
Objec t  o n  Letter 
20136589P.pdf... 

P l e a s e  f e n d  a t t a c h e d  my OBJECTION t o  t h e  U t o p i a  V i l l a g e  Application 
2013/6589/e. 

T h a n k  you, 



MS Two. SliernYara 
Planing Department 
London Borough of Cantata 
Correlen Town Hall Extension 
M a l e  Watt 
Lemke 
WOK SC 
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Manna Za 

To summarise my objection as to why the development is not permitted development and that 
planning permission should be required are as follows: 

• The proposed drawings show the addition of roof Lights to the rear roof a tones  f the mews 
building, which would be required to providenature L tight to the living areas of the flats. 
These rooflights require planning permission and a PD decision cannot be made. 

• The Transport Statement is poor and faits to properly assess the implications of the change of 
use, specifically omitting any form of direct comparison between the 51 me and proposed Cl 

• The Transport statement fails to consider vehicle movements associated with the proposed 
use nor Likely car ownership levels. 

• The site drawings shows 11 gitocated parking spaces for 53 flats, The use of the building as 
flats will result in significant pressure on existing parking provision that cannot be 
accommodated locally and the CPZ would be inef fective when demand would be at its 
highest. 

• The change of use would have an impact on highway and transportation matters, which 
should be considered via the submission of a full planning application. 

I therefore tOclge My Objection against this application, as it does not COnStialte permitted 
development and the prior anprovatof the Council is required, 

May I request that you keep me updated with progress and I look forward to meeting you on site. 

Yours sincerely. 

Enc. 
Rear elevation aerial photograph. 
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On Thursday 7 Noyember 2013 15 01 Chas P wrote 
MOM= 

re: 2013165891P 

lam objecting to the above application on the grounds that the transport issues 
have not been thought through properly. Egbert Street - which has been a quiet 
cul-de-sac after hours, will become a thoroughfare to/from the proposed new 
homes. Volumes of traffic, extra noise and pollution will increase. 

As a council tax payer, 1 had assumed i was paying for the borough to be run 
efficiently for the benefit of residents. 1 must have missed the decree that all 
buildings in the area were to beguiled and rebuilt so that outsiders could make 
money!! 

After a year of building work on the top flat here at number 6 Egbert St, 
scaffolding has today gone up at number 4. 1 was unaware of any permission 
being sought, or notice for this. Has there been any? That is a simple, direct 
question that requires an answer from you. 

The amount of inconvenience and ill-health caused to me has been intolerable 
this year .1 now know the reality of planning permission being given. Proposed 
work at Utopia Village would be more of the same and !would expect to be 
compensated if it goes ahead 

Yours sincerely 

13/11/2013 
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Dear Sir/Madam 

I would like to object most strongly to the proposed development of Utopia Village, 7 Chalcot Road, 
Primrose Hill into 53 apartments. 

I am a resident of and also used to work at Utopia Village for many years as well 
as being a long-time patron of Bodydocter Fitness which operated from Utopian Village for at least 
12 years. 

Frankly, the developer has got to be kidding]?] 

Primrose Hill has a unique character which combines natural beauty, great architectural heritage 
values, area] sense of community e n d s  rich palette of mixed use including residential, retail, 
recreational, workshops and office functions, The proposed development puts these aspects of the 
local character at risk. 

The development substantially alters the balance between residential and other functions. Utopia 
Village is an environment that has supported many interesfing little enterprises and thus supports 
the local and national economy. Therefore it should be protected for continued business use rather 
than being converted into apartments. I know that the people employed at Utopia Village bring 
substantial revenues to local pubs, restaurants and shops and thus some of the life will be leached 
out of the village if it is converted. 
Utopia Village is also interesting architecturally. I am not quite dear if the devebpment includes 
changing the exteriors of the existing buildings but if they do they run the risk of damaging the 
character and appearance of the Primrose Hill Conservation Area. 
The replacement of 22 offices with 53 apartments will surely increase traffic use and demands for 
parking. In particular, many children (including my 4 year old son James) make their way to and 
from Primrose Hill Primary School down Chabot Road and risks to their safety will surely increase. I 
assume that each dwelling is entitled to apply for at least one parking place? Where are they all 
going to go at nigh t e n d o n  the weekends? 
This quiet and beautiful corner of Primrose Hill will become much more densely-populated, noisier 
and busier, substantially reducing amenity. This is not development) it is overdevelopment and must 
be substantially scaled back or stopped. 
Yours very truly, 

Chairman & Chief Investment Officer 
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DAPORT ANT MESSAGE n u  email .11 aly files l a a m m . d  wail] it soklymthIdedfolthevsz of theadthessee(s)alldn.y cultammkan.toll 

13/11/2013 
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Supplementary points of objection 
Utopia Village, 7 Chaicot Road London NWI 8LF The site) 
Application No: 2013/6589/P 
Utopia Properties Limited (The Applicant) 

There are strong grounds for rejecting he Applicant's notification for prior approval for the change of use 
from business to residential. The Applicant's notification and associated documents do not fulfill the criteria 
under GPDO Class11.2 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 with the Class I requirements. 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 NPPF para 206) 
Specifically, 
A. Non-Compliance with G P M  Class J requirements 
Further technical errors and omissions on the part of the Applicant include: 
A.I The need for planning permission in the context of the significant change that will result in a detrimentai 
and irreversible change to a designated conservation area. the 'indicative basis' of the drawings is wholly 
inadequate considering the percentage increase in the 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 regarding the viability of the site for residential 
use, et  number of roof lights/skylights, boundary lines, internal wall bisecting existing window across more 
than one individual unit. 
A.2 There is also the lack of evidence provided for the previous use of the building under Class specifically 
in relation to use that was not B1 prior to the application. 
A.3 Lack of evidence of a 5.106 agreement relating to car capped development (see section t Transport and 
Highways) 

B. Transport and highways 
The information provided by the Applicant in the report by Robert West is presented largely in the form of 
unsupported assertions and the conclusions are contradictory tothe 'poor' accessibility and PTAL rating. The 
expertise and qualification of the advisor are not specified. More specifically, 
5.1 There is insufficient and/or erroneous information contained in the report, en there is little explanation 
of the underlying data use from the TRAVL Database 
5.2 The majority of the survey data is over 10 years old; furthermore, the alleged comparable sites are of 
different demographic and socio-economk areas. No comparable conservation areas are referred to. 
5.3 The implication and impact on existing CP2 and safe routes to school is not address adequately by the 
applicant. 
5.0 Insufficient data and analysis on vehicle movement pathways, phasing and site accessibility capacity 
5.5 A car-capped development is referred to with no evidence of an agreement with Camden Council:Mere 
is confusion with regard to limiting car ownership of future residents. This raises issues of not only loss of 
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amenity but difficulties with future enforcement as has happened with similar recent change of use 
developments that have already taken place within very close proximity to the Utopia site (see 18-60 
Gloucester Avenue/Sunny Mews/Dumpton Place) 

C. Contamination risk 
C.1 There is insufficient detail provided by the Applicant in order to be able assess risk, specifically in light of 
the NPPF guidelines. The guidelines require details of the prior use of the site and implications this would 
have for future residents on the site. This includes sensitivity issues. Any report needs to present adequate 
technical data, ie 'site investigation.... 'by a competent person' (see NPPF Para 121) and 'suitable far the use 
intended' (see NPPF 362-12, pages 2 and 3) that considers the previous use of the building that may have 
the potential for contamination related to industrial and light industrial uses involving paints, solvent, heavy 
metals, chemicals and plastics. 
C.2 There is no consideration made to the relationship of this risk with the safeguarding direction (Phase 
One of HS2, Secretary of State for Transport, 9th July 2013) currently affecting the North of the site where it 
runs paral/el to Gloucester Avenue. 

Finally, the Council is reminded that the Applicant needs to satisfy both the requirements of the GPDO 
Class 1,12 and National Government Guidelines and legislation related to permitted developments and 
including those that relate to designated conservation areas. An acceptance would necessitate significant 
preconditions to be attached to any future development. These would need to include and address issues 
of, 
(i) The need to approve based on prior agreements with the Council with regard to car usage, i.e. car capped 
development 
(ii) Nature of permitted development and detriment to amenities in term of roof lights/skylights/window 
where there would be significant overlooking, and light and noise pollution due to the very close proximity 
of the proposed residential units, iv well within the minimum 18 meter guideline prescribed by Camden's 
Planning Policy. In addition. a restriction would be required in terms of development/use of balconies and 
other outside flat roof spaces. 

Furthermore we request that the Council takes 
(i) the necessary legal advice and action immediately as permitted under Article 4 of the GPDO as it relates 
to the above serious issues and concerns raised by the local community. This includes both residents and 
local business. 
(ii) Actively engages immediately in light of the tirneuale for decision with the local residents groups, 
specific individuals directly affected, local councilors and the Primrose Hill Conservation Area Advisory 
Committee. 

Yours sincerely 
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Dear Ms Tania Skelli-Yactz 

On 31 October I wrote listing objections to the granting of Application Ref 2013/6589/P for the Change of 
use from Offices (Class ale) to Residential units (Class C3) at Utopia Village, 7 Chalcot Road, London NW1 
81.11, See forwarded email below. 

I now wish the to raise further points as a basis for objection, They are:: 

Contamination risks:This still remains an open issue no assessment of risks has been 
Presented, 

Externai Works under GPDO under Class 1,1 (b) 
It is thought that there are technical inaccuracies In the drawings of site asitistodafthatshommoreroof 
lights than currently exist. Also it seems unlikely that there will be no external alterations given the need to 
provide adequate light to living spaces. We argue that these two point mean that planning permission is 
required for this development. 

The council has obligations to the following: 
(a) To ensure that any future change of use and planning applications related to this site is accompanied by 
adequate consultation due to the technical nature of any requested change of use, 
b) Such change of use or planning application should contain adequate restrictions that anticipate and 
mitigate against the issues and concerns raised by these grounds of objection, 

Application Ref 2013/6589/P for the Change of use horn 0 ( C l a s s  o (Cl 
at Utopia Village, 7 Chalcot Road, London NW113LH 
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I am strongly opposed tothe granting of this application for the reasons set out below. 

The intended effect of the planning relaxation order behind this application is to support and increase the 
supply of housing, encourage the regeneration of offices and bring empty properties into productive use. 
Surely it is totally against the spirit of the legislation to permit the removal of the perfectly viable and vibrant 
businesses in Utopia Village with the loss of a large number of jobs and, as a consequence, more or less 
eradicate the daytime activity on which local shops and eateries rely, leading perhaps to a further loss of 
businesses and jobs. lo is likely that if this application for change of use is granted, a fair proportion of the 
residential units wiII be bought as investments by affluent Individuals. 

The transport implications of the proposal will be extremely dangerous, especially for the young and the 
elderly. 

• There will be a significant increase in vehicle movement by residents, their visitors, taxis and delivery 
services in and out of the site via extremely limited access routes. The increased traffic entering and 
leaving a complex of over 50 residential units (presumably with some families having more than one 
carL when placed in the context of large numbers of children and buggies on their way to Primrose 
Hill School, wouid almost certainly invite disaster. (Chalcot Road is a major arterial corridor to the 
school). 

• There are concerns about access for emergency and servic Ies into and within the site 

• The transport report presented by the applicant is simply not sufficient to assess the transport and 
travel impact of what is a large development in a small and sensitive area. 

With kindest regards, 

The information transmitted by this email and any attachments are confidential and intended solely for the 
individual to whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, please do not copy or disclose its 
contents but delete the same from your system and notify the sender immediately. 

End of Forwarded Message 

End of Forwarded Message 
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Telephone' 020 7974 6829 
SEIC 2 2,1(1 

Utopia Wage 2013/8589/P ce from Primrom Hill CAAC 

Dear Bethany and Ten le, 

attach out advice. Please contact me if you harmony questions about it, 

Best wishes, 



PrimroseIII  Conservation Ares Advisory Committee 

19 October 2019 

Utegisi f fas 7 M a g a  Rea; NMI SLPI 2011M11fP 
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deliveries are made to each front door Why will Utopia Village residents not use such 
services? 

3.9 Mie also note again, that Chalcot Road is a predominantly residential street, and an 
important pedestrian route, including a safe route to our local school 

3 10 Robert West's statement (para 5.9 at p 10) that they have belt it unnecessary to 
undertake a detailed direct comparison between the "proposed" and "existing" 
generation of the site' is informative of their approach Their claim that this is because 
the 'proposed 53 unit residential scheme has a much smaller footprintthan the same 
floorspace as 8(1 )a office apace is hard to understand as the building envelope is not 
to be changed 

4.9 VVe advise that the transport issues are so harmful, and potentially dangerous, that 
the Council should agree that prior approval would be required in this case, and that 
prior approval should be refused 

Chair 

Advice from Primrose Hill CPAM— Utopia Village M1 16589M p 2 of 2 
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I note that a amended application has been submitted Would the information you asked for below 
still be of use as '• am still concerned that the Co site parking wi l l  not be sufficient for the amount of 
properties and w i l l  result in pressure Co permit parkmg on nearby streets 

Also they have not included the recording studio within the application but talking to the owner he 
would not be able to continue the business ( which after all the recording of  sound) within a 
building site 

Kind Regards 

On 25 Sep 2013, at 1403, Skelli-Yacm, Tania wrote 

Thank you for your email 
I have noted your comments on the above A decision will be made shortly on this case 
You mentioned that there are only 10 parking spaces on site, what  do you base this 
comment on? Are the parking spaces marked or allocated in any way on site or to units? 
This information would be very useful Any photos of markings also welcome 
Kind regards, 

Tania Skelli-Yaoz 

13/11/2013 
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Planning Officer (Mon-Thor 09 15-14 15) 

Dear Tana, 

Good to talk to you yesterday. I just wanted to put in writ ing my reasons for objecting to the change 
of use of Utopia Village to residential 

Not only a m '  lease holder and employer at Utopia , I  am a resident in Chalcot Square Primrose Hill 
has a rich sense of community ' t i n  the social, culdnal and build usage mix  that is integral to the 
character this wi l l  be lost forever i f  Utopia and other similar employment areas are changed to 
residential Pubs, restaurants coffee shops and services depend on the employees in the area The 
live and soul w i l l  disappear and change to a dormitory Does the developer provide for alternative 
employment space within the village 

Regards parking, A is quite clear that the proposals for some 57 apartments do not have sufficient 
parking Presently their are only 10 parking spaces IP Utopia Village as the the vast majority of 
employees arrive by public transport, on foot or by bike 

I would assume that these views have been sounded before but please wi l l  you take mine into 
consideration 

Kind Regards 

T h i s  e - m a i l  m a y  c o n t a i n  i n f o r m a t i o n  w h i c h  is con f i den t i a l ,  l e g a l l y  privileged 
a n d / o r  c o p y r i g h t  p r o t e c t e d .  T h i s  e - m a i l  is i n t e n d e d  f o r  t h e  a d d r e s s e e  on l y .  If you 

13/11/2013 
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receive this in error, please contact the sender and delete the material from your 
computer. 

13/11/2013 



Dear Tania, 

Like many of my fellow governors of Primrose Hill School I am worried about the 
probability of additional traffic in Chalcot Road if the development of Utopia Village 

is approved. In the morning between 8.30 and 9.15 and in the afternoon between 15.00 
and 16.00 there is considerable delivery and collection of children b y  car at the 
lower end of Chalcot Road. This has already been the cause of concern and largely 
resolved by careful negotiation between school, parents and neighbours. As both a 
local resident and a governor you will understand m y  anxiety. 

Yours sincerely 
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Hi Tania, 

I note  that a amended application has been submitted Would  the information you  asked for below 
still be of use as '• am still concerned that the Co site parking will not be sufficient for the amount of 
properties and will result in pressure Co permit parkmg on nearby streets 

Also they have not included the recording Macho within the application but talking to the owner he 
would not be able to continue the business ( which  after all the recording of  s o u n d )  within a 
building site 

Kind Regards 

On 25 Sep 2013, at 1403 ,  Skelli-Yacm, Tania wrote 

' hank  you or your email 
I have noted your comments on the above A decision will be made shortly on this case 
You mentioned that there are only 10 parking spaces on site, what  do you base this 
comment on? Are the parking spaces marked or allocated in any way on site or to units? 
This information would be very useful Any photos of markings also welcome 
Kind regards, 

Tania Skelli-Yaoz 

13/11/2013 
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Planning Officer (Mon-Thur 09 15-14 15) 

Telephone 020 7974 6829 

Dear Tana, 

Good to talk to you yesterday. I just wanted to put in writ ing my reasons for objecting to the change 
of use of Utopia Village to residential 

Not only a m '  lease holder and employer at Utopia , I  am a resident in Chalcot Square Primrose Hill 
has a rich sense of community ' t i n  the social, cultural and buildusage mix  that is integral to the 
character this wi l l  be lost forever i f  Utopia and other similar employment areas are changed to 
residential Pubs, restaurants coffee shops and services depend on the employees in the area The 
live and soul w i l l  disappear and change to a dormitory Does the developer provide for alternative 
employment space within the village 

Regards parking, A is quite clear that the proposals for some 57 apartments do not have sufficient 
parking Presently their are only 10 parking spaces IP Utopia Village as the the vast majority of 
employees arrive by public transport, on foot or by bike 

I would assume that these views have been sounded before but please wi l l  you take mine into 
consideration 

Kind Regards 

T h i s  e - m a i l  m a y  c o n t a i n  i n f o r m a t i o n  w h i c h  is con f i den t i a l ,  l e g a l l y  privileged 
a n d / o r  c o p y r i g h t  p r o t e c t e d .  T h i s  e - m a i l  is i n t e n d e d  f o r  t h e  a d d r e s s e e  on l y .  If you 

13/11/2013 
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receive this in error, please contact the sender and delete the material from your 
computer. 

13/11/2013 



I am writing to express my concern about the proposed change of use application for 

Utopia Village. 
There will be a significant increase in vehicle movement by residents, their visitors, 
taxis and delivery services in and out of the site via extremely limited access routes 
Point I presents a very clear danger to children/ adults travelling to and from the 
nearby Primrose Hill school (Chalcot Road is currently a safe route to the school) 
There are concerns about access for emergency and service vehicles into and within the 

The transport report presented by the applicant is simply not sufficient to assess the 

transport and travel impact of what is a large development in a small and sensitive 

yours truly 

Sociology 

Please access the attached hyperlink for an important electronic communications 
disclaimer( http://lse.ac.uk/emailDisclaimer 
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Dear Tama, 

' w o u l d  like to oppose planning permission fot the building of  residential units on the Utopia Village 
site M y  main objection is to increased traffic and parking in the area, especially neat Primrose Hill 
School The  proposal is fot a large development which implies a signicant increase in vehicle 
movement 
and parking in an area where many residents already have one or more  cat s 

Sally K 

13/11/2013 



Subject: appli- cation m a k e r  2013/6589/P 

I objec t keep work oportunities in Non, keep it a mix , not a ghetto 



Subject. application number 2013/6589/P 

We object to this application in Primrose Hill 
„ 

the character of Primrose Hill is 
of a very mixed nature , 

of course one might suggest that it is rather white and 
middle class 

, 
however nevertheless it is a mix of all sorts of activitiy and use ... 

please keep the business use , it is an essential piece of the vibrant mixed use of 
the area dnore business use would be very much more desireable .Prof.David -Greene 



Subject: Application No 2013/6589/P 

We strongly oppose application No 2013/6589/P for the following reasons: 

*) the site in question is within Primrose Hill Conservation Area and should actually 
be a listed building. 

*) There will be many more cars in a very limited space and routes and this will be 

very dangerous for children and adults using the nearby Primrose Hill school but also 
dangerous for the local people. 

It will destroy a safe environment 

*) An increased travel and transport movement will have a huge negative impact in the 

*) Such a large development on such a delicate site and small and sensitive area will 
destroy the community 

*) The change of use and the change of building will destroy the community living in 
the area and the character of Primrose Hill. 

*) All the units are suitable for continued business and should be protected. 
This businesses bring employment, creativity and money to Camden and Primrose Hill and 
loosing them would have a devastating effect on the area. 
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Subject: Planning App 2013/6539/P 

Ihake run Clare's Kitchen f or 23 years in chalcot Road and with my desk in the window haye therefore 
watched tee traffic flow and seen the ups and downs of the street 

Firstly, when there has been a fire or accident the ambulances and fire engines often get confused alit one 
way systems and the islands in the middle of the roads and this delays their approach to any eyent 

Secondly, the street gets yery chaotic in the school drop and collect times and I Cake seen marry a near 
accideMs again due tathe one way systems etc 
outside Primrose Hill School there are cars eyerywhere at those times It is a quiet backwater and should 
remain than 

It would be yery dangerous indeed with heatsl lorries etc, which would ineptably happen, if this planning was 
allowed to In through 

For recipes Google CNJ RECIPES and you will f ind plate fulls! 
H net about renting my cottage near the H elf ord Piker?? See website 

13/11/2013 
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Subject: Utopia Village 

Dear Ms Tania, App N o2013/6589 

I would like to express my objection to the aboye proposal which asks tar planning permission to conyert 
offices at Utopia Village into 53 units of accommodation 
This is a really absurd attempt IA deyelopers to exploit recent governmental relaxation of planning rules by 
jamming as much accommodation as they can get away with into a small and almost inaccessible plot of land 
It would create awlldly oyer crckvded enyironment implying enormous problems of access and parking both 
tat those using such accommodation and for the existing residents of the area 
Furthermore this intensification of traffic in the immediate area would pose a considerable threat tathe saf 
of the children attending the nearby primary school, as well as to the children already liking in the area 
I yery much hope that you and your colleagues share my reseryations about this proposal, which is a 
preposterous try-on, and will totally reject it 
Yours sincerely, 

13/11/2013 
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Utopia VI Applicator Na. 2013/6589/P 

Dear Ms Skelli-Yam 

The change of use at Utopia Village to 53 residential units is a drastic one in the very heart of Primrose Hill, 
One of the most significant impacts mill be the transport impacts on what has hitherto been a relatively calm 
area. These effects are far from adequately assessed in the transport report that accompanies the 
application. We need to have a much clearer and more detailed analysis of vehicle and other movements, 
for accessing and servicing the needs of the 53 households and how these will impact local residents and 
businesses that have competing needs, 

Sincerely 
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Frain: CONNA KING [m 
Sent: 04 November 2013 17:07 
To: He l l -Yaw Tania 
Subject: 2013/6539/17 stop Utopia from becoming residential 

Dear Tama Skelli-Yaoz, 

I would like to object to Utopia Studios twitching from business to residential because I think it will 
cause too much dismption to our neighborhood 

Tucked behind in such a small area, there w i l l  be a congestion of  cars and vehicles, leaving little 
room for service vehicles, emergency vehicles, and parking of  cars 

0 is a = w a y  home for the children of our local Primrose Primary School, which wi l l  make it more 
dangerous for the children walking home from school 

//boo I'm concerned about our lovely cafes, and restaurants, namely Absinthe, which have done such 
a wonderful job sustaining our local, idiosyncratic feeling 

We don't want Primrose High Street small business owners to be pushed out, due to lack of local 
people who come to work daily in the area, creating business for the small shop owners 

We do not want franchises here 

Thank you for your kindness and consideration in advance, 

13/11/2013 
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s u b j e c t :  2013/6589/P 

D e a r  Tanta 

A s  a P r i m r o s e  H i l l  r e s iden t ,  I w o u l d  l i k e  to ask y o u  to  c o n s i d e r  t h o r o u g h l y  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  C h a n g e  of 

u .  f r o m  Of f i ce s  ( C l a s s  E t a )  Co R e s i d e n t i a l  u n i t s  C l a s s  C3)  a t  U t o p i a  Village. 

t o m y o i e w t h i o i o g o f o o g t o h a o e 0 0 0 e g a t i o e i o s o p o c t o o t o c o t 0 0 0 i n e o o  I a m  o v m e r  o f  a s m a l l  c o m p a n y  m y s e l f  a n d  I 
t inot i texOoe000etytht f ioot110t in000f l iceooeao000 h o u s e  I h a v e  two s m a l l  a b i l t h e n  a n d  I n e e d  to b e  nea r  for the  pick 

u p  a n d  drop  offs to the  l oca l  s c h o o l  A n d  I k n o w  a b o u t  a few p e o p l e  w h o  h a v e  b e e n  l o o k i n g  for off ices  for a tong 
t i m e  a n d  stay on wading 
P r i m r o s e  is h i s to r ica l ly  a n  ar t is t ic  a n d  c rea t ive  a m  a n d  i f  it b e c o m e s  pure ly  r e a d a i t i a t  w . t h  no b u s i n e s s  it 
wi l l  l oose  its flair 

A l so  b y  "mnce l l i ng"  b u s i n e s s  he re  i n P r i m r o s e  H i t p t h e a o e a o e d t t  b e c o m e  j u s t  furl of p e o p l e  w h o  w o r k  b u t  also buy 
thei r  food etc o W a d e  the  a r m  or ge t  de l iver ies  f r o m  0 m d o  etc There  w i l t  not. b e  s u f f i c e n t  i n t e e s t  m loca l  shops 

00 100015 c m  only b u y  h e r e  d u r i n g  the  w e e k a i d  I a m  Fare y o u  Irnow this has b e e n  . 1  i s , e  tor a l l  to cal  stor es 

Also ,  w e  h a v e  m o v e d  l o o m  flat on C h a t c o t  R o a d  C h a l c o t  S q u a r e  side 2 yea r s  a g o  a n d  I no t ices  a 
a g n i f i c a n t  u n e a s e  of veh i c l e s  p a r k e d  on our  s t ree t  a n d  u n l i k e  I yea r  a g o ,  I s t ruggle  to f ind a p a r l a n g  space  00 000 
o tser t .Wi th tuaooesoeoio tenoia tpsopeot ieo  this p r o b l e m  is g o i n g  to increase 

M o r e o v e r  t h e o e o t t i c t a g r s o 0 0 0 t i o t h c o r o o t h p t a o i n e s o o r s t e s o c y v r t o i c t e o m c . a r o o t i t i o b e c o s o t o t  less  safe for a a  of as 

P I , a s e  t a k e  a l l a b o v e  into consideration 

T h a n k  y o u  mr y o u r  1.1,1 attention 

I C S  regards 

03/00/2003 
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Subject: application no: 2013/6539/P 

Dear Ms skein-Yam, 
I aged to the aboye application on tee f °flowing grounds 

1 The change of use will created considerable Increase in traffic, both priyate and seryices ( delmery, 
remoyals, etc fin what is now a relatiyely quiet area and which Includes in the %/lenity a primary school and 
seyeral nurseries This alone should be a determining f actor in quashing tee application 
2 The area in question is currently a balance of residences, small businesses, restaurants and mtal local 
seryices,1 library, community centre, playgroups,etc ) and any Increase in tee first of these would result in the 
loss of daytime business with consequent loss of jobs 

Such a large deyelopment in such a small area would, in my mew, be extremely detrimental to the 0 e of 
Primrose Hill yillage with its current eclectic mix and I therefore off er you my yery strong objection 

Yours sincerely 
1.01111111 

13/11/2013 
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To: Skell-Yaoz, Tana 
Subject: 2013/6589/P 

Pea t  Tama, 

M y  husband and ' l i v e  at and w e  object to the Utopia Village Planning Application 
fot the following reasons 

Their will no doubt be a 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 travelling to and from the nearby Primrose Hill 
school 

I also understand that there are concems 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 vety 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 



e Objection to planning application for Utopia Village 

om] 

Subject: Objection to planning application for Utopia Village 

As a resident of Camden and a regular visitor to Primrose 
Hill and a loyal customer of Triyoga, I thoroughly object to the Utopia Village 
Planning Application for the following reasons: 

There will no doubt be a 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 
travelling to and from the nearby Primrose Hill school. 

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. 

I look forward to your response, 

Disclaimer: 
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for 
the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you are not the 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use or dissemination of this 
communication is strictly prohibited. I d y l l  have received this email in error, please 
notify us immediately, then delete this email. 
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ubjsctr utopia Village Planning Applicabon: 2013/6589 

Dear Ms. Skelli-Yaoz, 

I am writing to object to the planning application for Utopia Village for the following 
reasons: 

• There wig be a significant increase in vehide movement by residents, their visitors, taxis and delivery 
services in and out of the site via extremely limited access routes 

• Point 1 presents a very dear danger to children/ adults travelling to and from the nearby Primrose Hill 
school {Chalcot Road is currently a safe route to the school) 

• There are concerns about access for emergency and service vehicles into and within the site. 
• The transport report presented by the applicant is simply not sufficient to assess the transport and travel 

impact of what is a large development in a smalI and sensitive conservation area. 
The council has obligations to the following: 

a) To ensure that any future change of use and planning applications related to this 
site is accompanied by adequate consultation due to the technical nature of any 
requested change of use. 
b) Such change of use or planning application should contain adequate restrictions 
that anticipate and mitigate against the issues and concerns raised by these grounds 
of objection. 

Please do not allow this application to go through as it will lead to the decline, decay 
and eventual death of Primrose Hill. 

Your faithfully, 

13;1112013 
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Sub jec t  Applicator number 2013/6589/P 

Dear Tama, 

I wish to object strongly to the proposed change of use of office space at Utopia Village in Chalcot Road, The 
reasons that I have for objecting to this change are as follows: 

1. Road Safety would decrease due to an increase in cars, taxis and delivery vans in a very quiet street 
where many small children walk to school. I use this road at least 5 times per week with my son and 
would be very concerned by the traffic impact and reduced road safety. 

2. Access to the Utopia Village site is constrained and would be detrimentally impacted by the 
additional cars that would be seeking access and or parking in the street, 

3. The mixed economy of Primrose Hill is a unique and attractive aspect of this neighbourhood — the 
move towards more residential and less business space would be detrimental to the character and 
mix of shops, businesses and cafes in the area. 

4. Since it is a conservation area, I am surprised that such a large residential development would be 
permitted owing to the far-reaching impact that this would have within the conservation area and 
its businesses and services, 

S. The national government introduced this policy of allowing changes of business use into residential 
use in order to improve the supply of affordable housing in places where commercial space was 
being under-utilised or sitting empty. We do not need additional residential housing of the 
expensive variety that won Id be developed. lnnderstand that the property developer has been 
predicted a HO million profit from this change of use, and so clearly must be planning very 
expensive homes indeed, 

6. The site does not suffer from empty, derelict or under-utilised space and so this is a a  an example 
of what the policy was intended to achieve. Camden Council appear to be facilitating the profit-making 

motives of the property developer in this case rather than improving either the supply of 
affordable housing or the better use of empty space. 

Thank you for considering my objections ahead of the deadline of November 8th 
— as a trustee of the 

Primrose Hill Community Association and local resident of many years, I have a deep connection to the 
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ne ighbou rhood ,  wh i le  en joy ing posi t ive change and progress w h e n  i t  is justified. 

Best regards, Eleanor 

The informatron contained in thin e-mait s con f iden t . /  and may he legally pnviieE3ed If you are nut the named 
addressee you should not thssernmate, distribute or copy this e-wad.Please nol i fy the sender immed,ately by e-mail ii 

you have received th,s e-atoll by nl,stake and delete this e-wail from your system 

E-mail transmission cannot he guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could he intercepted, corrupted, 
lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or  contain viruses. The sender therefore does not accept t iahi l i ly lar  any 
errors or omissions the contents of this message which arise as a resutt of e-mail transmission, IIverification 
required please request a hard-copy version, 
This message is provided for informational purposes oniy. 
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Subject: 2o13/6589/P 

I am writing in objection to the planning permission for Utopia Village A national 
suspension of the usual planning process for change of use of premises from business to 
residential means we have lost our right to object to a development on the grounds that it 
will wreck our local economy and the historic character of our neighbourhood 
This is exactly what is happening in hitherto vibrant n e e d  areas like Primrose Hill 1 The 
site is currently suitable for business use and should be protected under policy D p i  3 
2 The site is within a conservation area but these proposals are totally out of keeping with 
the character and appearance of the area 
3 The application does not take a holistic approach to all buildings on the site or the 
detrimental effects to the surrounding area 
Please take the above into consideration 
Regards, 

13/11/2013 
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Su  • ex t .  P arming App cation No . 2013 0019 P 

u top ia  Village, 7 M a t t o !  Road NW1 

I would like to Object no 'Me proposed change of use from business ends to resident& fiefs the followmg grounds . 

• The continuous work traffic Is going have a huge mpac t  on Pnmrose HUI% narrow Victorian streets It will 
create massive vehicle noise, dust and poIluton 6 days a week 

• Ut.opa Village w so dose to Pnmrose Hill soi led & the non-going heavy transpo,t skips machinery and 
monies enull be dangerous and pose a threano young chIdren 

• T m n e n e  i sn i  sufficient space or access for veNcIes to the proposed 58 properties (assuming SI 58 
poopethes own 1 veNde  eactly. 

•Tmneneisn1e00500r000nor000essnooernennennooemni005 

Yvonne Kemp 
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Sent. 07 November 2013 11.57 
To: gmili-Yaoz, Tonic 
Cc: Ang Carr 
Subject: CAMDEN. Utopia Village Planning Application: 2013/6589/P 

Dear Tania 

We attach a further objection to this application, Our new understanding is that pt eating perrnissiar, it 
required for this development, 

Yours sincerely 



Ms Tania skellitaoz 
Planning Department 
London Borough of Camden 
Camden Town Hall Extension 
Argy le  Street 
London 
WC1H 8ND 

7 Nos/ember 2013 

Dear Mn skein-Tao:, 

RE: OBJECTION AGAINST PRIOR APPROVAL APPLICATION REF: 2 0 1 3 / 6 5 8 9 / P  FOR THE 
CHANGE OF USE FROM OFFICES (CLASS 81A) T O S S  RESIDENTIAL UNITS (CLASS C3). 

SITE: UTOPIA VILLAGE, 7 CHALCOT ROAD, LONDON, NVV1 8LH. 
LPA REF: 2013/6589/P. 

We are t h e  owners o i a n d  are w r i t i ng  t o  lodge our 0 EJECTION t o  t h e  notification 
o f  t h e  proposed change of use t o  resident ia l  We have a l r e a d y  o b j e c t e d  t o  t h i s  p roposa l .  However, 
w e  h a v e  m o r e  r e c e n t l y  b e e n  m a d e  a w a r e  o f  s o m e  p r o b l e m s  w i t h  t h e  p roposa l  w h i c h  m e a n  t h a t  it 
s h o u l d  r e q u i r e  f u l l  p lann ing  pe rm iss ion .  We n o w  submi t  t h a t  t h e  proposed change of use Insot 
p e r m i t t e d  d t e l o p m e n t  and t h a t  p r i o r  a p p r t a l  is requ i red  f o r  t h e  d t e l o p m e n t  Our new objections 
t o  t h e  proposal are set out  below 

E t e r n a l  Works 

The GPE10 considers t h e  change o f  use of t h e  building, i t  cannot hcsveNer a p p r o s t  planning permission 
f o r  external  a l te ra t ions If one has regard t o  drawing re f  can G m  P6 and 638_GA02 P2, and 
speci f ica l ly  t h e  roof  l ights, one wi l l  note t h a t  t h e  no r t he rn  bui ldings s i n s  roof l ights  on t h e  rea r  roof 
slopes H o w e s t r ,  i f  one has regard t o  t h e  aerial photographs of t h e  s i te  i t  is c lear  t h a t  t h e  rear 
e l t a t i o n s  an not  cu r ren t l y  b e n e f i t  f r o m  such roof l ights  The drawings h a r t  shown these  roo f l igh ts  as 
promcling l ight  t o  t i n g  space These an not  cu r ren t l y  exist and t h e r e f o r e  th is  proposal is seeking to 
make external a l te ra t ions t o  t h e  bui ld ing f o r  w h i c h  planning permission is required 

Transpor t  & Highways Impacts of t h e  Eittopment 

c o n d i t i o n  J 2(a) requires a cons iderat ion o f  w h e t h e r  t r anspo r t  or highways impac t  o f  the 
deNelopment  w i l l  requ i re  t h e  p r io r  appraisal o f  t h e  Council 

u n d e r  t h e  app l i ca t ion  a change o f  use t o  53 f l a ts  is proposed I no te  t h a t  paragraph 1 5 and 6 4 of the 
Transpor t  S ta tement  ind ica te  t h a t  "Separa te ly  an agreement  has been reached w i t h  LB Camden to 
promde a 'car  capped scheme'  w i t h  no m o r e  t h a n  20 car parking spaces " H a s t e n  t h e  Application 
Cosier Le t t e r  s imply states t h a t  app l i ca t ion  " proposes t o  prom de a car capped d t e l o p m e n t "  Therein 
no erri d e n t e  o f  any binding agreement  w i t h  LB Camden in t h e  case f i l e  No ag reemen t  was f i l e d  with 
t h e  planning app l i ca t ion  no r  is t h e  supposed ag reemen t  a s t a b l e  f o r  c o m m e n t  on t h e  planning 
w e b s i t e  If such an ag reemen t  has been made a p a r t  o f  th is  app l i ca t ion  by re fe rence  in bo th  the 
Transpor t  S ta temen t  and t h e  App l i ca t i on  C t e r  Le t te r ,  i t  should be inc luded  in t h e  publ ic  file 

Further,  t h e  GPDO does not  pres ide f o r  t h e  ex is tence o f  such an ag reemen t  t o  be an express 
c o n d t i o n  of " p e r m i t t e d  deNe lopment "  The impos i t ion  o f  " c a r  t a p p e t  res t r ic t ions  is c lear ly  a 
f undamen ta l  assumpt ion underly ing t h e  conclusions of t h e  Transpor t  S ta tement  It is also expressly 
re fe renced  in t h e  app l i ca t ion  If t h e  impos i t ion  o f  add i t iona l  condi t ions is essential t o  ensuring t h a t  a 
proposed change o f  use sati Di es conc t i c i n  J 2(a), t h e n  try de f i n i t i on  t h e  change o f  use must  require 
p r i o r  approNal in order  t o  make t h e  change o f  use con t ingen t  on t h e  impos i t ion  of such restrictions 



Namt  tepid to me Tionspat Statement. our c a r n a l : I  Mould be l a d  In COnivocico with the 
Tranvia Assavnent. 

• Para./j: l i lt  Y e a  roles that V e s t a  circulation specs K comtramed. I am (*seemed nut 
the layout as proposed. including the anocapon cil I I  parkins spaces. oat maw maps 
a r a p a y  vehicles or a r s  large ankles arthcoll oc imp:noble. 

• easa.3.S: the closest Latham...id Patton is Owe Farm and is actually 720m. not 680,i from 
Me site. 

• Para.3.8 6 IS: Nationsl Rae and Oyerpowsd are 1.8iun and I.Pun. respeatmly from me 
site. 

• Posa.3.14: me PTA x a e ' K  2 and is thereto,. considered 'pace. 
• Para.3.23: lilt PTAl. 'core n * W i n e  a 11* poor actexibility ol the she to outtic trampat 

with Understand and a n i o n i c , '  beings substantial walk from the see. 
• theaS.4: Id lbecao RAMS Wastes as a w n  ate occupied a typical mime vernal, *MI not be 

able iodine Pough the nays. 
• Para.5.9: it n necessary to pnyAde a direa comparison of a *  will be able to a f a r  the 

M a y  trio womalko astodate0 with the deatopmen w o v e ]  to l i lt  eosins. 
• Pasa.5.13: I lag to adeneasd roe they hare reached a wen that Me number oI frith would 

beady p e  third a the wren ,  employment use a they have l o a d  to provide any rclicalion 
0I hen " l a  I a n  cached t h y *  ligates. rhea  l i v e s  we purely itheutation and a such 
cannel be used M a  tops lor evalualing irallic impact. 

• eava.6.S: troy have rot demonstrated Out Me site Nu a stood W e l  ot accessibility. The 
P T *  store n 2 and elm p a  The see a 720m Iran Use d a m n  u n a f r a i d  WW1/4N.. 1.1Iun 
Ind l a m  from Cheisculd and Nalsthat Rail. respectively. 

• Para.6.6: the amendment has n:4 aclually comber. '  pencel a vehicle taps and fails to 
provide I a r e a  comparbon. welch n aonatedsed at Para3.9. Father. they have Oared 
no auesvithe oi M a y  a n k l e  niovemenli assoclated with the Rats a the wessures Mat wti 
W exerted on local oe•streel co pylons. 

• Para.6.7: the ceptet has load  to pa l ly  that M a e  woad be ' t u f t e d *  and transpon aura 
to prevent the 0 u t  • Me report b poor and don not eller a direct cavemen lati.een 
ire loots'. 

Our rain cancan b that the Trammel Stataiwnt Tab to properly cornice. I I *  w a d e  increments 
associated rtith Me proposed ine and Me prepare demands l a w  pa ins .  p p m ,  wint how that 
will impact the local harem n e w e l ,  we note Me lour sees Identlhe fre TRAM. O a t  Nowma. 
they hive load  to amide an !Ma l lon  of 'ear movanthic or teeth Me trth paragon  dorm. 
rather. the relative compwabeity al these sites K questionable; firstly. two ad Um skis ant PTIL 
scores 3. one Ivo a P l a  c4 4 and only Me I n n  i n t  has PTA al 2 • the Mawr Flag scores are Iltely 
to g a t  i t a  necessity k r  a car. The WWI INA sett(e/whetter N a n )  Is wholly the most M e m *  in 
mom ol Mamba. dernosmorno and accessibility: w e  will Ati) note Mot trap generatho b greeter 
Man Me otter three comparatte examples they have (nodded. 

rather. the SWII. 0 1 .  ard Cl are rot corrooatte. with the SWI I being Si affordable 
N a m e  and all I a n  locomen Wins callmently both socially and economically. One would expect 
car pnaship l a t e  substantially hither l a  the application site than li lt  fleet site 

We lateral Ina! Me 'flanspoct Statement' premised by Robert West M s  to actually on 
a r m y  100 fronton wolicatan ol the denathrient ancl Is a b a t  poor. and at meat robing% 
Small on O n  ~ s p e n t  p l a  approval is rewired. 

CaLBE1001 

A CPZ b In cpention S. wounda P i t t  between 8 : 3 0 . 4  18:00. WW1. Is asen duce kpeawe 
for a t  prang as a N a t  ot Utopia Vig N O S Y  . a champ ol toe to residential proceeds theft 
will be increased p a r e  f a  residens perking anode Uni t  laws. Tilt Trompon %gonad l o b  to 
men mention thb p l a n e r  to coistlerthe current parkins sons that is owned On Me Car parkins 
leases locally, a the Implkations thb web have on highway safely. lee Week^ M $3 
going to generale dthIllont addltbnal e a  parting deaund and mmemenu. lIt c a r  PTAs uore Ia 
Me she renames itin Walb:O. The Applicant's agents have load  to even w a d e r  this matter let 
M a o  *suss Int Impact. Vie I hmelort 10411111 tiol the donee al 105 would sirlicant 



demand for parking that cannot be accommodated locally as parking pressures are already 
significant. I I  allocated spaces on site is not sufficient. 

The only conclusion that one can reach is that the implications of the increased pressure for on-road 
car parking would have a substantial impact on highway and transportation matters, which could 
result in highway safety concerns. 

Summary 

To summarise our objection as to why the development is not permitted development and that 
planning permission should be required are as follows: 

• The proposed drawings show the addition of roof lights to the rear roof of one of the mews 
building, which would be required to provide natural light to the living areas of the flats. 
These rooflights require planning permission undo PO decision cannot be made. 

• The Transport Statement is poor and faits to properly assess the implications of the change of 
use, specifically omitting any form of direct comparison between the BI use and proposed C3 

• The Transport Statement fails to consider vehicle movements associated with the proposed 
use nor likely car ownership levels. 

• The site drawings shows 11 allocated parking spaces for 53 flats, The use of the building as 
flats will result in significant pressure on existing parking provision that cannot be 
accommodated locally and the CPZ would be ineffective when demand would be at its 
highest. 

• The change of use would have an impact on highway and transportation matters, which 
should be considered via the submission of a fua planning apptication. 

We therefore lodge our objection against this application, as it does not constitute permitted 
development and the prior approval of the Council. is required. 

Please keep as updated with progress. 

Yours sincerely, 



Page 1 oft 

Subject :  Plarnrig applicaticn number 2013/6589/P Utcpa Village 

Dear Ms skein-Yam 
I with to object to this application on the following grounds 

1 There will be a significant increase in yehicle moyement generated by the residents their yisitors taxis 
and delrvery services in and out of the site ma limited access routes 

2 This will present a danger to children and adults trayelling to and from Primrose Hill School 
3 Access for emergency and seryice yehicles into and within the site may be unsatisfactory 

4 The report preseMed lay the applicant is not sof icient to assess the transport and trayel impact of this 
large deyelopment 

Many thanks 

13/11/2013 


