Observations on comments made by (five) Holly Village households on the 
Listed Building Consent Application no. 2017/0975/L, 
Diana Brown, 1 Holly Village, N6 6QJ, March 31st 2017.
1). Andrew Willmott and Alma Whitten, No.2 Holly Village: 
A.“The Covenant ensures (or is supposed to ensure)that it (H.V.) is kept consistent with the existing appearance……”
My proposal is consistent with the appearance of the front entrance from the time I bought my house in 1967. There is no hedge in the 1870 photograph nor is the existing planting at no.1 nor at no.2 Holly Village evident in the photograph, save for the holly trees (or bushes as they then were).
B.  “There were many years of discussion before the decision was finally taken to separate the job into two parts…….”
There was no real discussion of the need to renew the entrance fencing. Whenever I tried to raise the subject I was ignored. The decision was not mine nor was it accepted by me. I was obliged to watch as Stagg and Wilmott remade the party fence. 
C.“The application itself ignores the existing appearance of Holly Village and would lead to a different frontage on the left and right…”
I have no intention of repeating the poor workmanship, out-of-scale fencing and distressed posts provided at No.2 Holly Village.
D.“These panels after all are replicated around the entire Village boundary…..”
The panels referred to were not used at the front entrance to Holly Village before 1996, the year when they were introduced as a temporary way of supporting the otherwise collapsing posts and hedge.
E.“What should have happened in this situation is that both fence sides were repared at the same time to the existing condition back in 2013 and then any change in the hedge heights or additions of chains or other visual elements, should have been agreed on by H.V. as a whole and implemented across both sides.
That is exactly what I recommended at the time choices were being made, without my involvement.
F.The panels have been replaced over the years and the only reason the posts haven’t been in the last eight years is the obstructive behaviour of #1.”
The panels have not been replaced since their introduction in 1996, when I introduced them as a temporary measure. There has been no obstruction of progress by me, on the contrary, I have called endlessly for discussion, been ignored or literally shouted down at meetings and been excluded from all matters to do with the so-called renovation of the fence posts to No.2 Holly Village.
2). Patrick and Sandra Stagg, No.3 Holly Village: 
(Patrick Stagg)
A. “The original architect plans showed lattice fences all round the village”.
There are no architect’s plans shown in the comment. Where are these plans? The image referred to is of the artist’s sketch of the frontage, drawn before construction, which is plainly not how the scheme was built- having one gate rather than the four(?) shown in the sketch, all of which are on the perimeter. No gates shown occupy the archway- plainly inaccurate.
B.“HVF’s have made great strides over the last 30 years to maintain the gardens in their original layout.”
This is merely a self-congratulatory statement. The proposal involves no major change to the front garden. It is still intended as a planted triangular area. 
(Sandra Stagg)
C.“There never have been a low metal mesh fence……..
“The privet hedge has been destroyed and should be re instated”
No low mesh fence is shown in the proposed renovation. The only ‘low mesh fence’ there is has existed since 1967- when I put it there.  The privet hedge has not been destroyed but will be replaced when renovation of the posts takes place (in principle, just as it was for no.2 Holly Village in 2013).
3). William and Pauline Woods, No.5 Holly Village: 
A. 5. “The existing posts should be repaired….”
The existing posts are beyond repair and two are missing (possibly taken as souvenirs or being worked on by Urban Foresters). 
B.8.”H.V. was awarded listed building status in 1952 and the fence that was authorised for No.2 H.V. remains as it was then...”
The proposal returns the posts, collars and chains to pre-1952 status, i.e. the original provision.
There is no ‘authorisation’ for the criss-cross fencing that currently defaces the frontage of no.2.
C.9. “The fence should retain rusticated trellis, no chains and no low metal mesh fence...”
There is no low metal mesh fence proposed. Chains were provided originally. These were removed as part of the war effort, as salvage. 
4). Judy Rosen and Barry Rosen, No.11 Holly Village: 
A.“...the existing posts should be repaired and not replaced.”
The existing posts are in too poor condition to be repaired.
B.“Holly Village was awarded listed building status in 1952 and the fence that was authorised by Camden Planning for No. 2 Holly Village remains as it was in 1952.”
The proposal does return the front entrance to the state it was even in 1967 when I bought No.1.
C.“The application made by 1 Holly Village is inappropriate and it should be restored as it was in 1952 and match the fence of 2 Holly Village.”
The fence of No.2 does not restore the front entrance to how it was in 1952.
D.“The fence should contain rusticated trellises no chain and no low metal mesh fence.”
The fence should not contain ‘rusticated trellises’, the posts should have iron collars and chains.
5). Ralph Bowmaker, No.12 Holly Village: 
A. 5. “The existing posts should be repaired.”
The existing posts are beyond reasonable repair and to the standard set by existing post C1.
B.8. “H.V. was awarded listed building status in 1952 and the fence that was authorised for No 2.and remains as it was then.”
The proposal is closer to 1952 status for the front entrance than is the repair at No.2 HV. Consent was granted for the post repair alone. No evidence has been presented by anyone of the nature and condition of the fence at that time, the nearest being the photographs taken in 1966 and 1967.
C. The fence should contain rusticated trellis, no chains, and no low metal mesh fence.
The fence need not contain ‘rusticated trellises’, the posts are to have iron collars and chains. 
Observations on the notification of Listed Building Consent to Andrew Willmott ref.2013/2365/L, dated 19.7.2013 (attached)
“2. All new works and finishes and works of making good to the retained fabric, shall see the original items reinstated (including any original metal fittings), and shall match the existing adjacent work with regard to the methods used and to material, colour, texture and profile, unless shown otherwise on the drawings or other documentation hereby approved or required by an condition(s) attached to this consent.”

Have these conditions been observed in the execution of the proposals for which planning consent was granted? I believe the answer is negative in certain respects.

1. No metalwork has been saved and replaced in conjunction with the posts.

2. Material has been added to the posts that has nothing to do with the timber itself.

3. The colour of the posts has been changed by adding material so that they do not match the original posts, eg. C1 but also other posts on the perimeter fencing.

4. The texture changes to varying degrees on each post, variation being the norm.

5. The post profile sometimes retains the pyramidal head to the posts, at other times it is cut off. All the posts are now shorter than the original height, when compared with C1. 
These measures, that do not comply with the requirements of the consent, are now insisted upon by their proponents at nos.2, 3, 5, 11 and 12 Holly Village as the pattern to be repeated at 1 Holly Village. I regard these measures as inappropriate and unacceptable. 
Diana Brown, 1 Holly Village, N6 6QJ, March 31st 2017.

