or his representative maintain that this 106 Agreement does not apply to 
them as they are purchasers of part of the site. I inist that they are mistaken in law. 

The 106 Agreement allowed a large development on the land and required in turn that Athlone House be 
restored This should be enforced Subsquent transfers or sales should not undenmine the basic principle of the 
106 Agreement 

Notably the papers (many) documents include a consultation report which only covers the MOL issue raised by 
the Inspector. It is silent on the Section 106 Agreement, A matter then raised by many people who responded to 
thek 'consultation". 

In my opinion, to have property mners able to avoid such 106 Orders in this manner, as presented, makes the 
whole process worthless. Camden should above all uphold this Order and enforce it Even if challenged in courc 
mtmedtnthehighesttenelntconsideretinnothensisenoonessrti ever obey these agreements This not just a 
problem for this development or indeed Camden but strikes at the heart of planning Nevertheless it would 
create a highly concerning precedent for all future developments approved with 106 gains. 

2) The building is listed and while perhaps now in poor condition due to neglect by previous owners can and 
should be restored as befits a building of this importance. To state that f lu  "uneconomic" to restore is 
disingenuous as it depends of the nature of the restoration - not all the building need be addressed at this stage. 
Further the quality of the work can be adjusted Grants can be available to assist the essential restoration and 
preservation works. 

3) If a purchaser of the remaining land bought the current building only intending to demolish and redevelop, 
that is not grounds to consider other options imposed by planners or law as 'uneconomic'. The land and 
building could be sold, perhaps at a loss, to allow a new purchaser to undertake an "ecenomie repair. 

4) The site impinges on Metropolitan Open Land which is a valuabIe asset to the community and should be 
preserved. Given the nature of the proposed development of a single family residence, there is no other 
community benefit to housing or poor families or inaeased amenity. Any development should not require ANY 
new use of such land 
While the increase is now reduced to 'only 10,V it is nevertheless an increase ( and in actual land it is 10% of 
an already huge footprint) and should be refused on that ground atone. 
Why should the Camden or the community accept a piecemeal negotiation without ANY benefit for it? Why 
indeed negotiate without a corresponding gain, 

5) I do not comment on the style or architecture as others, at Camden and outside are better qualified 

Thank you for lodging the objection. Please let me know when this may come to the Planning and Development 
Conomiheelo ive me an o ortuni to attend 



Page] o f  I 

(refer to your letter dated 15th November in respect of Athlone House, Hampstead Lane. 

I wish to place on record my object ion to The proposal 2013/7242. 

1) The main basis of my objection is the intention to sidestep the existing Section 106 Agreement 
on the building.] understand that the proposer or his representafive maintain that this 106 
Agreement does not apply to them as they are purchasers of part of the site. I trust that they are 
mistaken in law. 

The 106 Agreement allowed a large development on the land and required in turn that Athlone 
House be restored. This should be enforced. Subsquent transfers or sales should not undermine 
the basic principle of the 106 Agreement 

Notably the papers (many) documents include a consultation report which only covers the MOL 
issue raised by the Inspector. It is silent on the Section 106 Agreement, A matter then raised by 
many people who responded to therconsultation". 

In my opinion, to have pfloperly owners able to avoid such 106 orders i t  this manner, as presented, makes the whole 
process worthless Camden should above all uphold thou order  and enforce ri Even 5 challenged is court, it meets the 
highest level o f  conmderatcon othenvgse makes such an agreement useless l b s  d not adhered too this would create 
a highly concerning precedent for all future developments appreved with 108 gains 

21 The budding is listed a n t  ',glide perhaps now rn poor conthfion due to negIect by previous owners can and & l o u d  be 
restored as befits a building of N s  importance To slate that it is 'uneconomic" to restore is disIngenuous as it depends 
of the nature of the restoration - not elI the budding need be addressed at this stage Further the quality of the work can 
be adjusted Grants can be available to assest the essential restoraton and preservation wor'ts 

31 The site impinges on Metropolitan Open Land which is a valuable asset to the community and should be preserved 
Given the nature of the proposed development of a single farmly resioence there is no other community benefit to 
hous,ng or poor famdies onncreaseel amenity. Pasydenelbpmetsuhmuldssosseguire ANY new use of such land 
While the increase Is now reducea to "only I0%" it rs nevertheless an mcrease ( and in actual land it is 10% of an 
already huge footpnnt) and shodd  be refused on that ground alone 
Why should the Camden or the o a m m u n q  accept a piecemeal negotiafion without ANY benefit nest? Why indeed 
negotiate without a cerrespondmg gain, 

at The new build proposed to replace the existng building is not in keeping with the anginal building and as agreed in 
Ike 1G6 agreement with Camden 

I would like to attend any heanng on u m  appcation 
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I hereby register 
hap*,  Hamp.,tead 

If the piewtots (Iwners o )r, and sell other pet 
bas ,  that thee eats: Cored Athlo 
to fulfil this amchtion b i n i m g  on the property , h a i l e d  t 
disclo,e this, t he , '  is no n , s ( m  , h y  the condiflon ted 

Could the planning department therefore kindly uphold 
regarding the development at this address. 
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With regard to the planning cott sulttttiott a b e t  the demolition o f  Athlo e 
a n e w  building, I have strong grounds: 

I. The owners were fully aware when they bought the building that there was 
Agreement on it. It applies to them as much as ttte pteviotta owner. It applies in Met tt 
not the owner. They cannot have bet tered  that ttaey had a right to ignore it. I f  they paid 
the property without regard to the cost o r  renovating a listed building, and now °onside 
unafibrdahle or uneconomic this was their mistake hut it is not a reason far the Found 
their planning ruling on the demolition o r  a listed building. 

Furthermore, i f  plasming permission is granted then abiding by Section 11th Agreements will he 
optional for developers, and they could ignore a Section 106 Agreement on the grounds that it did 
not apply to them or that it was uneconomic. This is a matter o f  legal principle and must be upheld. 

2. The new house encroaches on Metropolitan Open Land. I understand that the revised plans have 
been down-sealed so that the buildings "only increase by I O W  but this is 102S o f  a large area and is 
still a significant amount  o f  land. 
Why should there be any reduction o f  MOITONlitall Open Space at all? 

How would this benefit  the community? 

f 
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R a g  Status: Orange 

I a n :  strongly opposed to this 
The existing Athlone House k 
The  architecture is pleasing and we 

The new owner  must keep the existing s i rueoee and only make 








