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Dear Tama Kell5 Volpe, 

I a r t  wr i t ing  t o  oblect t o  the above deve lopment  o f  u top ia  VMage into 53 flats 

The traff ic rnevitably generated by such a deve lopment  will have an ext remely  adverse af fect  on a qu let  street 

In addi t ion it M I  be a danger t o  the many school chi ldren on the i r  way t o  Primrose Cii l s c h o o l i n  Princess Road, 
and younger chIldren gong t o  play al Chalcot Square at the o the r  end There in l imr ted  access and restneted vlew 
polo Os in and out  o f  the development 

There must  be concerns about  access f o r  emergency veh5cles m and out  o f  such a large deve lopment  m t h  such 
Un i ted  access 

The repor t  on t raf f ic  impact  Is inadequate. 

Yours sincerely 



Page 1 of 1 

abindex=-1> 

We  view with  concern the possibility that U t c i a  Village may be t i m e d  into residences 

This will seriously impact on the diversity of Primrose Hill It's work places should b e  preserved 

The transport report submitted by the applicant was insufficient to enable to asses the impact of such 
a large development Co as small and sensitive area 

This could b e  negative in terms of  increased traffic through a very limited access route It may well 
leopardise the safe rout along Chalcott Road to and from Primrose Hill School 

Access by emergency and service vehicles into and around the site could well be problematic 

13/11/2013 



As a local resident I wish to express m y  strong opposition to the proposal to convert 
the offices in Utopia Village, Chalcot Road NWI into residential units. Doing so will 
significantly affect the balance of business and residential property in the area, 
which is the basis of its unique character. 

It will also have a serious impact on the amount of vehicle traffic in the 
neighbourhood - placing more pressure on parking places, or adding greatly to the 
numbers of taxis etc going backwards and forwards to provide transport access for the 
residents. Much of this will occur at crucial times of day - during the morning rush 
hour when children are making their to Primrose Hill School nearby or late at night 
when 

waiting taxis will disturb other residents. Access for building 
lorries during any conversion programme will also throw up meteor problems. 

Primrose Hill is a very precious neighbourhood to those of us who have 
lived here for a long time. Please don't allow its tranquillity to be 
destroyed by filling its streets with more traffic and congestion. 

I very much hope that this planning application will be refused. 

Yours sincerely 



Subject. Application No. 2013/6589/P - Utopia Village 

One of the main features and attractions of Primrose Hill village is its mixed 
character of residential, shops, and other work units. We are very concerned about 
proposals which would change the mix substantially by reducing the proportion of work 

units. Please bring this objection to the Utopia Village proposal to the notice of 
Members of the Council. 



nye at 
small businesses in the area is intrinsic to the character of Primrose Hill and also 

esI ential to its economy. The high street is already struggling and the loss of a 
large part of the working population will be significantly detrimental. 

It would be nice to think that you were able to take a holistic view on the ampact of 
this proposal on the area. It is difficult to see any benefits accruing to the 
locality and there are a number of causes for concern beyond the immediate change of 

use legality. 

In addition, the transport impact seems to have been given scant regard. The entrance 
to Utopia Village is on a quiet residential street which cannot absorb the likely 

meteor increase in vehicle access. There is inadequate parking already in the area. The 

site is also very close to a school and that would need to be taken into account. 
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Dear Ms Skelli-Yam 

Following my letter to you on 28 August 2013, I would like to further outline my family's objection to the 
abovenamed Planning Application. 

In that letter vie outlined the specific concerns about the impact this development will have on both the 
enjoyment of current and future residents of Primrose Hill, as well as the significant permanent adverse 
impact it will make on the very nature of our district and community. 

Furthermore, we would also like to object on the grounds of the impact the development will have on the 
local transport situation. This clear overdevelopment of the site will result in a significant increase in vehicle 
traffic from by the significant number of residents, their visitors and any other cars such as taxis and delivery 
cars. The site, being an old mews is not designed to cater for such vehicles, let alone in the number which 
would result from the proposed Planning Application. 

This increase in vehicle traffic will greatly increase the danger faced not only by my children and others living 
locally, but those attending the nearby Primrose Hill School. The layout of the site also raises concerns 
about the access for emergency and other service vehicles. 

Thus we believe that the transport report presented by the applicant is not sufficient to enable toe Council 
to assess the transport and travel impact on what is a very large development in a very small and sensitive 

As part of Camden Council, you have the ability to determine whether or not to permanently damage the 
unique character of Primrose Hill. We respectfully request that you nurture a vibrant community rather 
than simply side with developers to lose a unique part of London and Camden itself. 

I look forward to being informed of the progress of the application and objections to it. 
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Best regards, 
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Subject: Plannng Applicaticn No 2013/6589/P (Utopa village, 7 Chalcot Road, Lenden, M6118LF) 

Dear Tana 

Please see attached letter and attachment 

Kindly confirm receipt 

Many thanks 

13/11/2013 
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Dear Tania, 

My husband and I live al md we object to the Utopia Village Planning 
Application for the following reasons 

The huge increase in the amount of vehicle movement by residents, their visitors, taxis and 
delivery services in and out of the site via very limited access routes This will mean 
substantial danger to children and their parents traveling to and from the nearby Primrose 
Hill school and for children leaving their homes in the surrounding roads walking to other 
schools, parks, shops etc The noise increase for local residents will no doubt be 
substantial 

I also understand that there are concerns about access for emergency and service vehicles 
into and within the site The transport report presented by the applicant is not sufficient to 
assess transport and travel impact of what  is a very large development in a small and 
sensitive area 

I hope the committee will take the above in to consideration and refuse the planning 
application 

Kindest regards, 

13/11/2013 



Tania.Skelli-Yaoz@camden.gov.uk 
Supplementary points of objection 

Utopia Village, 7 Chalcot Road London NW1 8LF (The site) Application No: 2013/6589/P 

Utopia Properties Limited (The Applicant) 

As individual objectors and the Gloucester Avenue Residents Group we request that: 
The Applicant's notification for prior approval for the change of use from business to 
residential use be rejected as it there is a strong basis to do so. The Applicant's 
notification and associated documents do not fulfill the criteria under GPOO Class J. 
J.2 and related legislation/guidelines documented in the National Planning Policy 
Framework (DIPPF). 
The grounds for objection have been detailed in our main objections (both 97 
Gloucester Avenue and Gloucester Avenue Residents Group 
objection) and in individual objection submission made by e.g. James Kennedy and T1111 
Mitchell which provide extensive details that respond to the every technical nature of 
this type of notification for prior approval. 

Summary 
The grounds for objection are allowable as they fall within the admissible categories 
for objection, and that the Applicant has not complied with the Class J requirements. 
For the development to be allowed and prior approval decision to 11 11111111, the Council 
need to base their decision "as if it were a planning application" (see NPPF pare, 206) 
Specifically, 

A. Non-Compliance with GPOO Class J requirements 
Further technical errors and omissions on the part of the Applicant include 
A.1 The need for planning permission in the context of the significant change that 
will result in a detrimental and irreversible change to a designated conservation area 
the 'indicative basis" of the drawings is wholly inadequate considering the % increase 
size of the development in terms of density in relation to the footprint of the site. 
A.2 Material errors in the drawings, which are misleading to the viability of the site 
for residential use, e.g. no. of roof lights/skylights, boundary lines, internal wall 
bisecting existing window across more than one individual unit. 
A.2 There is also the 1 1  116 evidence provided for the previous use of the building 
under Class J.1 specifically in relation to use that was not B1 prior to the 
application. 
A.3 Lack of evidence of a s.106 agreement relating to car capped development (see 

section B Transport and Highways) 

B. Transport and highways 
The information provided by the Applicant in the report b y  Robert West is presented 



l a rge ly  an the form o f  unsuppetwd esserriens end the eenelessens ow c e n t  Mactory  to 
the 'poor? a c c e s s i b i l i t y  and P I M  r e t i e d .  The expert ise •nd q u e l n I n t • t w o  o f  the 
advisor • r e  not spec i f ied .  Mos• specifically. 
DA These as lase .  ' s c a n t  arid for erroneous information coronae:1 aa the report ,  e.g. 
there as h e e l s  expLeeetion of the underlyaag data use from the T h a n  Database 
11.2 The me, ccccc of the survey data as over 10 years old,  the al leged comparable 
sates of d i  demographic and secao-econeme •reas. 
M y  comparable conservation areas e r •  not referred to. 
11.3 The impl icat ion •nd impact on exastaag CPS •nd s e t •  ree t •e  t o i c  heel as not 
address adequately by the applicant. 
DA In ccccc c a n t  d e t •  end analysis on vehic le  movement te te :eye ,  p h e w ,  end site 
accessabaLte y capecat y 
11.5 A ear capped devekipment i s  cccccccc to  with no evident* of en o in tment  with 
Camden Coteacal. These as confusion with regard to  l i s t i n g  cot eonnehnh of future 
residents.  This seams issues of not only loss o f  amenity but d i l l  scu lusa  e t t h  future 

s o o t  as has happen with s m i l e r  sweat  change o f  use developments that  have 
already taken place with very c l a n  proximity to the Utopia s i t e  I s m  56-60 Gloucester 
Avenue/Sunny Neus/Dtempten Place) 

C. Contemaaetion risk 
C . I  These as smut  t e n a n t  d e t a i l  provided by the Applicant an order to  be W I *  *setae 
r isk ,  s p e c i f i c a l l y  as l i g h t  of the OPPF guadelmes. The guidel ines require d e t a i l s  of 
the pr ior  use o f  the s i t e  end = p l a c a t i o n  t h i s  meubi have fu ture  residents on the 
s i t e .  t h e  secludes s e m  cccccc y issues. M y  report e n d s  to present adequate eschewal 
data. i . e .  I s a t •  investigation?? 'by • competent person? 
(see OPPF Para 121) end ?suitable for  the use =tended? I s m  g m  362-12. pages 2 •aci 
31 t h e  considers the previous use o f  the b e l d a m  that  may have the potent ia l  for 
contemaaation re la ted  to = d e m e r i t '  and l i g h t  = d e m e r i t '  uses invo lver *  manes, 
solvent,  beavy metals, eboni te 's  and plastics. 
C.2 These as no cowed& m•de to  the ccccccc a n u s  of t h i s  r i s k  with the 
sateguardiag d i rec t ion  M b e n  One of 11S2. Secretary of State for  Trans.:ire, 9th July 
20131 current ly  at  f e t t l e d  the north of the s i t e  inhere at runs peraLle l  to  Gloucester 
Avenue. 

FaaaLly, the Coteacal as remaaded t h e  the Apt /want  needs to s a t i s f y  both the 
requirements of the OHIO Class J, 0 .2  end Sensua l  Government Guidelines and 
limas ccccccccccccc to  permitted developments and including t h e n  t h e  r e l a t e  to 
designated c o m e r /  ccccc areas. An acceptance m i n i  m e m  ccccc significant 
preconditions to  be •teached to  nay future development. These would need to seclude 
and address issues of: 
i t  The need to approve based on p r i e r  ogre:meats with the Coteacal with 
regard to ear usage, a . • .  cur nipped development 
Si) Meuse of permitted development end deers/meat to amenities an term 
of roof l i gh ts /sky l igh tsheadou  i n e s •  there would be •agnatacent overlooluag, Light 
and noise po l lu t ion  due to the very c l a n  proximity of the proposed r e s i d e n t i a l  units, 

iaeLl Kathie the n a m e  IS meter guidel ine prescribed by Camden?• PLeinuag 
Pol icy.  In  addi t ion  • ccccc action mould be required as t e r m  of development/use of 
balconies end ether eue•ade f l a t  roof spaces. 

Furtherrow tie request that  the Council tales 
i t  the n o w i s e  y legol advice and act ion assediately as permitted 
under Art i t l e  4 of the OPPO es at  re la tes  to the above issues m i l  concerns 
raised by the emennaty t h i s  includes both residents end loca l  benne' 
Si) Act ive ly  •ngeges n e e d  cccccc i n  l i g h t  o f  the ea/mottle for 
decision inte h the l o c • I  r•sir leets groups, spec i f i c  aadavaduels d a m n  ly effected, 
loca l  councilors end the Pr sense S a i l  Conservation Area Advisory Committee. 

For avoidance o f  doubt 1 end ether residents reserve our r ights  as r e l a t i o n  to the 
App lac 

Please confirm your receipt  of th is  meal 

ccccc saacesely, 
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Re:  Ob jec t ion  aga ins t  P r i o r  A p p r o v a l  appl ica t ion  ref: 2013165891P f o r  the  change  of  u s e  from 
offices (Class B l a )  t o  5 3  Res ident ia l  u n i t s  (Class C3). 
Site: U t o p i a  Village, 7 Cha lco t  R o a d ,  L o n d o n ,  NVV1 SLB 

B Y  E M A I L  a n d  B y  HAND 
7th November 

M s  T a n i a  Skeli-Yaoz 
P l a n n i n g  Department 
L o n d o n  B o r o u g h  of  Camden 
C a m d e n  T o v m  Ha l l  Extension 
Argyle  Street 
London 
W C 1 H  SND 

13/11/2013 
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Dear Ms 510411 Tam 

Hr. Objection against Prior Approval applic at icm ref: 331365119 P for the changedust (rat 
clines ((lass 111a) to 53 Residential units ((lass (3). 
Sites Utopia Chalccg Road. London. NW' PLR 

I am the leaseholder i f i j i i i m m o n d  J tint freeholder t i the p rep eny. 1 
urethra the ounh side c up a ags. am wr ng ht response so your tut er of October 
1 0  *bag the shove app Ucaticm. Ian, ObjeCtil l i t  t o  thepropose change ef use to readmitlel St 
L i .  Wee, dvis acing, k not pernitted development. As exh.I  are.. Out prior approval 
toder tit, GPDO for this development is refused. 

1 4  objection Rothe proposed change are as follows: 

I. 'Pompon sad traffic Issues 
IL I have serious caccerns about the transport and traffic laws el the 

developmett. The transport report presented by she applicant alloyedier Shoo 
sdequeely sent  the transport and travel impact of this sladficasil 
develepngeo in a very algal/ad and mull ive area. 'Mere wand be.  11.111101n1 
inmost in vehicle nunwnent by resident s, their lidlOn said, sad ddivery 
servicesin sod out of threatvia eartnlety ib t l i t  ed acctn I snd e a  mutes 

b. Sandy shoe Ivatdd be an increased danger for children end seas myelin, go 
snd hong Mimics. 11111 Scheel. A friend who has worked in Mekong Reed for 
m a y  yeses has sp cian of neer attldents even with the existing finny et vehicles 
so pick up end drip on wheel gimes. rt.e risk 1 ac davits lucid inevitably by 
lobe w i s h  denier *oh the Inc tease in VelliCte 1110•11111111menticned In Point 

C These ere m e a n s  *haul access for emergency and service weskits into and 
Naha the she. Ass is. lire enkines have to up erste frczn outside the Olt. 
Sanding In holes ihreudh the nett ire entrance. wigsli is then partially blocked 
for theother engerpenty vehicles such ss ingbulsnas std the porn e. 

d. Al Ms nunraol. ihe anent eatnate is just S u n  wide. Ram for maneuvering 
InsideIS Ale is slso very 1101 - mote at Oven She plop mai to park the c ars 
halide the alieNs. angle lo She buildings. The plan Indicates passing rocas( for a 
tar ball how e l l  delivery endemics. vatic les such as Ocado and British 0 as be 
*Melts move (lira*? 

GPDO COMA J lerptilengenlig nal Mel 

• The drsviinp have error= b the bondman and shcming r a t  lights skylights 
dui do nel oda. Ii Jeansthese r u t  litho m a d  be needed to provide indu for 
the proposed Oslo If thle l e a  the propose is seeking to make external changes 
1.11w Wi lda/  and planning permission would be needed for this. e.g. I mad 
111•11111111 that sn 'Gabs roof light Is net t o m  on the plan the sera icm behind 
11501.0a-0er A m u .  If seals to be them hell rag but ills all OHS. A l t a i l l  it 

IS likely the this 'reef would need go be changed to make it suitable for 
domestic we snd this would noise pennant permisdin. 

b. Ii ovoid appear the she Apples.. hss made sn agreement (s106) with Camden 
is rep the mgmber of car parking spate in the Ole. Ilcminer. I under., and there 
is no evidence of this agreement in the case file and I cannot we it matte 
wench e. I have been advised that by Inncalming this additicnal andillin to 
make sure the proposed change satisfies c cmdit ions in the Amenchnergal. then 



surely this application for  change of use requires p r io r  approval. 

I nsu l i n  lent ca t  sIderat ion about contamination risk 

a. The light Industrial use of the diemn the past that involved the use of  many 
different kinds of toxic materials such as save/ i lk  heavy metals. chemic als and 
p l a n k  surely / m a s a  at es a thorough and transparent investigaticm to ensure 
there is no umlaut  Inconel risk due to the development of the site that svill 
Inevitably involve sane disturbance to the ground below. despite the Applicants 
airy c l a n  that this rr i l l  i ts, be the case. Agabt. Oven that there has been no 
t h o r a i a  assessment of  the risk sd c cmt aminat ion. p r i o r  approval should be 
refused cm this bads. 

For the above reasons. I believe the s p a r  aticm does mg constitute permit ted development and 
the Council should a n i s e  pr ior  approval. 

Whi le  I believe there are g r a m  resu l ts  for  refusing prior approve'. I f  Camden is minded not 
do so and strictly in the alternative to my p r imary  goalie:a I feel Ihe Appl icat ion should mg 
be s l i m e d  to pr  sac red Mthout  attar/dug appropr iate planning ablipil ims or ca t  M i l a n  to the 
approval. Camden seem to have accepted the application of prior ( m a i m s  in negalat ing or 
ha l i ng  entered boo a planning &Maniacal n t h  Ihe Applitani %vigil radar d l o  c ar cappbm (FM 
s105 AgTfCnlrlIl in point 5) 

'FM bui ldings on the n o n h  side of Vttip la Village are V a g  dasteleng house. and the Current 
lax behaviour of  the office tenants means that there lit tonfiderable I i i o  p a i n  ion ogen lale 
Into the M a g .  Also people standing around on dm Rai loaf tan be dearly heard from my RM. 
'FM ntintintai condlticms I propose are 

A l l  ninclows. ski lights. and sloping r a t s .  I t c h  t u r r e n t h  have (vague aass should be 
maintained MTh that type of  glazing. 

Pr t i db i t  the deve lopmat  and or use of bancr ies  and other outside flat r cat spate. TM 
m a d  impact me part icular ly  see photograph of outside areas directly behind my livind 
mare.) 

Impose appropriate ca t  dit icits co/trend/1g Usdo polluticm. This is especially imporlani for me 
sdant the Raz no t  of large Mndows directly ac ross I r a n  my beckcam (See same photograph.) 

%norkale. enf or c e a  le and transparent restrictions on residents park ing permits for any 
residential o a t s  developed cm the site. W e  have sent a very close example in nearby SC 63 
0 'arrester Avenue t immy Niews where the developer has clearly l a m e d  the concliticm 
attached to park ing MTh there men b r a g  no enforcement ac ticm. 

' nose  issues are m i d i  nacre appropriately dealt MTh as p a n  of a f u l l  p ia / tang  g a l l o n  icm 
I t c h  sir cmgly mil i tate in favour of refusing pr ior  approval cm the basis of the grounds set out 
l i t , , ,  points acne. 

For the avoidance of  doubt. I entirely reserve my rights in relaticm to the AppUcaticm. 



P a g e  4 o f  4 

Y o u r s  sincerely 

1 The Town and coun t ry  Plaiirilig (General Permitted oeveiopment ordernAmenameno(Engianapoi3-11-07 

Amendments  in relation t h  change 00 055 

6. (I) In Pert 3 of s c h e a m e  2 (atrangesot  use), in p a t a g a p h  l e l  of C l a s s 3 , 1 0 r  d23 b e".530. 
(2) In Por to  of Schedule  2 (changes  of use) after Memel beef—tClaJ 

Permitted development  Beve lopeant  conststang et a change  of a s s e s s  building and any land 1305055 Os c u t t l a g e  to a 
useta l l Ing sathin Class C3 (dwallaighouses) s o l e s  S a h a l u l e t o  the  Use Class3,0501000 o n  a usetall ing within Class silo) 
(offices) o l tha t  Schedule 

13/11/2013 
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Dear Tania 

/ refer to the above matter, and as the owner of a business in this area and a partgime resident, I wish 
to object in the strongest possible terms to this appfication for planning permission. The reasons for my 
objections are as follows: 

1. The development will undoubtedly increase the vehicle movement in the area, not only by 
private cars but also by taxis and delivery services. This has a very significant impact on the 
whole area and its wellbeing, including health and safety issues. 

2. The proposed use will be far too extensive and damaging to the surrounding areas. The 
question of contaminated land is bound to surface and lead to far more expensive works and 
construction having to be carried out, to deal with this. 

a. The whole mix of the area will be altered very detrimentally. At the moment the community 
has a sensible mix of residential/business use, and any change to this is bound to hence 
profoundly damaging affect on the economy of the area. 

4. Rather than being a change of use which would involve work and therefore an improvement to 
the economy, the long term effects on the economy will be extremely damaging. The area will 
be a lot less attractive to work and live in, and such developments frighten people away. 

May I urge you please to do everything possible to stop the change of use. 

Yours sincerely, 
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CONFIDENTIALITY This email and any at tachments are conf ident ial  and t r ay  also be privileged. If received in 
error,  please d o  not  disclose the contents to anyone, but  not i fy  the sender by return emai l  and delete this email 
land any at tachments)  f r o m  you r  system. 
SECURItt In ternet  communicat ions are not  secure and there fore  Unswor th  Rose does not  accept legal 
responsibi l i ty for the contents o f  this message. Unswor th  Rose recommends tha t  this entail and all attachments 

are checked f o r  viruses before use. No responsibi l i ty is accepted by Unswor th  Rose f o r  any loss or damage arising 
[n any w a y  f r o m  rece[pt or  use thereof. 

REGULATION We are regulated by the Solicitors Regulation Author i ty  (SRA No.627.48) and adhere t o  the Solicitor's 
Code o f  Conduct. For fu r ther  in format ion  please see w w w  sra ern ulc isol ic i torc/rode-of-conduct  oaee Unsworth 
Rose's partners are P. Mark Unswor th  and Ibrahim one 
THINK BEFORE YOU PRINT, PLEASE CONSIDER THE ENVIRONMENT 

T h i s  e m a i l  has be 
F o r  m o r e  inibrma 

e a t m e d  by• t h e  S y m a s t e e  E m a i l  S e c u r i t y  c l o u d  service. 

v i s a  http:assww.symanteessitsud.essm 
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plicanon No: 2013/6589 

Change o f  use f rom Offices (Class B la )  to Residential units (Class (23) at Utopia Village 

I would like to object to the above application on the f f f  lowing grounds: 

1 ant concerned that there wil l  he a significant increase in vehicle movement by residen 
their visitors, taxis and delivery services in and out o f  the site via extremely limited access 
routes. tarn also concerned about access for emeigency vehicles into the site. The transport 
report presented by the applicant is simply not sufficient to assess the nuns port and travel 
impact o f  what is a large development in a small and sensitive area. 

I am also concerned about the danger to children and adults traveling to and from the nearby 
Primrose Hill school (Chalcot Road is currently a safe mute to the school). 

Thank you for your help in this matter. 



Dear Ms skelli-Yaoz, 

I wish to register my strong objection to the proposed residential development of 

Utopia Village, Chalcot Road, NW 1. 

Please put on record my view that this proposed development reverses and undermines 
Council policy for maintaining a balanced economy in the area and maintaining sources 
of employment and opportunities for start-up and medium sized businesses. 

More specifically, I wish to object on the grounds that 

the traffic analysis is incomplete and misleading and the impact on the surrounding 

area has not been properly established. This relates to the safe traffic levels for 
the street that serves it (in fact only Chalcot Road can be used, as the site exits 
onto it at both ends via a is a U shaped internal road. This point concerns to 
household deliveries to the propsed deliveries as well as , commuting 

and vehicle 
ownership. 

The toxicity and impact of industrial chemical residues in the soil, sub-soil and 
foundation structures and their toxicity has not been evaluated for residential use 
(and with regard to family use and growing children). 

The scheme is ill-defined and confusing from an architectural point of view and cannot 
be assessed with regard to overlooking, loss © f l i g h t  and noise pollution. 

The impact on local businesses and loss of trade from daytime workers should be 
considered ( and should also considered in terms of the loss of business rate base for 
the community) 

. 

Yours sincerely 
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BY E M A I L  and BY HAND 

gab November  2013 

Dear M s  Skelli-Yacs, 

Utopia Village, 7 Chalcot Road London  N1V1 SLF (The site) 
Appl icat ion No: 2013/6589/P 
Utopia Properties L im i ted  (The Applicant) 

A s  residents of Gloucester Avenue, are ask that the Applicant 's  notification for prior approval for 
the change of  use from business to residential use be re jec ted  as there is a strong basis to do so 

The Applicant 's  notification and associated documents do not fu l f i l l  the cr i ter ia under GPDO 
Class J. J.2 and related legislation/guidelines documented in the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) 

Summary 
The grounds for objection are allowable as they fall within the admissible categories for objection, 
and that the Applicant has not complied wi th  the Class Jrequirements .  For the development to be 
allowed and prior approval decision to be taken, the Council need to base their decision 'as  if it were 
a planning application' (see N P P F  pare 206) 
Specifically, 

N o n - C o m p l i a n c e  w i t h  G P D O  Class st requirements 

13/11/2013 
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R a i  technical m a  and omissions on the pal of the Applicant include 

A I  T M  need for plaming penance in the ceded of the speficid choice that will resit in a 
= n a d a l  mid treversibk d o v e  to a designated =nervation w e  the ' Micah= bass of the 
dmmigs is wholly inadequate ectoderm the% manse sired the =Moment in terms of 
density at ration tot=  foctprirt of the site 

AS la tent  eras n Ow =weds, which ire misleading to the ' M a y  of the site f a  residential 
use, e g no of rod light vskylights, boodory bnes, eternal wad bisecting east mg weldor across 
nun Um one mdindual mit 

AS There a also the ladc of endencepronded kw the Famous use c a w b o n g  mder Clasa I 
specifically ti relation to use that was net BI mor to the application 

ASLadc of ended* of a s 106 esteemed r a t a n  t o =  capped development (see section B 
Trampat and Hidings) 

Transmit end Slings 

The 'Horatian pronded by the Appliort in the report by tithed West is deserted largely in the 
lam of msuppcied assertion and theconclusions we contracheexy to the pca  accessibility and 
FTAL ratmg The °sense and qualification of the admix are not specified !dote specifically, 

S i  There is Iniudideni and lot MCINCRIS actinium contained in the report, e g there is tile 
a s l a n t =  of the mderlyng dna use from the IRAVL Database 

8.2 The rmonty of the tunes n a m e d  10 years dd, the alleged comporabk site of differed 
demographic and s000mename wen M y  comporebk contested areas we not referred to 

B r i t t  ' m o t  at ion and impact on es mine ctn. and safe roma to E S A  is net address 
adequately Cy 

BA Instant= data mid analysis on educe moverr.eii pathway; phasing and site accentty 
capacity 

RSA car capped Onetime= is a w e d  tow= no evidenced an agreement wilt Camden 
Canal There is collusion wilt regwd to liming es ownership of fuhre residents This rases 
n e s  of not only loss of amenity but difficulties wilt Imreenforcement as has happen with sands) 
recent change of use developments thi have already Wcen place with very dose prommty to the 
Utopia d e  (see 513-60 = a n =  Annuedurew blews/Dumpton Place) 

economised= it 

C.I There is Insufficient O n =  provided by the Applicant in order tobeableemu Mk, 
specifically in light of the MIFF widens I lw guidebnes require details of Ow m a  ma of the site 
and implications this would have cm M a t  residents on the site, this includes sensiiviy issues Any 
report needs to d e n  adequatetechnical data, ie site wrestigation"by a *cemetery person' 
(seeWPMPiro 121) sid 'suitable f a  a us< melded' CieHP=362.12. paps 2 mid 3) that 
considers thedemos use of the budded that may have Ow panto! fa  *MUMMA 1011 related to 
i M a u l  and big mdustmal uses mvolving pains. solvent, heavy metals. chemicals and plastics 

1311 1s2013 
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C.2 There  is n o  consideration made  to the re la t ionship  of  this  r isk with the safeguarding 
di rec t ion (Phase One of HS2, Secretary of State for Transport, 9th July 2013) currently affecting the 
North of the site where  it tuns parallel to Gloucester Avenue 

Finally, the Council is reminded that the Applicant n e e d s  t o  satisfy b o t h  the  r e q u i r e m e n t s  of  the 
G P D O  Class J, J .2  a n d  Nat iona l  G o v e r n m e n t  Guidel ines  a n d  legislation r e l a t ed  to permitted 
deve lopments  a n d  including those t h a t  re la te  to des ignated  conserva t ion  a reas  A n  acceptance 
would necessitate significant p r econd i t i ons  t o  b e  a t t a c h e d  t o  a n y  f u t u r e  deve lopment  These 
would  need to include and address issues of 

0 The  need to approve based on prior agreements wi th  the Council with regard to car usage, 
i .e .car  capped development 
H a h n e  of peimitted development and detriment to amenities IP tem) of  roof 
lights/skiNights/window where there would  be significant overlooking, light and noise 
pollution due to the very close proximity of the proposed residential units, i.e. well 
within the minimum 18 meter guideline prescribed b y  Camden ' s  Planning Policy. In 
addition a restriction would b e  required in terms of  development/use of  balconies and 
other outside flat roof spaces 

Furthermore w e  request that the Council takes 
0 the necessa ry  legal advice a n d  ac t ion  immedia t e ly  as  p e m i n t e d  u n d e r  Article 

4 of  the GPDO as it relates to the above serious issues and concems raised by the 
local community this includes both residents and local business 
Actively engages immedia te ly  in light of  t h e  t imescale  for  decision with the local 
residents groups, specific individuals directly affected, local councilors and the 
Primrose Hill Conservation Area Advisory Committee 

For avoidance of doubt w e  reserve our rights in relation to the Application 

Youro oincerely, 

13/11/2013 
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Dear Tania, 

I attach an objection, on behalf  of the Gloucester /Avenue Association, to this application 

Best gushes, 

Mart in  Sheppard 

13/11/2013 
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Ms Tania Skelli-Yaoz, 
Planning Department, 
Application Comment, 
London Borough of Camden, 
Development Management, 
London WC1 8ND 
Referencing Application No 2013/6589/P 

8th November 2013 

Dear Ms Skelli-Yaoz, 

I am writing to you to air my concerns about the proposed Utopia Village 
development, for the following reasons. 
1. I t  is likely that there will be a significant increase in traffic, and that this will be in 

and out of the site via very limited access routes and on a route which local 
parents tell me is an important (quiet) road for children getting to school. 

2. Local experts tell me that the transport study by Robert West on behalf of the 
applicant does not provide a sound assessment of the effect of the change of use 
on transport, be it by taxi, owned car, delivery or visitors. The conflating of trips 
by car and foot seems rather strange, they felt. 

3. I t  is hard to believe that with 53 dwellings the number of car trips will not increase 
very considerably from the car trips identified in the current use. 

4. Another concern aired is the fact that, on top of the 11 on-site spaces there would 
be provision for 20 car-parking spaces under a legal agreement with Camden, thus 
presumably eating in to existing parking on surrounding streets. 

I would urge the Council to agree that prior approval will be required on the grounds 
of the transport impacts of the proposals, 

Yours Sincerely 
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Dear M s  Skelli-Yam 

J a m  writing in connection wi th  the application concerning a potential c h m g e  of use of the premises 
at Utopia Village in Chalcot Road to penni t  the development of  53 residences on the existing site 

I wish to register m y  objection to such a development being permitted or supported by Camden in 
light of  the following points 

1 Such a c h m g e  of use involving a still further concentration of residences in the immediate area at 
the expense of what  are presently viable, occupied and valued commercial premises would appear 
to be wholly detrimental to the "character, function, viability and vibrancy" of Primrose Hill as a 
local community, the essential qualities which in your Local Development Framework Development 
Policy and Conservation Area Paper for Primrose Hill, you  correctly identify as ones to be taken into 
account as a priority when  considering both  p i m p i n g  matters as well as m y  proposals for change to 
both existing premises and their uses 

2 The  value to the local community of the premises as presently utilised extends beyond the benefit 
derived directly by the many  businesses which occupy and use the site They bring valuable income 
and employment to other vital shops and other services in the area to help protect the viability of 
small independent shops and businesses at a time when  a number of those local businesses have 
demonstrated difficulty in surviving against commercial pressures In  v i ew of the priority also 
correctly attributed by Camden for such small businesses generally, with widespread and manifest 
local support, it would appear invidious were Camden to cause m apparent source of business to so 
many other - presently surviving or flourishing - local businesses to b e  denied to them ' n o t e  with 
particular interest the concerns expressed by the owner of the local I :Absin the  restaurant and shop 
regarding the Neely impact upon his own business Having seen in m y  time in the area h o w  many 
businesses on his premises have previously failed to make  a viable success I believe it would  be 
particularly detrimental for the area to witness such a welcome and successful business as his being 
prejudiced by allowing a change to b e  made  to the use of  a site as large as that occupied by Utopia 
Village without justifiable good cause 

13/11/2013 



Page 2 of 2 

3 Such a change of use would further b e  detrimental to the essential character of the area which 
continues to depend upon a characterful mix and juxtaposition of  residential, commercial, shop and 
other business premises, historically used for discrete purposes and being allowed to co-exist to 
afford the neighbourhood a distractive quality which may dramatically be lost were there to be a 
disturbance on this scale which  appears unmerited N o  case m being made, of w h i c h '  am aware, for 
priority to be given to meet  any short-tram need  for more "affordable" dwellings being built in the 
neighbourhood to justify the loss of an amenity and income and employment source presently 
enjoyed b y  a much  greater number amoss a range of social and economic classes 

4 M y  understanding of the stated purpose of the Localism Act  was that it was  to afford more 
influence to people in any local community over the content and implementation of any local 
development plan and over proposals for change which individual property owners or developers 

may wish  to pursue for them own ends, but which  are perceived by a large number  to be detrimental 
to the interests of the community as a whole  I bus t  that those sentiments will be respected IP this 
instance 

5 Finally, an issue of further specific concern is that of the transport, travel and access implications 
of a confined site of this nature being altered to accommodate as many as 53 dwellings I have not 
been able to identify what  specific feasilbility s t id ies  have been undertaken to measure the levels of 
disturbance or danger potentially to be suffered b y  those in immediately neighbouring properties and 
roads, b u t t  believe that any major changes to the appearance of  the existing site as are likely to be 

necessary to relieve added risks or dangers in this regard must  b e  very Neely to disturb and imperil 
the very features of the area which  the Conservation Area protections are designed to preserve 

Yours sincerely 

13/11/2013 



Bordass Utopia 
l a m i n g  Letter 

Subject: UTOPIA VILLAGE, PLANNING APPLICATION A2013/6589GP 

Dear Ms Skelli-Yaoz 

I attach our objection to this development. We had tried to submit it on your 
website, but seem to have hit the word limit in the Comments box. 

I hope you will find our comments relevant. Please could you l a t e r  know the 
committee date. 

Yours sincerely 
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8 November 2013 

Ms I fikelli-Yaoz 
Camden Council -Development Management 
6th Boor, Town Hall Extension 
Argyle Street 
London W O H  SEQ 
by email to To nia.Skellit1Mozencantdenginuid 

Dear Ms SINN-Yam 

UTOPIA VILLAGE, PLANNING APPLICATION A2013/6589/P 

We have lived in the area Sillee 1975. In spite of many changes, iLs character has been 
retained owing to planning policies which have upheld its mixed use of residential and 
commercial activities. Over the years, this mix has become increasingly prized. Indeed, 
government planning policy is now "to ... transfer vetoer so people can make more deCiSiEMS 
locally and solve their own problems to crate strong, attractive and thriving neighbourhaids", 
something of which Primrose Hill is an exemplar. 

We therefore object to the proposed plans for change of use at Utopia Village. 

However, we understand that applications for change of use from office to residential no 
longer require consultant non planning grounds, but solely an technical grounds. We think 
this is entirely inappropriate for Primrose Hill 'and indeed for much of Camden 'and that 
the Borough should apply for an Article 4 Direction. 

Turning mny to the technical grounds, we think the proposals are deficien tinanumhc.rof 
aspects, which would also form grounds for rejection. 

1. BUILDING TYPE 
Not all the premises in Utopia Village are offices, so cannot automatically change ti 

2. DRAWINGS SUBMITTED 
We understand the drawings submitted do not accurately represent the buildings on site, 
for example in the disposition of openings such as roof tights, 

i f  converted, the existing and phantom cOndows are also likely to create overlooking and 
light pollution Duos for adjacent residential properties, which will be much more obtrusive 
than for commercial properties used in working hours. 
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3. TRANSPORT 
the current commercial use of U- pit Village might have been expected to create a lot of 
traffic, but it doesn't; as most of the occupiers arrive by other modes including foot, cycle 
and public transport. Goods movements are also modest. R is likely that residential 
development would create more trips. The transport report submitted with the application 
is unconvincing. 

4. CARS 
'The a pplica WM proposes that no residents will be permitted totpply to r t  parking permit. 
There does not seem to be any agreement on this. Even if thew was, we fear that 
enforcement is unlikely in practice. Certainty other recent developments in the area seem to 
have found ways of spiriting in more cars, both on and off-site. 

5. ROAD AND PEDESTRIAN SAFETY 
The likely extra vehicle movements may well cause risks for road safety, particu/arly 

an Chal Road is also a protected route to Primrose Hill Primary School. 

6. HEALTH AND SAFETY 
The previous industrial use of the site may have left contamination behind, which could be 
released by building works or be inappropriate for long-term residential exposure. No 
evidence appears to have been submitted on this. 

Please could you let us know the date of the Committic. 

Yours sincerely 



Page 1 of 2 

Subject:  Re Utcpa Village Objection, Applicaton 2013/6589/2 

Dew Tama, 

Utopia Village Objection, Application 2013/6589/P 

I am vn ding m a personal capacity to draw your attention to the serious shot tcommgs of this 
application The application is clearly defective in dealing wi th  the traffic and contamination issues 
It also fails to safeguard the interests of neat by inhabitants. 

I strongly ender se the many valid points made  b y  l ames  Kennedy in his submission to you  on this 
application 

Yours sincerely, 

13/11/2013 
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Dear Tania 

Utopia Village Application 2013/6589/P 

I strongly object to this application 

Yours sincerely 

13/11/2013 
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Tania Meth-Vane 
West  Area  Team 
Camden Council - D e v e l o p m e n t  Management 
65: Floor 
Camden T o w n  Hall Extension 
Argyle Street 
London 
WCIII BEQ 

By Hand  and b y  Email 

71t1 N o v e m b e r  2013 

Dear  Ms Ekelli-Yaos 

Re: Utopia Village, 7 Eha lco t  Road, London,  N W I  BLF 
Planning  Appl ica t ion  2013/6589/P 
By Utopia P r o p e r t i e s  Limited. 

I a m  w r i t i n g  to a b l e s t  to t h e  above  p lann ing  appl ica t ion  u n d e r  t h e  GPDO. 

I have l ived in P r i m r o s e  Hill for  o v e r  20 years. 
t a n s  a tr tastee of t h e  P r i m r o s e  Hill C o m m u n i t y  Asscocia t ion  a n d  was  on t h e  board 
which  s e t  u p  P r i m r o s e  Hill Communi ty  Library. 

I be l ieve  t h a t  Camden should  d e t e r m i n e  t h a t  p r i o r  approva l  is r e q u i r e d  and t h a t  the 
appl ica t ion  for  p r i o r  approva l  u n d e r  the  GPDO is refused. 

T h e A p p l i c a t i o n  conta ins  technical  e r r o r s  such  as the  vagueness  of  t h e  n u m b e r  of 
dwell ings to b e  m a d e  a n d  s h o w i n g  r o t  a l ights /skyl ights  w h e r e  t h e r e  a r e  none. 

T r a n s p o r t :  An ex t ra  a g r e e m e n t  s e e m s  to have  b e e n  m a d e  w i t h  Camden,  re la t ing  to 
car -capping  (1.106).  H o w e v e r  this d o c u m e n t  h a s  no t  been  i nc luded  in the 
applicat ion.  I a r g u e  t h a t  w i t h o u t  it, t h e r e  is n o t  suff ic ient  m a t e r i a l  in t h e  application 
r ega rd ing  car  o w n e r s h i p  a n d  parldng. 

Par t  of  the  bui ld ing  are  in fact no t  B1(a), a n d t h e r e f o r e  s ince y o u  c a n n o t  separate 
these  par t s  f rom the  o t h e r  par t s ,  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  of  t h e  bui ld ing  shou ld  a n d  can not 
be d e a l t  w i t h u n d e r  a Class I application. 

Again r e g a r d i n g  t h e  t r a n s p o r t  a n d  h ighways  i m p a c t  of  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t ,  the 
T r a n s p o r t  R e p o r t  by R o b e r t  W e s t  is no t  only insuff icient  bu t  also m i s r e p r e s e n t s  the 
facts. T h e  Public T r a n s p o r t  Acres  sibili ty Level index  ra t ing  of  the  site is considered 



'poor. In his report he writes that re:04(111S and visitors can 'Yeadfly access the site 
by ftlealK other than private c a r  which is a distortion of the PTA!. conclusion. 

Aka the repori uses data from seven surveys no' As mated In Itrallar sized 
residential sites (paragraph S.10). There Is no infonnation abourthree Mu . .  suet 
and two of the others have less than half the = o b e r  of Offs than Mute Utopia 
proposal. 

Also the data used in AppendlicA t i the Transport Rearm is insuffidently explained. 
very old, in a different demographic. transport etc And not dearly applicable to the 
Utopia site. 

So there are no real grounds far Rebell thesisconclusion that there will he fewer 
person nips compared in now. 

In addition. with relar ion ro the carcappIng Agreement% there is not enough 
intormmion provided in the applIca ion a ids . .  also !mow horn the recem 
development al 58b60 Gloucester Avenue/Sunny Mews NW I. which proceeded with 
asimilar proviso. but It Is dear that the agreement is Pouted and that there is no 
enforcement action waken. t a r  Free Development( es t i  only a t  paper - and in 
reality. there is An increase In cars In the neighbourhood due io the development. 

There italk he substantial liamitul transport and highways impact from the creation 
of around 53 new homes. In tem* both of parking pressures on the surrounding 
streets, And ol the movement of service. delivery vehicles and itthi's to these 
dwelling. Many or these vehicles will park on Nu roads outside - no douln double 
parking and taming congestion on a well used road And cycle route. 

Vehiclesexiting the development have no view ol approaching pedesmans. pram 
pitching parems and darken naming or on scooters. 

Lthemise the pedestrians Nwe no view of vehicles about to exit. 

PareIII5 push their prams in front of them - their prams being in the exit road before 
the R u m s  can see ta vehicle is coming. 

(bildran, especially in groups, tend to run or scoot straight across a d s  as they cant 
see nu danger. The access points are Impunity crossed by pedestrians Mien Mih 
young children on !heir way io Primrose tItlI School. or the many other nursedes 
and play groups in the immediate vkinity - such As Auden Place nursery. Ready 
Steady Go and drop-mat the Comm niry Centre. St. hthir's Nursery.or Rhyme rimes 
for example at the library - or simply logo to the swings In a g o g  Square. Now io 
mention vials 10 the cupcake shop Primrose Bakery on Gloucester Avenue. 



Mother malorconcem is Ilsecontamina.lon Issue. 

Ahhough the applioni damn the ground will not he disturbed and thirties, no 
contamination bwasfigro km is necessary. that Is dearly unlikely to be the case 
during a major refurbishment and sulasequemly. 

It is frequently seen in hIs area. Mai people wani no maximize their living space or 
to a n t e  patiringas pressure on parking in 'he area sidearm - by digging down to 
create an underground extra room or parking space. 

tic evident that time mid be considerable risks of damaging effects to wodanen 
and rumse resktenis In the budding, from contaminates In the ground from the 
hasanlotts - often oak materials used on the premises In the last 75 years. 

f l esh .  has Comedy included chemical engineering works. pharmaceutical 
laboraiodes. a pkno and a gramophone factory. Medkal and electrical Imo-mieni 
making indusrrim 

Harmful pollmants such as painis.sohrtnis, chemicals. plastics- metals - possibly 
even mustard gm could he present It is very worrying that there has now been a 
thorough investiguion ol risk Isom coniammann. 
It certainly would not seem io he a sale and suitable place Ion people no live. some 
with children. 

There are too many M i m i  .mainsi this developniem going ihrongh under a Class 
appilcalioit 

Them historic workplaces should confirm no be workplaces. 

I also believe that II is undemocrafic noi mallow residents w oppose developmems 
whkh will harm iheir area and livelihoods. 

I also strongly oppose Me conversion because it will damage the local economy - 
faking employment opportunii its k m  the area and cusiom Isom other businesses 
making them less viable. 

The GPM) will make finding premises for small or sort up businesses less 
allonlable and harder to find near where you live. II will have knock on <Ohm Mr 
the national economy. wig lunber congest the roads and will mean people will 
have less time with their thmilies and higher mess levels as they will have minstrel 
further and (umber to their place of work. Part. f t <  work will be less viable. 

In our area businesses suds as those in Utqfia Village where approximately 250 
people are working, are valued by ihe commonly and contnbufe io the communky 
for example in donalions ro tilt library And community ctnirt both of whkh depend 
heavily on Ambitions after losing council &riding. Again these local instionions 



which  s u p p o r t  t h e  m o s t  n e e d y  in the  a rea ,  will b e c o m e  less  viable if these 
bus ines se s  a r e  r e m o v e d .  This  a l o n g  with  t h e  loss  of  b u s i n e s s  ra tes ,  m a k e s  it a 
mis t ake  for  C a m d e n  to al low t h e  m a s s  conve r s ions  f rom b u s i n e s s  to residential 
w h i c h  t h e  GDPO is creating. 

I v e r y  s n i c k  h o p e  t ha t  C a m d e n  will recognize  the c u r r e n t  se r ious  t h r e a t  t ha t  these 
Class I appl ica t ions  a r e  to t h e  local e c o n o m y  a n d  his tor ic  c h a r a c t e r  of  mixed-use 
w h i c h  m a k e  i t  so p o p u l a r  to bus inesses ,  r e s iden t s  a n d  visitors. 

The  council  h a v e  a n  obl iga t ion  to p r o t e c t  p e o p l e  a n d  t h e i r  neighbourhoods. 
I a s k  t h e  council to give a n  Art ic le  4 d i r ec t i on  to P r i m r o s e  Hill wi th  i m m e d i a t e  fec 
in o r d e r  to do this. 

For  the  avo idance  of  d o u b t ]  en t i r e ly  r e s e r v e  m y  rights in re la t ion  to the 
Application. 

Yours sincerely, 
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Dear Ms Skelli-Yaoz, 

UTOPIA VILLAGE PLANNING APPLICATION No 2013/6589/P 
I am writing to OBJECT to this proposal for the following reasons 

LOSS OF JOBS A N D  CHANGE OF CHARACTER OF THE AREA 
1 Not only would the change of use to 55+ residential units lead to the loss of jobs within 
the office site itself, but this would have a knock-on effect on all the local cafes, sandwich 
shops, pubs etc that service the workers on a daily basis It is highly likely that many of 
these would face financial difficulties and may be forced to close if the jobs go 

2 There are other similar proposals in the pipeline in Primrose Hill and together they would 
irreversibly change the character of the area This has always been a n e e d  residential-office-artisan-commercial 

neighbourhood which is vibrant and lively both day and night 
This proposal would start a trend to turn it into a quiet dormitory. It would kill the essential 
character that draws so many people to the neighbourhood in the first place 

TRANSPORT AND PARKING ISSUES 
3 Change of use to residential would put extra pressure on parking even with the revised 
car-capped scheme 

4 Car-capped schemes are difficult to enforce and on-street parking would be put under 
pressure There is local evidence of a car-capped scheme that has been abused at 58-60 
Gloucester Avenue and where no enforcement action has been taken by the Council This 
does not bode well for the current application 

5 There is no s 106 notice attached to the application for prior approval even though the 

13/11/2013 
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ecation's transport report suggests it an ts  Was is conlueng arid is grounds br rejecting 
the application br poor approval 

6 Access tome site is limited and would cause real problems or the emergency services 

7 Overall, the application's transport report is inadequate and based on unproven 
assertions For example, the conclusion that the change ol use to residential would lead to 
a deaease i i  Min in and out ol the site. there is no research clued to back this up arid no 
rodication ol the ongn br this statement which is nevertheless presented as lad 

8 Similarly. no account has been taken ei the inadequate transport report ol the likely 
levels ol car ownenhp and use or ol ste aconsibety 

9 All ol the transport and parkng issues in paragraphs 3 8  are grounds br rejedng the 
Pna approval applicabon 

.ISE CLASSIFICATION ISSUES 
10 The application asserts that the scheme is br a bolding that is wholy in a w e d  Class 
B1(e) use T i n  is M y  because the applicants have chosen to omit torn the application 3 
tells that do not havens use deselication This is a misuse ol the poor approval 
guidelines that constitutes gromds br repdng the scheme 

SITE CONTAMNATION ISSUES 
11 There has been no proper assessmerd 01 pdenbal site contemnabon issues by a 
sandy welded person Instead the application contens aidher bare assertion that there 
are no contamination considerations to be taken into account T i n  would appear to be a 
deliberate obluscabon. designed to get rand a proper assessment. as the site is Idly 
recorded as having been used within the last 75 yeas br venous ndustrial processes that 
have involved the use ol solvents. pants. heavy medals, plastics aid other chemicals 

11 Prior approval could t i m b r e  be relused because ol the lack ol a proper site 
contamination analyse 

POSSBLITY OF AN ARTICLE 4 DIRECTIVE WITHDRAWING GPDO RIGHTS 
13 Camden has strong grounds to withdrew GPM/ nulls br trn site under an Article 4 
Direction. Many other local alhonees. including naghbeenng Islington. a c  conedenng 
doing tres or have already done ton the grounds big developments such as the anent one 
wOdd lead to large scale amenity issues in a conservation area Al ol the issues desaibed 
above a c  relevant in the respect 

14 !Idly support local resident James Kennedy. who has waned in his submission that 
the long-tam potential mead ol ths c a n  Is elgrficent as there have been instances where 
pals ol designated conservation aeon have lodge*  status as a result ol permitted 
development wider the GPDO which has caused loss ol *special archdeddal or historic 
W a n t *  I shore res leer that ths development may result in the type ol irreversible loss 
aid I shall support whatever actions the Pnmrose He Conservation Area Advisory 
Committee aid interested individuals take to wan Camden ol the danger and to Age Mao 
to take dgent action 

15 Camden should take trn issue very seriously arid act accordingly to prevent wholesale 
undesirable changes to its conservation areas 

1/2013 
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Subject .  application number 2013/6539/P 

Utopia Village - a thriving office complex 
' h a v e  already logged an objection to this application online, and with to add a few points 

Loss of offices will cause disastrous lessening of trade for our local shops and eaten et, which 
are already struggling 

The  entrance to the site is dangerously narrow and will restrict entry of  emergency vehicles, 
especially fife engines 
The Transport Report is venj vague and contradicts itself on the accessibility of public transport 
The statements about car parking are insufficiently detailed 
Skylights which do not exist are shown as if they do 
Certain buildings which are inconvenient to the Application have been artificially hived off 

I urge Camden to reject this application 

13/11/2013 
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Dear Tania, 
I would like to object to the above application. 
1. The legislation under which this is occuning was not intended for this type of 
change o f  use. 
2. Any loss o f  business use will be severely detrimental to the area. 
3. The increase in on street car parking will overload the area and may clog up the 
shared use pay and display bays which are essential for the retailers. 

Yours sincerely, 

13/11/2013 
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Dear Tama, Would  you  vety kindly Delude the following in the hot of  objections'? Thank you  in 
advance 

The proposal to change the use of Utopia Village into 5CH residential units is a very dangerous idea 
The Council will know that the north side of Chalcot Road  going east towards Primrose Hill School 
needs to be a safe space for mothers and children taking their school age children to Primrose Hill 
School The  pavement is routinely frill of families, young children, and buggies - in the morning and 
afternoon 

At the same t ime there are parents w h o  drop their children off to school in cars - and this results - 
every morning and every afternoon in cars double parked, stopping, starting, turning round It is 
dangerous as it is 

To  enable an additional fleet of  cat s, motorbikes, scooters, vans, and other vehicles to enter/exit from 
one ot both entrances/exits of Utopian village is bound  to make  an already dangerous site into one 
that will give rise to a serious accident - probably to a child Indeed, the issue is not p" - but when - 
such a serious accident will happen 

And when  a serious accident does happen the blame will lie with the Council 

Bearing this in mind w e  look to out Council and its officers decisively to reject this application 

Yours sincerely 

13/11/2013 
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Dear Tama, 

' h a v e  submitted m y  objection to this application online but wanted to add a more  comprehensive e-mail 

' h a v e  serious objections to this prop osal,not only will the developed site lead to significant 
increased traffic endangering children at the nearby school but the access m inadequate for 
emergency vehicles The  traffic assessment report submitted b y  the applicant is inadequate for 

PH11055 

Chalcot Road is mainly residential and many  children transit on foot to Primrose Hill schoodAnden 
Place nursety,St M a r k k  nursery and Ready steady go nursery The entrance does not have good 
visibility and is very  narrow. 
On the application it states that there will be 11 on site parking spaces but provision for 20 parking 
spaces under an agreement with Camden 

Where  will food delivery vans park whilst serving all these n e w  residential units? 
I think the estimates made  in assessing future vehicle trips are misleading,surely with 53 units the 
volume of traffic will increase considerably beyond the 11 car trips identified in current use 
In  light of  such serious concerns about increased traffic I urge the council to make  prior approval a 
requirement 

There  are queries about whether  contamination affects remain ft cm previous industrial use wi th  no 
assessment report submitted Additionally it appears that the drawings of  the site put forward are 
inadequate I would like to see the council to fulfil its obligations 

The government has said it is-" 
suppotting people who cat e about their communities it believes that people understand the 

needs of their area best " 
so lets heat local voices having an impact on Camden planners decision for Primrose Hill 

13/11/2013 
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large Camden to approve all am ole direction to neitlidrane 
borough. 
Islington has approved it and Brighton and Hove are considering doing sw 

" councillors in Brighton are to consider issuing an Article 4 direction from the Department for 
Communities and Local Government (DCLGI no that some areas of this city are exempt from the policy 
The council then has to notify the secretary of state, who has the power to amend or cancel the 
direction 

Please take o w  obtections seriously and help at preserve our unique and thriving community Out of 
150 local people I spoke l oon  the street about this issue along with 2013/6326/P orgy one person was 
in favour of the development 

What happened to the demosracyk 
Regards, 



Dear Tania 

You'll recall I expressed m y  views on this application in my email to you regarding 
the previous application, as received and acknowledged by you on 11 Sept 2013. 

My objections to this application stand as expressed then, and I would ask to resubmit 
this specific previous email of objection. 

To recap, my concerns are in general; 
1) The impact on the mixed nature of the local community, which many residents, 
employers, staff value hugely as part of Primrose Hill's special character; 
2) The consequences for local retail and service businesses, which will lose business 

as a result of the loss of Utopia, which will exacerbate the adverse impact in 1) 
above 
3) The implications on local transport, where the loss of local employment will mean 
greater need to travel to work, whether by car or public transport, which will 
exacerbate the natural 'peaks and troughs' of travel in and out of Primrose Hill 
(commuting, the school run, etc). 

And in particular, the concerns about additional impact on the highway immediately 
nearby, especially on Chalcot Road and Princess Road, where increased residential car 
use is likely to coincide with the daily school run to Primrose Hill Primary School. 

Even though on-site car parking may be restricted, there is no possible restriction on 
use of taxis or minicabs, and so the local impact is likely to be significantly more 
than that of just the additional residents cars alone. 

I urge the council to oppose this application. 

Kind regards 



/ 930 -1000 • •  led f a t  • • a h  month 
PCISCOM g a l l  C c a t u u t y  Asacce, Be 1515-545m 4th Med each month Cowstouty 
labrazy,  Sb. aLL Sc (at  poaaable p l a n  eseal/phone before t t t t t  drag to  courage) 

( I f  you o r .  conyooyyy oo on wi Lose oa t te r  please e m u  chraa .my lor lag  00000 g.W) 

Tina a n a l  as Crow • Blackberry - please •xcue• t t t t t t  yrlasated fort. 
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S u b j e c t :  2013/6589/P 

Ref. 1),amimg APO 2013/6539/P Utopia Village 

year Ms. 

I am vmting t o  register my strong objection to the proposed change of use horn offices Ern 57 residential 

units at Utop,a Village. 
Wi th  reference to schedffle N (3) of The Town and Country Plannifig {General Permitted Development) 
.(Amendment) (England} o rde r  2003: the development is hkely to result in a material increase or a 
material change in the character of traffic in the vicimty o i  the site 

of The gates to Utopia village are currently locked between 9prn and c.7am. Resitlentia/ use would 

mean 24 hour access, 7 days a week. This cons.titutes a material change in the character of Eraffic. 
b). Robert West's analysis in "TRAVL Outputs" Appendix A is deeply flowed. The three locations used 
l i n e  ddition to Camden) are Lambeth, Tower HarrieE and Waltham rarest. These are three o f  the very 
poorest London boroughs where car ownership can be expected to be significantly lower than that  of the 
prospective residents of Utopia Village, located as it is in an area where property values one some tithe 
highest in London. 
c) Na reference t o  the school, located within 200rn of the site, already causing huge congestion in 
term-t ime before one considers the impact of the proposed 53 new residences and their accompanying 
vehicles. Utopia Village only has parking for 20cars wax— the spill-over will greatly add to this congestion 
and pose a risk t o  schookhildren in the newly imposed 20mph zone. 
dl RobertWest 's assertion that  the proposed 53 unit residenEial scheme has a much smalIer 
footprmt is plainly wrong. Basic common sense is that turning 20 offices where the vast majority of 
employees arrive via public transport / on toot dw ing  normal working hours on 5 days a week t o  53 high 
value fiats accessible 24 hours a day, 7 days a week where each resident is likely to own at least one car is 
likely t o  result in a much HIGHER footprint. 

I therefore hope that you reject this a pplicat,on for prior approval 

Regards, 
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Thank you for letting me know, that application is being dealt with by my colleague Tania 
Ske111-Yaoz whoc  Pie copied into this email for her information She should be able to 
update you on the application 

Regards, 

Subject: Re: Applicator-12013/6689/P 

Thank you for your e-mail You are quite right, 'made  a typing error and the number of  the 
application to which I am objecting is no 2013/6589/P This is the applicationto change the use of 
Utopia Village from work units into flats I would be m o d  grateful i f  you would forward it to your 
colleague 
Although it is now 11th November, when I originally sent it it should have been received before the 
closing date of 8th November. I trust, therefore, that this objection wi l l  tri l l  be considered 
Yours sincerely, 

13/11/2013 
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arded on your  email below as I am dealing with 
application Reference No.2013/6689/P. However  that application is for  the erection of  an 
extension to a flat at 94 Fortune Green Road which isn't in the Primrose Hill area. I think 
you may  have put the wrong application reference in the subject Hne of  the email. If you 
have the address I can probably f ind the reference number  and the correct case officer. 

Regards 

I would like to appeal against this entirely unsuitable development There is no possibility that 52 dwellings 
can be safely accessed and servFcecl through the restnded small exisling entrance Vehtcle usage is already 
at saturation port  and using the smaIl alley for constant mgress and egress would add to the problem of 
pedestrian safety, being on a main mute to Primrose HFII School The impact of much increased vehicuIar 

ars in the area w,11 overload an area that is already full to capacay 

ormation which is confidential, legally privileged and/or copyright 
protected. This e mail intended for the addressee only. If you receive this in error, please contact 
the sender and delete the material from your computer. 



I wish to oppose the granting of planning permission for the Utopia Village 
development. I am concerned at the impact of so many more residential properties on 
local traffic. Camden Council is responsible for ensuring traffic management, and 
needs to make a Judgement on how our local roads will cope with the increased traffic 
and parking. That a local property owner wants to make a large profit out of selling 

Ill Utopia Village with planning permission for residential use is no reason for Camden 
Council to subject those of us who live in nearby streets to increased danger to 
pedestrians and difficulty with parking. Please reject the application. 


