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From: sachs janine)
Sent: 01 February 2018 16:54

Subject: Fwd: My objections missing
Importance: High

Dear Jonathan

I was aware that all comments about CLEUD would be posted up tonight for the MB pack. Is the report for
the CMP being written up tonight also? Seems so soon after close of consultation yesterday.

I'hope you will also include the CLEUD objection I sent to on the 24th January (see below)? it has not been
posted on the portal, yet the one I sent to you onto 29th: Further to my previous Comment re CLEUD

ref: 2017/6884/P has been posted. They are different.

Please could you post up the below ASAP so that it is included in the summary?

I also hope my Final CLEUD, that [ sent in last night will be posted, and not the one I sent in the morning.

I believe also that Edie sent in two objections for the CMP which are not yet posted.



Many thanks

Kind Regards

BE REALISTIC-PLAN FOR A MIRACLE

On 24 Jan 2018, at 13:15, sachsjanine_wrote:

CLEUD - 100 Avenue Road Application Ref: 2017/6884/P

24.01.18

Dear Camden Planning

I am writing to object to developers’ Essential Living having recently carried out unauthourised partial
demolition on the 100 Avenue Road building by removing the steps and disabled ramp from the southern
entrance of the building without permission from Camden, and their application for a certificate for
retrospective approval that will implement full planning permission.

There can be no justification for Camden to grant this application because the Construction Management
Plan has not yet been approved by Camden. The Construction Management Plan is a legal obligation,
applied by the Secretary of State, which clearly states: “Not to Implement or permit Implementation of
the Development until such time as the Council has approved the Construction Management Plan as
demonstrated by written notice to that effect.” [3.5.2].

The ‘Service Management Plan’, the ‘External Public Open Space Plan’ and the ‘Travel Plan’ are also legal
obligations yet to be satisfied prior to commencement.

Richard Evans’ [WYG] argument in his cover letter to Camden that “Other pre-commencement conditions
requirements do not apply to the nature of works, and accordingly are not required to be supplied at this
time..” does not follow since access issues are integral to demolition and construction of development and
therefore cannot be excluded from the nature of works.

Otherwise what is the point of having pre-commencement conditions and a time limit within which to
satisfy them if all developers have to do is demolish external steps to exempt themselves from their legal
obligations and by-pass their time limit?



It is also important to note that this demolition has a particularly detrimental effect on the community
because it removes the only dedicated wheelchair ramp access for the southern section of the building
(separated from the northern section). There are very strong grounds to object to this in the absence of a
construction management plan that provides equal access for disabled people and workers taking part in any
demolition:

Equality Act 2010:

"If a physical feature within the workplace creates a disadvantage for a disabled employee, steps must be
taken to amend or remove the obstruction. Physical adjustments can include changes such as: The addition
of a ramp rather than steps to access buildings.”

This is relevant in the case of this development because, according to this Construction Management Plan,
'Controlled Demolition' must first be carried out, including asbestos removal and 'Soft Strip' from inside the
building [Appendix-M]. Because the building is divided in the middle it is therefore essential that there is
safe access for all construction workers from both entrances before 'Structural Demolition' commences.
And, according to their “General Procedures for Site Set UP, the developers say: “Our absolute priority is
the promotion of health and safety during any demolition works. This tender demolition methodology
sets out the general requirements, sequence of works and safety arrangements that will be in place
throughout the demolition.”

Essential Living have given no explanation as to why they could not apply for planning permission in the
proper way. It is important that no one, including wealthy developers, are above the law.

For these reasons, I strongly object to this application."

Janine Sachs

Begin forwarded message:




Yes the technician is going to make sure all the objections are up tonight, with the posting of the Member's
Briefing pack.
Best,

Jonathan McClue
Principal Planning Officer

Telephone: 0207 974 4908

Subject: My objections missing

Hi Jonathan

My main CMP Objection is missing from the site. I imagine my CLEUD objection is also missing. (I’'m out
and can’t check) I spend a great deal of time preparing these objections. I am not happy that they don’t
make it on to the website.

Please can you make sure that they do appear?

Thanks

Edie

Sent from my iPhone
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