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I am in strong disagreement with the above application. It is cynical in the extreme for the current
owners to say a previously agreed condition of development not to demolish Athlone House doesn't
apply to them.

There has been strong local opposition to this destruction which the owners know. The proposed
development is unnecessarily gross and out of keeping with an area of great significance, Hampstead
Heath.

1/2013



Page 1 of |

I wish to place on record my objection 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 representative maintain that this 106 Agreement does not apply to
them as they are purchasers of part of the site. | 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
their "consultation”.

In my opinion, to have property owners able to avoid such 108 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 court,
it merits the highest level of consideration otherwise no one will 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 it is "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 "economic” repair.

4) 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 family residence, there is no other
community benefit to housing or poor families or increased amenity. Any development should not require ANY
new use of such land

While the increase is now reduced to "only 10%" it is nevertheless an increase ( and in actual land it is 10% of
an already huge footprint) and should be refused on that ground alone.

Why should the Camden or the community accept a piecemeal negotiation without ANY benefit for it? Why
indeed negotiate without a corresponding gain,

5) | 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
Committee to gi rtunity to attend.

28/11/2013
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I refer to your letter dated 15th November in respect of Athlone House, Hampstead Lane.

| wish to place on record my objection 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 representative maintain that this 106
Agreement does not apply to them as they are purchasers of part of the site. | 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. I is silent on the Section 106 Agreement, A matter then raised by
many people who responded to their "consultation”.

In my opinion, to have property owners able ta 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 court, it merits the
highest level of consideration otherwise it makes such an agreement useless. This if not adhered too this 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 it is "uneconomic” to resfore 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 wark can
be adjusted. Grants can be available to assist the essential restoration and preservation works.

3) 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 family residence, there is no other community benefit to
housing or poor families or increased amenity. Any development should not require ANY new use of such land

‘While the increase is now reduced to "only 10%" it is nevertheless an increase ( and in actual land it is 10% of an
already huge footprint) and should be refused on that ground alone.

Why should the Camden or the community accept a piecemeal negoliation without ANY benefit for it? Why indeed
negotiate without a corresponding gain,

5) The new build proposed to replace the existing building is not in keeping with the original building and as agreed in
the 106 agreement with Camden.

| would like to attend any hearing on this application.

28/11/2013
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I hereby register my objection to planning application number 2013/7242/P in respect of Athlone
House, Hampstead Lane, London N6 4RU.

If the previous owners obtained the right to develop and sell other properties in the grounds on the
basis that they restored Athlone House, then the new owners of Athlone House should be obliged
to fulfil this condition binding on the property when they boughtit. Even if their search failed to
disclose this, there is no reason why the condition should be rescinded and consent now granted.

Could the planning department therefore kindly uphold the conditions that it originally set
regarding the development at this address.

1/2013
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With regard 1o the planning consultation about the demolition of Athlone House and construction of
a new building, I have strong objections on two grounds:

1. The owners were fully aware when they bought the building that there was a Section 106
Agreement on it. It applies to them as much as the previous owner. It applies in fact to the building,
not the owner. They cannot have believed that they had a right to ignore it. If they paid too much for
the property without regard to the cost of renovating a listed building, and now consider it
unaffordable or uneconomic this was their misiake but it is not a reason for the Council to change
their planning ruling on the demolition of a listed building.

Furthermore, if planning permission is granted then abiding by Section 106 Agreements will be
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 of legal principle and must be upheld.

2. The new house encroaches on Metropolitan Open Land. [ understand that the revised plans have
been down-scaled so that the buildings "only increase by 10%" but this is 10% of a large area and is
still a significant amount of land.

Why should there be any reduction of Metropolitan Open Space at all?

How would this benefit the community?

28/11/2013



Flag Status: Orange
I am strongly opposed to this application.
The existing Athlone House is in a most conspicuous position.

The architecture is pleasing and well loved.

The new owner must keep the existing structure and only make internal improvements.

28/11/2013
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