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TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1971 ™", 9

I’LICATION FOR PERMISSION TO DEVELOP LAND AND/OR BUILDINGS IN QBEQ}'\ﬁﬁjL‘Q‘NDON

TSR T AL L

FEEMbIe) DUPLICI’TE A}’PLICATION * . g |
1. A PLICANT{m btock capltals) NGENT {if any)towhomcorrespondencashoul be sent

eosm COLUYN FOULKES & PARTNERS e

Address 229KENSI~GT0NHIG s 229 KENSINGTON HICH-S®REEL.M
LONDON W8 6SA

FOR '
F‘ r "\ L .
Chequ: ob-Grden . '
ReceipgNo, |50t S P;{g;ﬁ RS b_ -
PLEAS| READ THEGENEBAI, NOTES BEFORE FILLINE IN THE FORM o R T |
Pﬂi ‘ %a*beraompleted by_gr 0 behalf of LII apdlcants as Yor as pmsj[&'ﬁ“.‘&g N A e ilt %{_ﬁa'r'
E"("‘-. A i

.........................................................................................................................

2. PARTICULARS OF PROPOSAL FOR WHICH PERMISSION 1S SOUGHT

{a}) Full address or location CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE

of the land to which HORTENSIA ROAD

this application relates . ' LONDON SW10 . P Q aq / [

- * ! \ [ W

{b} Site area 2250m2 .225 hectares
{c} Give details of proposal 694 m2 Office Space 'Bl'

indicating the purpose

for which land/buildings 12 Houses

are to be used and . .

including any change(s) 9 Flat units

of use. ﬂf’»fnr[z,éfm o/" u/c»L(;’iT»ﬂj (JL«A/{O&/»“ J el e /(/m
7/ 17 //)étv?f’7/ fﬂwé aree éf’(r(_ 17 %L<
ﬂm«w’s/uuuc (U&e (lens £1)

(d) State whether applicant owns or @L’WL {CATE APELICHT? 0,\9

controls any adjoining land and
if so, give its location.

No

{e) S.ite whather the proposal involves:—

Sta1e Yes or No

(i) New building(s) Yes If “Yes" state gross floor area
or extension(s) to of propased building(s). _ )
existing building{s} - 4,028 m
b If residential development state
number of dwelling units 12 houses
proposed and type if known, 9 flats
¢.g9. houses, bungalows, flats.
)T 1LY RP——
(iii) Change of Us8 ......ccccvnemnrimscrinenans | Yes | ’If *Yes' state gross area of land
or building{s) affected by
(iv) Construction of 3 new L vehicular... | Yes proposed change of use {if 4,028
access to a highway pedestrian | ves more than one use involved .
state gross area of each use), hectares/m2*
(v} Alteration of an vehicular,.. | Yes
existing access to 8 pedestrian | Yes

highway * Strike out whichever is ingpp!iqb}e



=

3. PARTICULARS OF APPLICATION

(i)
{ii)
tiii)

{iv)

State whether this application It Yes strike aut any of the following which are not to be
is for State Yo orNo | getermined at this stage. .
Outline planning permission l No I’ 1 siting 4  external appearance

. =TT 2 design 5 means of access !
Fuli planning permission E?es ] 3 landscaping ;
Renewal of a temporary permission or I_No ,’ If Yes state the date and number of previous permission
permission for retention of building or and identify the particular condition
continuance.of use without complying
with a condition $ubject to which Date . Number
blanning permission has been granted, The condition

Consideration under Section 72 l l J
only {Industry) No

4. PARTICULARS OF PRESENT AND PREVIOUS USE OF BUILDINGS OR LAND

State:—

(i)
{ii)

Present use of building(s)/land Educational

If vacant the last previous use and
period of use with relevant dates,

5. LIST ALL DRAWINGS, CERTIFICATES, DOCUMENTS ETC. forming part of this application

Cheque for £2,046.00, Drawings: HTN/QOl1 - see enclosed schedule (4.3.88)

6. ADDITIONAL INFORMATIQN State Yes or No

(a} Is the application for : ry';s _J If Yes complete @R_T THREE | of this form
_____ nom-esidential development - {See (PART THREE] ior exemptions)
{b) Does the application include the l N— o l S [y e T T
winning and working of minerals ° 't Yes complete EABI'EQQEJ of this form
{c) Does the proposed development l Y e;j If Yes state numbers and indicate 9 No.
__.___.. invoive the felling of any 1r @ . b —dprecise position on plan Ref drg no: HTN/01/58
(d) (i) How will surface water be disposed of? Connection to existing mains
i) How will foul sewage be dealt with? Connection to existing mains .
{e) Materials — Give details {unless the application is for outline permission) of the colour and type of materials to be used for-
(i) Walls...... %3..‘99.999.,...2.«?\.i..r.!.!:.s?..d....n..en..d.f.e.z:......r.g.c.:.p.n.s..t-.i_t.u.t.;@.t.i....ﬁ.t.:.gn.e..,....Lgnd.qn...Stggk..,.ﬁ!pi.c.:.k._ ...........................
) ool RAREE AR RERL
{iii} Means of enclosure
I/We hereby apply for {strike out whichever is inapplicabie)
{a} planning permission to carry out the development described in this application and the accompanying plans in
OR accordance therewith,
(b) planning permission to retain the building(s) or work(s} already constructed or carried out, or a use of land
already ingltituted as described on this application and accompanying plans,
Signed L6 £y LEY S argf%. onbehattof.. . CER.. .. Date 4.3.88.... . ..

AN APPROPRIATE CERTIFICATE MUST ACCOMPANY THIS APPLICATION (See General Notes)

—_— y

If you are the ONLY owner of ALL the land at the beginning of the period 20 days before the date of the application, complete
Certificate A, If otherwise see [PART TWG Jof this form

cERTlFchTE A —litidieata doe-Sact: A d-0d theTows sl f‘n..ntn’; plﬂnn'ng Aci-1071 —

I hereby certify that:—

1. No person'mher than the applicant was an owner {a) of any part of the fand to which pplication relates at

(3} ""awner' means a the beginning of the period of 20 days belore the date of the accompanying applicdlion
person having a freehold *2. None of the land to which the application relates constitutes or forms of an agricultural holding; o
nterest or a leaschold “Ih - mvsell

nterest the unexpired ‘3. T—hu-a—ﬁ!ﬁrh—;giwn thy requisite notice to UVeTY pursg cer than -'-:-.-Y- "—”- who, 20 days befare the dare of
term of which was not pplicant ha imsu

less than 7 years.

“strike out whichever
is inapplicable

the application, was a tenant of any agricultur;
the application relates, viz: ~

Name and Address of Tenaper™ _....cooooooooomrvrvmro b e .

Signed

e L L Date.oooooeeorioi

HPC 357

D4/1870
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.IF 20 DAYS BEFORE MAKING THE APPLICATION YOU ARE THE ONLY OWNER OF ALL THE LAND AND Vv
SIGNED CERTIFICATE A ON PART ONE OF THE FORM THEN DO NOT COMPLETE PART TWO OF THE F
For definition of ‘owner’ see Ganeral Notes,

FORM' TP

PART
TWO

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1971 TP8806354
CERTIFICATE UNDER SECTION 27 :

PLEASE READ THE NOTES OVERLEAF BEFORE FILLING IN PART TWQ.

T o0 notw (a) to
Certificats A

*strike out
whichever is
inapplicable

CERTIFICATEB | heraby certify that:

1.":-hrdtho sppticant h'u' given the requisite notics to all parsons, who 20 deys before the dats of the accompanying
spplication, wers awnant of any part of the land to which tha application relstes, viz:

Name of owner — AGENT Address 'ﬁe"p'g,o,ﬁ ﬁougg, Date of service of notice 4.3 .88
Norton Rose Botterell & Roche Camomile Street, EC3

*2, None of the lsnd to which the application ralates constitutes or forms part of an egricultursl holding: or

date of the spplication, was @ tanant of any agricuitural holding eny part of which was comprited in ich the
application relates, viz:
Name snd Address of TENBNT..ccrcereecrenerrrrsnes presteneabsanerass

YT LT T T P TR P LY P LY

Signed UG 'pr%'? Won benalt of COLWyN Foulkes &Partners ., .4th March '88

1 tee note {a) to
Carvificate A

*strike out
whichever is
inapplicable

{a} Insert descrip-
tion of steps taken.

{b} Insert name of
local newipapar cir-
culating in the lo-
cality in which the
land is situated.

{c) Insert dats of
publication (winich
mustnot be earlier
than 20 days before
the spplication).

CERTFICATEC 1 hareby certify that:

Section 27 (1) of the Act, in respect ta nccopaning plicatiae
{ii) 1 have/the applicant has® givan the requisite notice to the following persons who, 20 deys before the da

application, were ownarst of any part of the land, to which the application relates, viZ:
Name of owner Address Dare of service of notice

of the

(i) | have/the applicant has® .taken the staps listed below, baing steps reasonably open to me/him®/10 ascertain the
namaes and addresses of the other awners of the land or part thereof and have/has® been unable to do so!

{iv)] Notica of appileation a3 sat out below hes baen published in the (b}
on (c}
Copy of notice as published.,
%2, Nonae of the lsnd 10 which the application relates constitutes or forms part of an 4 riculturai hoiding; or

*3, | have/the spplicant has® given the requisite notice to every parson other thpd mysait/himsal!® who, 20 days befors the
date of the application, was a tanant of any agricultural holding any part of which was comprised in tha tand to which the
application relstes, viz:

Name anc AGAress 0f TRMBNT cuvcerrreasssesiresrrassrssssssoressnnssanssassnnaranssrssasssssssesgareisnen tast st sestesnannsrateatso e tir bt st ra st st st

PRSP PP T e e e L e e

Dats of Service of NOLICE...coirsnisrsrmesssseissanisrasrtenmssrpsnssssanirssins

T T RO — . veeeees 0N behalf of

t ses note {a} to
Cartiticate A,

"strike out
whichever is
inapplicable

CERTIFICATED | hereby cartify th

1. (i} + am/the applicant is® unable to issue a cgrAilicete in accordance with Section 2711) {a) of the Act in respect of the
accompanying application dated " and have/has® taken the steps listed below, being steps reasonably
open 1o me/him®, to ascertsin the names and adgeasses of all the persons who, 20 days befors the dste of the spplication were
owners of any part of the land to which the ap

{li) Notice of adplication as 36t out beiow has been published in the (b
on lc}
Copy of notice as published.

ich the application relates constitutes or forms part of an agricultural holding; or

has*® given the requisite notice to every person other than myself/himsalt® who, 20 days before the
, was & tenant of any agricultural holding any part of which was comprised in the land to which 1he

*2. Nons of the land 10

*3, | have/the appli
date of the applicsti
spplication relates Mz

baholé-of Oats-
TTOY T T O T DO O O T T T TY T T T T e T T T e TR I TR a A a h i s A he e e TSP IT TR LT RS ST TR R e SR

HPCJE9 Das1880



1. if you are NOT the sols owner of all the land to which the application relates, you should take one of the 01I5 I

oourses: .

(a} If you know the names and addresses of all the owners of the land to which the application relates, you should give them
notice in the form shown in Notice No. 1 below and complete certificate B overleaf,

(b) If you know the names and addresses of some of the owners of the Jand to which the application relates, but no. 1 of
them, you should give notice in the form shown in Notice No. 1 below to those whose names and addresses you know, and aiso
give notice of the application in a local newspaper, in the form shown in Notice No. 2 below. The newspaper notice should be
published not earlier than twenty days before the date of the application. You should then complete certificate C overleaf.

{c} 1f you do not know the names and addresses of any of the owners of the land to which the application relates, you should
give notice of the application in a local newspaper, in the form shown in Notice No. 2 below, This notice should be published
not earlier than twenty days before the date of the application. You should then complete certificate D overleaf,

2. if the application doss not relats to land any part of which is an agricultural holding, paragraph 2 of the certificate may be
ignored, Should this not be so, notice has to be given to the tenant(s) of the holding(s) in the form shown in Notice No.1 below
and paragraph 3 should be completed and 2 struck out.

J. Any person who knowingly or recklessly issues a certificate which contains any statement which is false or misleading in a
matarial particular s liable an conviction to a fine not exceeding £100.

NOTICE No. 1 TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT, 1971

Notice under Section 27 of application for planning permission
Proposad davelopment at (a)

TAKE NQTICE that application is being made to the (b}

{a) Insert address or
location of propo-
sad deveiopmaent,
{b) Insert the name 1f you should wish to make representatig
of the Authority to | of the date of service of this notice,
which application is
being made.

{c) Insert name of
applicant,

{d) Insert descrip-
tion and address or
location of pro-

pased developmaent. .

(8} Insert the name -
and address of the
ofticer given in the
introductory nots

of T.P.1
” N

UWN YN CO Y PR ACT, 1971

Yoticaynder Sagtion NPof apdiication for planning permission
Prdpossthgdelopthent at (a)

giveAthat Splication is\ ging made to the (b) Council by (c)

for planning permission to {d)

Any oVl b a freeholder or a person entitled to an unexpired term of at least 7 years under a lease} who
gpresentations to the above-mentioned Council about the application should do so by writing within 20 days

of the daté i of this notica to the {e)
Sngned‘

ON DRI Of ...t et e e e



TPI
® PART il part 11

Additional information required in respect of Applications for INDUSTRIAL, OFFICE, WAREHOUSING,
STORAGE or SHOPS ’

ttention is drawn to ‘General Notes for Applicants’)
Application No.
{Thoss questions relavant to the proposed developmaent to bs answered) (For Otficial Use Only)

1. in the case of industris! development, give a description of

the processes 1o be carried on and of the end products, v N
and the type of plant or machinery 1o be installed. l I" 8 8 U b j j

2. If the proposa! forms s stage of a larger scheme for which
planning permission is not at present sought, please give No
what information you can sbout the ultimate development.

{See Note ovarisaf)

State
3. Is the proposal relsted to an existing use In Greater Yes or No
London? If o, please explain the rolationship.
State
4. ls this a proposat to replace existing premisss in thls area Yeas or No

or elsawhers which have become obsolets, inadequate or

otharwise unsatisfactory?

If so, pleass give details including gross floor area of such
pramises and state your intentions in respect of thoss

pramises.
5 Existing {it any) I Proposed new floor space
’ {Sae General Notes)
{s) What is the total fiocor space of all buildings to which
the mpplication relates? (s} approx 3,469 m?m% 4,028 mthtL
{b) What is the amount of industrial floor space included in 2 2
the sbove figure? . [b) m*/sq.lt. m</sq.t1.
{c) What is the smount of office ficor space? te) m2lsq.ft. 694 m‘z){wgt.
{d) What is the amount of fioor space for retail trading? {d) m2lsq.ft. mzfsq.n.
{s) What is the amount of floor space for storage? {a) mzlsq.ll. mzlsq.ft.
{f] What is the amount of floor space for warshousing? {f} mth.ft. mzlsq.ft.
{a) Otffice {b) Industriai {¢) Other staff
6. (i) How many (a) office (b} industrial and ic) other M F M F M F
staft will be employed on the site as a result of the
developmeant proposed? i
{ii)  If you have existing premises on the site, how many . {ii)
of the employees will be new staff? )
: - {iii)
{iii)  If you propose to transfer staff from other pramises, —~
pisesa give details of the numbers involved and of NOT ASSESSIBLE
the premises affected.
. State
7. In the case of industrial or office devalopment is the appli- Yos or No

cation accompanied by an industris] development

certiticate or office development parmit?

" ]
1f 'NO’ state why a certificate is not required. ! Less than 10,000 sq ft

8. What provisions have been made for the parking, leading
and unloading of vehiclss within the curtilage of thae site? Two parking spaces
{Plsase show the location of such provision on the plams loading and turning head all within site
and distinguish batween parking for operational nesds and
other purposes)

9. What is the estimated vehicular waffic flow to the site Minimal

during a normal working day? {Pleass include all vehicles .
except those used by individual smployees driving ta work) 2/3 vehicles per day




TPI

Part 111

10. What is the nature volume and means of disposal of any Volume not assessible
trade efftuents or trade refuse? Palladins ~ storage provided on site
: State
11. Wil the proposed use involve the use or storage of any Yes or No
of the materials of typs and quentity maentioned in
Gensral Notes for Applicants. {tee note 11)
It “Yes' siate materiols and spproximate quantities.
12, State details of any processes sub<contracted, the N / A
parcentage sub-contracted and the location of sub-
contractors.
13. List materials used, giving source (locallty in Grest N/A
Britain or port of entry) end transport used.
14. State approximate percentages of turnover to markets {a) Greater London Council Area: ) .....................
under {a), (b), {c} and {d) and transport used In each )
case, (b)  Elsewhere In Great Britzin: S IR
{c} Exports through London Docks: ) ..... N/A ............
other Docks: ) ....................
*State name of docks or sirport. *(d}  Exports through airports: . ., ., .. ..... e e e
15. State reasons in full for desiring location first In Greater London and then on tha proposed site.

(Continua on e separata sheat if necessary)

NOTE

............

Question 2 Grant of the permission now sought would in no way commit the local planning suthority in respect of any proposed ultimate
overleaf dovelopment which the applicant may menticn In answer to this question.

D47
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fﬂﬁme APPLICATION

CONSULTATION SHEET

Application ' '
Number TP.
'a“D-/ =381 Vlﬁlw 3 T'lfﬁ".‘
gfficer Application
eV 0L o esponsible . . Dated ]
dTE/CL/rW/LL u}t.goab Du/03/b6
APPLICANT SITE

Colwyn Poulkes & Pariners,
229, Kensinston "ilgh Street,

London,

8 6S8A

CH-LSEA COLLICE SIVE,
H0RTEIISIA ROED,
auo

NATURE OF PROPOSAL

Application Complete

Dewolition of existing 2403 /uB
bullding and erection of 12 Date to be decided by
houses, 9 [lats and 694 sq.m, “u/0a /54

office floorspace (Use

i)

iase a.H)

(> wfhm iﬁh

Date Acknowledged
20/02 /1K

e\

Letter Reply Ohservations
Address to be Consulted Sent Received For Asemﬂ. “"‘Jﬂ(m{g;: I.Qtter Sent \
T o 2 v \ \—- *
- -‘_—"
Vbne net i i vl \ i‘\‘\‘OT \ 2% ‘
POty
2 \ aa GO V7
| L™
3 - -
( : ) \\; e
s \ /
5 “ [\ o
6
7
8
9
10
CHECK SECTION 26 certifi}:ate/Section 27 certificate. s
7 L’
CONSULT STATUTORILY J-’ ADVERTISE ,
1. HBMC il Development Plans Greater London Direction 1978 D
{a) Circ, 30/85 Listed Buildings ! 5.28 Town & Country Planning Act, 1971 |
{b) Demolition in a Conseruatior}!Area Town & Country Planning (Listed Buildings and |
[c) Circ. 23/84 setting of Grade’l or 1I* Buildings in a Conservation Area Regulations, 1977 1

(d) Cize. 23/84 works to Grade | or 11*
2. Circ. 23/77 {para.54} bodie

3. Dept. Transport (Trunk Roads)
Art, 16 {i) (b) 1977 GDO
4, MNeighbouring local authority
5. Dept. of Environment {Kensington Palace)
6. Civil Aviation Authority [over 300')

cOo0 oooodo

OTHER CONSULTATION
L.P.A.C. lstrategic proposals)
Safeguarded School Site: LL.EA.
Asst. Commissioner of Police
Lendon Transport {AJWE/17/I1C)
British Waterway Board

P.L.A.

Local Associations

Thames Water

aoooooon



gﬂoyal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea
CASH ACCOUNTING OFFICER'S DEPOSIT

D i idi
. °P' PLANNING Section eV CONFROL Pl e
This report relates to receipts up to: /1 3
7

Nature of Income:

£10 notes & over
APPLICATIONS £56 notes

Note: If more than three cheques/P.Q.s are deposited,
please use a separate cheque list and enter below the TOTAL

only *|50p
Zé EZ -;JE Zl 22 ;ii%é ‘Silver’
- 7_/6 ‘Bronze’
Bloloeea K2, |fromcm
7¢5777 Dmero S (7 o
—

REFERENCE NUMBER x TOTAL AMOUN

* Class  p B:f " 48130/48149735x56 S // i;’;JI

£1 notes

1010080 07 DE/07/80 09 48130 Euwmueill1.30 CulF C4EQD

rrinT *Delete A/R D4/1728 F.27



--------------------------------------------------------------- o},
e [
\TR/88.£0632/5 |
gfficer . J s gpplication
a n -]
HIN/CL/rw/el TRPOMOBR - gy 2086 ed 04/03/88
APPLICANT . SITE
Colwyn Foulkes & Partners, CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE,
229, Kensington High Street,. HORTENSIA ROAD,
London, W8 6SA S.W.50
Application Comple
NATURE OF PROPOSAL Demolition of existing 4/03/88
building and erection of 12 Date to be decided
houses, 9 flats and 694 sq.m. 19/05/88
office floorspace {Use Date Acknowledgec
Class B1) 20/03/88
. ——¢bYPLICATE. APPLICATION)
Address to be Consulted 's':;;e' H::e‘i’xd Fo(':bservation;gamst Decision Letter Sent

L, Ron® £oD

vt ¥t . et snm .y

\\e Sw \@‘l
2% oﬂbmiafamuifuuﬁ
d_@

L/

/ CHECK SECTION 26 certificate/Section 27 certificate.

CONSULT STATUTORILY !
1. HBMC
{a) Circ. 30/85 Listed Buildihgs
(b} Demolition in 8 Conservgtion Area
{c) Circ. 23/84 setting of Gyade ) or 11*
{d) Circ. 23/84 works to
2, Circ. 23/77 (para.54) bodfes

3. Oept. Transport (Trunk Roads)
Art. 15 (i} (b) 1977 GD
4. Neighbouring local authprity

5. Dept. of Environment {Kensington Palace)
6. Civil Aviation Authorify (over 300"}

000 0ogooon

“P.L.A.

ADVERTISE
Development Plans Greater London Djfection 1978
5.28 Town & Country Planning Act /1971

Town & Country Planning [ Listed Buildings and
Buildings in a Conservation Area/Regulations, 18977

OTHER CONSULTATION

Londan Transport YA/WS/17/1C)
British Waterway Board

Local Associatlons
'l"'harnes Watgr

o000

COogoocco



—‘P?)%Q 5 ] e

THE ROYA(% BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL

TECHRNICAL INFORMATION

Gy e B

. ) N Sep / /’ﬁ
COMPINDEX | Cons HB cPO | TPO |SPEC Unsuit. )é Areacf | Met. | ARTIV
DATA Area Ind. Area Bip Us Local Special Open
/ Interest | Character| Land

DENSITY PLOT RATIO
SITE AREA SITE AREA
, ZONED RATIO 2:1
HABITABLE ROOMS FLOOR AREA
PROPOSED PROPOSED
PROPOSED DENSITY PROPOSED PLOT RATIO
DAYLIGHTING CAR PARKING
Complies/infringes Spaces required:
Spaces provided:
EIGHT SCHEDULE ADDITIONS

1. Gross floor space of original building
7 2. 1/10tolerance
" 3. Proposed additional flooor space
SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS

Schedule 8 tolerance Comptiance with Parker Morris/Housing Art
requirements

*Density/Piot Ratio Conditions

D4/2287



NAMES OF PERSONS
ATTENDING:

OFFICERS:

MATTERS
DISCUSSED:

LITERATURE:

POLICY, PAPERS, ETC.

SIGNATURES:

'u%mo\@.ﬁﬁ @

SUBJECT-SITE FILE REFERENCE:

R.B.K. & C. Planning Service.

NOTES OF MEETING oATE

— a\z
M@ VRS VX w72 QNI P Y

Y

e 00 Qw_wcmaacm)vt-cew-

— I oSl
S —
gwckgé M"*WWJ ° = hf W} ®© M\;—) ’

{COPY TO BE PLACED ONFILE AFTER SIGNATURE BY ALL ATTENDING MEETING) {TS. 134} D/



HORTENSIA ROAD

CHELSEA QOLLEGE SITE

DRAWTING LIST FOR PLANNING SUBMISSION

REVISION A

Drawing No Title

HTN/01 54 A Bl Office Plans
57 Basement Plan
58 Site Plan
59 A Location Plan
60 C House Type B
6l A Flat Plans
64 A House Type A
65 A Bl Office Plans
66 Site Sections
67 A Elevations
68 Elevations

18 m@%é jr2

CFP: 4.3.88

Scale

1:100
1:100
1:200
1:500
1:100
1:100
1:100
1:100
1:100
1:100

1:100
[111%




- e \ o
Q OsSason
[ SUBJECT-SITE  \ A crndinncven K. Sonh ‘

FILE REFERENCE:

R.B.K. & C. Planning Service.

NOTES OF MEETING owre 25 2 | &
NAMES OF PERSONS ‘V\fr' \0(,(,\4_ (‘\\— L—\— W ’CU\IN&-QA—‘" ' '

ATTENDING: d— \ g

OFFICERS: O/\/\\CDSLO

L e Y
T Coavard ] can S5, O\\?_\‘&%
\OM}

Igb%w—l—b——ﬁ
on AT "I\l—

LITERATURE:
POLICY, PAPERS, ETC.

SIGNATURES:

{COPY TQ BE PLACED ONFILE AFTER SIGNATURE BY ALL ATTENDING MEETING) : T (TS.134} D4/304
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TOWN AND OOUNTRY PLANNING ACT,

—

RECEIVED BY ¥
DIRECTORATE OF
PLANNING & TRANSPORTATION

. ™

LI !

197 £ 7 MAR 1988 | } |
iy .“:’*.—:.l e . __:31‘,;:_"‘. ~
o - ¥

T
ot i A R
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Notice under Section 27 of application for planning permission

P880633

Proposed development at Chelsea College, Hortensia Road, London SW10.

TAKE NOTICE that application is being made to the Royal Borough of Kensington
and Chelsea Council by Colwyn Foulkes and Partners (Architects) for planning
permission to demolish existing buildings and build a mixed development

comprising residential and office B1,

If you should wish to make representations about the aplication, you should
do so in writing within 20 days of the date of service of this notice, to The
Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea, Town Hall, Hornton Street, London W8.

mm}m]-f of 4484850000t basnmsansasa LI (mlwyrl Fallkes&mers)

Date: .4’[8166 .e



Att: Mr. Wells
Planning Department”

Town Hall <7 .- . Colwyn Foulkes and Partners
Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea Chartered Architects Planning and Landscape Consuttants
Hornton Street — o e .5 gt
tordon W8 ... »m o 1PRELOY " RECEIVED BY

s kL DIRECTORATE OF

.'...:. '."','.. [ 1 %.4
/R 9 BTR RFRANSPORTATIO

Please find enclosed 4 no. copies of our proposals for the redevelopment of
the above site. We also enclose the completed forms and a cheque in the sum
of 2,046.00 being the required fee. A schedule of the drawings and also of
the accomodation on which the fee has been calculated are attached for your
information.

Our proposals include the total demolition of the existing five storey
exposed concrete frame Chelsea College building and related outbuildings
presently on the site, and have been prepared further to discussion with your
Mr. French and Mr. Webb (our meetings of 9th and 25th February). We outline
these below.

The scheme comprises a mixed use of residential and commercial (B1) which
results in a plot ratio of 1.79:1, this being within the guidelines of 2:1 as
laid down in the Rensington & Chelsea District Plan.

The residential development has its principal elevation to Hortensia Road
with a block of nine flats centrally located bounded by two town houses at
either end keeping to the building line presently formed by Hortensia House
49-56 and Knight's House. A pedestrian access is provided to a mews
development behind providing a smaller scale development of 8 houses each
with their own garden. These properties follow the building line of the
Hortensia House 41-48 which enables the development to retain the mature tree
line along the northern boundary. The internal layout of the houses arranges
the principal accommodation onto the south facing mews which combined with
the detailing of the rear elevation and roof line, minimises the impact on
the boundary with the Gunter Grove properties.

The residential car parking for the whole development is located in a full
basement and affords two car parking spaces per houses, one per flat unit
with fourteen visitors parking spaces well in excess of the local authority
requirements.

229 Kensington High St. London W8 6SA Tel: 01 938 2464
Telex: 8950511 ONEONE G Att: 16402 Fax: 01 938 2915

Merton Place, Colwyn Bay LL29 7BY. Tel: 0492 53 2735

Telex: 8850511 ONEONE G Att; 16403

Partners:

A. N, Cowyn Foudkes, B.Sc., B Aren RiB A

H. R.T. wiliams, B.5¢., B Arch,, RILB.A,

A. Colwyn Foutkes, Dip. Arch. R.1L.B.A Consuitants:

E. M. Foulkes, MBE.BAch. RIBA . Dip. CD.FRS A Jana Coy, Dip Arch,, Dy LA, ALL
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The design of the scheme reflects the Georgian proportions of the buildings
in the swrrounding area and uses traditional detailing with facing brickwork,
rusticated stucco base and quality hardwood doors and sash windows.

Landscaping of the mews would traditionally be kept hard with interlocking
paviours with detailed setts to margins. Soft landscaping has been
introduced by the way of small gardens to the rear of the town houses and
flats with individual gardens being provided to the mews houses.

We would naturally welcome any input from the planning department with regard
to details and £inishes.

The comercial part of the development is located to the eastern end of the
site and again follows the building lines of the town and mews houses. As the
site narrows slightly at this position, the properties are stepped down to
meet the local authority's daylighting standards. The service yard and
parking is provided at ground floor level with access via an arched entrance
off Hortensia Road.

With reference to highways we would confirm that the requirements of the
local authority have been met and would refer to our meeting and subsequent
telephane conversations with Mr, Smith, Highways Dept. We would note,
however, that the turning head within the comercial area has been reduced
under the arch but that this was still considered acceptable.

We trust the enclosed drawings show clearly our proposals but we would hope
to be able to discuss these in fuller detail once the submission is
registered all as agreed. Further information will be provided on request
and we would also inform you that a 1.100 model is presently being prepared
ard will be ready for the committee meeting.

Yours sincerley,

C%ﬂfyn-ﬁgwhﬁ5<g,fkﬂku.

H.R.T. Williams
QOLWYN FOULKES & PARTNERS

encs:
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CHELSFA QOLLEGE SITE

DRAWING LIST FOR PLANNING SUBMISSION
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The Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea
Dept of Planning and Transportation

Town Hall :

Hornton Street

London W8 7NX

Attn: Mr. J. S

HIN/1A/al/rp

. I#\ ,-\, _r“._l / :“ 2
Dear Sir, TN

RE: CHELSEA QULLEGE SITE, HORTENSTA ROAD

In reply to your letter of the 17th March 1988, we enclose as requested, two
copies of photographs showing the existing building.

Also enclosed are eight copies of drgs no HIN/01/54a, 59A, 60C, 6lA, 64A, 654
and 67A, all of which have been amended, and supercede those drawings with the
same number previocusly submitted to you.

Eight copies of drawing HIN/01/71 B are enclosed, which describe the House
Type A no 2, which was not previously submitted to vou.

We hope that the above enclosures satisfy any outstanding queries you have,
but should there be any further problems, please do not hesitate to contact
us.

Yours faithfully

/
4
COLWYN FOULKES & PARTNERS

229 Kensington High St. London W8 6SA Tel: 01 938 2464
Telex: 8950511 ONEONE G Att: 16402 Fax: 01 938 2847

Merton Place, Colwyn Bay LL29 7BY. Tel: 0492 53 2735
Telex: 8950511 ONEONE G Att: 16403

Partners:

A. N. Cotwyn Foulkes, B.Sc., B Arch,, RiB A,

H. R. T. Williams, B.5c., B.Arch, RIBA

R. Comwn Foulkes, Dip. Arch. RILBA Consulants:

E. M. Foulkes, MBE. BArch RIBA ,Dip CC FRSA Jane Coy, Dip Arch, Oip LA, AL



THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSE

E.A. SANDERS, ARICS, Department 705,

Director of Planning and Transportation The Town Hall,

\1 Hornton Street,
M.J. FRENCH, ARICS, Dip.T.P., London,

Deputy Director of Planning and Transportation W8 7NX

COUNCIL NOTIFICATION OF DEVELOPMENT Telephone: 01-937 5464

Extension ; 2079/2080
THE OCCUPIER

FILE COPY
TP Date: 31/03/88
My raference: TP/88/0632/JN Your reference: Please ask for: I‘c;\;vrr:n:tl?::i(t;gﬁce

Dear Sir/Madam,

THIS LETTER INVITES YOU TO COMMENT ON A PLANNING APPLICATION/
LISTED BUILDING APPLICATION WHICH MAY AFFECT YOUR PROPERTY

I should be pleased to know, in writing, if you as the occupier/owner of
neighbouring property have any comments on the following proposal: —

Address of application property

CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD, S.W.10

Proposal for which permission is _sought

Demolition of existing building and erection of 12
houses, 9 flats and 694 sq.m. office floorspace (Use
Class Bl)

CHELSEA INFORMATION OFFICE

Until further notice opening hours will be:-
Tuesday 11.00 am - 3.00 pm
Thursday 11.00 am - 3.00 pm

Yours faithfully
E.A. SANDERS

Director of Planning and Transportation.

PLEASE SEE OVERLEAF.




TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACTS, 1971/74

The Council is required by the Secretary of State for the Environment to consider all planning
applications expeditiously. Any letter of support or objection should be received as soon as
possible within 14 days of the date of this letter, although later objections, if received in time,
will be reported to the Council Committee meeting which decides the application. An early response
gives the Council’s officers the opportunity to encourage applicants to amend their plans in the
light of objections received, and the application may therefore be amended before it is decided.
if you cannot formulate your detailed objections within 14 days you should acknowledge this
letter so that your interest can be noted.

The reasons for any objection should be clearty stated.

Objections relating to party walls and inconveniences which may be caused by building operations
should however be taken up, eitber by yourself or your professional representative, with the
applicant,

All correspondence received will be available to members of the determining Committee when
the application is considered.

It must be clearly understood that any comments you may choose to make will be made available
to the applicant, his agent and any other interested party, pursuant to the reguirements of the
Loca! Government {Access to Information} Act, 1985,

Should there be any tenants in the buildings or other persons likely to be affected by this application,
would you please be good enough to bring this letter to their attention.

If you are not the owner of the property to which this notice is addressed will you kindly forward
this letter to the owner.

WHERE TO EXAMINE THE PLANS

The plans and/or application details referring to this proposal may be inspected at the Planning
Information Office on the 3rd fioor at the Town Hall, Hornton Street, W8 7NX, between the
hours of 9.15a.m. and 4.45 p.m., Mondays to Fridays. Alternatively, copies of all planning

applications relating to:

{a) the Chelsea area can be examined at the Information Office, Chelsea Old Town Hall, King's
Road, SW3. Tel. 01-352 1856.

{b) the postal areas W10, W11, or W2 can be examined at the Borough Council's Advisory
Service Office, The Information and Aid Centre, 140 Ladbroke Grove, W10 (under Westway,
opposite Ladbroke Grove tube station. Tel. 01-969 2433).

Please telephone the Chelsea and Westway offices to check opening times.

Please quote the T.P. reference number on all written replies.

Please note: In the interest of economy, letters in agreement or without objection to the proposals
will not be acknowledged.

D4/2295



15 Knights House

Hortensia Road
LONDON Sw10

E A Sanders Eag

Director of Plamming & Transportation

Department 705 Your Ref: TP/880632 JW
The Town Hall

Hornton Street

LONDON W8 TNX 11th April 1988

%0152 3w

Dear Mr Sanders,

RE: NOTIFICATION OF DEVELOPMENT

Thank you for your letter dated 31st March 1988.

I should be ebliged if you would accept this letter as my acknowledge~
ment of your letter and note my interest in the application relating
to the development at Chelsea College, Hortensia Road, London SW10.

Yours sgincerely,

e

ﬁ R J Fowler BT,
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DIRECTORATE OF et -
PLANNING & TRANSPORTATION
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.Mr Wells

Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea
Planning Department

2 AN
Town Hall ColwynfF odlkes and Partners
Hornton Streeth._..\_,v/ Chartered Architects Plannin A PR 1R88pe Consultargts
London W8 7NX - ON %1 e - !

HIN/IA/al/rp

s e v, Wﬁ& » Nt ;

RE: CHELSEA OCLLEGE SITE, MENSIARQAD

As discussed earlier with you, we would like to submit some revised drawings
for this scheme. The revisions we have made are not substantial, but
represent the scheme more clearly that we would like to build.

With respect to comments made by yourselves, we have lowered the houses
nearest to Gunter Grove and re-worked the elevation facing Gunter Grove, to
reduce its impact to the houses facing it. The elevation to Hortensia Road
has also been amended, particularly the central block of flats which now has
a stronger, more formal response to the Chelsea School opposite.

A porte.r'é lodge has been added, and this is situated within the substantial
planting that provides a visual barrier between this site and the Hortensia
House site.

The rear offices have been amended to allow an improved elevational
treatment, more pleasant workspaces and a better relationship to the site
boundaries.

The materials for the building finishes remain unchanged as does the overall
layout of the scheme and the accommodation provided.

With regard to the detail of the proposal, we would welcane the opportunity
to sit down with the Design Group and run through the proposals.

Please find enclosed a list of the new drawings, and these will supercede
their respective numbered drawing previously submitted.

Finally, having regard to the size and importance of this scheme we are
anxious to know your department's formal views at the earliest stage and
would reguest that you contact the writer, Anthony ILeslie, prior to
preparation of your formal report to committee.

\

229 Kensington High St. London W8 6SA Tel: 01 938 2464
)/ 63 33 Telex: 8950511 ONEONE G Att: 16402 Fax: 01 938 2847
ﬁ Merton Place, Colwyn Bay LL29 7BY. Tel: 0492 53 2735
Telex: 8950511 ONEONE G Att: 16403
Pariners;
A. N. Colwyn Foulkes, B Sc., 8 Arch., R1.B.A
H. R T. wiliams, B Sc., B Arch ,RIBA

A, Colwyn Foulkes, Dip Arch AILBA Consultants:
E. M. Foulkes, MBE,B.Arch RIBA.,Dp.CD FRSA  Jane Coy, Dp Arch , Dip LA ALl
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Thank you for your help with this. If you require any further information,

do not hesitate to contact us.

Yours sincerely,

o Rl TS

Encs.

{ ON

RECEIVED BY
DIRECTORATE OF

| PLANNING & TRAMSPORTATION

1 SAPR1988
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HORTENSIA ROAD

CHELSEA COLLEGE SIT

RECEIVED BY
DIRECTORATE OF
| PLANNIG & TRANSPCATATION

REVISE DRAWING LIST FOR PLANNING SUBMISSION
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Top copy to DC case file; second copy to Survey and Analysis team; third copy to be retained by DP Officer, D4/333
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/ John Trott and Son

Chartered Valuation Surveyors - Town Planning Consultants
Barnard House, The Drive, Great Warley,
Brentwood, Essex CM13 3DJ

Telephone: Brentwood (0277} 224664
Fax No. (0277) 215487

and at Hinton House, Station Roed, New Milton, Hants.

Our Ref: NJP/MLS/2128

29th April 1988

Mr. Wells,

Royal Borough of Kensington § Chelsea,
Town Hall,

Hornton Street,

London: W8

Dear Mr. Wells,

Hortensia Road, London: SW10

Further to yesterday's telephone conversation regarding the above site,
we write to confirm the meeting arranged for 3.00pm on Thursday, 5th May,.

1988,

Yours faithfully,
(j:;L\h’i?i:ﬁ#'-4€E$c:ﬂ\ .
John Trott § Son

cc N. Colwyn Foulkes Esq.
Gavin Thomas
Peter Hardy

L.J.Trott, FR.LC.S., FR.VA,
G.D.Frall, 8.5c. (Est. Man,}, FR.I.C.S., FR.VA.
N.J.Pryor, B.Sc. {Est. Man.}, A.R.I.C.5.

Associate: A.L.Vidler, B.Sc. (Hons), A.R.I.C.S.
Consultant: D.Mallett F.R.I.C.S.
Secretary: Margaret Rees
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Colwyn Foulkes & Partners,
229 Kensington High Street,
LONDON W8 6SA 2738

23rd March 1988

_ TM/102/H/lhc HTN/LB M.W. Smith

Dear Mr Leslie,

NEW DEVELOPMENT IN HORTENSIA ROAD, SW10

I refer to your copy of the Minutes dated 12th February 1988,

of a meeting held in my offices on 12th February 1988, and

to the telephone conversation between my assistant and yourself.
My Minutes are substantially in agreement with your own. I
record that the access to the basement area was proposed to be

4.8 m in width and that the parking area was to serve 12
‘residential units., There was discussion as to a suitable

width for the access to the service yard and (your minute number
5) later in. a telephone conversation on the same day, you
tentatively proposed a width of 4.5 m. There has of course

been a follow up meeting and subsequent correspondence regarding
this southern access to the service yard. .

Yours faithfully,

Director of Planning & Transportation
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Mr Smith
Directorate of Town Planning & Transport )
Royal Borough Kensington & Chelsea Colwyn Foulkes and Partners
Town Hall Chartered Architects Planning and Landscape Consultants
Hornton Street iéi‘ S
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Ref: HIN/IA/al/el 12th February 1988 [ Loy
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Dear Mr $mith ¢ b &
O T — N

RE: HORTENSIA ROAD LONDON Swl0

Further to our meeting of Friday 12th February 1988, I would like to confirm

the following: '

1. The radius of the kerbs forming the crossovers can be 3 metres

2. The ramp down to the basement comprising the first 4 metres back from
the kerb at 1 in 20; the last 2.4 metres at 1 in 10 and the length in
between at 1 in 7 is acceptable.

3. The sight-lines can be calculated from a point 3 metres back from the
kerb line for both the ramp and the services yard access.

4. The proximity of the ramp to the minor access point for Hortensia Road
is not a problem.

5. The proximity of the service yard access to Knight House may involve
some extra works to avoid an over-large crossover.

6. The sight lines as measured from 3 metres back fram the kerb provided a
satisfactory distance of view.

7. The service yard provides sufficient areas for service vehicles to turn
and the width of the access was considered genercus.

We trust the above concurs with your view of the meeting.

Yours faithfully

229 Kensington High St. London W8 6SA Tel: 01 938 2464
Telex: 8950511 ONEONE G Att: 16402 Fax: 01 938 2915
Merton Place, Colwyn Bay LL29 7BY. Tel: 0492 53 2735

Telex: 8950511 ONEONE G Att; 16403

Partners:

AN, Cotwyn Foulkes, B.Sc,, B Arch,, A I8 A,

H.A. T. wiliams, B Sc., B Ach RIB A
8. Cotwwrt Fouea Dy Arcn RIA A Consultants:
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ATTN: Mr. Wells, . Colwyn Foulkés'and Partners
Department of Plannlnc_.; & Transportation, Chartered Architects Plamrlwing and l.\aﬁﬁdscape Consultants
Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea, s
Town Hall, - A , A“»-\\,\
Hornton Street, . s N
Iondon, W8 7NX o S ~-3 ™~
. H:UE, VES 2y ‘ ~,
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Your Ref: TP/88/0632/S lethfiMiy ;91988
Our Ref: HIN/IA/al/fjh ON
Dear Sir, T
~

RE: HORTENSIA ROAD

Please find enclosed 8 copies of our drawing HTN/01/58F which supercedes the
same drawing nurber issued to you.

Also included are 8 copies of drawings HTN/01/96A (which supercedes drawing
HIN/01/66), 97, 98 (which demonstrates our compliance with the necessary
sunlight conditions) and 99 which illustrates the view of ocur elevation fram
the Gunter Grove gardens.

Yours faithfully,

_’/
- - ~
— ' "
~
X
[ \
\\ i
encs. . < ’
4 "’\ $ ‘\ r'z \
—_—
. \ (3 Yo . ' ‘\

S .

229 Kensington High St. London W8 6SA Tel: 01 938 2464
Telex: 8950511 ONEONE G Att: 16402 Fax: 01 938 2847

Merton Place, Cotwyn Bay LL29 7BY. Tel: 0492 53 2735
Telex: 8950511 ONEQONFE G At 18403

Partners:

A.N. Colwyn Foulkes, B.5c, B Arch , RIBA

H. A. T. Williams, BSc ,B Arch, RIB A

R. Colwyn Foulkes, Dip Arch RIBA Consultants:

E. M. Foulkes, MBE B Arch RIBA, Do CD FRASA Jane Coy, Dp Arch Dip LA AL
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SUPPORTING STATEMENT

Prepared on behalf of Colwyn Foulkes and Partners
for
Application for development comprising
694 sq.m. Office Space "B1", 12 Houses and 9 Flat Units.
(Local Authority Ref. TP88/0632) and
Application for development comprising
767 sq.m. Office Space "B1", 12 Houses and 10 Flat Units

(Local Authority Ref,/;?)ss)llno )
CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD,

LONDON, S.W.10.

June, 1988

John Trott and Son
Chartered Valuation Surveyors : Town Plamning Consultants
Barnard House, The Drive, Great Warley,

Brentwood, Essex. CM13 3DJ



1.00

1.01

1.02

INTRODUCTION

This report has been prepared on behalf of Colwyn Foulkes and
Partners to accompany a planning application submitted on 3rd
March, 1988 for development comprising 694 sq.m. Office Space
"B1", 12 Houses and 9 Flat Units {Local Authority Ref .
TP88/0632) and a second application submitted on 23rd June, 1988
for development comprising 767 sq.m. Office Space "B1", 12 Houses
and 10 Flat Units (Local Authority Ref.fﬁ)f?]wlo)

The report provides an assessment of the merits of the proposals
with particular regard to the implications for residents in the
vicinity of the site.




2.00

2.01

2.02

2.03

2.04

2.05

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Location

The site is located on the East side of Hortensia Road, London,
S.W.10., between Knight's House, to the South, and Hortenia
House, to the North.

The site is in a predominantly residential area of Chelsea,

between Fulham Road and King's Road.

Descripticn of Site

The Site extends to an area of approximately 2,250 sg.m. and
currently accommodates the former Hudson's Depository. The
building is used by the University of London as research

laboratories.

The main building on the site is a five-storey structure with a
plant room occupying part of the flat roof at fifth floor level.

The building has an exposed concrete frame with brick elevations.

Other structures on the site include a prefabricated classroom
unit, immediately to the North of the main building, and a
greenhouse, immediately to the South.



%

The Proposals

2.06 The two planning applications submitted are for primarily
residential schemes with the accommodation centred on & new open
space between two terraces. The second application was
submitted in response to initial Officer concern as to the massing
of the rear block and the treatment of that block represents the
only significant change to the original proposal.

2.07 The principal elevation of the proposed residential development is
to Hortensia Road and a block of flats are centrally located with
two town houses at either end. The commercial element of the
schemes is 1located at the Southern end of the block facing
Hortensia Road. The block keeps to the building line formed by
49-56, Hortensia House and Knight's House.

2.08 There is a pedestrian access from Hortensia Road to the rear
block of eight houses. The rear block provides a smaller scale
development and each house has its own garden. The block

follows the building line formed by 41-48, Hortensia House.

2.09 Parking for residents is to be provided at basement level and will
be in excess of the Local Authority requirement. Parking for
the office element of the scheme is to be provided at ground fioor
level, There will be an arched entrance from Hortensia Road to

the parking area and to a turning area for service vehicles.

2.10 The buildings are to be constructed in new London bricks with

slate roofs and timber frame windows.



3.00

3.01

3.02

3.03

PLANNING BACKGROUND

Although the site is not currently in residential use, the planning
applications for residential development were submitted because
the University of London no longer require the site and the

suitability of the location for such development was recognised.

The applicants have had regard to the location of the site and the
surrounding land uses in their assessment of the most appropriate
form of development. A small element of office floorspace has
been incorporated within the schemes, as it is considered that it

can be accommodated consistent with the aims of Circular 22/80.

The proposed development conforms with national peolicy to make
the best use of land and it would be satisfactory in land use
planning terms. Paragraph 4 of Circular 15/84 states that:

"In meeting requirements for new housing, full and effective use
must be made of land within existing urban areas. Authorities
should ensure that full usé is made of the practical opportunities
arising from conversion, improvement and redevelopment, the
bringing into use of neglected, unused or derelict land including
sites on Land Registers, and sites suitable for small scale housing
schemes.,.. Developments of this kind can make a useful
contribution to house production and to the regeneration of older
urban areas".



3.04

3.05

3.06

3.07

Paragraph 6 of Circular 15/84 states that:

"Wherever possible, sites proposed for new housing should be well
related in scale and location to existing development. They
should facilitate economical layouts, be well integrated with the
existing pattern of settlement and surrounding land uses, minimise
the demands they make on public utilities and have good access to
other services".

In our opinion, the proposals satisfy all the above criteria and
the schemes would be well integrated with other land uses in the

vicinity of the site.

The Principal aim of the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
District Plan, as set out in Paragraph 3.1.1., is to maintain and
enhance the status of the Borough as an attractive place in which
to live and work. It is noted under the Conservation and
Development chapter that the Council's overriding policy., as
indicated in paragraph 4.1.8. of the District Plan, is to maintain
the historical and social identity of the Borough and to see that
it retains and enhances its environmental attraction as a
residential area close to the heart of London. Paragraph 3.1.3.
states that the housing policies are designed to increase the total
stock of dwellings, improve the housing environment and slow the
out-flow of population from the Borough or promote a compensating

inflow.

The policies in the District Plan accord with those of the Greater
London Development Plan, which states, in paragraph 2.10. that

the Council's overriding aim, in collaboration with the Borough



3.08

Council'’s, was to secure a progressive improvement of the area so
that London as a whole becomes a much more attractive place to
live in than it is at present. Paragraph 3.1 (iii) states that
the Council will seek to improve housing conditions by adding new
dwellings to the existing stock.

We consider that the replacement of the existing buildings on the
subject site with a high-quality residential development scheme
would accord with all the aims and policies described above. It
would provide a mix of housing type including town houses and

flats for which there is great demand.




4.00

4.01

4.02

4.03

4,04

ENVIRONMENTAL AND PLANNING GAINS

Design

The removal! of the existing five-storey building from the site
would substantially enhance the quality of the environment. The
existing building is an unsightly structure which detracts from the
appearance of neighbouring properties and dominates views for
many local residents. It has no architectural merit and displays

no features worthy of retention.

The design of the proposed schemes reflects the Georgian
proportions of the buildings to the rear of the site and is of a
scale appropriate to the surrounding residential building mass.
The schemes have been sensitively designed and the elevational
drawings submitted with the applications reveal that particular
regard has been had to the architectural features of Hortensia
House and the former Carlyle School opposite the site. Views
along Hortensia Road would be enhanced by the use of traditional

design features.

The applicants acknowledge that the adjacent buildings on Gunter
Grove have architectural merit and consider that views of the site
from nearby streets could be significantly enhanced by the
proposed schemes.

A brochure has been prepared by the development team for the
original scheme and a copy is attached as Appendix A. The
brochure incorporates a photograph of the existing building taken
from Edith Terrace. It reveals the dominating and featureless



4.05

4.06

4.07

4.08

appearance of the existing building. There is no doubt that the

proposed schemes would be a major improvement to the area.

The replacement of surface car parking with parking at basement
level is a significant planning gain. The schemes provide
parking in excess of the Local Authority requirement for residents
and visitors and there would consequently be no requirement for

on-street parking in the area.

Tﬁere is adequate amenity land incorporated within the schemes
and all the houses have rear gardens. The gardens are of
reasonable size for a townhouse scheme of this nature and the rear
building line respects the amenities and privacy of Gunter Grove
residents more than the existing building which is built much
tighter to the rear boundary. The existing tree belt would be
retained, thus preserving the privacy enjoyed by Gunter Grove

residents.

In addition to the amenity land, the schemes would provide
landscaping in the form of sensitively located tree and shrub
planting.

Sunlighting/daylighting

A Schedule of sunlight conditions at those properties on Gunter
Grove adjacent to the site is attached as Appendix B. The
Schedule has been prepared in respect of the original application
for the higher scheme. It is considered that all the properties
referred to in the Schedule would benefit from improved
sunlighting if the scheme proposed in the second application was

8



4.09

4.10

4.11

4.12

selected.

The Schedules show the potential hours of sunlight on 1st March
before and after redevelopment of the site. The analysis of the
sunlight conditions was based on the Department of the Environment
publication entitled "Sunlight and Daylight". Sunlight indicator
S200 for latitude 51°N was utilised for the exercise.

Of the seven properties shown on Schedule No. 1 for the original
scheme it rhay be noted that four are expected to experience
significant gains. Of the three that are expected to experience a
loss of sunlight, one would only lose approximately eleven minutes
and another would suffer a minimal loss of approximately thirty-

one minutes.

Daylight to the properties on Gunter Grove is not affected by the
redevelopment proposals.

It is important to stress that the advice given in the Department
of the Environment publication is not mandatory. Paragraph 1.2
of the document states that the criteria put forward do not
constitute a set of overriding rules. 1t states that provision for
good sunlight and daylight in buildings is important but not
necessarily more important than other requirements - such as the
economic use of urban land, good views from windows and quiet
rooms ~ and may sometimes be difficult to reconcile with these.
Paragraph 2.2 states that the aims of planning for sunlight and
daylight must be integrated with the aims of planning generally,

not pressed too far, not forgotten, and not allowed to obscure



4.13

4.14

4.15

4.16

other aims.

It is pointed out that the Schedule makes no allowance for the
shading of the existing mature tree line and in particular the
large tree on the rear boundary of No. 40 Gunter Grove. We are
advised by the occupier of this property that the sun does in
fact disappear behind this tree for a large proportion of the day.
We are of the firm opinion that there is no material harm caused
to this property and, indeed, the occupier is in support of the

scheme.

Public Consultation

The applicants have endeavoured to ensure that local residents

have ample opportunities to express their views on the proposals.

A Dbrochure for the original proposal was prepared by the
applicants and distributed to local residents. The brochure was
an invitation to an open evening where the public could discuss
the proposals with the development team. The brochure also
sought the opinions of local residents unable to attend the open

evening by providing a tear-off slip for written comments.

A statistical analysis of the comments received was undertaken by
A.B.S. Communications and a summary of the results incorporating
the brochure, is provided in Appendix C, together with sample copy of
the consultation exercise carried out.

10



4.17

4.18

The results clearly demonstrate the overwhelming support of local
residents for the proposed development. No objections to the

scheme were received.

A model of the (initial scheme has been prepared by the
applicants which shows that the building form relates well to
other building masses. The model is available for public
inspection and has ©been presented as additional illustrative

material.

11



5.00

5.01

5.02

5.03

5.04

5.05

CONCLUSIONS

This report has provided an analysis of various aspects of the
proposed development and, in our opinion, provides adequate

justification for granting planning permission.

The applicants have made every effort to take into account the
comments expressed by the Council and interested parties. We
reaffirm our view that the original proposal 1is entirely
appropriate for the site and, although an alternative scheme has
been presented in response to initial Officer concern, we consider
that there are no sound and clear cut planning reasons for refusing

either ap pliéation .

We understand that the Council have not received any formal
objections to the proposals and the support of local residents has
been forthcoming as a result of the applicants public participation

exercises.

The proposals for the site are consistent with the objectives of
national policy and also those aims of the Raoyal Borough of
Kensington and Chelsea as set out in the District Plan.

The redevelopment of the site as proposed would result in the
creation of a high-quality scheme and the removal of a
particularly unattractive building which no longer fulfils a useful
function.

12
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APPENDIX B



Schedule of Sunlight Conditions at

Properties on Gunter Grove, London, S.W.10.

(Application

Ref. TPB88/0632)

Property Potential Hours of Sunlight on 1st March
Existing Scheme Proposed Scheme | Change

28, Gunter Grove |1 hr. 49 mins. 4 hrs. 3 mins. 2 hrs. 14 mins.
gain.

30, Gunter Grove {2 hrs. 50 mins. 3 hrs. 10 mins. 20 mins. gain

32, Gunter Grove |3 hrs. 11 mins. 3 hrs. 11 mins. loss

34, Gunter Grove |2 hrs. 40 mins. 4 hrs. 9 mins. 1 hr. 29 mins.
gain

36, Gunter Grove {2 hrs. 50 mins. 4 hrs. 10 mins. 1 hr. 20 mins.
gain

38, Gunter Grove |3 hrs. 21 mins. 2 hrs. 50 mins. 31 mins. loss

40, Gunter Grove |4 hrs. 50 mins. 3 hrs. 20 mins. 1 hr. 30 min

loss
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HORTENSIA ROAD
LONDON SW10

Report of public meeting
Wednesday 1 June 1988

ABS Communications
14 Kinnerton Place South
Kinnerton Street
London SW1X S8EH
Tel: 01-245 6262
Fax 01-235 3916

HWP/ME]/MM -
14 June 1988



OBJECTIVES

London & Edinburgh Trust plc (LET) seek to redevelop the site in
Hortensia Road, currently occupied by Kings College Science
Department and known as the Hudsons Depository Building.

The architects - Colwyn Foulkes & Partners (CF&P) - together with LET
have been sensitive to the wishes and needs of the communities that

might be affected through redevelopment on this site.

Therefore, on Wednesday 1 June 1988, an open evening/public
consultation was held at the Hamilton Suite in Stanley House, Kings
College,i Kings Road, London SW10 to seek detailed views and attitudes
of the immediate community regarding this proposed development.

This rePort provides the detailed views of the local residents. Itis
hoped that it will be of benefit to both the Planning Department and the

Y
LY

Planning Committee of Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea.
This report is divided into the following sections:

e Section2 Execution

» Section 3 Results and conclusions

* Appendixl Sample of door-to-door mailshot leaflet
* Appendix2 Précis of written comments

o Appendix3 Prédis of verbal comments
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EXECUTION

A preliminary mailshot to residents in Gunter Grove in March 1988
produced very little response. Indeed, interest in the development
appeared to be either negative or absent. This was to be expected, as
there were no suitable drawings or models of the development

available to residents.

It was decided to undertake a full community relations exercise to seek
more detailed comments and attempt to raise interest levels in the

adjacent communities.

The community relations exercise was broken down into the following

activities.

The preparation and printing for 200-300 leaflets (see Appendix 1 for

sample).

A door-to-door mailshot drop of 140-150 leaflets to addresses in Gunter
Grove and Hortensia Road. Only properties which would be directly
affected by this development were targeted. The drop was made one

week before the open evening/public consultation.

The open evening/public consultation was held at the Hamilton Suite -
a few minutes' walk away for the residents of Gunter Grove and
Hortensia Road. At the open evening/public consultation, there was a
scale model of the proposed development and the existing structure for
comparison, together with plans, coloured elevations, sectional

drawings and perspectives.



234

23.5

24

Also present - and acting as hosts - were representatives from LET,
CF&P and estate agents Allsop & Co (A&Co). They were there to

-explain the scheme and consult with the residents on specific aspects. of

the proposed designs.

A Comments Box at the open evening/public consultation allowed
residents to express their own views about the proposed development.
Written comments were put in the box that evening or mailed to the

architects directly.

A local venue was chosen. The timing of the exhibition - from 4 o'clock
in the afternoon through to 8 o'clock in the evening - allowed both

families with children to attend as well as office workers.

®@
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3.5

3.6

RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS

LET sought to generate further community interest through the open

evening/public consultation.

Eight residents of Gunter Grove and Hortensia Road attended, amongst
whom were '‘community leaders' - treasurer and members of tenants'

associations and neighbourhood watch schemes.

On seeing the model and illustrations of the proposed development,

the general feeling was very favourable.

Positive written and verbal statements were received and recorded at

the meeting. (See Appendices 2 and 3.) Further written comments are

~ stll being received.

Residents were able to discuss the detailed elements of the proposed
designs with the architects CF&P, agents A&Co and developers LET.
Their specific concerns were noted and, where feasible, design details

were reviewed accordingly.

The change in the community's attitude to the proposed development

‘was very noticeable. The initial mailshot on 11 March - unsupported by

graphic material - produced, at best, either indifference or a negative
response. In contrast, the more recent assessment of community
opinién - tﬁrough the second mailing and the open evening/public -
consultation - showed a high level of interest and a very positive
response to the proposed developinent. It is belived that this was due to
the graphic and visual content of the printed material and displays.



3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

3.11

The efforts made by the developers and the architects to consult with
the local comrr{unity were commented on. Residents expressed their
gratitude for being consulted in this manner. They greatly appreciated
the opportunity to speak with the developers and their architects
directly.

Furthermore, it is interesting to note that public meetings of this kind
have a tendency to attract the "anti's". In this case, it was quite the
reverse with the general consensus showing an unusual level of

positive support.

However, it has to be noted that despite the distribution of 140-150
leaflets a week prior to the public exhibition, the turnout was low. This

may indicate a certain amount of indifference.

Certain residents were most helpful during discussions on design
details and how it would affect their-view. The architects have noted
these and are considering ways of amending design details to

accommodate these needs.

The architects and developers paid special attention to residents'
comments on the proposed development’s impact, massing, the effect
on sunlight and daylight. It can be reported that concerns in these areas
have been allayed. '



APPENDIX 1
Sample of door-to-door mailshot leaflet

]
A

The |
HUDSON'S DEPOSITORY

BUILDING
Hortensia Road, London SW10

- ByJuly, this building will be redundant.
Do you know what’s going to replace it?



Sample of door-to-door mailshot leaflet cont/...

This is your invitation (which you
must bring with you). Come to
Stanley House at 522 Xings
Road and the gatekeeper will
direct you to the Hamilton
Suite. :

HAMILTON
SUYE

2SR

KiIiNGS RoAD

Ad¥0oY YisMaLzan

o —— g

e ———— —— —— —— — —— —— ———— — — —— —— — — —— — i, Skl M T e — — — ———

: This is a space in which
COMMENTS BOX ' - you may write your
comments. Either send
your completed
comments box by post
to:

Colwyn Foulkes & Partners
{Architects} [Ref ABS/HR]
229 Kensington High Street
London W8 65A

- or bring it with you

: on the evening and put

- - it in the ballot box. All
constructive comments

- will be greatly
appreciated.




APPENDIX 2

Précis of written comments

Mr Wilson - 33 Hortensia House,
London SWI10

Dear Sir/Madam
I cannot attend the meeting on 1 June but
wished you to know that I appreciated

‘being informed of the development very

much. The proposal sounds good and it is
awful, as is more usual, to be kept in the
dark about what is happening.

Yours faithfully

M Wilson

Anthony Boyd - 4 Knights House

This can only be a great improvement, and a
removal of an eyesore. Improvement of
parking is also vary desirable, and the
removal of the wall.

Anthony Boyd
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Précis of written comments cont/...

Teresa W)fatt - 54 Hortensia House,
London SW10

Dear Sir

I thank you for your invitation to view and
comment on the plans for the new site in
Hortensia Road.

1} 1like the design but think it would be
better to keep the developement completely
residential and more spacious.

2) On looking at the Plans and the model, it
seems rather crowded and too near to the
existing flats. .

3) I would like to see the entrance to the
Car Park on the right, as this would enable
you to keep the trees on the left.

4) There is one point to make about the
road. Hortensia is the last through Road
until you reach Fulham Broadway, and at
various times it can be jammed from end to
end with nothing moving. If you build office
studios this will add to the conjestion.

Thank you.

Your sincerely

Teresa Wyatt .
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Précis of written comments cont/...

R L Barrett - 11 Knights House,
London SW10

Dear Sir

In reference to your letter dated 17th June
1988, my written comments regarding the
Chelsea College site are.

(1) The buildings are terminating up to the
boundary wall, you should be careful not to
block the light to flats I, 6, 11, 16.

(2) Make sure your lorrys or trucks do not
block the entrance to Knights House.

(3) Builders Trucks could effect residential
street parking.

(4) There should be a reduction in rates.
(5} The building of your flats, offices etc,
will be at the same time as the council are
refurbishing Knights House, this could
cause excess dust dirt, and traffic jams, could
effect your building programme,

Yours sincerely

R L Barrett
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APPENDIX 3

Précis of verbal comments noted at the open evening/public consultation

Residents of Hortensia House

Mrs Wyatt of 54 Hortensia House was concerned about the loss of trees
adjacent to the boundary with her apartment. The architects suggested
screen planting along this boundary as an acceptable alternative. The
existing fence would be replaced with a brick wall. The same resident
thought that the underground carpark was a very good feature although
some attempt should be made to improve the appearance of the north
west gable-end wall with both planting, creepers and brick detailing.

_Another resident of Hortensia House - Carmen O'Connor - was

surprised to see that scheme was not as close to her property as the plans -
at the Town Hall had suggested. She was happy that the proposed
redevelopment was a far better use of the site than the present building.
They liked the look of the scheme and thought it was architecturally in
keeping with the area.

Residents of Knights House

Mr Barrett - of 11 Knights House - was content that the proposed
redevelopment would not interfere with the enjoyment of his property.
As a home owner, he was aware of the benefits that this development
would have on his flat.

Next door to Mr Barrett is Miss Starr at 12 Knights House. She
understood that her view would be improved by the proposed
redevelopment and was in favour of the scheme as it would was 'not
too tall and was in keeping with neighbouring properties’.

Mr Boyd of Knights House expressed his approval of the scheme and its
designs. He added that it would considerably improve the ambience of
the street and that parking for vehicles belonging to residents of the
proposed development would not interfere with existing demand.

Residents of Gunter Grove

Veronica Hall of 40 Gunter Grove was initially concerned about privacy
and security. She has a balcony flat at first floor level. She was relieved
to find that the scheme was smalléf than had been suggested by the
Town Hall plans and that the buildings opposite were to be offices and
not houses. She concluded they would not be in occupation when.she
was at home.

12



Précis of verbal comments cont/...

Originally, she had written in response to the initial residents survey in

Gunter Grove back on 11 March 1988. At that time, she had objected to

‘the proposed redevelopment. But now, having seen the model, plans

and perspectives, she had changed her views.

Parking caused her concern. However, she had noted the underground
parking feature of proposed redevelopment and commended this

feature.

She had also been in discussion with Mrs Coe - her neighbour in the

bottom flat of 40 Gunter Grove. Although Mrs Coe was concerned

about the mice when the building was demolished, they both felt that

-the proposed redevelopment would be a great improvement to the area,

particularly from the security angle. They added that evening sunlight
would be increased as it presently went behind the existing structure.
The proposed redevelopment would give them both longer hours of

sunlight and more daylight.

13
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10 June 1988

FOR THE ATTENTION OF MR SAUNDERS
Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea
The Town Hall

Horton Street

London W8 é@?
Dear Sir /@? W

HORTENSIA ROAD

We have carefully appraised the scheme and found that the
proposals are quite unacceptable.

The site layout shows the introduction of a rear terrace,
which constitutes backland development, and is against the
Historical grain of the area. Furthermore the distance
between the front and rear terraces does not afford adequate
levels of privacy.

The rear terrace is far too high at five storeys, and cannoct
be treated as a serious proposal for a rear mews.

The elevations to the front block suffer from an overdose of
variety with their banal historical references. One only has
to look at all the different window surrounds to appreciate
the problem.

Finally, the proposed density (in excess of 140 H.R.A) is well
over the standard stated in the GLDP (no more than 85 H.R.A)
and on this issue alone we urge the members to reject the
scheme.

Yours sincerely

John Assael

John Assael & Partners
2/18 Harbour Yard Studios
Chelsea Harbour

London SW10 OXD

A BRANCH OF THE LONDON REGION OF THE RIB A COVERING THE BOROUGHS OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA AND HAMMERSMITH AND FULHAM
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The Opportunity At the southern end of the site, a few

There is an opportunity to rebuild the
former Hudson's Depository in Hortensia
Road to provide more appropriate
buildings for the area. Currently, the site
is used by the University of London as
research laboratories. In July this year, it
will be surplus to their needzand
therefore become another redundant
London building. Your views are sought
on the following proposal.

The Proposal

" The present structure cannot boast any

architectural merit - indeed, it is an
eyesore. It is our hope that it will be
replaced by new houses, apartments and
some office studios.

On this and the facing pages are plans
and drawings of the new schermne. There
are to be 12 town houses and nine
apartments - all centred on a new open
space between two terraces. Car parking
for the residents and their visitors will be
off-street and underground.

.small office studios will be provided for

professional or craft occupation. These
will have their own separate entrance,
enclosed off-street parking and turning
areas.

The whole project has been designed to
meet the local planning requirements.
The buildings will be constructed in new

A cutaway section drawing of the proposed development, illustraiingthe comparative im
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ATTN: Mr. Wells,

Department of PL ng & Transportation,
Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea,
Town Hall,

Hornton Street,

London, W8 7NX

HTN/LA/dw/fjh

Dear Sirs, @

RE: CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD, SW10

Further to our plamning application for the above development dated 4th
March, 1988, with amendments covered by ocur letter dated 13th April, 1988,
and our further application dated 23rd June, 1988, the following is a resume
of progress on this project, for your information:

1. Arrangement of vehicular ramp from Hortensia Road to basement agreed
with Mr. Smith of the Planning Department confirmed by letter to Royal
Borough of Rensington & Chelsea dated 12th July, 1988.

2. Drainage layout including provision of petrol interceptor sent to '?
L.F.C.D.A. (Petroleum Branch) on 12th July, 1988. No reply received so
far. “

3. Below ground drainage scheme approved in principle by Mr. Beddoe of
. Planning Department. Confirmed by letter to Royal Borough of
Kensington & Chelsea dated 22nd July, 1988.

4, Scheme for method of refuse disposal sent to Mr. O'Donnell of the ?
Cleansing Department. No reply received so far. X

5. Letter dated 11th July, 1988 received fram Director of Engineering and
Works Services stating that application for 1 no. crossover will be 7
dealt with on 12th August, 1988. :

6. Letter dated 4th July, 1988 received from L.F.C.D.A. regarding Means of
Escape, etc. These matters are also referred to in a letter dated 9th
May, 1988 from Mr. Rice of Planning., These items relating to Building
Regulations are now being incorporated in to our proposaed scheme,

229 Kensington High St. London W8 6SA Tel: 01 938 2464
Telex: 8950511 ONEONE G Att: 16402 Fax: 01 938 2847

Merton Place, Colwyn Bay LL29 7BY. Tel: 0492 53 2735
Telex: 8950511 ONECONE G Att: 16403

Partners:

A. N. Cobwyn Foulkes, B.S¢c . BArch RIBA

H. R. T. Willlams, B Sc., B.Arch , A1B A

A. Colwyn Foutkes, Dip Arch RIB A Consuttants:

E.M. Foulkes, MBE B Arch RIBA . Dp CD FRSA Jane Coy, Dp Arch ,Dp LA ALI
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letter dated 26th July, 1988 received from Borough Envirommental Health
Officer, the details requested have been forwarded.

If you require any further information or clarification on any of the
foregoing items, please contact the writer.

Yours faithfully,

Kass

cc: Mr, Gavin Thamas - London & Edinburgh Trust ez Y
Mr. Nick Pryor - John Trott & Song=———=""""
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8 August 1988

Director of Planning and Transportation
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
Town Hall

Hornton Street

London

ws

For the attention of Mr Wells

Dear Sirs

Hortensia Road, Chelsea
Planning application references TP88/0633 and TP88/14105

We refer to our letter of 25 July 1988 and to a telephone conversation on 3 August
1988 between Mr Wells of your Department and Mr Hardy of this office regarding. the
above applications.

We understand that theReports iCommittee are currently being prepared and that the
closing date for submission of Reports being presented at the next Committee Meeting
is Friday 12 August 1988.

We also understand that recommendations have not yet been determined for either
application. In view of the fact that our clients were endeavouring to ensure

that the applications were considered at the Committee Meeting on 9 August 1988, they
are most anxious that the Reports are prepared in time for the next Committee Meeting
on 30 August 1988,

We confirm that Mr Hardy of this office will be contacting your Department early
next week for advice on progress.

Yours faithfully

Jotne, < r‘EJ\)\ st Sen
John Trott and Son

CC: Mr Coey H Peel
N Colwyn Foulkes ,
G Thomas !

L.J.Trott, FR.L.C.S., FRVA, |
G.D.Frall, 8.5c. (Est. Man.), FR.L.C.S.. FR.VA.
. N.J.Pryor, B.Sc. (Est. Man.}, AR.I.C.S.

* Associate: A. L. Vidler, B.Sc. (Hons), AR.C.S.
Consultant: D.Mallett FR.I.C.S.
Secretary: Margaret Rees
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Director of Planning and Transportation
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Town Hall
Hornton Street sw
London
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For the attention of Mr Wells

Dear Sirs

Hortensia Road, Chelsea
Planning application references TP88/0633 and TP88,/14105

We refer to our letter of 25 July 1988 and to a telephone conversation on 3 August
1988 between Mr Wells of your Department and Mr Hardy of this office regarding the
above applications.

We understand that theReports twCommittee are currently being prepared and that the
closing date for submission of Reports being presented at the next Committee Meeting
is Friday 12 August 1988.

We also understand that recommendations have not yet been determined for either
application. In view of the fact that our clients were endeavouring to ensure

that the applications were considered at the Committee Meeting on 9 August 1988, they
are most anxious that the Reports are prepared in time for the next Committee Meeting
on 30 August 1988.

We confirm that Mr Hardy of this office will be contacting your Department early
next week for advice on progress.

Yours faithfully

3%“’(@‘(\& ond Son

John Trott and Son

CC: Mr Cosey H Peel
N Colwyn Foulkes
G Thomas

L.J.Trott, FR.I.C.S., FR.VA.
G.D.Frall, B.Sc. (Est. Man.}, FR.L.C.S., FR.VA,
N..J. Pryor, B.Sc. (Est. Man.), A.RI.C.S.

Associate: A.L.Vidier, B.Sc. (Hons), A.R.I.C.5.
Consultant: D.Mallett FR.I.C.S.

Secretary: Margaret Rees
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RECEVED BY
8 RECTORATE OF
BLANNING & 15 \SPORTATION

Hornton Street,
Iondon., W8 MNK

HTN/1&/rw/£fih 26th August, 1988.

Dear Sirs,
RE: CHELSEA QOLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD, SW10

Further to our recent conversation with Mr. Wells of your office, we would
confirm that we wish to withdraw our applications for detailed planning (ref:
TP/88/1410/8/26 and TP/88/0633/A/21) from the sub committee meeting on 30th
August, 1988, and would request that they are both resubmitted to the next
comnittee which we have been informed is 19th September, 1988.

We would apologise for the late instruction, but as the planning report was
not made available to us until 25th August, 1988, we require more time to
respond to the points raised.

Yours faithfully,
Emmnidons,

H.R.T. Williams
CQOLWYN FOULKES AND PARTNERS

229 Kensington High St. London W8 6SA Tel: 01 938 2464
Telex: 8950511 ONEONE G Att: 16402 Fax: 01 938 2847

Merton Place, Cotwyn Bay LL29 7BY. Tel: 0492 53 2735
Telex: 8950511 ONEONE G Att: 16403

Partners:

A. N, Cotlwyn Foulkes, B Sc., B Arch, RLB.A

H.R. T, wiliams, B 5¢c ,B.Arch ,RIB A,

A. Colwyn Foulkes, Dip. Arch RIBA Consultants:

E. M, Foulkes, MBE..B Aarch RIBA . Do COFRSA Jane Coy, Dp. Arch., Op LA.ALI
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IHE“ROYAL BORQUGH _OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA

TOWN PLANNING(APPLICATIONS)SUB-COMMITTEE 30/08/88 APPLICATION NO. AGENDA ITEM
‘ TP/88/0633/A/21 4376

PORT BY THE DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION

APPLICANTS NAME/ADDRESS Appiication dated 04/03/88
Colwyn Foulkes & Partners, Revised 16/05/88
229, Kensington High Street, London, W8 6SA
Completed 24/03/88
Polting Ward PA

ON BEHALF OF : Colwyn Foulkes & Partners,
INTEREST : Not known

District Plan Proposals Map:
Cons.Area CAPS Article 4 Listed HBMC A/0 Objectors
Direction Building Direction Consulted (to date)

NO NO NO NO NO 60 5~

RECOMMENDED DECISION :- .
REFUSE PLANNING PERMISSION for the erection of 12
houses, 9 flats and 694 square metres of office
floor space (Use Class Bl)

At:  CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD, KENSINGTON, S.W.10

As shown on submitted drawing(s) No(s): TP/88/0633 and TP/88/0633/A

Applicants drawing(s)No(s) : HTN/01/54D, 570, 58F, 59B,
60t, 61C, 64C, 65A, 66B, 67B, 68B, 69D
and 71D

REASON FOR REFUSAL

The proposal, by virtue of its number of storeys, height, massing and
siting in relation to neighbouring residential properties, is
considered to be an overdevelopment of the site and thereby likely to
lead to the following:

1. A bulky, intrusive and "cliff-l1ike" form of development out of
scale and character with surrounding development in Hortensia Road;

2. Prejudice the amenities of the occupiers of neighbouring
residential properties by reason of loss of 1ight and privacy which
would cause a fall in the environmental standards of the immediate
locality.

The proposal would therfore be contrary to the policies set out in
the Council’s adopted District Plan, in particular Paragraphs
4.1.5, 4.6.6, 4.9.2, 4.10.1, 4.10.2, 4.10.3 and 5.6.4.
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Site

The site is located on the eastern side of Hortensia Road, 55 metres
north of its junction with Kings Road. The site is 60 metres wide and
between 40 and 36 metres deep. To the north, south and east of the
site are Hortensia House, Knights House and Numbers 28 - 42 Gunter
Grove which comprise residential accommodation. To the western side of
Hortensia Road are Cheisea School and Sloane School. Hortensia Road
Tinks Kings Road with Fulham Road and allows a two-way flow of traffic
between two of the Borough’s major east-west routes.

Proposal

The site is presently occupied by three buildings, namely the former
Hudsons Depository, a prefabricated classroom unit and a greenhouse.
The main building on the site is the former Hudsons Depository, a five
storey structure with a plant room occupying part of the flat roof at
fifth floor level, which is used by the University of London as
research laboratories. To the north of the main building is the single
storey classroom unit and the greenhouse is to the south. The
applicants submitted duplicate applications, which both proposed to
demolish the existing buildings, and to erect a five storey block on
the Hortensia Road frontage with a four storey block to the rear of the
site. The development is for primarily residential accommodation, with
the commercial element (Use Class Bl) of the scheme comprising of 694
square metres Tlocated at the southern end of each block. The
residential accommodation proposed comprises 9 flats and 4 houses in
the front block and 8 houses in the rear block. A basement parking
area for residents and visitors is alsc proposed.

History

There is no relevant planning history.
Coo ATTACHILD o« yvosd

[}

Considerations

1. The principal elevation of the residential element proposed is to
Hortensia Road with a centrally located block of flats with two
houses at either end. The proposal includes a true mansard roof

-with projecting dormer windows and grawd elements of design such
as pediments, pillasters, lunettes and rustication. To the north
of the proposed front block there s pedestrian access from
Hortensia Road to the rear residential element of eight houses,
which also include a true mansard roof with projecting windows and
grand elements of design such as pediments, pillasters and
lunettes. Each house in the rear block has its own garden.
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The commercial element of the proposal to the south of the site
respects the design details of the residential element and includes
oriel windows on the Hortensia Road elevation. There is vehicular
access from Hortensia Road to the rear block via an arched
entrance. :

The blocks are to be constructed in London stock bricks, including
elements of stucco, painted render and reconstituted stone, with
slate roofs and timber frame windows.

A basement car park is to be provided for residents with additional
spaces set aside for visitors. The office element of the scheme
includes parking at ground floor level with a turning area for
service vehicles.

The residential accommodation proposed is as follows:

12 houses: 4 x 3 bedroom (including a lower ground floor games
room)
4 x 4 bedroom (including a Tower ground floor games
room)
4 x 4 bedroom (including a Tower ground floor studio
and bathroom/W.C.)

Flats: 2 x 2 bedroom units
6 x 3 bedroom units
1 x 4 bedroom units

The principle of the demolition of the existing three buildings on
the site and the redevelopment of the site to provide residential
accommodation 1is considered acceptable (permission is not required
for demolition as the buildings are not within a conservation area
and are not listed). -

Indeed, Paragraph 3.1.1 of the District Plan states:

'"The principal aim of the District Plan is to maintain and enhance
the status of the Borough as an attractive place in which to live
and work. It seeks to achieve this by creating a better physical
environment for a wider variety of housing, services and jobs.”

It is also stated in Chapter Four "Conservation and Development” of
the District Plan, Paragraph 4.1.8:

"The Council’s overriding policy is to maintain the historic and
social identity of the Royal Borough and to see that it retains and
enhances its environmental attraction as a residential area close
to the heart of London."
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In addition, Paragraph 4.1.5 states: : @
"The Council, both in conservation areas and elsewhere, will aim

for the conservation of the character of the Royal Borough and the
enhancement of the environment. A1l new development must respect
and relate directly to the established scale and character of the
surrounding area."

This theme is further developed in Paragraphs 4.6.2 and 4.6.6 which

state:
- 4.6.2 The Council will at all times seek high environmental and
architectural design standards throughout the Borough.
These must be higher than in the past and this will apply
to even the smallest works proposed.
4.6.6 The Council will seek to ensure that all new development

in any part of the Borough is of a high standard and
sensitive to and compatible with the scale and character
of the surroundings. '

With particular reference to the height of buildings and 1ight and
privacy, Paragraphs 4.9.2, 4.10.1, 4.10.2 and 4.10.3 state:

4.9.2 A1l new buildings must relate directiy to the established
scale and character of the surrounding area. This
requirement will be rigidly applied. Existing high
buildings will not be regarded as precedents.

4.10.1 New development should allow sufficient 1ight to reach
other buildings and sites, and should not have a cliff-
like effect on nearby windows and gardens (see Fig. 17.5
for approximate guidelines).

4.10.2 The Council will pay full regard to the effects of a
proposal on sunlight and daylight reaching neighbouring
properties, though it must be remembered that the purpose

. of planning is to regulate the development of land in the
public interest, not to protect the property rights of
one person against the activities of another,
particularly where the complainant may have a remedy
under common law.

4.10.3 The Council will try to ensure that development does not
adversely affect the privacy of those living and working
in neighbouring properties. Buildings in Kensington.and
Chelsea, however, are often close together, and a
consequent Toss of privacy has to be accepted.”
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Thus, while residential development is normally welcome, subject to
ali the policies of the District Plan, particular regard must be
paid to the existing scale and character of the surrounding area,
which the new development must respect, and to the effects of any
proposal on residential amenity and the housing environment of
neighbouring properties.

4. It s the intention of Central Government that full and effective
use be made of land within existing urban areas. Paragraph 4 of
Circular 15/84 "Land for Housing" states:

In meeting requirements for new housing, full and effective use
must be made of land within existing urban areas. Authorities
should ensure that full use is made of the practical oportunities
arising from conversion, improvement and redevelopment, the -
bringing into wuse of neglected, unused or derelict 1and including
sites on Land Registers, and sites suitable for small scale housing
schemes. Urban Development Grant and Derelict Land Grant can be
used to make sites available for housing. Developments of this
kind can make a useful contribution to house production and to the
regeneration of older urban areas. This emphasis on the full use
of urban sites and the recycling of urban land will also assist the
preservation of agricultural land and conservation of the
countryside and maximimise the use of existing infrastructure.
Private sector housebuilders and housing associations have shown
that they are willing to undertake development on such sites, which
may be particularly suitable for Tlow cost housing, starter-homes,
housing for single persons and small households who may prefer this
type of location, with easy access to shops, transport and other
facilities and shorter journeys to work.

Paragraph 6 of Circular 15/84 states that:

"Wherever possible, sites proposed for new housing should be
well related in scale and location to existing development. They
should facilitate economical layouts, be well integrated with the
existing pattern of settlement and surrounding land uses, minimise
the demands they make on public utilities and have good access to
other services.”

These national policies with regard to the location of housing have
been reiterated more recently in Paragraphs 5 and 6 of Planning
Policy Guidance 3 "Land for Housing".

"5. Sites proposed for new housing should be well related in scale
and Tocation to existing development. Schemes should be well
integrated with the existing pattern of settlement and surrounding
land uses. This applies to development within or adjoining larger
towns and cities and also to sites in smaller towns and villages
where new housing, sympathetic 1in scale and character, can be
permitted.
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6. In order to meet the requirement for new housing and at the
same time maintain conservation policies, it is important that full
and effective use is made of land within existing urban areas.
Experience has shown that there are many opportunities arising from
conversions, improvement and redeveélopment, the bringing into use
of neglected, unused or derelict Tland, idincluding sites on Land
Registers, and sites suitable for small scale housing schemes.”

5. The District Plan Group refer to the high density of the
development, which is in excess of 550 habitable rooms to the
hectare, and to the Greater London Development Plan guidelines for
family housing, which are 175 h.r.h. to 210 h.r.h. (District Plan
Paragraph 5.6.4). The acceptability of such a high density scheme
is very dependent upon the architectural character and scale of the
surrounding area, thus the views and comments of the Conservation

- and Design Officer are important.

The site is not a preferred office location (District Plan
Paragraph 13.3.2), but Bl Business Use is considered acceptable.

The Council’s preference for small office suites is stressed
(Paragraph 13.5.7).

The Traffic Officer has discussed and agreed details of crossovers,
sightlines, service yard access and service yard dimensions. The
amount of residential off-street car parking provision is
considered adequate but access to the parking spaces for the flats
is sub-standard, some visitor parking spaces could be omitted to
allow this problem to be overcome. There is no objection to the
office parking provision.

Revisions to the previously agreed details of the ramp to the
basement car park have been received. .

The revised proposals are sub-standard in terms of District Plan
standards but are not considered unacceptable.

6. The Conservation and Design Officer is critical of the proposal,
considering that the proposed height and siting of the blocks
appears to poorly utilise internal site space and is unsympathetic
to residential amenity and the street character.

The juxtaposition of the front and rear blocks creates a
claustrophobic, cavernous interior space. The ratio of height to
width of the proposed blocks will create a feeling of enclosure
which will be obviously tighter than a traditional mews or street.

The use of the grand elements in the architectural language of the
proposal, including substantial pediments, pilasters and lunettes,
would suggest aspirations for a scheme evocative of a Georgian or
Kensington Square or terraced street and not a mews. This site
cannot provide an appropriate space for such a townscape. The
ground articulation can only. exacerbate the constrained space.
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The rear block will adversely affect the amenity of Gunter Grove
properties. A four storey block, however well detailed, introduces
a "wall 1like" element across the full width of the site, reducing
views out of the site and any existing feeling of openness.

7. It is considered that an opportunity exists on this site to locate
a substantial well detailed block along Hortensia Road. A pavilion
block would be consistent with the existing street massing. The
street 1is composed of a collection of large individual buildings
such as Sloane School, Chelsea School . and Knights
House, not several mid-19th Century terraces.

A large pavilion building, set back or close to the Hortensia Road
frontage (possibly incorporating a number of rear extensions) would
permit considerable accommodation in a way which would enhance the
existing residential environs in terms of views, openness, daylight
and sunlight. Such massing would allow sufficient space to the
rear of a new block to ensure that a noticeable improvement in
amenity is achieved. Thus the existing quality of residential
amenity to the rear of the properties in Gunter Grove would be
preserved and enhanced.

The existing unsatisfactory relationship of the five storey
building to properties in Gunter Grove is not considered to provide
a Jjustification for excessive bulk along the rear site boundary,
given the opportunity to introduce a substantial block to the front
of the site.

8. The proposal, in particular the rear block in terms of properties
in Gunter Grove, is considered to contravene Council standards of
daylight and sunlight as set out 1in Figure 17.2 of the District
Plan. In addition there would be direct overlooking from proposed
windows and balconies into nearby private gardens.

9. The applicants have submitted an appeal on grounds of

non-determination in respect of one of the duplicate applications
(Ref. No. 88/0632).

Consultation

A Tetter has been received from the West London Architectural Society.
They find the proposals quite unacceptable and comment as follows:

"l1. The site Tayout shows the introduction of a rear terrace, which
constitutes backland development, and is against the Historical
grain of the area. Furthermore the distance between the front and
rear terraces does not afford adequate levels of privacy.

2. The rear terrace is far too high - at five storeys :
- and cannot be treated as a serious proposal for a vear mews .
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3. The elevations to the front block suffer from an overdose of
variety with their banal historical references. One only has to
look at all the different window surrounds to appreciate the
problem.

4. Finally, the proposed density is well over the standard stated in
the GLDP ({no more than 85 H.R.A.) and on this issue alone we urge
the members to reject the scheme."

Four letters of objection have been received, giving grounds inciuding

loss of trees, loss of light, noise and fumes from the underground car

park, proximity to Hortensia House, additional demand for on-street
parking and noise, dirt and dust during the building work.

"Rights to Light" were also mentioned but, along with building work
disturbance, these are not planning considerations.
Recommendation

The Committee is recommended to refuse planning permission.

E.A.SANDERS
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION

LIST OF BACKGROUND PAPERS

i} The contents of the file number TP/88/0633 referred to at the
head of this report.

REPORT PREPARED BY: JOW
REPORT APPROVED BY: MJF .
DATE REPORT APPROVED: 12/08/88
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® John Trott and Son

Chartered Valuation Surveyors - Town Planning Consultants

interlock Business Centre,
Knight Road, Rochester, Kent ME2 2EL

Telephone: Rochester (0834) 290790
Fax No. (0634) 290783

and at Berrard House, The Drive, Great Warlay, Brentwocd, Essex(0277) 224664
and Hinton House, Station Road, New Milton, Hants. {0426} 617207

PH/PS/2128

14th September 1988 .

For the attention of Mr C Jackson

The Planning Inspectorate
Depar tment of the Environment
Room 13/16

Tollgate House

Houlton Street

Bristol BSZ 9DJ

'IUNAND(I!.M'RYPI.ANNINGACI' 1971.
APPFAISBY(DLWYNF[IILKESANDPARINERSHRMIXEJOFFICEAND

RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL o= s

CHELSFA COLLEGE SITE, ]-[.IRTB‘iSIA ROAD, LONDON swio.
RONMENT REFFRENCE APP/K5600/A/ 88/93986.

IH’ARWOFTHEENVI

we refer to a recent telephone conversation between Mr Jackson of your
Department and Mr Hardy of this office concerning the inguiry into the above

appeal on gth November 1988.

we confirm that another appeal was lodged on gth September 1988, on & deemed
refusal of application Ref. TP88/1410 (application dated 23rd June 1988). We
formally request that this appeal also be considered at the inguiry on 8th November

1988.

A duplicate of the application on which the first appeal was lodged is due to
he considered by the Planning Committee on 11th October 1988 but the drawings
accompanying that application were substituted on 13th Septemher 1988 by drawings

illusirating a reduced scheme.

A copy of a letter racently sent to the pirector of planning at the Royal
Borough of Kensington & Chelsea 1S enclosed and provides details of the
substitution drawings.

A further application for a scheme similar to that development which is the
subject of the second appeal (Local Authority Ref. TP88,/1410) is due to be
submitted to the Council shortly and will also ve considered at the Committee

L.J.Trott, ERICS.FRV.A. [
L T2l B.Se. (Est. Mon.J, FRLCS. FRVA. /Cont'd.
N.J.Pryor, B.Sc.{Est. Man.), A.RICS.

Associates:

A.L.Vidler, B.Sc. {Honsh AR.LC.S.
P.N.d"Arcy. B.5c.. ARLCS.
Consultant: D.Mallett FR.L.C.S.

Secretary: Margaret Reas
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To: Dept of Environment 14.9.88

Meeting on 11th October 1988.

Should the two applications be refused by the Committee, we would inmediately

100ge appdls i BUPS LRt slae sl c; =le= ke hoend at the dnanir on Rth

November 1988.

As the various schemes do not differ substantially and the issues are the same,
we consider that there is sufficient time for the necessary action to be taken
to enable the joint Inquiry sought by the appellant. We have heen advised by

the Directom of Dlanning that a inint inmiirv would be acceptable to the
Council.

We trust that this letter and the enclosed letter to the Director of Planning
clearly explain the wishes of the appellant but we would be pleased to discuss
any concerns in due course.

Yours faithfully

tjékw\‘“(ggx o«&h Sen

John Trott § Son

Enc

cc Royal Borough of Kensington § Chelsea
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Mr. Sand

Director i K
Royal Boroygh of Kensington and Chelsea, (_c;dV¢A~36JU“
Town Hall, .
Hornton Street, af=====

London W8 7NX.
Dear Sir,

Development at Hortensia Road by London and Edinburgh Trust
- Planning Application Local Authority Reference Number
TP88/633.

Further to the meeting between yourself and Mr. Pryor of this
office on 1st September and subsequent telephone conversation, we
write to confirm that the architects will be substituting revised
drawings for the above scheme at the beginning of this week.

The drawings will seek to show a revised rear block demonstrating
a more traditional mews development. The front block remains
similar to that shown on the scheme deposited with your
Authority since March of 1988. It will be seen however, that the
storey added to the front block on the second scheme as submitted
to your Authority in June, has been lost. Other minor
alterations have also been carried out to take account of
representations received from residents of Hortensia House.

Notwithstanding that the scheme is the same principle of
development with improvements and appreciable lowering of

(EQ density, It is now our understanding that your department would

wish to reconsult and therefore, it will not prove possible to
take the application to committee until the 11th October.

In the light of our discussion and the weight of supporting
background information provided to your department, we are
hopeful that on this revised application you may be able to
recommend for approval. In the event that this application is
refused, we confirm your Authority's willingness to consider the
application at a joint inquiry with those already scheduled for
an Appeal on the 8th November, subject to the Department of
Environment accepting the appeal.

L.J.Trott, FRI.C.S, FRV.A,
G.D.Frall, B.Sc. (Est. Man.), FR.L.C.S, FRV.A.
N.J.Pryor, B.Sc. (Est. Man.}, A.R.I.C.S.

Associates:
A.L.Vidler, B.Se. {Hons), A.R.ILLC.S.
P.N.d'Arcy, B.Sc.,AR.I.C.S.

Consultant: D.Mallett FR.I.C.S.

Secretary; Margaret Rees
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We should be grateful for your early written confirmation of the
above matters.

Yours faithfully,
for JOHN TROTT & SON

50 e o Som

Nicholas J. Pryor

c.c. Mr. G Thomas, London & Edinburgh Trust,
Mr. P. Shadarevian, Messrs. Norton Rose,
Mr. Hugo Peel, ABS Communications,
Mr. N. Foulkes, Colwyn Foulkes and Partners.
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Colwyn Foulkes and Partners
Chartered Architects Planning and Landscape Consultants

Royal~Borough-of-Kensingtori & Chelsea,
Planning Department,
Town Hall, Sl

mE pa-JET ey
— S Df:':i'ECTC'I-'-‘f"l :
&e—\) LS = D ! PLAMA A ',:-v\,\:, 12 OF
HIN/LA/NCF/ adr Ha TASEp o 0N
—_— QN
Dear Sir, / A J

HUDSONS DEPOSITORY, HORTENSIA ROAD

Following our meeting with Mr. Sanders to discuss the proposals for the site
we would like to resubmit drawings based upon our discussions and the various
points raised at the meeting, and via correspondence with the neighbours.

Could you arrange to remove the following drawings:
HIN 01/57D, 67B, 61C, 68A, 66B, 58D, 59B, 64C, 71D, 60E, 69D, 54D
and replace them with the enclosed four sets of drawings:

ﬁé HIN/L (1-) 0%, HIN/01/187, 107, 103, 18%, 105, 186, 17, 168, 110; %
- 13:",)&2/, 1_333;; 1'1_'_4' ' -

which illustrate ocur revised scheme 3\, The significant changes are as
follows.

The rear block has been reduced in size., The upper part is now reduced in
depth to align with the rear boundary of Hortensia House. The scale of the
buildings is now reduced to two storeys above ground and a mansard roof.
This proposal falls well within the D.O.E. guideline for sunlight and
daylighting as it effects the neighbouring properties. This gives a distance
of 20m. fram first floor windows to the main part of the Gunter Grove
properties.

The front block is reduced in overall width by 600mm. and the end house
adjacent to Hortensia House has had a hipped roof added to reduce impact on
Hortensia House. The end elevation has also been detailed showing blanked
off window reveals with flat brick arches and a rusticated base. The block
of flats no longer has the additional storey as shown in the altemmative
scheme submitted.

229 Kensington High St. London W8 6SA Tel: 01 938 2464
Telex: 8950511 ONEONE G Att: 16402 Fax: 01938 2847

Merton Place, Colwyn Bay LL2S 7BY. Tel: 0492 53 2735
Telex: 8850511 ONEONE G Att: 16403

Partners:

A. N. Comyn Foulkes, B Sc, B.Aarch, REB A,

H.A. T. Williarna, 8.5¢,B Arch . R1B A

A, Cotwyn Foulkes, Dip. Arch. RILB A, Consuitants:

E. M, Foulkes, MBE,B Arch RIB A, Dp CD FASA tameCoy, Dip Arch,Dip LA, ALl



The ramp to the car park has been moved over adjacent to the first of the
proposed new houses giving pedestrian access adjacent to the boundary. This
layout allows us to retain the existing trees adjacent to the boundary and
moves the ramp further from Hortensia House by 2 metres, in addition our
revised landscape drawing will show extensive screen planting along this

boundary.

We believe that these revisions answer the main points raised by the
neighbours, and should go a long way towards answering the points raised by
your officers concerning the scale of the development.

As discussed, all the proposed schemes fall well below the overall
development ratio exercised by the Council of 2:1. The proposal answers the
earlier concerns about daylighting and sunlighting levels to neighbouring

properties,

Please let me know if there are any further details that you would like us to
provide.

Yours fajthfully,

/__.

A.N. Colwyn Foulkes
COLWYN FOULKES & PARTNERS

Enclosures
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Cllr. The Hon. Simon Orr-Ewing, MA, FRICS.

TOWN HALL KENSINGTON WS87NX 01-9375464

E.A. Sanders Esq.
Director Planning and Transportation,
The Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea,

Town Hall,
London W8 7NX 14th September 1988

Dear Mr. Sanders,

Re.: COLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD, SW10.

I received a number of written representations as Ward
Councillor in connection with the above scheme and indeed wrote to you
on 23rd August 1988, asking for your comments on the application.

[ have now had an opportunity of inspecting a site model and
other supporting documents.

You will be aware that the-applicants have carried out quite
an extensive consultation process with residents in Gunter Grove and
elsewhere. | understand a public meeting was held in Jungz.

In my view the present Hudson's Depository is an unattractive
building and effectively constitutes a non-conforming user. The surrounding
area is predominantly residential and the proposed scheme would, I think,
enhance this area considerably.

Amendments have been made to the scheme which now reduce the
height of the rear houses in accordance with the wishes expressed both by
residents and planning officers. From my inspection of the site model the
scheme does not produce the "cliff-like" form of development referred to
in the Sub-Committee Report which was due to be heard on the 30th August 1988.
Further amendments have been incorporated which I think now satisfy the comments
contained in a letter to you from Theresa and Mary Wyatt dated 14th August.

I understand this matter is likely to come to Committee on
the 11th October. Will you please ensure that this letter is circulated to
the members of the Town Planning Appllcat1ons Sub-Committee, whereby [ welcome
the modified scheme.

Yours sincerely,

Lk

simon OFr-Ewing, MA, FRICS.
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John Trott and Son

Chartered Valuation Surveyors - Town Planning Consultants

Interlock Business Centre,

Knight Road, Rochester, Kant ME2 2EL
Telephonae: Rochester {0634} 290790

Fax No. [0634) 290783

and at Barnard Housa, The Drive, Great Warlay, Brentwood, Essex (0277) 224664
and Hinton House, Statign Road, New Milton, Hants. {0425) 617207

Our ref- PH/PS /2120, -
Your rerl; APE/ob00/A/88/103080 - : ‘ 1

DIRECTORATE OF
PLANNING & TRANSPORTATION

Planning Inspectorate
Department of the Environment
Room 13/16

Tollgate House

Houlton Street

20 ¥R 658
Bristol BS2 9nJ A SE

ON

i ——— —

For the attention of ¢ Jackson Esq

T et smm—— b g ami P e

Dear Sirs

DEPARTMENT OF THE FENVIRONVENT REF. APP/5600/A/88/ i03080.

We refer to vy lottor of 16th Ooplomber 1988 and nnte that the Rulc 6
Statomont should LB served on the Department by 25th November 1988.

We wish to draw your attention to our earlier letter, dated 14th September
1988 which was faxed to the Department on 15th September 1988. In that

We trust that such an arrangement would be acceptable to the Department
and confirm that the Director of Planning at the Royal Borough of Kensington
and Chelsea has agreed to tho propcsal,

We would be grateful for your formal response to both our letters in due course.

Yours faithfully

Tdwn "(r\\\a)é(. o Som

.."lohn Trott & Son

cc Royal Borough of Kensingon § Chelsea

G Thomas
L.J.Trott, FR.1.C.S. F.RV.A.
G.D.Frail, B.Sc. (Est. Man.}, FR..C.5. EAV.A. H Peel
N.J.Pryor, B.Sc. (Est. Man.}, A.R1.C.S. N Colwyn Foulkes
Associates: P Shadarevian

A.L.Vidler, B.Sg. {Hons}, A.R.I.C.S.
P.N.d'Arcy, B.Sc., AR.ICS,

Consuitant: D. Malleit FR.LC.S.

Secretary: Margaret Rees
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. John Trott and Son | AECEIVED By ,
. Chartered Vatuation Surveyors - Town Planning Consultants M} HE CTO RATE 0F i
Interlock Business Centre, P INIA T ‘
Knight Road, Rochester, Kent ME2 ZEL . LAM\“‘G & TEHNSPORTA”ON xr
Telephone: Rochestar {0534} 290790 ! o .
Fax No. (0634) 290783 - ON 28 28
and at Barnard Houge, The Drive, Graat Warley, Srentwood, Essex (0277) 224664 ,f ’-3 3 -,
and Hinton Houte, Stalion Aosd, New Milton, Hants. (0225) 617207 '
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FACSIMILE COVER SHEET

o W SRUOTRS | REKC

From: ‘ Q- 3 \MW\QY | ;/C

Date: Y. 4 %%

Total-Number of Pages l g
Including Cover. Sheet: .

Message (if any):

If you do not receive all ths_é pages, please call us as
soon as possible on the following number: (0634) 290790

[ :J.'rhw W0, DALY A,

G.D.Frall, 8.5c. (_Est. Man). FRICS., FRVA.
N.J.Pryot, B.Sc. {Est. Man.), ARLCS. .
Associatar A | Vidlar B Qe (Uana), A Ao,

Pancidinad, o, FAwH il AAVAO.D.



.2@ SEP ’88 B9:45 JOHM TROTT &SON:KENT:@634-290783 JOHN TROTT & SON P.2/2

John Trott and Son

Chartered Valuation Surveyors - Town Planning Consultants

Interlock Business Centre,
Knight Road, Rochester, Kent MEZ 2EL

Telephona: Rochaster (D634) 2907930
Fax No. {0634) 290783

snd at Barnard House, The Drive, Great Warley, Brentwood, Essex {0277 224664
and Hinton House, Station Road, Naw Milton, Hants. (0428) 617207

Our ref: PH/PS/2128/
Your ref: APP/5600/A/88/103080

19th September 1988

Planning Inspectorate
Department of the Environment
Room 13/16

Tollgate House

Houlton Street

Bristol BSZ2 9DJ

For the attention of C Jackson Esg

Dear Sirs

TOWN AND OOUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1971
APPEM,SBYO,Z_LLWYNFUJIKESANDPARTNE%SFORMXBDOFFICENHJ
RESIDENTIAL DFEVELOPMENT.

CHELSFA OOLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD, LONDON SW10.
DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT REF. APD/RE0OO/A/88/103080.

We refer to your letter of 16th September 1988 and note that the Rule 6
Statement should be served on the Department by 25th November 1988.

We wish to draw your attention to our earlier letter, dated l4th September
1988 which was faxed to the Department on 15th September 1988. In that
letter we requested that the appeal lodged on 8th September 1988 be heard at
the inquiry into an earlier appeal (Department of the Environment Ref.
APP/K5600/A/88/93986) scheduled for 8thNovember 1988.

We trust that such an arrangement would be acceptable to the Department
and confirm that the Director of Planning at the Royal Borough of Kensington
and Chelsea has agreed to the proposal.

Wo would bo gratoful for gour formal raepnnes tn hath nor Iattaras in e cATrsa.

Yours faithfully

(58\«\“(@\&5& otk Son

john Trott & Son

cc Royal Borough of Kensingon § Chelsea

G Thomas
L.J4.Trott, ER..C.S. FRV.A,
G.D.Frall, B.Sc. (Est. Man.), FR.I.C.S. FRVA. H Peel
N.J.Pryor, B.Sc. (Est. Man.), A.R.LC.S. N Colwyn Foulkes
Associates: P Shadarevian

A.L.Vidter, B.Sc. (Hons}, A.R.I.C.S.
P.N.d"Arcy, B.S¢.,A.RIL.C.S.

Caonsultant: 0. Mallett F.R.I.C.S.
Secretary: Margaret Ress
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$
® John: Trott and Son

Chartered Valuation Surveyors - Town Planning Consultants

Interlock Business Centre,
Knight Road, Rochester, Kent ME2 2EL

Telephone: Rochester (0634} 280720
Fax No. (0634) 290783

and a1 Barnard House, The Drive. Great Warley, Srentwood, Essex {0277} 224664

and Hinton House, STBMoTTRoad, New Milton, Hants {0825} 617207
- -

'FACSIMILE COVER SHEET

o W SmiORRE , RBKC
From: _ R- 3.\_)\@@&)(

Date: Q. 9, %3

Tatal Nimher af Pagas ; "‘l .
Including Cover. Sheet:

Message (if any):

If you do not receive all the pages, please call us as
soon as possible on the following number: (0634) 290790

L. Trott, FAL.C.S., FAVA.
G.0.Frall, B.Sc (Fst Man), ERICS., FRVA.
N.J.Pryor, 8.Sc. (Est. Man), ARICS.

Assaciate: AL Vidler, B.Sc. (Hons), ARLC.S.
Consuitant: D.Mallett FRIC.S.
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John Trott and Son

Chartered Valuation Surveyors - Town Planning Consultants

Interlack Business Centre,
Knight Road, Rochestar, Kent ME2 2EL

Telephone: Rochester {0834) 290790
Fax No. {0834} 290783

e i Bacnard U vuee, Tha Aulin, fenstidlarioy Riontunnrt Faaer (2?2771 224A84

and Hinton House, Station Road, New Milton, Hants. (0425} 817207

Our ref: PH/P5/2128/
Your ref: APP/5600/A/88/103080

19th September 1988

Planning Inspectorate
Department of the Environment
Room 13/16

Tollgate House

Houlton Street

Bristol BSZ 9DJ

For the attention of C Jackson Esq

Dear Sirs

TOWN AND ODUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1971

APFPFALS DY OOLWYN FOULKES AND PARINERS FOR MIXED OFFICE AND
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT.

CHFLSEA COLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD, LONDON SW10.

CHELSFA CULLEGE ol 1%, F e e,
03080.

TEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT REF. APP/5600/A/88/1

We refer to your letter of 16th September 1988 and note that the Rule 6
Statement should be served on the Department by 25th November 1988.

Wi wisl 1 T aw yuur abttonlloa: Lo ouwr eavliors lottor, datnd 1Atk Qantamhanr
1985 which was faxed L0 Llig Depar luent on 13th Geptcmbor 1088.
letter we requested that the appeal lodged on 8th September 1988 be heard at
the inquiry into an earlier appeal (Depar tment of the Environment Ref.

APP/K5600/A/88/93986) scheduled for 8thNovember 1988.

We trust that such an arrangement would be acceptable to the Department
and confirm that the Director of Planning at the Royal Borough of Kensington

and Chelsea has agreed to the proposal.

P.272

We would be grateful for your formal response to both our letters in due course.

Yours faithfully

5 R o Som

john Trott & Son

cc Royal Borough of Kensingon & Chelsea

G Thomas
L.J.Trott, FR..C.S. FRV.A.
G.D Frall, B.Sc. (Est. Man.).FR.I.C.S, FRVA. H Peel
N_.J.Pryor, B.Sc. (Est. Man.), AR.I.C.S. N Colwyn Foulkes
Associates: P Shadarevian

A.L.Vidier, B.5c. (Hons), A.R.I.C.S.
P.N.d"Arcy, B.Sc.. A.R.LC.S,

Consultant: D.Mallatt F.R.1.C.5.

Secratary: Margaret Reas

140
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® JohnTrott and Son
Chartered Valuation Surveyors - Town Planning Consultants

Interlock Business Centre,

Knight Road, Rochester, Kent ME2 2EL
Telephone: Rochester (0634} 290790

Fax No. (0634) 290783

and at Barnard House, The Orive, Great Werley, Brentwood, Essex (0277) 2246684
and Hinton House, Station Road, New Miiton, Hants, (0425) 817207
- - -

P.1-2

'FACSIMILE COVER SHEET

To: : L.~ CanOERS ) LR

Date: \Q\ 0(» %?2

Total Number of Pages ) -
Inciuding Cover, Sheet:

Message (if any):

If you do not receive all the pages, please call us as
soon as possible on the following pumber: (0634) 290790

LTt LRLGO,, LA
G.0.Frail, B.Sc. (Est. Man), FALC.S., FRVA.
#N.J.Pryoe, 8.5¢. {(Est Man), ARLCS.

Associate: AL Vidier, 8.Sc. (Hons), ARICS.
. Consuttaat: D_Mallett FRICS.
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John Trott and Son | 1/

' Chartered Valuation Surveyors - Town Planning Consultants

Interlock Business Centre,
Knight Road, Rochester, Kent ME2 2EL

Telephone: Rochester {0834) 290790
Fax No. (0834} 200783

and at Barnard House, The Driva, Greal Warlay, Brentwoaod, Essex {0277) 224664
and Hinton House, Station Road, New Muton, nants. |OMZI) 1T ZOT

Our ref: PH/PS/2128/
Your ref: APP/5600/A/88/103080

19th September 1988

Planning Inspectorate
Department of the Environment
Room 13/16

Tollgate House

Houlton Street

Bristol BSZ 9DJ

For the attention of C Jackson Esq

Dear Sirs

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1971
APPFALS BY COLWYN FOULKES AND PARTNERS FOR MIXED OFFICE AND
RESIDENTIAL

A e

CHFLSFA OQOLLEGE SITE, HﬁRTENSlA ROAD, LONDON SW10.

CHELSFA COLLEGE SliM, T e e r A AR /1
03080.

DEPARTMINT OF THE ENVIRONMENT REF. APP/5600/A/88/1

We refer to your letter of 16th September 1988 and note that the Rule B
Statement should be served on the Department by 25th November 1988.

We wish to draw your attention to our earlier letter, dated l4th September

1088 which was faxed to the Department on 15th September 1988. In that
T et e roounctarl that e annral _ludgod v Oth Coptamber 1088 he heard at
the inquiry into an earlier appeal tuspartmout . o te Dm et =

APP/K5600/A/88/93986) scheduled for 8thNovember 1988.

We trust that such an arrangemsnt would be acceptable to the Department
and confirm that the Director of Planning at the Royal Borough of Kensington
and Chelsea has agreed to the proposal.

We would be grateful for your formal response to both our letters in due course.

Yours faithfully
Jcne “(t‘\ﬂ)é'\ o Son

John Trott & Son

cc Royal Borough of Kensingon & Chelsea

. G Thomas
L.J.Troit, FRJ.C.S. FRVA.
G D.Frall, B.Sc. (Est. Man.], FR.I.C.S. FRV.A, H Peel
N.J.Pryor, B.Se. (Est. Man.), A.R.I.C.S. N Colwyn Foulkes
Associates: P Shadarevian

A.L.Vidler, B.Sc. (Hons), A.R.1.C.S.
P.N.d'Arcy, B.Sc., A.RI.C.S.

Consultant; D.Mallett F.R..C.S.

Secretary: Margaret Reas
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HORTENSIA ROAD REDEVE].OPMENT

LONDON SW10 '

CANVAS OF GUNTER GROVE

RESIDENTS

Prepared for London & Edinburgh Trust plc and ¢olwyn Foulkes & I"arlners by

ADBS Communications
14 Kinnerton Place South
Kinnerion $troet
London SWIX 8EH
Tel: 01 -2456262
Fax: 01 .2358 3916

11wp/ven
91 August 1988



|

REDEVELOPMENT OF THE FORMER HUDSONS DEPOSITORY BUILDING,
HORTENSIA ROAD, LONDON SWi1o0

CANVAS OF GUNTER GROVE RESIDENTS: TUESLAY 30 AUGUST 1988

10  BRIER AND METHODOLOGY

L1 fiegidents of Gunter Grove, London SW10 - affected by the proposed
development of the former Hudsons Depositoly bullding in Hortensia Road
- appeared to be unable or unwilling to attend the June open evening to
view the plans, model and discuss the detalls lvith the architects and the site

‘ ywhet.
?wh v R
1.2 Architects Colwyn Foulkes & Partners therefo e s6rt detatled opinions from

('he;resldents of Gunter Grove. ‘ _
13 A door-to-door mallshot distributed 5 days be!fore the canvas, detalled toples
which required discussion and giving approxt;‘mate times for a visil.

|

to 46 Inclusive) between 6.30pm and 9.00pm : indicated on the

14 Teams from the architects visited 11 houses in'Gunter Grove (numbers 26

éioér-lo-door mailshol.
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APPENDIX 1

SAMPLE QUESTIONNAIRE AND SUMMARY OF CANVAS
i ;




2.0

2.2

2.3

24

|

i
H

SUMMARY OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE

81 235 3916

The architects sought an indication of interest Lnd awareness levels among

the'resldents of Gunter Grove and an assessm
proposed development. :

t of local feeling about the

A brief questionnaire was drawn up so that cofnments and views could be

correlated in a consistent method for statstical

purposes.

A cbpy of the questionnaire can be found in a}ﬂ;::endi_x 1.

Conversations with residents were conductedl
quéstionnaire. Musirations and photographs b
model shown and discussed.

around the basle
the proposed development




3.0

3.1

32

3.3

34

3.5

36

B1 235 391¢&

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS !

Of the 11 houses canvassed in Gunter Grove, the architects and their team

of canvassers managed to undertake 9 detalled discussions with residents.

There were ho dissenting voices among any df'the interviewees. Except for
one resident (who had “no objection"), all of t'lt residents interviewed
indlcated their strong approval of the scheme both In principal and in

qee}gn.

fosilive comments received from residents irt i uded:
*Its got to be better than the existing eyesoJe."
"The underground car park is a good idea.”
"Houses will be much better than the depb.iltory."

"Designs are good.”

“Quite nice - classical in a way."
"Architecture in keeping with character of the Edwardian houses.”

... 1ts quite lovely . . ."

"Exisiting building is hideous."

Most residents expressed gratitude to the ar hitects and thelr teams for
taking the time to consult them in detall on this planning matter.

A number of buildings were either unoccuple ' as recently completed
developments or simply derelict.

In conclusion, all the residents interviewed sLoweﬂ overwhelming support
for the principal of redevelopment on the sl'té as well as for style and
designs proposed by architects, Colwyn l'-‘oul!<es & Partners. There were no
dissenting voices and indlvidual comments récelved are detailed in
appendix 2. '
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NAME:

ADDRESS: LN B N B B RN B R BN B RN B B R RN N N N B B LA B L L

3

11

11)

ARE YOU AWARE OF THE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED ON

OF THE OLD HUDSON'S DEPOSITORY ON HORTENSIA:%

HAVE YOU SEEN THE PLANS OR THE MODEL?
ARE 'YOU IN FAVOUR OF THE PROPGSAL?

IF ROT, WHICH ASPECTS DO YOU DISLIKE?

- 4 o da .9 8 % 6 ARG E A S dAAd S SSE RS s 4 & & s 0 a s
AL L | LU - - L] -u LB BB B B R N L L R B ] S'J
.tt*lll‘l.!l.ll -------------- s s a st nds e dd
‘C“‘lltﬂl....l...io ----------------- [ RN J

If +HE POINTS RAISED ABOVE WERE SUCCESSFULLY

WOULD YOU THEN BE IN FAVOUR OF THE PROPOSALT
| ;

@1 235 3916

THE SITE

0AD?

TACKLED

SHOW BLUE BROCHURE WITH PLANS AND ILLUSTRATJDNS AND

pnojogaapus 0f MODEL. '

RESJDENTS NOT AT HOME

RESIDENTS NOT WILLING TO DISCUSS

LR BN B BN DS R B B BN B B )

..................

YES/NO*

YES/NO*

YES/NO

YES/NO
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SUMMARY OF GUNTER GROVE CANVAS -30 A'JGUST 1988
1 .

House Qbjectob!No dhlection/In favour

Number .

R L )

26 | At home (single resident) | X
28 At home (single resident) x
30 ' At home (4 residents) X

_, X
32 | Not in (recently developed

buflding: unoccupled)

34 P e e
36A | At home (single resident) X
B e oy
36(top ﬂait)‘ W 4 S X
38 ©° Notin - returns 12/9/99
38A : Not in
40A . - Notin '
40D " Athome (single resident) | X
42 i Notin
44 ,_: ? Not in

46 - Notin
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. - B1 235 3916 @
vwe: MRS EL. BTN L “'-'Q‘HME:' LR 82 A T

oDRESS: AT 1. 3o GuNTER, CRhE

.B-ﬁ“s:.‘."c_.l:t'\!'r‘:.:?‘%i‘ lllll + a8 e }
Choves - e Gersy, o (S (8%
1. ARE YOU AWARE OF THE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED ON THE SITE '
OF THE OLD HUDSON'S DEPOSITORY ON HORTENSIA ROAD? ves(fio)
2. WAVE'YOU SEEN THE PLANS OR THE MODEL? ‘ vesgfiod
3,  ARE YOU IN FAVOUR Of THE PROPOSAL? i YES/NO
4. FE-NOTWHICH-ASPECTS DO—YOU-DISHIKEY
CommenT.: MRS TaveN  fFeel. S iTHAT
f q
THhE

ANYTHNG. TTHRT  ZTPUACES! T

m-ml L] lgf\J.\okllPtTJO g LN ) l\ill\i\.-.\:-ll: [N ] . .'ﬁN

%— asfecT of TN ke T
: OENMT AL BRunnPiGP o THes SHTE

6. - IE-THE-POINTS RAISED KBOVE WERE SUCCESSFULTY TACKLED

WOULDYGU™ THEN BE TN FAVOUR OF THE PROPUSAL? YES/NO

1 K
A}

u

* $HOW BLUE BROCHURE WITH PLANS AND ILLusml' TONS AND
quTpGRAPus OF MODEL. T

!

-
H

1) RESIDENTS NOT AT HOME

]

14)  RESIDENTS NOT WILLING TO DISCUSS

e

LI B I N N I I N B



NAME :

[

Jme

T8 Teildepo £97....

ADDRESS: . 30 (hantoy (ubue

[
.

ii

11)

P RN R R T R N I I B R R A R N B RN )

.................................

ARE:YOU AWARE OF THE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED ON

OF THE OLD HUDSON'S DEPOSITORY ON HORTENSIA

HAVE YOU SEEN THE PLANS OR THE MODEL?

1
H

ARE%YQU IN FAVOUR OF THE PROPOSAL?

gl 235 33916

@

. 2o
ATE: %{8ZE?
THE SITE
ROAD? YES ffio%)

LIKE?

% WHICH ASPECTS DO YOU

---------------------

If ‘h&E POINTS RAISED ABOVE WERE successrum

wWouLD YOU THEN BE 1IN FAVOUR OF THE PROPOSAL*

SHOW SLUE BROCHURE WITH PLANS AND 1LLUSTRAT
PHOTOQRAPHS OF MODEL.

-t s

aesiogn'rs NOT AT HOME

RES!DEHTS NOY WILLING TO DISCUSS

“sae

TACKLED

.

}‘ons AND




nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn

NAME:- E@Ld& ‘b&ﬁ%m '\lxm-: 90 ........... .

1.  ARE 'YOU AWARE OF THE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED OT} THE SITE
OF THE OLD HUDSON'S DEPOSITORY ON HORTENSIA %An? YES

P '

P :
HA\fé_ YOU SEEN THE PLANS OR THE MODEL? - ves@
o '

22

3.  ARE'YOU IN FAVOUR OF THE PROPOSAL? ' @NO

i

% WHICH ASPECTS DO You%um
L. oo ). .olbwls '

Ll athachie, — .m@....u.sﬁw.;

muﬂmum/mwg .......
.’fD W"{D EJJ/ ac{wwu m{?{_/_

F- 3

(5]

{F THE POINTS RAISED ABOVE WERE SUCCESSFULLY TACKLED
WOULD YOU THEN BE IN FAVOUR OF THE PROPOSAL (::j)NO

. snoﬁ éLue BROCHURE WITH PLANS AND ILLUSTRAf ONS AND
PHOTOQRAPHS OF MODEL.

1j RESiD%NTS NOT AT HOME

11)  RESIDENTS NOT WILLING TO DISCUSS




RAME :

AODRESS: .ﬁ%%égéﬁ;;k;]JL»quz¢..(31¥1Ck}€& |
§ Floew. Fled.
o bATE: /,);D{—(Aib.;)

ry
*

(53 )

1)

14)

e :\,).Q.lr.\.\'r. ) .?Q\.H‘.(’.M%‘Jr.\. ..

R A B AT B B Y B N RN B )

---------------

ARE 'YOU AWARE OF THE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED O

OF THE OLD HUDSON'S DEPOSITORY ON HORTENS1A 'ROAD?

HAVE YOU SEEN THE PLANS OR THE MODEL?

ARE 'YGU IN FAVOUR OF THE PROPOSAL?

81 235 3516

b 745

THE SITE

{ YES/yO*
(e

YES/NO
L]
1F HOT, WHICH ASPECTS DO YOU DISLIKE?
Ocl‘..‘c'.NoOcot-t@o&)é-\}\m--.-nann‘..{n‘--o!-
occlah.aana. ------------------ IR R A l.‘d‘-oo-l.n
.nnioo_o.nocouoa ............... T EEEEEREEEN] e o e
YR EEE R EE R N I N s sssredoasanids
IF THE POINTS RAISED ABOVE WERE SUCCESSFULLY TACRLED
WOULD 'YOU THEN BE IN FAVOUR OF THE PROPOSAL? YES/NO

SHOﬁ BLUE BROCHURE WITH PLANS AND ILLUSTRAT%ONS AND

PuoToanPHs OF MODEL.

RES‘DENTS NOT AT HOME

RESEDENTS NOT WILLING TO DISCUSS

e b bt
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i : _ ¢
NAME : m..sp ...... Mok ............. Tme: 8BS ...l
ADDRESS: —.AG....! Lo . . . Gwous..... %
....... LI
................................. DATE - RQURLRS...........

1. ARE YOU AWARE OF THE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED ON THE :’SITE

OF THE OLD HUDSON'S DEPOSITORY ON HORTENSIA ROAD?

.t
£ 1
.

2. HAVE YOU SEEN THE PLANS OR THE MODEL? Q
3. ARE'YOU IN FAVOUR OF THE PROPOSAL? " @m

oy
3. 1F HOT, WHICH ASPECTS DO YOU DISLIXE?
’r\Aw.o. meb.wa.el\?u&.. Ceeaee

waa 20 caoli. .r.oeed 2 (Qa bk _ /de&

R AR T ey sa s st esnssasasane

5.  IF THE POINTS RAISED ABOVE WERE SUCCESSFULL’_V: TACKLED
WOULD ‘YOU THEN BE IN FAVOUR OF THE PROPOSAL? YESAO N/ A

i 1

*  SHOR BLUE BROCHURE WITH PLANS AND TLLUSTRATIDNS AND
Pnoyod’wus OF MODEL. ‘

1) RES{DENTS NOT AT HOME

11) REéfDENTS NOT WILLING TO DISCUSS



NAME :

ADDRESS: -
P |
1. ARE'YOU AWARE OF THE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED ON THE SITE
OF THE OLD HUDSON'S DEPOSITORY ON HORTENSIA ROAD? YES/NOX
2. HAVE YOU SEEN THE PLANS OR THE MODEL? I YES/NO*
;
3. ARE YOU IN FAVOUR OF THE PROPOSAL? '; ‘ YES/NO

4. IF NOT, WHICH ASPECTS DO YOU DISLIKE?

. .
4 s sam s B sEanrPes I I .L.....

{ LS
L I I S P,

H
[]

nc.n"_‘oloooo ...................... t e e sa AR REE Y EEE RN

IF THE ‘POINTS RAISED ABOVE WERE SUCCESSFULLY TACKLED

5.
i }
WOULD YOU THEN BE IN FAVOUR OF THE PROPOSAL?“ YES/NO
. .

* SHOW 'BLUE BROCHURE WITH PLANS AND ILLUSTRATIONS AND
pnor?eﬁnpus OF MODEL. '

e

P |
1) REStqede NOT AT HOME \,/’////// ZL
b "

i) RESIQENTS NOT WILLING TO DISCUSS

'




NAME :

aooress: .. G}ILAt%L#L( (;u‘fcw;{:.; !

ro

vy

1)

11)

01 23% 3916

.................................

He: e Tl

AREJYOU AWARE OF THE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED oN THE SITE
OF THE OLD HUDSON'S DEPOSITORY ON HORTENSIA hOAD? YES/NO*
s I
HAVE YOU SEEN THE PLANS OR THE MODEL? YES/NO*
s
ARE YOU IN FAVOUR OF THE PROPOSAL? A YES/NO
% : .
17 fiot, WHICH ASPECTS DO YOU DISLIKE? )
---i.i ....................... 4w daaa .-oan.;j‘o‘.;ol;o
i .
L
-..:a.,-....ta........... --------------- nnci‘ ereada
; .
Cy '
....f..’ --------- R R R R R ] er s sbaredsaad LI L
i. 1
by . :
IF THE POINTS RAISED ABOVE WERE SUCCESSFULLY TACKLED
WOULD' YOU THEN BE IN FAVOUR OF THE PROPOSAL? | YES/NO

H
i

sudh BLUE BROCHURE WITH PLANS AND ILLUSTRATiONS AND
PRQTobRAPHs OF MODEL. '

-

RESIDENTS NOT AT HOME \/,/”
g ¢

aesxoturs NOT WILLING TO DISCUSS




NAME :

!
f

deman o

ADDRESS: HDB .. Btle... }/Lt iy

[
.

1)

i1)

............................ O]

ARE YdU AWARE OF THE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED dN

OF THE OLD HUDSON'S DEPOSITORY ON HORTENSIA

¥
J

MAVE YOU SEEN THE PLANS OR THE MODEL?

i
4

j
ARE YU IN FAVOUR OF THE PROPOSAL?

j
'

-

i

If f0T, WHICH ASPECTS DO YOU DISLIKE?

LJaﬁt ty A

------------ LI B B

--------- 'l.l'l!..ll

o‘% ------- TR E R R R R T I was -iJ

-------------- c-lnll"'

1F THE POINTS RAISED ABOVE WERE SUCCESSFULLY

uouLo YOU THEN BE IN FAVOUR OF THE 1='|m:’cmu.‘i

L
v

. . 3
§ L

sHOW BLUE BROCHURE WITH PLANS AND !LLUSTRAf*
PHO&OGRAPHS OF MODEL.

Rss?nENTs NOT AT HOME

A v |

Kty épun-’Jt..eeani;(

@1 235 3916

THE STTE
Roap?

J;;s/no*
I;sfuo*
L

}

4snada

4 TACRLED
'YES/NO

ONS AND

I '
RESIDENTS NOT WILLING TO DISCUSS

) I I RN )



NAME:  oen... ettt it ee e e
AR AN . ‘ 1
ADDRESS: LONR. .o i g N AL
v s asaass s T N R B R R S R R R B R ] ‘bATE: [ N RN RN NN
P ' :
by : :
1. ARE‘You AMARE OF THE DEVELOPMENYT PROPOSED ON THE SITE
OF THE OLO HUDSON'S DEPOSITORY ON HORTENSIK_hOAD?" YES/No*
2. anvé YOU SEEN THE PLANS OR THE MODEL? YES/NO*
3. ARE vdu IN FAVOUR OF THE PROPOSAL? YES/NO
i
1 ki
4, IF ﬁor, WHICH ASPECTS 00 YOU DISLIKE?
{ g
3..1 ............................... ﬂ""*
K] ¢n€aoor|.... ----------------------- .cnn(“ilcaoé:o
.‘{ -:
...l.(’...noaur ------ * a d 4 b a B 4 A E s |lial.l:lllltlf;.‘
j .
]
[
.3 J-.-n;--.ao-aoac....-- ----------- srseddreaads
1 -
E
5. 1F lﬂé POINTS RAISED ABOVE WERE SUCCESSFULL\ TacﬁLED
uou%o YOU THEN BE IN FAVOUR OF THE PROPOSAL YES/NO
* snoﬁ BLUE BROCHURE WITH PLANS AND ILLUSTRAT ONS AND
pnojo?aapus OF MODEL.
i :
Pl -
1) Res?ofnrs NOT AT HOME \/f
11)  RESIOENTS NOT WILLING TO DISCUSS
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NAME: R R E R R I I I R S B A I RN .

ADDRESS : 3&4 ........................ .

1. ARE 'YOU AWARE OF THE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED ON THE SITE

OF THE OLD HUDSON'S DEPOSITORY ON HORTENSIA Roap? YES/NO*
2. HAVE YOU SEEN THE PLANS OR THE MODEL? YES/NO*
0 : g
3.  ARE ‘'Y6U IN FAVOUR OF YHE PROPOSAL? ; YES/NO
{ |

a. 1f AoT, WHICH ASPECTS DO YOU DISLIKE?

{ ............. U A ' -
| 1
'J'.E....‘C....l ........... .'.'.'......I;i‘.ll.‘;l
[ j Zi"

P T I I I A A ) IR R ENERE AN XN

-loi’c.‘---ua ......................... EEEREE] Il.llt;t
‘ _

5.  1F THE POINTS RAISED ABOVE WERE SUCCESSFULLY TACKLED

WOULD YOU THEN BE IN FAVOUR OF THE PROPOSALY YES/NO
i il
{

* SHOR ﬁLus BROCHURE WITH PLANS AND ILLUSTRRﬂbNS AND
Pno]‘oqmas OF MODEL.

1) ass‘olims NOT AT HOME \/ ~

L}

14)  RESIOENTS NOT WILLING TO DISCUSS




NAME . i it ittt e ff?ne: _ Y AP A -

ADORESS: 3525..é€7 ks AVINEL. o
SN pares 59.4@..(.%{8.&

1. ARE YGU AWARE OF THE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED ON THE SITE
OF THE OLD HUDSON'S DEPOSITORY ON HORTENSIA hOAD’ YES/NO*

3

HAVE YOU SEEN THE PLANS OR YHE MODEL? | YES/NO*

i
3. ARE‘YOU IN FAVOUR OF THE PROPOSAL? j YES/NO

I

!
|
4. 1IFf ﬁof, WHICH ASPECTS DO YOU DISLIKE?

R R R I A i A S s e esnvs dféadaia
J.I.‘l ......................... ......‘ ..'..'
1
{

edenssans s saseasa dassas et anean .-ot-ot s ass s

s d o a0 0 s st aaut et st bsB et bbaaanasana .'_'".ll.il

-
.
-

.
.
s W amanngr gy apath M on Do s b Bn s et

i
! ; .
IF THE POINTS RAISED ABOVE WERE SUCCESSFULLY TACKLED

WOULD YOU THEN BE IN FAVOUR OF THE PROPOSAQ? | YES/NO

!

[$+]

*  SHOW BLUE BROCHURE WITH PLANS AND ILLUSTRATYONS AND
PHOIOQRAPHS OF MODEL. *

] ; - | S
1) RESiDENTs NOT AT HOME — f&/{/vwx, M |k

11) nsstoﬁnrs NOT WILLING TO olscuss
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1. ARE YdU AWARE OF THE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED ON THE SITE

OF fHE OLD HUDSON'S DEPOSITORY ON HORTENSIA ROAD? YES/NO*
2. nav¢ YOU SEEN THE PLANS OR THE MODEL? | YES/NO
i ;
{ 4
i .
3.  ARE YOU IN FAVOUR OF THE PROPOSAL? - YES/NO

i
!

4. IF ROT, WHICH ASPECTS DO YOU DISLIKE?

]
h

-c-ic(-nncoa.ayoo ------------------- Sasaseagasan s
1)

-..‘01‘,............. ------------------- -...“—'l...'..
. 'Y
4
.
¢ H

assgsdsarnssnace nc-na|.n¢n-o-cooonoooa.-u-an*.--nqo
1
! .

ccclc“uloo.oc -------------- tceraveenasassestrdirnana

j
5. 1F fHé POINTS RAISED ABOVE WERE SUCCESSFULLY TACKLED
uou&o YOU THEN BE IN FAVOUR OF THE PROPOSALf YES/NO
i .1
% sHol BLUE BROCHURE WITH PLANS AND ILLUSTRAT*ONS AND
PHOTO?RAPHS OF MODEL.

5 V’

1) Res?ogurs NOT AT HOME \v{?

11)  RESIDENTS NOT WILLING TO DISCUSS



1. ARE ‘'YOU AWARE OF THE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED ON THE SITE
OF THE OLD HUDSON'S DEPOSITORY ON HORTENSIA FOAD? (::j>No*

2. HAVE YOU SEEN THE PLANS OR THE MODEL? (:::)No*
| |

3. ARE'YOU IN FAVOUR OF THE PROPOSAL? (E:::hp
i

4, IF NOT, WHICH ASPECTS DO YOU DISLIKE?

Corecosndinde. ... 0., 4 STt ot bolln

..€¢a4r . AN L wadd ‘;(kéét44/?;4ﬂa¢ﬁ;\

LI I o o LR RN )

<

............. EEEEEEY]

d

1 7 l
-co{r-l -------- LR R I R I B R B BN N R A A A N A R ol“o“bott'o

t

t

IF THE POINTS RAISED ABOVE WERE SUCCESSFULLY TACKLED
WOULD 'YOU THEN BE IN FAVOUR OF THE paoposngf (::j)no

g o b an'e

(4 )

!
+

SHOR BLUE BROCHURE WITH PLANS AND TLLUSTRATIONS AND
PHOioqRAPHS OF MODEL. t

P
1) RES{DENTS NOT AT HOME

1) RES{DENTS NOT WILLING TO DISCUSS
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¢ o JohnTrott and Son

\ . Chartered Valuation Surveyors - Town Planning Consultants
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and at Barnard House, The Drive, Groat Warley, Brentwood, Essex (0277) 224864
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Jjohn Trott and Son

. Chartered Valuation Surveyers - Town Planning Consultants
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~ John Trott and Son

‘ Chartered Valuation Surveyors - Town Planning Consultants

Interlock Business Cantre,
Knight Road, Rochester, Kent ME2 2EL ‘

Talephone: Rochester (0634) 200790 k o
Fax No. (0634) 290783

and at Barnard House, The Drive, Great Warley, Brantwood, Essex (0277) 224664
and Hintoa House, Station Road, Naw Miltan, Hants, (0425} 617207

Our ref: PH/PS/2128 L Erw
2lst September 1988 e : pd(

Department of Planning § Transportation
Royal Borough of Kensington § Chelsea
Town Hall

Hornton Street

London W8 7NX

For the attention of Mr Wells

Dear Sirs

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1971
APPLICATION BY COLWYN FOULKES AND PARTNERS FOR MIXED RESIDENTIAL AND

COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT AT
CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD, LONDON SW10.

APPLICATION REF: TP 88/633

Further to our meeting of 20th September 1988, we confirm that we would like the
report entitled "Canvas of Gunter Grove Residents" to be considered in the
preparation of the Report to Committes on the above application.

We will be forwarding further copies in due course for distribution to Committee
Members.

Yours faithfully

a"@m_‘[;iglx #San

John Troft & Son

L.J.Trott, FRI.C.S,FR.V.A.
Q. DM D O (S TTITET T I T T TR

N.J.Pryor, 8.5¢. (Est. Man.), A.RI.C.S.

Associates:

A.L.Vidler, B.5c. {Hons), A.R.|.C.5.
P.N.d’'Arcy. B.5¢., A.RI.C.S.
Consultant: D.Mallett F.R.I.C.S.

Secretary; Margarat Rees
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HIK‘Z Colwyn Foulkes and Partners

Chantered Architects Planning and Landscape Consultants

ATTN: Mr. h,
Royal Borbugh/of Kensington & Chelsea, @ (VP
Town Hall, (Do~ &muﬁs {

Hornton Street, l

ILondon., W8 7NX ww}&b%&{—m .

HTN/LA/ncf/fih 21st September, 1988, 2\ l{

Dear Sirs,
RE: CHELSEA QOLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD, SW10

I am writing to you in the absence of Mr. Sanders on holiday.

Following our meeting with Mr. Wells yesterday to consider our revised “
application, a number of points of small discrepancy were identified. The .

principle problem would appear to be measuring off undimensioned drawings.

The Ordinance Survey map for the area is not very accurate and we have SecTionss
therefore had a full survey undertaken. The area that concerned Mr. Wells MARKED
appeared to be the rear boundary with Gunter Grove and the fact that our
sections were not identified accurately on the site plan, T * ATDY

We have now amended section lines and the accuracy can now also be checked by
reference to the survey of the rear portion of the site on which the sections
are also marked., We are submitting this drawing as supporting information.

There seemed to be considerable discrepancy on measurement of the building.
I would suggest that measurements are taken fram the detail sheets for each
building which include the basement for each unit. Fram the figures Mr. ,aoT S© \
Wells quoted, it would appear the basement was counted twice, — " ———— "~

On the habitable room count, we were able to identify the principle ——— @200
difference between the counts. We are counting living rooms, same including OVeA
dining alcoves as one roam, we are not including utilities,@very small study ﬁ:,wd-
rocms, basement games rooms o kitchens under 13m2 as set down in the

R.B.K.C. District Plan. O C{c):-uc\ C.QAG?ABI-L
. ) wl
We did advise Mr. Wells that we were going to issue sane minor amendments ‘[__M.._.:?-— ‘

taking account of the neighbours camrents and officers views on TP/88/1410/sS = 2
and hand them to him today.

T WIS ADVLED oW WAEdy. \de JTEVT

Dewthy T ME B Mo T &P

229 Kensington High St. London W8 6SA Tel: 01 938 2464
Telex: 8950511 ONEONE G Att: 16402 Fax: 01 938 2847

Merton Place, Colwyn Bay LL29 7BY. Tel: 0492 53 2735
Telex: 8950511 ONEONE G Att: 16403

Partners:

A.N. Cotwyn Foulkes, B.5c., B.Arch, RI1BA.

H. R T. Wiliams, B.Sc¢.. B Arch, RILBA

R. Colwyn Foulkes, ip. Arch. RLB A, Consultants:

E. M. Foulkes, MBE, B Arch RILBA,Dp CD.FRSA.  Jane Coy, Dip. Aren., Dip LA, ALI
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However, I gather fram the D.O.E. this morning™ that this may cause Mr., Wells
a problem and mean that this scheme may not be able to be heard at the appeal
date set which was our original intention when talking to Mr. Sanders (see
John Trott's letter to Mr. Sanders dated 12th September, 1988).

If there are any problems that mean the minor amendments we are proposing
could prevent the scheme going either to the 13th October planning meeting or
being enjoined at the appeal, we will drop these alterations in order to have
the scheme heard.

Can you please ensure this action is taken if necessary.

Yours faithfully, 2‘%‘,\4

A.N. Colwyn Foulk
COLWYN FOULKES AND PARTNERS

J. TR
- LET



® John Trott and Son s

Chartered Valuation Surveyors - Town Planning Consultants

—_—— .
e =

Infitock Business Centre, BT

Knight Road, Rochester, Kent ME2 2EL %B

Telephone: Rochester {0634) 290790

Fax No. (0634) 290783 . D]RECTORATE oF
and at Barnard House, The Drive, Great Warley, Brentwood, Essex (0277) 224664 PLANN‘NG & TRANSPONAT‘ON

and Hinton House, Station Road, New Milton, Hants. {0425} 617207
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21st September 1988 - SV

Department of Planning & Transportation
Royal Borough of Kensington § Chelsea
Town Hall

Hornton Sireet

London W8 7NX

For the attention of Mr Well/

7

Dear Sirs

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1971

APPLICATION BY COLWYN FOULKES AND PARTNERS FOR MIXED RESIDENTIAL AND
COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT AT

CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD, LONDON SW10.

APPLICATION REF: TP 88/633

Further to our meeting of 20th September 1988, we confirm that we would like the
report entitled "Canvas of Gunter Grove Residents" to be considered in the
preparation of the Report to Committee on the above application.

We will be forwarding further copies in due course for distribution to Committee
Members.

Yours faithfully

ThunTifh 00 -

John Trott § Son

L.J.Trott, FR.I.C.S,FRV.A.
G.D.Frall, B.Sc. {Est. Man.},F.R.I.C.S.,FRV.A,
N.J.Pryor, B.Sc. {Est. Man.), A.RIC.S.

Associates:
A.L.Vidler, B.Sc. (Mons), A.R.I.C.S.
P.N.d"Arcy, B.Sc., A.R.I1L.C.S.

Consultant: D.Mallett FR.I.C.S.

Secretary; Margaret Rees



THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA

E.A. SANDERS, ARICS, Department 705,
Director of Planning and Transportation The Town Hall,
Hornton Street,
M.J. FRENCH, ARICS, Dip.T.P, London
Deputy Director of Planning and Transportation w8 7N)’2
COUNCIL NOTIFICATICN OF DEVELOPMENT Telephone: 01-937 5464
Extension : 2079/2080
FILE COPY
P ' Date: 22/09/88
t
My reference: Tp/88/063 3/5 Your reference: Please ask for: ;I;c;;::lia::iggﬁce

Dear Sir/Madam,

THIS LETTER INVITES YOU TO COMMENT ON A PLANNING APPLICATION/
LISTED BUILDING APPLICATION WHICH MAY AFFECT YOUR PROPERTY

| should be pleased to know, in writing, if you as the occupier/owner of
neighbouring property have any comments on the following proposal: —

Address of application property

CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD, KENSINGTON, S.W.10

Proposal for which permission is sought

Erection of 12 houses, 9 flats and 694 §quare metres of
office floor space (Use Class Bl)

REVISED DRAWINGS RECEIVED.

Yours faithfully

E.A. SANDERS

Director of Planning and Transportation.

PLEASE SEE OVERLEAF.



TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACTS, 1971/74

]

i

The Council is required by the Secretary of State for the Environment to consider all planning:
applications expeditiously. Any letter of support or objection should be received as soon as
possible within 14 days of the date of this letter, although later objections, if received in time,
will be reported to the Council Committee meeting which decides the application. An early response
gives the Council's officers the opportunity to encourage applicants to amend their plans in the
light of objections received, and the application may therefore be amended before it is decided.
If you cannot formulate your detailed objections within 14 days you should acknowledge this
letter so that your interest ¢can be noted,

The reasons for any objection should be clearly stated.

Objections relating to party walls and inconveniences which may be caused by building operations
should however be taken up, either by yourself or your professional representative, with the
applicant.

All correspondence received will be available to members of the determining Committee when
the application is considered.

It must be clearly understood that any comments you may choose to make will be made available
to the applicant, his agent and any other interested party, pursuant to the requirements of the
Local Government {Access to Information) Act, 1986,

Should there be any tenants in the buildings or other persons likely to be affected by this application,
would you please be good enough to bring this letter to their attention.

If you are not the owner of the property to which this notice is addressed will you kindly forward
this letter to the owner,

WHERE TO EXAMINE THE PLANS

The plans and/or application details referring to this proposal may be inspected at the Planning
Information Office on the 3rd floor at the Town Hall, Hornton Street, W8 7NX, between the
hours of 9.1ba.m. and 4.45 p.m., Mondays to Fridays. Alternatively, copies of all planning
applications relating to:

{a) the Chelsea area can be examined at the Information Office, Chelsea Old Town Hall, King’'s
Road, SW3. Tel. 01-352 1856.

(b} the postal areas W10, W11, or W2 can be examined at the Borough Council’'s Advisory
Service Office, The Information and Aid Centre, 140 Ladbroke Grove, W10 {under Westway,
opposite Ladbroke Grove tube station. Tel. 01-969 2433).

Please telephone the Chelsea and Westway offices to check opening times.

Please quote the T.P. reference number on all written replies.

Please note: In the interest of economy, letters in agreement or without cbjection to the proposals
will not be acknowledged.

D4/2205
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. THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA
TOWN PLANNING(APPLICATIONS)SUB-COMMITTEE 13/10/88 APPLICATION| NO. AGENDA ITEM
TP/88/0633/A/37 4421
REPORT BY THE DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION
APPLICANTS NAME/ADDRESS Application|dated 04/03/88
Colwyn Foulkes & Partners, Revised 14/09/88
229, Kensington High Street, London, W8 6SA
Completed 24/03/88
Polling Waré PA
ON BEHALF OF : Colwyn Foulkes & Partners,
INTEREST : Not known
District Plan Proposals Map:
Cons.Area CAPS Article 4 Listed HBMC A/0 Objectors
Direction -Building Direction Consulted (to date)
NO NO NO NO NO 60 5
RECOMMENDED DECISION :-
: GRANT PLANNING PERMISSION for the erection of 12
houses, 9 flats and 600 square metres of office
floor space (Use Class Bl)
At:  CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD, KENSINGTON, S.W.10
As shown on submitted drawing(s) No(s): TP/88/0633/8 ., JJ%
Applicants drawing{s)No(s) + HIN/O01/101, 102, 103, 104 /

. v
11, 112, 113

and 118Y HTN/L (1-)O01H.
CONDITIONS
1. C.22 2.¢cC.8 3. C.11 4. C.14 5. C.25 6. C.34 7. C.48
8. C.51 "buildings" "Hortensia House and Knights House"

9. €.52 10. C.56 "Access ramp to the basement car park"

REASONS FOR THE IMPOSITION OF CONDITIONS

R.1I3 2. R.4

1. . 3. R.6 4. R.7 "garages and parking spac
5. R.4 6. R.5 7. R.21 8. R.28 9. R.27 10. R.4
INFORMATIVES

1. 1.3 2. 1.44 3. 1.12 4. 1.18 5. 1.7 6. 1.
7. 1.33 8. 1.34 9. 1.35 10. 1.36
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Site

The site is located on the eastern side of Hortensia Road, 55| metres
north of its junction with Kings Road. The site is 60 metres wide and
between 40 and 36 metres deep. To the north, south and east! of the
site are Hortensia House, Knights House and Numbers 28 - 42 Gunter
Grove which comprise residential accommodation. To the western side of
Hortensia Road are Chelsea School and Sloane School. Hortensjia Road
links Kings Road with Fulham Road and allows a two-way flow ofltraffic
between two of the Borough’s major east-west routes.

|
Proposatl \

The site is presently occupied by three buildings, namely th% former
Hudsons Depository, a prefabricated classroom unit and a greenhouse.
The main building on the site is the former Hudsons Depository, a five
storey structure with a plant room occupying part of the flat 'roof at
fifth floor level, which is used by the University of London as
research laboratories. To the north of the main building is the single
storey classroom unit and the greenhouse is to the southj The
applicants submitted duplicate applications, which both propased to
demolish the existing buildings, and to erect a five storey block on
the Hortensia Road frontage with a four storey block to the reaﬁ of the
site.

The applicants have submitted an appeal on grounds on non-determination
in respect of one of the duplicate applications (Reference No.
88/0632). The date for a public inquiry has been set for 8th jand 9th
of November. l

The proposal which is the subject of this report has been -amended
following negotiations. There have been minor changes to the five
storey block on the Hortensia Road frontage but the block at the rear
of the site has been reduced to three storeys (the originally proposed
third floor has been deleted). i

The development is for primarily residential accommodation, &ith the
commercial element (Use Class Bl) of the scheme comprising [of 600
square metres TJocated at the southern end of each block. The
residential accommodation proposed comprises 9 flats and 4 houses in
the front block and 8 houses in the rear block. A basement parking
area for residents and visitors is also proposed.

History

The five storey building was originally used for the storage of

furniture by John Lewis & Co.
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On 4th December 1966, planning permission was granted to Chelsea
College for use of the building for educational purposes for 10|years.
The permission was renewed in July 1976 for a further limited|period
and expired on 23rd June 1987.

|
In March 1973, planning permission was granted for the construction of
a single storey prefabricated building and for its retention pnd use
for a period of three years. This permission was renewed in December
1976 for a 1imited period which expired on 23rd June 1987.

Permanent planning permission for the educational use of the five
storey and single storey buildings was granted in 1982, i
I

Considerations

1. The principal elevation of the residential element proposed is to
Hortensia Road with a centrally located block of flats wﬁth two
houses at either end. The -proposal includes a true mansard roof
with projecting dormer windows and grand elements of design such as
pediments, pilasters, lunettes and rustication. To the nqrth of
the proposed front block there is pedestrian access from Hortensia
Road to the rear residential element of eight houses, which also
include a true mansard roof with projecting windows.

The design of the rear block has been greatly simplified following
negotiation. The originally proposed grand elements of | design
(including pediments, pilasters and lunettes) have been omitted.
The rear block comprises a rendered ground floor, a brick first
floor including french doors, sash windows and brick arches and a
true mansard slate-clad second floor with projecting| dormer
windows. The rear block includes ground floor additionslat rear
and has been set back further from the properties in Gunter Grove,
reducing the overall impact of the proposal on those properties.

The front block amendments include a raised mansarq roof,
particularly over the central block of flats, and a hipped roof
detail next to Hortensia House.

Each house in the proposal has its own rear garden.

The commercial element of the proposal to the south of the site
respects the design details of the residential element and jincludes
oriel windows on the Hortensia Road elevation. There is vehicular
access from Hortensia Road to the rear block via an| arched
entrance.

The blocks are to be constructed in London stock bricks, including
elements of stucco, painted render and reconstituted stone, with
slate roofs and timber frame windows.
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A basement car park is to be provided for residents with ada1t1ona1

spaces set aside for visitors. The car park ramp and residential
access to the rear block have been handed to take into account the
comments of local residents.

The office element of the scheme includes parking at grouhd floor
level with a turning area for service vehicles. |

2. The residential accommodation proposed is as follows: {
12 houses: 4 x 2 bedroom (including a Tower ground floor games
4 x 2 bedroom (:ggT&ding a lower ground floor|games
4 x 4 Bedroom (:32T&d1ng a lower ground floor: studio
and bathroom/W.C.)

|
Flats: 2 x 2 bedroom units l
6 x 3 bedroom units !

1 x 4 bedroom units
3. The principle of the demolition of the existing three bu11h1ngs on
the site and the redevelopment of the site to provide respdent1a1
accommodation is considered acceptable (permission is not required
for demolition as the buildings are not within a conservatjion area
and are not listed).

Indeed, Paragraph 3.1.1 of the District Plan states: ‘

"The principal aim of the District Plan is to maintain and ‘enhance
the status of the Borough as an attractive place in wh1ch to live
and work. It seeks to achieve this by creating a better mhysical
environment for a wider variety of housing, services and Jobs."

It is also stated in Chapter Four "Conservation and Development" of
the District Plan, Paragraph 4.1.8:

“The Council's overriding policy is to maintain the historic and
social identity of the Royal Borough and to see that it rega1ns and
enhances its environmental attraction as a residential area close
to the heart of London." 1

I

"The Council, both in conservation areas and elsewhere, will aim
for the conservation of the character of the Royal Borough!and the
enhancement of the environment. Al1 new development must respect
and relate directly to the established scale and character of the
surrounding area."

|

In addition, Paragraph 4.1.5 states:
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This theme is further developed in the District Plan High
environmental and architectural design standards arej sought
throughout the Borough and new development must be sensitive to and
compatible with the scale and character of the surroundings. In
particular, new development must relate directly to the surrounding
area and allow sufficient 1ight to reach other buildings and sites,
and should not have a cliff-like effect on nearby windows and

gardens.

Thus, while residential development is normally welcome, suLject to
all th policies of the District Plan, particular regard ' must be
paid to the existing scale and character of the surrounding area,
which the new development must respect, and to the effects of any
proposal on residential amenity and the housing environment of
neighbouring properties.

It is the intention of Central Government that full and effective
use be made of land within existing urban areas. Circu]@r 15/84
"Land for Housing” and Planning Policy Guidance 3 "lLand for
Housing" set out the relevant national policies.

In particular, Paragraph 6 of Circular 15/84 and Paragraph 5 of
Planning Policy Guidance 3 state that sites proposed For new
housing should be well related in scale and location to existing
development. '

The District Plan Group refer to the high density | of the
development, which is in excess of 500 habitable rooms | to the
hectare, and to the Greater London Development Plan guidellines for
family housing, which are 175 h.r.h. to 210 h.r.h. (Distriict Plan
Paragraph 5.6.4). The acceptability of such a high densiﬂy scheme
is very dependent upon the architectural character and scale of the
surrounding area, thus the views and comments of the Conservation
and Design Officer are important.

The site is not a preferred office 1location (District Plan
Paragraph 13.3.2), but Bl Business Use is considered acceptable.

The Council’s preference for small office suites is |stressed
{Paragraph 13.5.7).
|
The Traffic Officer has discussed and agreed details of crossovers,
sightlines, service yard access and service yard dimensijons. The
amount of residential off-street car parking provision is
considered adequate. There is no objection to the office parking

provision.

Revisions to the previously agreed details of the ramp] to the
basement car park have been received. |
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|
The revised proposals are sub-standard in terms of District Plan
standards but are not considered unacceptable.

The Conservation and Design Officer is critical of the proposal,
considering that the proposed height and siting of the \b]ocks
appears to poorly utilise internal site space and is unsympathetic
to residential amenity and the street character.

The detailed concerns in respect of the original proposal are set
out in Paragraph 6 of the Considerations section to the jreport
Reference No. 88/0632.

The principle of the front and rear block arrangement is still
considered unacceptable, although the simplification of the rear
block is welcome and its reduction by one storey will improve the
interior space between the blocks and reduce the effect |on the
amenities of Gunter Grove properties.

It is considered that an opportunity exists on this site tolocate
a substantial well detailed block along Hortensia Road. A pavilion
block would be consistent with the existing street massing. The
street 1is composed of a collection of large individual buildings
such as Sloane School, Chelsea School and Knights House, not
several mid-19th Century terraces.

A large pavilion building, set back or close to the Hortensia Road
frontage (possibly incorporating a number of rear extensions) would
permit considerable accommodation in a way which would enhance the
existing residential environs in terms of views, openness, daylight
and sunlight. Such massing would allow sufficient space [to the
rear of a new block to ensure that a noticeable improvement in
amenity is achieved. Thus the existing quality of residential
amenity to the rear of the properties in Gunter Grove wéuld be
preserved and enhanced. i

The existing unsatisfactory relationship of the five storey main
building to properties in Gunter Grove is not considered to provide
a Jjustification for excessive bulk along the rear site bo@ndary,
given the opportunity to introduce a substantial block to the front
of the site. |

The amended proposal complies with Council standards of
daylight/sunlight 1in terms of properties in Gunter Grove although
the front block will still overshadow the rear block.| The
reduction of the rear block by one storey reduces the intensity of
direct overlooking and is considered acceptable on balance given
the juxtaposition of nearby blocks in Hortensia Road and|Gunter
Grove.
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The design of the commercial element of the front b1ock is not
considered satisfactory and a set back from the Hortens1a Road
frontage along with a reduction by one storey would be preferred.

The applicants were not prepared to amend this element of the
proposal following the lengthy discussions which have taken place
over the principle of the rear block. ‘

1

Consultation 1

A letter has been received from the West London Architectural éociety.
They find the proposals quite unacceptable and comment as follows:

"l. The site layout shows the introduction of a rear terrace, which
constitutes backland development, and is against the Hjistorical
grain of the area. Furthermore the distance between the Tront and
rear terraces does not afford adequate levels of privacy. :

2. The rear terrace is far too high at five storeys and cannot be
treated as a serious proposal for a rear mews.

3. The elevations to the front block suffer from an overdose of
variety with their banal historical references. One only has to
look at all the different window surrounds to appreciate the
problem.

4. Finally, the proposed density is well over the standard stated in
the GLDP (no more than 85 H.R.A.) and on this issue a]one we urge
the members to reject the scheme."” |

\

Four letters of objection have been received, g1v1ng grounds inc]udlng

loss of trees, loss of light, noise and fumes from the underground car

park, proximity to Hortensia House, additional demand for on-street
parking and noise, dirt and dust during the building work.

"Rights to Light" were also mentioned but, along with building work

disturbance, these are not planning considerations.

Councillor The Honourable Simon Orr-Ewing has written in support of the
amended scheme. A copy of his letter is attached to this report.

The applicants have themselves carried out a consultation process with
residents in Gunter Grove, Hortensia House and Knights House. (A public
meeting was held on June 1lst in Stanley House, Kings College, Kings
Road to seek Tlocal views. Eight residents of Gunter Grove and
Hortensia Road attended. A model and 1illustrations of the|proposed
development were considered.

On August 30th, the residents of Gunter grove affected by the! proposed
development were canvassed by teams from the applicants. Thelfindings
are set out in a report, a copy of which is with the app11catpon file.
Residents supported the principle of redevelopment.
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Recommendation

The Committee is recommended to grant planning permission.

E.A.SANDERS
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION

LIST OF BACKGROUND PAPERS

i} The contents of the file number TP/88/0633 referred to lat the
head of this report.
ii) The contents of the file number TP/88/0632.

REPORT PREPARED BY: JOW
REPORT APPROVED BY: MJF
DATE REPORT APPROVED: 23/09/88
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THEROYALBOROUGHOF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA

; MISS C. M. DENT, BSc, M Phil, FRICS, FRTPI Department 705,
vt ) Director of Planning and Transportation The Town Hali,
5 Hornton Street,
M. J. FRENCH, ARICS, Dip. T. P., London,
Deputy Director of Planning and Transportation W8 7NX
Councillor Sir Anthony Coates, Ei::':,':::: (01) 937 5464
135 Gloucester Road, 3265

LONDON, SW7 4TH. Facsimile: 01 - 938 1445

24th October 1989

My reference: Your reference: Please ask for:

TP/86/0633 /MW Mr. Walsh

_——

Dear Councillor Sir Anthony Coates,

Standing Order 47

Enforcement Notice pursuant to Section 87 of the

Town and Country Planning Act 1971 - Former Hudson's Depository, .-
Hortensia Road, S.W.l0. (Carlyle Place)

A complaint was received from residents in Gunter Grove that the.
works being carried out at the above site did not comply with
the scheme that received planning permission from this Council
dated 22nd December 1988.

A site inspection was carried out on 17th October 1989. From
measurements taken on site, it appears that the height of the
structure is 350mm. higher than that approved. To this must be
added the roof structure which is not yet in place. - S

The architects were advised that there were deviations from the
approved scheme at a meeting on l7th October 1989 and were advised
to submit proposals showing how they were to correct the deviations.
This they agreed to do.

At a meeting between the architects and planning officers on the
19th October 1989 to discuss other aspects of the development,

it was discovered that further deviations were occurring to the
front elevation from the scheme that received planning permission
from this Council. Also Condition No's. 2, 5 and 10 have not
been complied with prior to works commencing on site.

This was pointed out in a letter to the architects dated 20th
October 1989. The architects were requested to reply by the 23rd
October 1989, but as yet no reply has been received. No proposals
have been received showing how the structure, which backs onto
Gunter Grove, is to be reduced.
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The structure is currently being constructed at raised ground floor
level and concrete is being poured daily. The contractors are
moving quickly and "time is of the essence'. The residents of
Gunter Grove have suffered loss of light and of amenity, and if

the structure is raised any higher will suffer a corresponding
loss.

Yours sincerely,

Director wf Planning and Transportation.



Standing Order 47
Enforcement and Stop Notices
Former Hudson's Depository, Hortensia Road, $.W.10. (Carlyle Place)

I endorse the proposals summarised below.

B A

Councillor Sir Anthony Coates,
Chairman - Town Planning Committee.

Date .. 27//'”’&{ ..... i e

Acting under Standing Order 47, as a matter of urgency, I
authorise the Borough Solicitor to issue enforcement notices under
Section 87 and stop notices under Section 90 of the Town and
Country Planning Act 1971.

The stop notice is to include only a 5.000m. strip of land which
adjoins Gunter Grove and a 3.000m. strip of land which adjoins
Hortensia Road shown red on the attached plan.

Notice to allow 28 days for ‘compliance. Reasons for the issue of
the enforcement and stop notices:

1. The structure which adjoins the properties in Gunter Grove is
350mm. higher than the scheme that received planning permission
from this Council.

r

2. The scheme, which adjoins Hortensia Road, is not being constructed

in accordance with the approved drawings.

3. Condition Nos. 2, 5 and 10 have now been complied with prior
to the commencement of works on site.

With regard to the stop notice, if the architects and solicitors

acting for the contractors and developers give an undertaking not
to carry out any works in the area shaded in red, and remove the

unauthorised works, the stop notice need not be served.

C. M. Dent,

sace L0 Gkt (T3




%‘.3; MISS C. M. DENT, BSc, M Phil, FRICS, FRTPI Department 705,
S & Director of Planning and Transportation The Town Hall,
e 2 D Hornton Street,

VSOOI M. J. FRENCH, ARICS, DIp. T. P, _ London,

WY Deputy Director of Planning and Transportation W8 7NX
Colwyn Foulkes & Partners , Eﬂi‘r":m’:’ (01) 937 5464
229 Kensington High Street, . 2012
LONDON, W8 6SA. Facsimile: 01-938 1445
For th? attn of A.N. Colwyn Foulkes 20th October 1989
My reference: Your reference: Please ask for:
TP/88Y/0633 C. Zacharia

Dear Sir,

Town and Country Planning Act 1971 (as amehded)
Chelsea College Site, Hortensia Road, S8.W.10.

It has been brought to the Council's attention that works have
cemmencedon site that clearly contravene the planning permission .
granted on the 22nd December 1988 (ref. TP/88/0633) for the
erection of 12 houses, 9 flats and 675 square metres of office’
floor space (Bl); in particular, Conditions 02, 05 and 10 that
request details of facing materials, landscaping and details

of the access ramp to the basement car park before any work is

commenced on site.
Furthermore, Condition 08 states:

"The new buildings hereby approved shall relate to adjoiningfbremises,
Hortensia House and Knights House, in height and plan exactly as

shown on the drawings now approved, and if for reasons of different
levels, or any cause it is subsequently found not possible to comply
with this requirement, the permission hereby granted becomes null and

void',

plan immediately, until these issues are considered and resolved,
Otherwise the Council may be minded to take enforcement action and
serve relevant stop notices.

I look forward to your reply by 23rd October 1989,

Yours faithfully,

AWk

Director of Planning and Transportation.

n4/10:9



THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA

E.A, SANDERS, ARICS, Department
Director of Planning and Transportation The Town Hall,
Hornton Street,
M.J. FRENCH, ARICS, Dip. T.P., London,
Deputy Directar of Planning and Transportation WB 7TNX
Colwyn Foulkes & Partners, ,
229, Kensington High Street, Telsphone:  (01) 937 5464
London , W8 6SA Extsnsion: 2()8]
Facsimile: 01-938 1445
~ 5 HCT 1988

Miss P.Vallely
Please ask for:

My refp7cPp /88 /0633/A/ 38/ 4421 reference:

Dear Sir/Madam,

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT, 1871
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING GENERAL DEVELOPMENT ORDER, 1977

Permission for development (Conditional} (TP6a)

The Borough Council hereby permit the development referred to in the
under-mentioned Schedule, subject to the conditions set out therein and in
accordance with the plans submitted, save insofar as may otherwise be
required by the said conditions. Your attention is also drawn to the
enclosed Information Sheet. )

SCHEDULE

DEVELOPMENT

Erection of 12 houses, 9 flats and 600 square metres of office floor space
(Use Class Bl), at CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD, KENSINGTON,
S.W.10, as shown on submitted drawings Nos. TP/88/0633/B, Applicant’s
drawings Nos. HTN/01/101, /102, /103, /104A, /105A, /106, /107, /108, /110,
/111, /112, /113, /114 and HTN/L (1-)01H, 1in accordance with your
application dated 04/03/88, completed 24/03/88, revised 14/09/88 and
22/09/88.

/ CONDITIONS ...

D4/1486
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CONDITIONS

1.

The development to which this permission relates shall be begun
before the expiration of five years from the date of this
permission. (C.22)

The facing materials to be used on the building shall not be
otherwise than those approved by the Council before any work on
the site is commenced, and samples of such facing materials,
including details of any pointing shall be submitted for the
Council’s consideration. (C.8) '

No plumbing or pipes, other than rainwater pipes, shall be fixed
on the external faces of the building. (C.11)

The garage accommodation shall not be adapted for living,
commercial or other purposes and shall be available at all times
for car parking. (C.14)

No development shall take place until there has been submitted to
and approved by the local planning authority a scheme of
landscaping, which shall inciude indications of all existing trees
and hedgerows on the land, and details of any to be retained,
together with measures for their protection in the course of
development; and all planting, seeding or turfing comprised in the
approved details of landscaping shall be carried out in the first
planting and“seeding seasons following the occupation of the
buildings or the completion of the development, whichever is the
sooner; and any trees or plants which within a period of 5 years
from the completion of the development die, are removed or become
seriously damaged or diseased shall be replaced in the next
planting season with others of similar size and species, unless
the local planning authority gives written consent to any
variation. (C.25)

No water tank, 1ift motor room or other roof structure shall be
erected which rises above the level of the roof hereby approved.
(C.34)

The premises subject of this permission shall not be used at any
time for any purpose specified in Section 4 of the Greater London
Council (General Powers) Act, 1983, shall not be used for any
purpose specified in Section 5 of the Greater London Council
(General Powers) Act, 1984, and shall not be used at any time for
the purpose of holiday lettings (explanatory note : this condition
prohibits the use of the premises for the purposes of temporary
sleeping accommodation for periods of less than 90 days, and
prohibits use for time sharing and holiday lettings). (C.48)

/ 8. The new buildings...
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10.

The new buildings hereby approved shall relate to adjoining
premises, Hortensia House and Knights House, in height and plan
exactly as shown on the drawings now approved, and if for reasons
of different levels, or any cause, it is subsequently found not
possible to comply with this requirement, the permission hereby
granted becomes null and void. (C.51)

No 1ift motor room, tank enclosure, flue or other structure shall
be erected on or above the roof of the building or its additions,
and any proposals shown on the drawings now approved which would
necessitate such a structure do not form part of this permission.
(C.52)

Details of access ramp to the basement car park shall be submitted
to and approved by the Director of Planning and Transportation, in
writing, before any work is commenced on site. (C.57)

REASONS FOR THE IMPQSITION OF CONDITIONS

1.

To prevent an accumulation of permissions which have not been
acted upon, and as required by Section 41 of the Town and Country
Planning Act, 1971. (R.13)

In order that the Council may be satisfied as to the detail of the
proposal. (R.4)

It is considered that external plumbing would seriously detract
from the appearance of the building and injure visual amenities.
(R.6)

To ensure the permanent retention of the garages and parking
spaces for parking purposes, to avoid obstruction of the
surrounding streets by waiting vehicles, and to .safeguard the
amenities of adjacent premises. (R.7)

In order that the Council may be satisfied as to the detail of the
proposal. (R.4)

To ensure that the external appearance of the building is
satisfactory. (R.5)

To ensure the permanent retention of the accommedation for normal
residential purposes. (R.21)

To ensure that the proposed work is carried out exactly in accord
with the intentions shown on the approved drawings. Any variation
from those drawings may not be acceptable to the Council. (R.28)

/ 9. To ensure a...
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10.

To ensure a reasonable standard of visual amenity in the scheme.
(R:27)

In order that the Council may be satisfied as to the detail of the
proposal. (R.4)

INFORMATIVES

1.

Refuse storage accommodation and access thereto must be provided
to the Council’s satisfaction. You are therefore advised to
consult with the Director of Engineering and Works Services,
Central Depot, Warwick Road, W14. (01-373-6099) who has a code of
practice available. Advice can also be given on certain aspects of
industrial and commercial waste, as well as household waste. The
Council operates a trade refuse service on a rechargeable basis.
(1.3} .

Your attention is drawn to the provisions of Section 60 of the
Control of Pollution Act, 1974, which imposes requirements as to
the way in which building works are implemented, including the
hours during which the work may be carried out. This Act is
administered by the Borough Environmental Health Officer, and you
are advised to consult with his Department at an early stage.
(1.44)

Your attention is drawn to the Building Act, 1984, the Building
Regulations, 1985, and, insofar as they are applicabie, the London
Building Acts, 1930-39. The Council’s District Surveyors
(01-373-7702), must be consulted in these respects.

In the case of new residential accommodation (or works to existing
residential premises) attention is drawn also to the Housing Act,
1985, and to the Council’s Underground Rooms regulations. The
Borough Environmental Health Officer (01-937-5464) can advise on
requirements necessary to satisfy this legislation. (I.12)

This permission is given without prejudice to the Council’s
powers under Section 35 the London Building Acts (Amendment) Act
1939. (as regards means of escape in case of fire) in which
respect the Council’s officers should be consulted at an early
date. Any proposals for external fire escapes or roof walkways or
safety railings will need to be the subject of a further
application for planning permission. The District Surveyor will
advise on the Building Regulations, 1985, which are operative

in Inner London from lst January, 1986. (I.18)

/ 5. The Borough...
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5. The Borough Environmental Health Officer, at the Town Hall,
Hornton Street, London, W8 7NX, should be consulted concerning the
provisions of the Health and Safety at Work etc. Act 1974 which
must be complied with where applicable. (I.7)

6. Any proposed signs may need consent under the Town and Country
Planning (Control of Advertisement) Regulations, 1984. The
Director of Planning and Transportation at the Town Hall, Hornton
Street, London, W8 7NX, will be pleased to advise in this respect.
Proposals to place signs on the public highway must be checked
also with the Director of Engineering and Works Services, Central
Depot, Warwick Road, W14 8PT. (I.l)

7. The Director of Engineering and Works Services whose office is
situated at Warwick Road, W14 (01-373-6099) shall be advised 7
days before any earth moving or abnormal use of adjacent highways
commences in order to discuss arrangements for the routing of
earth removing vehicles and for ensuring cleansing of the
carriageway. Contractors are reminded that it is an offence to
deposit mud upon the public highway. In the event that any
spillage etc. is not immediately cleared, the Council will carry
out the necessary cleansing and re-charge the cost of the work to
the Contractor. (I.33)

8. Your attention is drawn to the relevant provisions of the
Chronically Sick and Disabled Persons Act, 1970 {as referred to in
Section 3 of the Disabled Persons Act, 1981) which place an
obligation on a developer and his representatives to provide easy
access for the disabled. In the case of development for office,
shop, or factory purposes, or for buildings or premises to which
the public are admitted, you should refer to the Code of Practice
for Access for the Disabled to Buildings BS 5810 : 1979. In the
case of university, college, or school buildings, to Design Note
%? gggcess for the Physically Disabled to Educational Buildings."

9. Your attention is drawn to the British Standards Institution Code
of Practice for Demolition (CP 94 : 1971) the observance of which
should considerably reduce the risks inherent in demolition work
(particularly in relation to fire hazards arising from the
practice of burning materials on site) both to operatives on the
site and to the general public. (I.35)

/ 10. The development...



.TP/88/0633 : 6

10. The development hereby approved must be carried out in strict -
compliance with the plans referred to in this permission. Any
alteration to the approved scheme resulting either from the
requirements of the District Surveyor, or for any other cause,
must not take place except with the written agreement of the
Council as local planning authority. (1.36)

Yours faithfully,

A \TW\

Director of Planning and Transportation
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THE BROYAL BOROQUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA

E.A. SANDERS, ARICS, Department
Director of Planning and Transportation The Town Hall,
Hornton Street,
M.J. FRENCH, ARICS, Dip.T.P., . London,
Deputy Director of Planning and Transportation " W8 7NX

Colwyn Foulkes & Partners,

229, Kensington High Street, Totephone: (01) 937 5464
London, W8 6SA 2081
Facsimile:  01-938 1445
2 2 DEC 1988
My reference: Your reference: Please ask for: Miss P.Vallel Yy

PV/TP/88/0633/A/38/4421

THIS SUPERSEDES DECISION LETTER DATED 24/10/88, REFERENCE AS ABOVE
AND_SHOWS AMENDMENT TO "DEVELOPMENT" (675 SQ.M. OF OFFICE FLOORSPACE .

IN LIEU OF THE 600 SO.M. PREVIOQUSLY STATED.)

Dear Sir/Madam,

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT, 1971
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING GENERAL DEVELOPMENT ORDER, 1977

Permission for development (66nditiona1) (TPéa)

The Borough Council hereby permit the development referred to in the
under-mentioned Schedule, subject to the conditions set out therein and in
accordance with the plans submitted, save insofar as may otherwise be

" required by the said conditions. Your attention is also drawn to the
enclosed Information Sheet.

SCHEDULE

DEVELOPMENT

Erection of 12 houses, 9 flats and 678 square metres of office floor space
(Use Class Bl), at CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD, KENSINGTON,
S.W.10, as shown on submitted drawings Nos. TP/88/0633/B, Applicant’s
drawings Nos. HTN/01/101, /102, /103, /104A, /105A, /106, /107, /108, /110,
/111, /112, /113, /114 and HTN/L (1-)01H, 1in accordance with your
apﬁﬁjation dated 04/03/88, completed 24/03/88, revised 14/09/88 and
22/09/88.

/ CONDITIONS ...
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CONDITTONS

1.

The development to which this permission ré1ates shall be begun
before the expiration of five years from the date of this
permission. (C.22)

The facing materials to be used on the building shall not be
otherwise than those approved by the Council before any work on
the site is commenced, and samples of such facing materials,
including details of any pointing shall be submitted for the
Council’s consideration. (C.8)

No plumbing or pipes, other than rainwater pipes, shall be fixed
on the external faces of the building. {(C.11)

The garage accommodation shall not be adapted for living,
commercial or other purposes and shall be available at all times
for car parking. (C.14) :

No development shall take place until there has been submitted to
and approved by the local planning authority a scheme of
landscaping, which shall include indications of all existing trees
and hedgerows on the land, and details of any to be retained,
together with measures for their protection in the course of
development; and all planting, seeding or turfing comprised in the
approved details of landscaping shall be carried out in the first
planting and seeding seasons following the occupation of the
buildings or the completion of the development, whichever is the
sooner; and any trees or plants which within a period of 5 years
from the completion of the development die, are removed or become
seriously damaged or diseased shall be replaced in the next
planting season with others of similar size and species, unless
the local planning authority gives written consent to any
varjation. (C.25)

No water tank, 1ift motor room or other roof structure shall be
erected which rises above the Tevel of the roof hereby approved.
(C.34)

The premises subject of this permission shall not be used at any
time for any purpose specified in Section 4 of the Greater London
Council (General Powers) Act, 1983, shall not be used for any
purpose specified in Section 5 of the Greater London Council
(General Powers) Act, 1984, and shall not be used at any time for

the purpose of holiday lettings (explanatory note : this condition
prohibits the use of the premises for the purposes of temporary

sleeping accommodation for periods of less than 90 days, and
prohibits use for time sharing and holiday lettings). (C.48)

/ 8. The new buildings...
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10.

The new buildings hereby approved shall relate to adjoining
premises, Hortensia House and Knights House, in height and plan
exactly as shown on the drawings now approved, and if for reasons
of different levels, or any cause, it is subsequently found not
possible to comply with this requirement, the permission hereby
granted becomes null and void. (C.51)

No 1ift motor room, tank enclosure, flue or other structure shall
be erected on or above the roof of the building or its additions,
and any proposals shown on the drawings now approved which would
necessitate such a structure do not form part of this permission.
(€.52)

Details of access ramp to the basement car park shall be submitted
to and approved by the Director of Planning and Transportation, in
writing, before any work is commenced on site. {C.57)

REASONS FOR _THE TMPOSITION OF CONDITIONS

1.

To prevent an accumulation of permissions which have not been
acted upon, and as required by Section 41 of the Town and Country
Planning Act, 1971. (R.13)

In order that the Council may be satisfied as to the detail of the
proposal. (R.4) ‘

It is considered that external plumbing would seriously detract
from the appearance of the building and injure visual amenities.
(R.6)

To ensure the permanent retention of the garages and parking
spaces for parking purposes, to avoid obstruction of the
surrounding streets by waiting vehicles, and to safeguard the
amenities of adjacent premises. (R.7)

In order that the Council may be satisfied as to the detail of the
proposal. (R.4)

To ensure that the external appearance of the building is
satisfactory. (R.5)

To ensure the permanent retention of the accommodation for normal
residential purposes. (R.21)

To ensure that the proposed work is carried out exactly in accord
with the intentions shown on the approved drawings. Any variation
from those drawings may not be acceptable to the Council. (R.28)

/9. To ensure a...
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10.

To ensure a reasonable standard of visual amenity in the scheme.
(R.27)

In order that the Council may be satisfied as to the detail of the
proposal. (R.4)

INFORMATIVES

1.

Refuse storage accommodation and access thereto must be provided
to the Council’s satisfaction. You are therefore advised to
consult with the Director of Engineering and Works Services,
Central Depot, Warwick Road, W14. (01-373-6099) who has a code of
practice available. Advice can also be given on certain aspects of
industrial and commercial waste, as well as household waste. The
Council operates a trade refuse service on a rechargeable basis.
(1.3)

Your attention is drawn to the provisions of Section 60 of the
Control of Pollution Act, 1974, which imposes requirements as to
the way in which building works are implemented, including the
hours during which the work may be carried out. This Act is _ .
administered by the Borough Environmental Health Officer, and. you
are advised to consult with his Department at an early stage.
(1.44)

Your attention is drawn to the Building Act, 1984, the Building
Regulations, 1985, and, insofar as they are applicable, the London
Building Acts, 1930-39. The Council’s District Surveyors
(01-373-7702), must be consulted in these respects.

In the case of new residential accommodation (or works to existing
residential premises) attention is drawn also to the Housing Act,
1985, and to the Council’s Underground Rooms regulations. The
Borough Environmental Health Officer (01-937-5464) can advise on
requirements necessary to satisfy this legislation. (I.12)

This permission is given without prejudice to the Council’s
powers under Section 35 the London Building Acts (Amendment) Act
1939, (as regards means of escape in case of fire) in which

_respect the Council’s officers should be consulted at an early

date. Any proposals for external fire escapes or roof walkways or
safety railings will need to be the subject of a further
application for planning permission. The District Surveyor will
advise on the Building Regulations, 1985, which are operative

in Inner London from 1lst January, 1986. ({(I.18)

/5. The Borough....
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The Borough Environmental Health Officer, at the Town Hall,
Hornton Street, London, W8 7NX, should be consulted concerning the
provisions of the Health and Safety at Work etc. Act 1974 which
must be complied with where applicable. (I.7)

Any proposed signs may need consent under the Town and Country
Planning (Control of Advertisement) Regulations, 1984. The
Director of Planning and Transportation at the Town Hall, Hornton
Street, London, W8 7NX, will be pleased to advise in this respect.
Proposals to place signs on the public highway must be checked
also with the Director of Engineering and Works Services, Central
Depot, Warwick Road, W14 8PT. (I.1)

The Director of Engineering and Works Services whose office is
situated at Warwick Road, W14 (01-373-6099) shall be advised 7
days before any earth moving or abnormal use of adjacent highways
commences in order to discuss arrangements for the routing of
earth removing vehicles and for ensuring cleansing of the
carriageway. Contractors are reminded that it is an offence to
deposit mud upon the public highway. In the event that any
spillage etc. is not immediately cleared, the Council will carry
out the necessary cleansing and re-charge the cost of the work to
the Contractor. (I.33)

Your attention is drawn to the relevant provisions of the
Chronically Sick and Disabled Persons Act, 1970 (as referred to in
Section 3 of the Disabled Persons Act, 1981) which place an
obligation on a developer and his representatives to provide easy
access for the disabled. In the case of development for office,
shop, or factory purposes, or for buildings or premises to which
the public are admitted, you should refer to the Code of Practice
for Access for the Disabled to Buildings BS 5810 : 1979. In the
case of university, college, or school buildings, to Design Note
%8 "Access for the Physically Disabled to £ducational Buildings."
[.34)

Your attention is drawn to the British Standards Institution Code
of Practice for Demolition (CP 94 : 1971) the observance of which
should considerably reduce the risks inherent in demolition work
(particularly in relation to fire hazards arising from the
practice of burning materials on site) both to operatives on the
site and to the general public. (I.35)

/10. The development....
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10. The development hereby approved must be carried out in strict
compliance with the plans referred to in this permission. Any
alteration to the approved scheme resulting either from the
requirements of the District Surveyor, or for any other cause,
must not take place except with the written agreement of the
Council as local planning authority. (I1.36)

Yours faithfu}ly,

QA e

Director of Planning and Transportation
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TOWN HALL KENSINGTON W87NX 01.9375464

Messrs. John Trott & Son,
Sheridale ‘Business Centre,
Knight Road,

. Rochester,

Kent,

ME2 2EL.

24th April, 1990,

Dear Sirs, -

Chelsea College Site, Hortensia Road, London, S.W.10.

Thank you for:your letter of 1lth April. The information
contained in it ‘is helpful and I will ensure that the
members of the Town Planning Committee are made aware of
it when the matter is further considered.

Yours faithfully; -~

Councillor Sir Anthony Coates
Chairman - Town Planning Committee
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® John Trott and Son

Chartered Valuation Surveyors - Town Planning Consultants

Sheridale Business Centre,

Knight Road, Rochester, Kent ME2 2EL
Telephone: Rochester (0634} 290790

Fax No. {0634) 290783

and at Barnard House, The Drive, Great Warley, Brentwood, Essex (0277} 224664
and Hinton House, Station Road, New Milton, Hants (0426) 617207

Our Ref': NJP/JIW/2523
11th April, 1990

Councillor Anthony Coates, Chairman,
Planning and Transportation Committee,
Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea,
The Town Hall,

Hornton Street,

London W8 7NX

Dear Mr Chairman,

CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD, LONDON SW10
MIXED OFFICE AND RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT BY TRUST ESTATES
PLANNING APPLICATION TP/88/0633 AND REVISED APPLICATION TP/89/2137/A/03

Fellowing on from our meeting on the 27th March between representatives for
the applicants and Mr French and Mr Fonchini for your Authority, we write to
set the record straight, with respect to the above applicaticns, which we
trust will be of assistance both to the Planning Department and to Planning
Committee Members.

PLANNING BACKGROQUND APPLICATION TP/88/0633

A planning application was submitted by Colwyn Foulkes & Partners on the U4th
March, 1988, for development mistakenly described on the application forms as
694 sq. metres of office space (Bl), 12 houses and 9 flat units. A copy of
the covering letter and schedule of drawings originally submitted with that
application is attached as Appendix A. It may be seen from the covering
letter that it was always intended there would be commercial development at
the east end of the site in a line with the front town houses and rear mews
houses.

It is accepted that an error was made on Part III of the form as was explained
at the recent meeting.

Unfertunately, when the plans were first submitted, one floor of office
accommedation on the front block was omitted from the drawings. Also, there
was only one set of drawings to illustrate each of two identical office units
comprising part of the rear block. Sadly, when the area was first calculated,
the measurement was taken directly from these plans without allowance for the
omissions from the original drawings.

/..
Partners: Associates:
L.J.Trott, FRI.CS FRV.A. P.N.d"Arcy, B.Sc., A.R.I.C.S.
G.D.Frall, B.Sc. (Est. Man.), FR.I.C.S. FR.V.A. K.A.Fuller, AR.LCS., M.C.LO.B.
N.J.Pryor, B.Sc. (Est. Man.), AR.IC.S. A.L.Vidler, B.Sc.(Hons}, A.R.I.C.S.
Mrs.S.J. Vincent, Dip. T.P, M.R.T.P..

Administrator: Consultant:
R.H.Willan, A.C.l.S, D.Mallett, F.R.I.C.5.
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Director of Planning and Transportation
Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea 11th April, 1990
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Detailed discussions and negotiations commenced with your Authority in March
of 1988 and these were followed by a complete substitution of plans submitted
by way of a covering letter dated 13th April, 1988 (see copy attached Appendix
B).

Extensive consultation and negotiation with the Authority continued from April
through to September, 1988, during which time other applications were also
submitted. On the 13th September, 1988, revised drawings were again
substituted, with three further drawings being substituted on the 2lst
September, 1988 {Appendix C).

We draw particular attention to the fact that the applicant’s letter of the
2lst September,. 1988 advised that measurements should be taken from the detail
sheets for each building. Such detail drawings were those drawings at a scale
of 1:100..

We would advise that throughout our negotiations with the Local Authority, the
overall floor space of the office element was not at any time expressed to be
a concern to the Local Authority. The Officers and Committee were always
prepared to see an element of commercial use on this site, having regard to
its .background planning history. At no time throughout discussions with the
Council did we debate the floor area of the commercial element to the scheme;
nor were we invited to.

The application was reported to the Town Planning (Applications) Sub-Committee
on the 13th October, 1988, and it is quite clear from the Report to Committee
that the Committee were made aware of the fact that there was office
development at the southern end of each block and that there was a separate
vehicular access from Hortensia Road to the rear block via an arched entrance.
The various references to the office element are summarised below.

In the fifth paragraph of the second page of the Report to Committee it is
stated:

"The development is for primarily residential accommodation, with the
commercial element (Use Class Bl) of the scheme comprising of 600 square
metres located at the southern end of each block.™

The eighth paragraph of the Report alsc makes specifiic reference to the front
and rear offices:

"The commercial element of the Proposal to the south of the site respects the
design details of the residential element and includes oriel windows ont he
Hortensia Road elevation. There is vehicular access from Hortensia Road to
the rear block via an arched entrance.”
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Other references to the office element in the Committee Report were as
follows:

1. "The site is not a preferred office location (District Plan paragraph
13.3.2), but Bl Business Use is considered acceptable. The Council's
preference for small office suites is stressed (paragraph 13.5.7)."

2. "The office element of the scheme includes parking at ground floor level
with a turning area for service vehicles."

The floor space figure actually reported to Committee Members was not a figure
given by the applicants. The applicants having realised that the decision
letter had been issued dated 22nd October, 1988, with an incorrect floor space
figure, took legal advice on the matter and were advised that the permission
they had obtained for development was that shown on the plans. This firm
further reported to the applicants and had recommended obtaining a reissue of
the decision letter with the correect floor space shown thereon.

Our client's solicitors, Messrs Norton Rose, spoke with Mr French on the 1l4th
December, 1988, and advised him that it was an incorrect figure. Mr French
stated that he would remeasure the plans and Messrs Norton Rose spoke again on
the 15th December, 1988 and was advised that Mr French was reissuing the
decision letter showing an office floor space of 675 sq. metres.

Such floor space figure came to the attention of the applicant's architects,
Messrs Colwyn Foulkes & Partners, who wrote on the 21st December, 1988, i.e.,
before the issue of the 22nd December decision, advising the Royal Borough of
Kensington & Chelsea that the overall office floor space figure should be
1,038 sq. metres. In the final paragraph of that letter it was intended that
this matter be rectified as an amendment to the original permission, along
with the revision of houses to flats and other minor details raised earlier in
the same letter.
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SUMMARY OF OFFICE FLOOR SPACE ISSUE

The original floor space given in Part III of the application was a genuine
mistake. It was a mistake that was subsequently repeated by Officers of the
Planning Department and because office floor space as shown by the front and
rear office blocks on the plans was not expressed to be a concern to the Local
Authority, it was not picked up in the early stage of negotiations.
Notwithstanding the applicants had received legal advice that what was
permitted was that shown on the detailed plans, they did nevertheless take up
the matter with the Deputy Director and prior to the issue of the 22nd
December decision notice, had written confirming that the floor space was 1in
excess of 1,000 sq. metres. It is clear therefore, that there had been no
intention to ever mislead either the Officers or the Committee, a conclusicn
that we understand is accepted by the Deputy Director.

DETAILED DﬁAWINGS

We believe it is helpful to explain to Members that the floor space figure can
only be achieved by measuring or s¢aling from plans. The scale 1:100 drawings
approved by Committee in October, 1988, show in great detail that there were
rear_ and front office blocks. The drawings were to scale and at 1:100 comply
with the Local Authority requirements for such applications. The architects
letter of the 21st September, 1988 had made it clear that measurements should
be taken from the detail scale drawings.

At the time of the approval of the original application, the Authority's
concern that the development should be built in complete accordance with the
plans is demonstrated by the wording of Condition 08. Further, all the
approved plans are of course listed on the decision notice.

ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT

It is our understanding that in response to your Authority's own legal
opinion, Committee Members have suggested that the developers should promote
no more than 675 sq. metres of office floor space and therefore, Officers are
to negotiate an alternative use for the rear bleock which is residential. This
request takes no account of the fact that the developers have already removed
floor space from the rear part of this site and have made amendments which
substantially improve the outlook of the adjoining neighbour, Mr Stoop. The
applicants had also agreed to a condition for fixed vertical blinds, which
would further protect the privacy of adjoining neighbours and which is an
imposition not required by the original consent. Such considerations and
improvements should be viewed against your own Authority's conclusions that
the applicants could still build the original envelope permitted under
ref'erence 88/0633.
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Committee Members requirements will mean that the additional privacy gained by
such a condition referred to above, will be lost. It will impose a use, which
will cause a greater degree of loss of privacy and overlooking, with activity
at times of the day when Mr Stoop would most likely be at home. The benefit
of commercial use is that at week-ends and evening time, there would be little
or no activity at the permitted offices.

Members' suggestions will therefore not assist Mr Stoop and we understand that
Mr French agrees on this point,

A letter is being sent to you separately to suggest a way forward. The
purpose of this letter is to stress that at no time has our client or any
member of their professional team sought to mislead either the Council
Officers or it's Members. There have been mistakes, and we must accept that
and apoclogise; in turn, we must ask that the Local Authority accept that
these were genuine mistakes and that no deception was intended.

Yours faiﬁhfully,
/MQ,«.. ly#-\sg?‘«
JOHN TROT?zg;;:;’-\h

Att.
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Att: Mr. Wells : A T Y

Planning Department e Tl S
i Colwyn Foulkes and Partners

ROYathnBOI‘OU‘JhtOf Kensington & Chelsea Charntered Architects Planning and Landscape Consultants

London W8

HIN/LA/al/w | 3rd March 1988

Dear Sirs,
CHELSEA COLLEGE STTE, HORTENSIA ROAD, LONDON SW1O L

Please find enclosed 4 no. copies of our proposals for the redevelopment of
the above site. We also enclose the completed forms and a cheque in the sum
of 2,046.00 being the required fee. A schedule of the drawings and also of
the acconmodation on which the fee has been calculated are attached for your
information., .- .

Our proposals include the total demolition of the existing five storey
exposed concrete frame Chelsea College building and related ocutbuildings
presently on the site, and have been prepared further to discussion with your
Mr. French and Mr. Webb (ocur meetings of 9th and 25th February). We outline
these lﬁlodo )

The scheme comprises a mixed use of residential and commercial (B1) which .
results in a plot ratio of 1.79:1, this being within the guidelines of 2:1 as
laid down in the Kensington & Chelsea District Plan.

The residential development has its principal elevation to Hortensia Road
with a block of nine flats centrally located bounded by two town houses at
either end keeping to the building line presently formed by Hortensia House
49-56 and Knight's Bouse. A pedestrian access is provided to a mews
development behind providing a smaller scale development of 8 houses each
with their own garden. 'These properties follow the building line of the
Hortensia House 41-48 which enables the development to retain the mature tree
line along the northern boundary. The internal layout of the houses arranges
the principal accommodation onto the south facing mews which combined with
the detailing of the rear elevation and roof line, minimises the impact on
the boundary with the Gunter Grove properties.

The residential car parking for the whole development is located in a full
basement and affords two car parking spaces per houses, one per flat unit
with fourteen visitors parking spaces well in excess of the local authority

requirements.

229 Kensington High St. London W8 6SA Tel: 01 938 2464
Telex: 8950511 ONEONE G Att: 16402 Fax: 01 938 2915
Maerton Place, Colwyn Bay LL29 78Y. Tel: 0492 53 2735

Telex: 8950511 ONEONE G Alt: 16403

Partners:

AN, Cobwyn Foulkes, BSc, B Arch RIB A

HAT Wikave BSc. BAch RIDA
A. Cohwyn Foulkes, Dyp Arc RIB A Consultants:



The design of the scheme reflects the Georgian proportions of the buildings
in the swrrounding area and uses traditional detailing with facing brickwork,
rusticated stucco base and quality hardwood doors and sash windows.

Lardscaping of the mews would traditionally be kept hard with interlocking
paviours with detailed setts to margins. Soft landscaping has been
introduced by the way of small gardens to the rear of the town houses and
Elats with individual gardens being provided to the mews houses.

We would naturally welccme any input from the planning department with regard
to details and finishes.

The cammercial part of the development is located to the eastern end of the
site and again follows the building lines of the town and mews houses. As the
site narrows slightly at this position, the properties are stepped down to
meet the local authority's daylighting standards. The service yard and
‘parking is provided at ground floor level with access via an arched entrance
off Hortensia Road. _ . w .
R * [
With reference to highways we would confirm that the requirements of the
local authority have .been met and would refer to our meeting and subsequent
telephone conversations with Mr. Smith, Highways Dept. We would note,
however, that the turning head within the cammercial area has been reduced
urder the arch but that this was.still considered acceptable.

We trust the enclosed drawings show clearly our proposals but we would hope
to be able to discuss these in fuller detail once the submission is
registered all as agreed. Further information will be provided on request
and we would also inform you that a 1.100 model is presently being prepared
and will be ready for the caommittee meeting.

Yours sincerley,

w@u%%m.

H.R.T. Williams
QOLWYN FOULKES & PARTNERS

encs,;



HORTENSTA ROAD

CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE
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CRAWING LIST FOR PLANNING SUBMISSION

'/ ' bt ..‘

mN/0} 54 Bl Office Plans 1:100
57 o Basement Plan 1:100
58 | Site Plan 1:200
59 Location Plan 1500
60 ' House Type B 12100
61 A Flat Plans 12100
64 House Type A 12100
65 Bl Office Plans 1:100
66 Site Sections - 1:100

7 | Elevations 1:100
68 Elevations 1:100

CrP: 4.3.88
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soyal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea
Plaring Department

Town Ball

Hernton Street

Lorndon w8 TNX

~

BTN/LA/a)/Tp 13th April 1938

Dear Mr. Wells,

RE: CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD

As @lscussed earlier with you, we would like to subwit some revised drawings
for this scheme. The revisions; we have made are not substantial, but
represent the acheme more clearly that we would like to buiild, . .
With respect to couwients . made by yourselves, we have lowered the houses

)near&st to Gunter Grove and re-worked the elevation facing Gunter Grove, to
reduce its impact to- the houses facing it. The elevation to Hortensia Road
has also been'amerﬂed, particularly the central block of flats which now nas
a stronge.r, mare’ formal response to the Chelsea School oppoaite.

A porter's logge has been added, and this is sitvated within the substantial
planting that g:ovidea a v.i.sual barrie.r between this site and the Hortensia
Bouse site.

The rear offices have been amended to a&llow an improved elevational
treatment, more pleasant workspaces and a better relationship to the site
boundaries.,

The materials for the uilding finishes remain unchanged as coes the overall
layout of the scheme and the accamodation provided.

With regard to the detail of the proposal, we would welcane the cpportunity
to sit down with the Design Group and run through the propocals.

.)Please find enclosed a 1list of the new drawings, and these will supercede
their respective numbered drawing previously submitted.

Finally, having regard to the size and importance of this scheme we are
anxicus to know ycur department’s formal views at the earliest stage and
would request that you contact the writer, Anthony Ieslie, prior to
preparation of your formal report to coomittee. :
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Thank you for your help with this. If you require any further irformaticn,
do not hesitate to contact us. '

Yours sincerely,

COLWYN FOULXES & PARTNERS




BORTENSIA ROAD

CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE

REVISE DRAWING LIST FOR PLANNING SUBMISSION

Drawing No

HTN/Ol 54 D

‘STD

" 58 D

60 E
6lc
64 C
66 B
67 B
-68 A
69 D

71 D

Title

Bl Office Plans
Basément Plan /
Site Plan v
Location Plan /
House Type B +

Flat Plans /

House Type A No. 1 x
Site Sections v
Elevations ~
Elevations

Bl Office Plans -

House Type A No. 2 .

Scale

1:100
1:100
1:200
1:500
1:100
1:100
1:100
1:100
1:100
1:100
1:100
1:100
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_ Could you arrange to. remve.the folloving drawings: -

Attention: Mr. Sanders,

. Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea,

Planning Department,
Town liall, E
lornton Street,

. Londlon W.8

HIN/LA/NCF/adr 13th September, 1953.

Dear S‘ir, .,.

,.

HIMS DEPOSI’KRY, HER‘I'ENSIA FQAD

, I‘ollowing our meting with \1r Sa:xiars to discuss the proposals for the site

we would like to resubmit drawings based upon our discussions and the various
points ralsed at the meeting, and via correspondence with the neighbours

HTN 01/57D, 678, 61C, 68A, 66B, 58D, 59B, 64C, 71D, 601-:, 690, 54D
and replace them with the enclosed four sets of drawings:

HIN/L (1-) 018, HIN/01/101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 110,
111, 112, 113, 114 '

‘which illustrate our revised scheme 3. The significant changes are as

rollcws

The rear block has been reduced in size. The upper part is now reduced in
depth.to align with. the rear boundary of Hortensia House. The,scale of the
buildings is now reduced-to two storeys above ground and"a mansard roof.
This proposal falls well within the D.O.E.. gquideline for sunlight and
daylighting as it effects the neighbouring properties. This gives a distance
of 20m. fram first floor windows to the main part .of the Gunter Grove
oroperties.

The front block is reduced in overall width by 600mmn., and the end house

_adjacent to Hortensia House has had a hipped roof added to reduce impact on

rtensia House. The end elevation has also been detailed showing blankad
off window reveals with flat brick arches and a rusticated base. The block
of flats no longer has the additicmal storey as shown in the altermative
scheme submitted.



The ramo to the car park has been moved over adjacent to the first of the’
proeose’ new houses giving pedestrian access adjacent to the bowxdary. 7This
layout alloss us to retain the existing trees adjacent to the boundary and
moves the ramp further from Hortensia House by 2 ~ctres, in ad2ition our
rovicod landscape drawing will show extensive screen planting aLury Bals
bouryilaryv. .

We hrelieve that these revisions answer the main points raised by the
neighbours, and should .go a long way towards answering the points raised by
your officers concerning the scale of the devzlopment.

As Mscoussed, all the procosed schemes fall well below the overall
development ratio exercised hy the Comncil of 2:1. The rronosal answers the
earlisr concarns about daylighting an munlighting levels to neichbouring
properties, . " i . ' f

Pleasa let me ¥now if there are any further dztails that vou wvould like us to
nrovide. C '

Yours fait:'mfu_ll},

?\..N. CO].'.'!Y'!']. E“OUlkes
QULWYIT FCULKES & PARTNERS

e Qau‘:‘_\_ Lﬂf'ﬂl:lcln <« L&T .

nclosures
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RBs camsmanm SI']E, HORTENSTA ROAD, SW10
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ATTN: Mr, French,

Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea,
Town Hall,

Bornton Street,

London. .W8 TNX

HTN/LA/ncf/f3h 2lst September, 1988.
Dear Sirs,

I writin; to you in the absence of Mr. Sanders on holiday.

Follwing cur meeting wit.h Mr. Wells yesterday to consider our revised

application, a number of points of small discrepancy were identified. The

principle problem would appear to be measuring off undimensicned drawings.
TheOrdinanceSurveymnp for the area is not very accurate and we have

therefore had a full survey undertaken. The area that concerned Mr, Wells

appeared to be the rear. boundary with Gunter. Grove and the fact that our

sections were not identified accurately cn the site plan. k
We have now amended section linesandﬂleaccuracycannwalsobecheckedby 0\
reference to the survey of the rear portion of the site on which the sections [o‘> ’
are also marked. We are submitting thia drawing as supporting information.

There seemed to be considerable discrepancy on measurement of the building.
I would suggest that measurements are taken from the detail sheets for each
building which include the basement for each unit. Fram the figures Mr.
Wells quoted, it would appear the basement was counted twice.

On the habitable room count, we were able to identify the principle
difference between the counts. We are counting living rocms, some including
dining alcoves as ane room, we are not including utilities, very small study
reams, basement games rooms or kitchens under 13m2 as set down in the
R.B.K.C. District Plan.

We did advise Mr. Wells that we were going to issue scme minor amendments
taking account of the neighbours caments and officers views on TP/88/1410/S
and hand them to him today.

. I



Bowever, I gather from the D,O.E. this morning that this may cause Mr. Wells
a problem and mean that this scheme may not be able to be heard at the appeal
date set which was cur ariginal intention when talking to Mr. Sanders (see
John Trott's letter to Mr, Sanders dated 12th September, 1988).

If théreareanyprohlens that mean the minor amendments we are proposing

could prevent the scheme going either to the 13th October planning meeting or

being enjoined at the appeal, we will drop these alterations in order to have
the scheme heard.

Can you please ensure this action is taken if necessary.

Yours faithfully,

.o

A.N. Colwyn Foulkes K .

- COLWYN FOULKES AND PARTNERS



Mr French

Royal Borough of Rensington & Chelsea A

Planning Department \
Town Hall .

. Borton Street

Iondon

we 7T

HW/ucf/pl 21 Decembar 1988

. bearw Eremn |

2D T . : e

) Hudsons ‘Depoaitory, Hortensia Road, SW10 '

Thank you fo_f see.lng xi:i-'it, such short notice before Christmas to discuss the
project. . As mentioned on the telephona last week we are now getting into the
working drawingd of the- achéma and have started the detall degign of the rear
houses, Tha alterations we propose are principally elevation treatment and
do not effect the #ize or maseing. Theee minor alterations can hopefully be
dealt with by delegated powers. We encloge a drawing showing the ravised
elevationd propomsed. .. %W R T S A S

. On a more slgnifiéant matter our client is now considering adjusting the
content of the texracs to Hortensia Road. _ o

The approved shoeme has ¢ large houses, a block of flats and an office

building. The client bas asked us to investigate replacing the 4 town houses

with another block of £lats. The revised scheme we progose ls attached, You

will note that the depth of the new flata is less than originally proposed
. -~ &nd so makes the »news? wider to the rear. 'The overall mass of the building
N ) {8 reduced. Tha effect on the neighbours has not changed, -‘ -

We hope that you are able to view thesa alterstions as fairly minor in terms
of the impact on the neighbourhood and the nelighbours. _

3 B i TP U
e = ;

LT P

We can still achieve the parking standards required and would suggest that
the traffic generation {s the same for both achames,

1 understand that the proposed alterations will need to be shown to the
Plamning Committee in view of the pemis_a_i,m granted, -

TN L MM . e

Your departments view was that'flats were preferable in this location when we
dlecussed the project with them at an earlier stage.

Thank you for your help in this matter, 'I' would appreciate an early
indication of your thoughts as this would asaist us In the progreas of

working drawings.
Joontinued,...

-







- '] (R @

_Ooe other aspect that has camused scme confusion is the difference between the
. approved drewings for the office content and the approval document. There

seems o be a significant’ difference that may ba due to the fact that tha

original planning forms &id refer to a very different office scheme, We

encloge a schedule of areas measured from the approved plans. In gross area

:Bo(r):. the arproved scheans measures 1036m sq. and the approval document shows
o,

fopefully we can aort thlq cut \at the sxme tims.

Yours slnééreiy












CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD

TP/89/2137
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The above drawings have been collected for copying and will
be returned to the Council's Planning Department no later than
t\ k8- a.m. on Tuesdmy; E¥th March 1990.
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Rear Offices viewed from Knight’s House (2nd Floor). This block
blots the sun from nearby homes, and destroys peace and 'pri

vl'acy
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OMBUDSMAN COMPLAINT BY MR. N. STOOP RELATING TO
CHELSEA COLLEGE, HORTENSIA ROAD, S.W.10

ATTACHMENTS CROSSREFERENCED BY PARAGRAPH AND SUB-PARAGRAPH
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE €0/1795/90

QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION

Royal Courts of Justice,

Tuesday, 23rd July 1991.

Before:

MR. JUSTICE OTTON

Crown Office List

NICHOLAS JOHN STOOP

—v-

THE COUNCIL OF THE ROYAL BOROUGH
OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA

and

LONDON AND EDINBURGH TRUST PLC

(Computer-aided Transcript of the Stenograph Notes of Marten,
Walsh Cherer Ltd.Pemberton House, East Harding Street,
London, EC4A 3AS. Telephone No: 071-583 7635.

Shorthand Writers to the Court.)

MR. G. LAURENCE QC (instructed by Royds Treadwell, EC4) appeared
on behalf of the Applicant.

MR. A. WILKIE (instructed by The Legal Director, The Royal Borough
of Chelsea and Kensington, W8) appeared on behalf of the First
Respondent.

MR. B. ASH QC and MR. P. VILIAGE {instructed by Norton, Rose, EC3)
appeared on behalf of the Second Respondent.

J UDGMENT
(As _approved by Judge)




MR. JUSTICE OTTON: This is an application for judicial review of

the decision of the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea by
its town planning committee on 9th July 1990 to adopt the
recommendation of the Council’s Director of planning services
to grant conditional planning permission for the development
of the land known as the Chelsea College site, Hortensia Road,
London, SW10 by the erection of buildings comprising 27
residential flats, 8 houses and office accommodation being a
nett lettable area of 530 square metres (overall gross 752
square metres) with basement car parking for 28 cars for the
flats, 16 for the houses and 2 for the offices.

The applicant, Mr. Nicholas John Stoop, is the occupier
of 42A Gunter Grove and is a representative of the Gunter
Grove Residents Association. The first respondents are the
Council of the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea. The
second respondents are the London and Edinburgh Trust PLC who,
through one of their associated companies, were the developers
of this particular site.

To the rear of 42A Gunter Grove is the block of land
known as the old Chelsea College site and it is clearly marked
on the maps which were produced for me. It was a substantial
area and extended to the Hortensia Road which runs parallel to
Gunter Grove in this part of Chelsea. The history of
redevelopment proposals for this site goes back to the early
part of 1988.

On 13th October 1988 the Royal Borough granted planning



H

permission for the erection of 12 houses, 9 flats and 600
square metres of office floor space [Class Bl use] on this
site which was confirmed in a decision letter of 24th October
1988.

on 22nd December, however, the Royal Borough varied the
planning permission to permit the erection of 12 house, 9
flats and 675 square metres of office floor space on the same
site which permission was stated to "supersede the decision
letter dated 24th October 1988 .... and shows amendment to
'development’ [675 square metres of office floor space in lieu
of the 600 square metres previously stated]".

In March 1988 demolition commenced of the old
horticultural college including the low level greenhouses that
adjoined a wall of some 2.4 metres in height separating the
relevant part of the site from the houses in Gunter Grove.
Development then proceeded but it was alleged by the planning
authorities not in accordance with the planning permission.

Enforcement notices were served on the developers on
31st October 1989 and appeals were to be subject to a public
enquiry to be heard on 26th June 1990. On 12th February 1990
a further and different application for planning permission
was considered by the town planning application sub-committee.
The sub-committee had a report before it from the director of
planning and transportation dated 26th January 1996.

The meeting on 12th February referred the application to

the town planning committee for determination and a report was
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prepared by the town clerk chief executive for the forthcoming'
committee meetings.

Mr. Stoop, in his affidavit, records the position so
far as he was concerned at the end of 1989. Permission had
been granted for a significant development immediately next
door to his home. He had not been consulted on the
proposals. He was advised that the development committee was
inconsistent with standards of the planning authority. What
was being constructed was inconsistent with the plané which
had been put before the planning authority and included a
sizable building which significantly reduced the sunlight
reaching his property. As for office content, the permission
and the plans were mutually inconsistent.

The advice put before the sub-committee by its officers
was, in Mr. Stoop’s view and that of a Mr. de Lothbiniere,
inadequate. They took the view that this advice would still
be inadequate if put before the full committee. Therefore
proceedings were instituted against the council by writ
seeking an injunction and a declaration with the aim of
preventing the committee from considering the application with
less than full and correct information before it. In the
event, when the proceedings came before the court, the council
gave assurances not to determine the application prior to 13th
March 1990 and the action was adjourned.

Mr. Stoop instructed his planning consultant, Mr.

Powdrill, to prepare the detailed submission on his behalf at
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its meeting for 13th March. Mr. Powdrill duly produced the
submission dated 14th May 1990. That document set out in
considerable detail the history and the planning implications
of the development. It was very critical of what had
occurred and of the proposals. It went into matters such as
density of the residential development, the office plot ratio,
the building heights and sunlighting with appendices and
conclusions as follows.

"It cannot now be denied that this project has been
beset from the outset by confusion, errors of judgment,
errors of fact, misinterpretations, and breaches of
planning control. The four comprehensive
recommendations for refusal of the earlier schemes
(632/A/2, 633/A/21 and the two 1410s), the reasons for
which are equally applicable to the present two
applications (0296 and 2137), and the serving of two
enforcement notices, makes it incredible to suppose that
the present schemes are now held to surmount all those
obstacles and somehow to become both acceptable and:
appropriate, without any convincing explanation and in
defiance of the borough council’s adopted planning
policies and of good planning standards.

4.2. The project should now be re-examined in its
entirety. It is the objector’s opinion that the likely
outcome of such a review would seek to regularise in a
proper manner, and by references to the council’s
adopted environmental policies, the development on
Hortensia Road and behind 28-38 Gunter Grove, to onmit
the rear block entirely because of its adverse
environmental consequences on adjoining residential
properties, and to reduce the front block by one storey.
Action of this nature will not only seem to bring the
building back to what was permitted in 1988 (633/A/37),
but would still be in excess of what was permitted by
reason of increased office floor space and residential
density.

4.3 The committee should now become aware of all that
has transpired and should look at what is happening with
fresh eyes. Not to do so will imperil the environmental
standards of adjoining residents, and would run counter
to the aims clearly expressed in the Royal Borough of
Kensington and Chelsea’s approved district plan at
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paragraph 2.1.4 which supports the aims of the Greater

London development plan at section 2.1, which state

that: :

‘The essential purpose of the Greater London
development plan is to create a physical
environment ... which will conserve and improve the
standards of life in London ...’

and which, in more detailed form, are to be found in the

committee reports dealing with the four refused

applications. The development at Hortensia Road that is
now proceeding does not accord with these aims as is
evidenced by the committee’s decisions to
comprehensively refuse earlier attempts to produce an
unacceptable development, and then to have served two
enforcement notices, '

4.4. The committee is therefore invited to take all

these matters into account as being matters of material

consideration, and to take the appropriate action."

By its very terms one can see the highly critical
appraisal by its author and it accurately reflects the
anguish, anxiety and frustration which I have no doubt that
the applicant has felt throughout the history of this uhhappy
affair,

In 1990 a yet further planning application was made.
This was for 21 self-contained flats and was expressed as
being_as an amendment to the permission already granted.

This application did not cover the whole of the site but only
the rear part of the site where it abuts the Gunter Grove
properties.

On 29th April both outstanding applications were
referred to the town planning application sub-committee. The
sub-committee was informed that officers had decided to and

had, in fact, withdrawn the enforcement notices without
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reference to the members. The fact that the enforcement
notices had been withdrawn was no doubt a further cause of
anxiety for the applicant. The sub-committee did not decide
the applications before it. The developers’ proposals as they
then stood were referred to the planning applications
committee on 12th June 1990.

This committee did not determine the applications but
remitted them to the planning and conservation committee
("pcC") .

The PCC committee met on 9th July. It is what occurred
on that occasion which forms the subject matter of this
application. It did not consider proposals identical to those
considered by the planning application'sAcommittee because the
proposals had in the meantime been amended. The committee
had available to it the submissions already made on behalf of
the applicant and other objectors (notably Mr. Powdrill’s
report) reports of officers made to the planning application’s
committee, a report by the town clerk and chief executive on
what had occurred at the planning application’s committee, a
report by the director of planning services and a report by
the director of legal services. The committee.also had before
it three letters, each dated 9th July from Messrs. Royds
Treadwell, the applicant’s solicitors, from Mr. Powdrill, and
a Mr. Rowe, a surveyor. These were all referred to in
evidence and I need not refer to them.

It is interesting however to see what the attitude of the
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officers of the council were and the flavour of their
recommendation. In the document which was the report
prepared by the director of planning and transportation for
the sub-committee on 12th February the recommended decision
was that subject to the applicant entering into a section 52
agreement permission should be granted in relation to the rear
office block and for the development of the site to provide 21
flats, 8 houses and 1,110 square metres of office (B.1l use)
including the approval of details relating to access ramp,
landscaping and facing materials. Paragraph 2.2 states:
"when the scheme was considered in 1988 and subsequently
approved, the decision letter referred to 675 square
metres of office and this reflected that stated on the
application as rear office space; this did not include
any figure for office space in the original building
used by the University of London. The total area of
office should in fact have been 1100 square metres of
office." ) .
The figure of 1100 would, of course, have struck even

more horror in the mind of the applicant and the other

occupants of the besieged Gunter Grove.

No doubt if that had been made clear at the time then it
would have been a matter to exercise the minds of those who
were charged with granting or withholding planning permission
in 1988. Paragraph 7.2 continues:

"Rear QOffice Block

The rear office black has been the subject of concern
with the residents of 40 and 42 Gunter Grove, by way of
its height and close proximity to the existing
residential houses, These concerns are supported (my
emphasis). Revisions have been actively sought and the
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applicants have made a token modification at the rear by
setting the block 8 metres away from the rear of 42
Gunter Grove, originally approximately 4.5 square
metres. The revision is welcome but still not
acceptable to residents in Gunter Grove. The total
office area is 490 square metres. The office space lost
by the setting back of the rear office block, has been
relocated to the basement area.

8. RECOMMENDATION

8.1. Planning permission be granted subject to a
section 52 agreement, whereby the applicants undertake
to carry out the revised scheme in relation to the rear
office block."

The recommendation included the specific figure of 1110
square metres of office Bl use.

The report of town clerk and chief executive is at page
160 of the agreed bundle. It contains a recommended
decision:

"That in the event of amended drawings being submitted,

showing alterations to the rear south block whereby two

separate residential units of not less than two bedrooms
each are provided, the remainder of the building shown

as two separate office suites of 152 sg.m. and 100

sg.m., they would be minded to recommend to the planning

and conservation committee that conditional permission
be granted for the development of the site for
residential and office purposes."

It is dated 31st May 1990 and was prepared by Mr.
French, the director of planning services. He recommended
that the PAC inform the applicants that they welcome the offer
of the two additional residential units and thereby reduce the
sought for office increase from 1,078 square metres to 872
square metres, an increase of the 197 square metres over that

agreed in 1988 of 675 square metres and that in the event of

such details being submitted causing no serious ' overlooking
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problems to occupiers of the rear of the site, that they would
be minded to recommend the planning and conservation committee
on 19th July that conditional permission be granted.

There was a further report which was entitled
"Observations on the Objector’s Submission" referring to Mr.
Powdrill’s submissions (at T. B. page 170). It accurately
summarises the reports and seeks to meet some of the points

raised. At page 176 there is a report from the director of

legal services with the introduction:

"This report deals with the history of the above matter,
the status and effect of the December 1988 planning
permission and advises members of the considerations
that should be taken into account when deliberating on
the present application”.

At paragraph 2.1 the following comment is made on the

decision letter of December 1988.

"The decision of committee on 13th October was for
twelve houses, nine flats and 600 sgquare metres of
office space. The decision letter issued on 22nd
December 1988 permitted the above with the exception of
675 square metres. Counsel has advised on the effect of
the permission. Although the plans are at variance with
the decision letter, counsel having taken into account
all the circumstances of the case considers that the
applicant is only entitled to build twelve houses, nine
flats and 675 square metres of office space. It is
recognised that there is an argument that the plans
having indicated a greater area of office space enlarges
that entitlement. However, the decision letter is clear
and committee and are entitled to hold that no more
office space was permitted."”

There is also a passage at paragraph 3 to which I will
return in due course. The conclusions of Mr. Phillips are
stated as follows under paragraph 4:

4.1 Plannlng permission for 1988 is valid for the

erection of twelve houses, nine flats, and 675 square

metres of office space.

4.2 The unauthorised element of the present



construction is contained in the Hortensia Road
frontage.

4.3. The 1988 permission should be considered in
relation to assessing the relative strength of the
Council’s position should the matter go to appeal."

This last remark was ominous and was to have
considerable significance as events turned out.
Finally there was the report (at page 180) from the
director of planning services which sets out the background of
the matter and indicates the nature of the amended proposal.

At the end the following appears:

"3.1 The planning application now before the Members
for determination seeks planning permission for the
development of the site by the erection of buildings
comprising 27 residential flats, 8 houses and office
accommodation being a nett lettable area of 530 sq.m.
(overall gross 752 sq.m.) with basement car parking
..... . The permission granted in December 1988 allowed
for redevelopment of the site by the erection of
buildings comprising 9 flats, 12 houses and 675 sqg.m. of
office accommodation with car parking for 44 cars.

3.2 The proposed mass of development remains as
previously approved, there has been a slight reduction
in the gross floor area of the overall development
created by the alterations to the rear block, but the
development is still below the council’s recommended
plot ratio standard of 2.1."

He then goes on to deal with density, daylighting
infringements and other matters. At 3.7 he said this:

"With regard to the increases in height of the building

to Hortensia Road, this is stated to be 300mm above the

approved height for the residential block, and is 1.4m
higher for the office block over that approved.

RECOMMENDATION

Members are recommended that in the absence of sound and
clear cut reasons for refusal that the presumption is in

10
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favour of development. In this case, no such reasons
are considered to exist, and conditional planning
permission is recommended.

RECOMMENDED DECISION

Grant planning permission for development to provide
residential accommodation and offices within integral
car parking at Chelsea College site, Hortensia Road,
Chelsea, SW10 as shown on submitted drawings ..... ",

There was also the letter from Mr. Powdrill dated 9th

July which states:

"You will appreciate, as set out in my original ’
submission on behalf of Mr. Stoop, that the major part

of our objection is the sheer physical impact of the
development on residential properties on Hortensia Road
and No. 42 Gunter Grove in particular. The fact that
the rear building is now to be used primarily for
residential purposes instead of offices does not
diminish [my emphasis) the fundamental objection.
Indeed, it could conceivably make the position worse in
that overlooking would be possible over longer periods
of time, and would not be restricted to business hours.

I repeat that our objection to the amount of office
development being proposed is that in an area such as
this the amount of office development would normally be
limited to 200 sq metres., The 1988 permission was for
675 sq metres gross of office floorspace, although in
its passage through the committee, the figure under
application was 600 sq metres. It is exceedingly
difficult to understand how 752 sq metres gross can
suddenly become acceptable.

All the points raised in my original report still stand.
The front block on Hortensia Road is 16.1 metres (15.75
metres according to your officer’s measurement) from
ground floor to fourth floor ceiling level, which is at
least 1.5 metres more than the permitted scheme. I
recognise there is a fall in levels across the site, but
I am not satisfied this explains the discrepancy. I
alsoc see no reason to change my view on the residential
density. It has been claimed by your officer that my
calculations include an element of double counting,
since I have counted lounge-diners as two rooms rather
than as one. Although the council’s definition of a
habitable room does not deal with this matter, it has
always been my understanding that as a mater of general
practice, any room over 18.6 sq metres (200 sq feet) may

11
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be counted as two. My objection on grounds of excessive
residential density therefore stand as before.

There has been much discussion on the arithmetic of the
constituent parts of the proposal, but the fundamental
point is that the building is too big for the site [my
emphasis] having regard to its proximity to
long-established residential development. If permitted,
it would be contrary to paragraph 3.1.1. of your local
plan, which states that the principal aim of the plan
/is to maintain and enhance the status of the Borough as
an attractive place to live and work’. I also draw your
attention to paragraphs 4.1.1. and, in particular,
paragraph 4.1.5. which states:

'The Council, both in conservation areas and
elsewhere, will aim for the conservation of the
character of the Royal Borough and the enhancement
of the environment. All new development must
respect and relate directly to the established
scale and character of the surrounding area.’

I request, therefore, that you take all these matters
into account by rejecting the proposal, and by taking
appropriate action against the matters which are in
pbreach of the 1988 permission.”

There is also a letter, to which I have made reference,
from Wilks, Head and Eve, chartered surveyors, dealing with
sunlighting.

That was the background and thus the stage was set for
the meeting on 9th July. Mr. Stoop duly attended and in his
affidavit he describes what happened:

"The committee met on 9th July 1990. It did not

consider proposals identical to those considered by the

planning application committee because the proposals had

been amended. [He then sets out, as I have already
indicated, the documents which were available.]

The chairman declined to permit Mr. Powdrill to address
the committee. The committee was then addressed by the
director of planning services, Mr. French; the members

of . the committee then asked questions of Mr. French and
discussed the proposals before them."

12
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Mr. Stoop made notes of what occurred. It runs to some
three pages but I pick out one or two of the relevant
incidents. The matter was obviously gone into in
considerable depth by the committee who were clearly concerned
by the history of this matter. Councillor Horton is recorded
as saying that she was not happy about the application that
the reasons for recommending approval had been fudged and the
decision taken in 1988 was a bad one. She noted that the
application was for a gross office area of 752 square metres
and said that the nett lettable area concept was a red
herring. The residential density was more than double the
council’s recommended maximum and the height was increased by
much more than the 300mm cons;antly referred to by the
chairman.

The chairman stated that previous refusals were not to
do with the office content. Councillor Horton reminded him
that they were now being asked to increase the permission from
675 to 752 square metres, Mr. French said that the height
increase was approved by the planning officers. Councillor
Horton expressed her concern at the misleading matters before
the committee. She repeated her opinion that the proposal
presented an overdevelopment of the site in terms of the
office content, density and height.

Councillor Boulton said: "If we knew in 1988 what we
know now, we would never have allowed this development. We

were grossly misled in 1988 .... To say that the objections

13
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have been overcome is nonsense". The chairman interrupted to
say that the objections had.been addressed, not overcome.
Councillor Boulton said that the height was too high and there
was more bulk, more office content and this was the council’s
opportunity teo put things right.

Councillor Donaldson said that he welcomed the belated
changes. He said that what mattered to people were the
location and heights of the walls. He said that if the plans
were measured and the height of each floor were 1ookéd at, it
could be seen that the heights of several floors had increased
substantially. He said that the developers had shown a
blatant disregard for the council and its policies. While an
increase of 300mm is serious it is not to serious but here can
be seen increases of five or six feet.

Later, Councillor Weatherhead suggested that,
considering it was an overdevelopment, the residential
building should be reduced into line with the offices, instead
of the offices being increased.

Councillor Corbet-Singleton said that every single
possible objection had been met and addressed.

The chairman indicated that his personal feeling was to
grant planning permission and the matter was put to vote.

Councillors Fane, Corbet-Singleton and Harney voted in
favour of granting planning pérmission. Councillors
Donaldson, Weatherhead, Boulton, Spry, Horton, Raven and

Guildford voted against. They were then called into private

14



G

H

session by thg borough solicitor.

Thus at that stage of the proceedings seven of the
councillors were in favour of refusing the permission; three
were against and two had abstained.

I now turn to the affidavit which has been put in by
the chairman, Councillor Professor Sir Anthony Coates,
Baronet. He is a professor of medical microbiology. He
records as follows:

"It is been my practice, in common with other chairmen
of committees to hold pre-agenda meetings with senior
officers. Prior to the planning and conservation
committee’s meeting on 9th July 1990 I held such a
meeting at approximately 5.30pm. Among those present
at the meeting were Mr. Thomson, the committee clerk,
and Mr. Phillips the director of legal services.

3. The purpose of such meetings is to run through the
procedures for handling items on the agenda and to seek
clarification on certain points. When this item was
reached I mentioned that the matter had been the subject
of a great deal of consideration at previous meetings of
the committee and was particularly controversial. Mr.
Phillips, the director of legal services indicated to me
that if members of the committee were minded to refuse
the application then he would wish to give advice on the
council’s position should the matter go to appeal.

Given that both applicants and objectors would be
present in the open session, it was agreed that this
advice should be given in the closed session of the
meeting. This was the procedure to be adopted."

It was that prearrangement which, of course,
precipitated what happened thereafter. As I have already
indicated, the majority of the committee was minded to refuse
the application.

There is an official report, which records what occurred

but without the detail recorded by Mr. Stoop. It states:
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wAfter further discussion a majority of members to the
committee expressed the view that they were minded to
refuse planning pqrmission for this scheme.

The director of legal services then advised the
committee that he would wish to give legal advice on
this application and that this advice should be given in
the private part of the meeting. The chairman said that
he would wish to receive such advice and the committee
agreed with the chairman’s view. It was accordingly:

RESOLVED."
I pause here to say that it was this resolution and the
way that it is phrased which has formed part of the attack
upon the proceedings which has led to this matter coming for

judicial review. The resolution reads as follows:

nPo transfer the application to the confidential part of
the agenda for informatien to be supplied relating to
any instructions to counsel and any opinion of counsel
(whether or not in connection with any proceedings) and
advice received, information obtained or action to be
taken in connection with:

(a) any legal proceedings by or against the authority
or

(b) the determination of any matter affecting the
authority

(Whether, in either case, proceedings have been
commenced or are in contemplation).

1 infer from the terms in which the resolution is
couched that it was not conceived in the course of the meeting
but had already been determined by the appropriate officers
vefore the meeting had commenced.

I turn then to the record.of the proceedings which took
place in the private session. It is recorded as follows:

wap2. Application transferred from Part A of the Agenda

le
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—- Agenda item 97, Chelsea College Site, Hortensia Road,
SW10 ’

1. The director of legal services said that he wished
to advise the committee of the possibility that costs
could be awarded against the council if they refused
planning permission in this case. The director of legal
services advised that the position was as follows:

2. Offices -- It could be argued at the appeal that the
675 square metres of offices allowed by the 1988
permission was either a gross or net figure and no doubt
the appellants would refer to the plans submitted with
that application which they argue referred to 1,100
Square metres gross office space. It was likely that
the figure of 675 square metres net office space would
be held to be correct but even if this was the case the
present scheme proposed only 752 square metres gross of
offices which would be strongly argued by the appellants
was not a material increase."”

He then deals with the density, plot ratio, height,
daylight and sunlight which it is not necessary to set out in
detail and continues:

"In conclusion the director of legal services said that
in view of the above-mentioned factors it would be very
difficult to mount a case to refuse planning permission.
The chances of the success on appeal were remote and
there was a distinct possibility of a substantial amount
of costs being awarded against the council.™"

Later in this record after discussion it is recorded:

";n response to a further question by a member the
director of legal services said that the residents could
possibly take the case to a judicial review and if the
council lost that case the costs could be substantial.
However, in his opinion, the prospect of the council
losing a planning appeal were far higher than the
possibility of losing on a judicial review.

In conclusion the chairman said that there was very
clear legal advice, which had been supported by the
executive director of planning and conservation that
there were no grounds to substantiate a refusal and in
the circumstances he proposed that the committee should
grant permissions. It was accordingly:

RESOLVED -- (With councillors Boulton, Horton,
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Raven and S5Spry dissenting)

(a) That the recommendation to grant conditional
planning permission as detailed in the report by

the director of planning services (report AZ --

agenda item 97) be adopted.

(b) That the director of planning services be

authorised to seek an assurance from the applicants
that they will withdraw the outstanding planning

appeal before the decision notice is ijssued."
To complete the picture I return to the chairman’s

affidavit at paragraph 6 which states as follows:

wg. On a majority of members demonstrating that they

were minded to refuse the application, Mr.Phillips

immediately stated that he wished to give legal advice.
I stated that I wished to receive such advice and the
committee agreed. The item was then referred to closed

session.

7. In the closed session Mr. phillips gave the

committee advice on the council’s prospects on appeal

should the application be refused. The executive
director of planning and conservation, Miss Dent,
provided additional observations on the same point.

Members of the committee then asked questions of the

officers. Having heard the officer’s advice I then put

the matter formally to committee for a decision. A

majority were in favour of granting the application with

those dissenting having their names recorded.”

Thus, there was a volte-face. As a result of what

transpired in the closed session what had originally been a

seven to three clear majority in favour of refusing the

planning permission was completely reversed with a majorit

eight to four voting in favour of granting the planning

permission.

it is against that packground, which I need only say

speaks for itself, that the applicant seeks an order for

certiorari quashing the decision to adopt the director of
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planning services’ recommendation to grant the conditional
planning permission for the development.

The grounds upon which Mr. George Laurence has addressed
me on behalf of the applicant are several but fall under 4
broad headings. At the forefront of Mr. Laurence’s argument
he seeks to advance a case of breach of natural justice of a
special kindg. He also advances arguments of a technical
nature which I shall deal with first as I consider the
resolution of those issues has a bearing upon the natural
justice issue.

The first question is whether the council was entitled
as a matter of law to adjourn into private section to receive
the particular advice it did receive or whether it should have
been received in the public session. This depends upon the
interpretation of the Local Government Act 1972 and in
particular section 100. Section 100A of the Local Government
Act 1972 provides as follows.

"(1) A meeting of a principal council shall be open to

the public except to the extent that they are excluded

(whether during the whole or part of the proceedings)

under subsection (2) below or by resolution under

subsection (4) below.

(2) The public shall be excluded from a meeting of a

principle council during an item of business whenever it

is likely, in view of the nature of the business to be
transacted or the nature of the proceedings, that, if
members of the public were present during that item,
confidential information would be disclosed to them in
breach of the obligation of confidence; and nothing in
this part shall be taken to authorize or require the

disclosure or confidential information in breach of the
obligation of confidence.

“- " e
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(4) A principal council may by resoclution exclude the
public from a meeting during an item of business
whenever it is likely, in view of the nature of the
business to be transacted or the nature of the
proceedings, that if members of the public were present
during that item there would be disclosure to them of
exempt information, as defined in section 100I below.

{5) A resolution under subsection (4) above shall --

(a) identify the proceedings, or the part of the
proceedings, to which it applies, and

(b) state the description, in terms of Schedule 12A to
this Act, of the exempt information giving rise to
the exclusion of the public

and where such a resolution is passed this section does
not require the meeting to be open to the public during
proceedings to which the resolution applies.™®

This situation was cne to which sub paragraph (4)
related. I turn then to section 100I which provides:
"Exempt information and power to vary Schedule 12A

(1) The descriptions of information which are, for the
purposes of this Part, exempt information are those for
the time being specified in Part 1 of Schedule 12A to
this Act, but subject to any qualifications contained in
Part II of that Schedule; and Part III has effect for
the interpretation of that Schedule."

Part III is an interpretation part and at paragraph 1(2)
the following appears:

"(1) Any reference in the schedule to ‘the authority’
is a reference to the principal council or, as the case
may be, the committee or sub-committee in relation to
whose proceedings or documents the question of whether
information is exempt or not falls to be determined and
includes a reference --

(a) 1in the case of a principal council to any committee
or sub-committee of the council; and

(b) in the case of a committee to any constituent
principal council
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(2) any other principal council by which appeointments
are made, ... '

(3) any other committee or sub-committee of a principal
council falling within sub=-paragraph (1) and (2) above."

The rest is not relevant. I turn to schedule 12A which
is entitled "Access to Exempt Information. Part I,
Descriptions of Exempt Information. At paragraph 12 the
following appears:

"12. Any instructions to counsel and any opinion of

counsel (whether or not in connection with any

proceedings) and any advice received, information

obtained or action to be taken in connection with --

(a) any legal proceedings by or against the authority,
or

{b) the determination of any matter affecting the
authority

(whether, in either case, proceedings have been
commenced or are in contemplation)."

It is immediately apparent that it is the language
within which the resolution was couched with led to the
council going into private session. In the skeleton argument
counsel on behalf of the applicants set out the relevant part
of paragraph 12 but, by way of emphasis, seek to direct my
attention, for the purposes of construction, along these
lines. They acknowledge that thi§ is a subsection (4)
situation which led to the transfer to the confidential part
of the agenda and that under section 1001 this was information
to be supplied relating to schedule 12A, paragraph 12:

"(A) any instructions to counsel and any opinion of

counsel (whether or not in connection with any
proceedings) and
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(B) any
(i) advice received
(ii) information or
(iii)action to be taken

in connection with

(a) any legal proceedings by or against the
authority or

(b) the determination of any matter effecting
the authority

[then the qualifying words]) (whether, in eithér case

[i.e. case (a) or (b)] proceedings have been commenced

or are in contemplation).™

It is submitted that the 1972 Act does not allow a
committee to adjourn into private for legal advice to be taken
then and there. On a proper construction of the statutory
provisions the question is whether the council was entitled to
adjourn in view of the likelihood of exempt information being
disclosed. Leading counsel emphasises the word "disclosed".
He argues that the only passage the council could pray in aid
here would be that underlined (i.e. "any legal proceedings by
or against the authority". That does not cover the case for
two reasons. (1) Mr. Phillips did not disclose any advice
received in connection with anything; he actually gave it.
(2) In any event the qualifying words mean the proceedings
must at least be in contemplation whether subparagraph (a) or
(b) is relied on for the information supplied to count as

exempt information. On 9th July 1990 no proceedings were in

contemplation by anybody, either by way of appeal by the
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second respondents or by way of judicial review by the

applicant.

He submits therefore that the council acted unlawfully
in adjourning any part of its proceedings into private. He
further submits that none ;f the advice as to whether there

were sound and clear cut reasons for refusal amounted to legal
advice.

He also takes a subsidiary point that in any event the
vote should not have been taken in private but should have, in
its final resolution, been taken in public.

on reading my conclusions on this final submission I
commence by looking at precisely what Mr. Phillips did as
recorded in his affidavit. Having referred to the pre-agenda
meeting he recalls:

"The purpose of providing such advice [that is the
advice which he intended to give] would be to give
committee my views on the prospects of any refusal of
this application being upheld on appeal. I stated that
such advice should be given in the closed session of the
meeting. The practice of the Royal Borough’s planning
and conservation committee and its former town planning
committee is to consider as much of the agenda as
possible in the open session. Sometimes legal advice is
given in open session. However, on other occasions
legal advice is given in closed session, albeit that
discussion and consideration of the item has taken place
in open session. If it is considered detrimental to
the council’s position for committee to receive advice
in the open session, then the item will be moved to the
closed session. In this instance, the item was
controversial and the applicant for planning permission
and his representatives were present in the open
session. It clearly would not have been in the
council’s interest to receive advice on the relative
strengths and weaknesses of its position in the open
cession. Accordingly the committee adopted its usual
practice in these circumstances of referring the matter
to the closed session for receiving and considering
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legal advice."

Also at paragraph 7 he states:

"In the closed session of the meeting I provided the

committee with my views on the planning submissions that

could be made on the council’s behalf if the matter went

to appeal following a refusal of the application. I

based my advice on the report, letters and other

material that was before the planning and conservation
committee in its open session. I confirm that the minute
of the closed sessions of the meeting as exhibited to

Mr. Thomson’s affidavit and marked ’SJT1’ is an accurate

record of my advice and of the comments made by the

executive director of planning and conservation."

Later he says:

"The applicant seeks relief on the ground that the

committee took into account an immaterial consideration

or considerations. I consider that the provision of
legal advice on the council’s position should the matter
proceed to an appeal is a material consideration for the
committee to take into account",

I have already referred to the resclution and the
accounts of what occurred. I am satisfied that the reasons
which led to the passing of the resolution fell within the
power of the legislation. The resolution was passed in good
faith to enable the Committee under section 100A to exclude
the public from an item of business where it was likely that
if members of that public were present there would be
disclosure to them of exempt information as defined in section
100I as specified in Schedule 12A, paragraph 12 of the Act.

It follows that the resolution was capable of being
lawfully passed and I have no reason to believe or suspect
that it was not.

The second point taken by Mr. Laurence relates to the

advice actually given. He accepts that part of the advice was
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legitimate legal advice, namely (1) the council prospects on
appeal if planning permission were refused; (2) the prospect
of having to pay costs and (3) the prospect that Mr. Stoop
might move for judicial review. He submits that none of the
advice as to whether there were sound and clear cut reasons
for the refusal was legal advice. The reasons for refusal
amounted to planning advice all of which should have been
given in public. The council thus acted unlawfully in
tendering such advice in private and Mr. Stoop was prejudiced
in that a decision vitally affecting his interests was taken
following, inter alia, privately given planning advice which
he was entitled to see members receive and consider in public
and which he ought to have been given in advance so that Mr.
Powdrill could respond to it.

on this issue I have considered in detail the advice as
recorded. However, I am satisfied that the advice given went
predominantly to the prospects on appeal and to the
possibility of an award of costs against the council. There
was some advice on the planning issue but in my judgment it
only went to reinforce the views of the officers on the
prospecﬁ of appeal and its consequent risk as to costs.

It is clear beyond doubt that it would have been
imprudent for such advice to have been tendered in the
presence of the developer, the applicant for planning
permission (who will become the appellant in the event of an

appeal) and in the presence of their advisers.
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I have studied the terms in which that advice was given.

I am satisfied that the officers did not abuse their position.

The advice was not improperly couched. I reject the

B! suggestion that Mr. Phillips used language which was meant to
; and might have frightened the members into changing their
minds. In summary the receipt of advice on the prospects of

an appeal and costs falls within the statutory provisions.

C The fact that some pPlanning advice was given did not amount to
a materialoirregularity or flaw the. decision. Such advice

was a material fact to be taken into account by the committee

receive the advice in private session.

|

l

|

|

! and it was a reasonable exercise of their discretion to

|

|

J In coming to that conclusion I bear in mind the language
I

l

of the Departmental Circular 2/87 and in particular paragraph
7 which is headed "Unreasonable Refusal of Planning
E Permission" and states:

"A planning authority should not prevent, inhibit or
delay development which could reasonably be permitted.
In accordance with the advice given in Circular 22/80
(WO 40/80) a planning authority should refuse pPlanning
permission only where this serves a sound and clear

F pPlanning purpose and the economic effects have been
taken into account. As stated in circular 14/85 (WO
38/85) ‘There is ..... always a presumption in favour
of allowing applications for development, having regard
to all material considerations, unless that development
would cause demonstrable harm to interests of
acknowledged importance’. ..... In any appeal
proceedings authorities will be expected to produce

G evidence to substantiate their reasons for refusal.

If they cannot do S0, costs may be awarded against then.
Indeed, this is the ground on which costs are most
commonly awarded against a planning authority. In a
case of this nature, each of the reasons given for
refusal will be examined to See whether there is
evidence to show that the relevant advice given in

H
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Departmental circulars and relevant judicial authority
were properly taken into account, and that the
application was considered on jits merits in the light of
these and other material considerations. Where one
reason for refusal cannot be supported in this way but
evidence has been produced to substantiate other reasons
for refusal, a partial award may be made in respect of
the costs of opposing that reason. While planning
authorities are not bound to follow advice from their
officers, ... they will be expected to show that they
had reasonable planning grounds for a decision taken
against such advice and that they were able to produce
evidence to support those grounds. If they fail to do

SO costs may be awarded against them."

This was such a position. The officers were advising
the committee not to refuse the Planning permission but to
grant it. If the committee chose to go against the advice of
their officers they were thereby making the local authority
vulnerable as to costs. In my judgment, the officers were
doing no more than giving "sound and clear cut reasons for
refusal” and that to refuse would put the Royal Borough in a
position whereby they were vulnerable as to costs. In my
judgment, there was nothing wrong with this procedure or in
the advice that was given or the consequences that flowed from
the acceptance of that advice.

The officers gave the advice prudently and reasonably
and there was nothing improper in their doing so. I do not
regard the manner or form in which the advice was given as
being such as to flaw the decision taken by the committee. I
therefore reject the narrow interpretation contended for by
Mr. Laurence and take a broader view on the general
interpretation and application of schedule 12 and, in

particular, paragraph 12. I see nothing wrong in taking the
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final vote in Private session. as I explain later there was

no obligation to return to public session for this purpose.

I turn then to the third complaint that the advice which
B was given on that occasion from both the legal advisers andg
|
{
from the Planning official was differing or contradictory
advice to that which had been contained in the original
reports which had been seen, of course, by the parties. It
Cl is put in the skeleton argument as follows.
type, the relevant omission will often consist in
failing to give the objector an opportunity to comment
on factual matters, or inferences from factual matters,
which could have affected the decision under challenge.
Here, complaint jis pPrimarily directeg at the advice

D tendered to the committee, which differed from that
pPreviously given. It is submitted that no legally

I turn then to look at the report which Mr. Phillips had

E Prepared for the purpose of this meeting and turn to paragraph
3 which I omitted when I first introduced this document.
Paragraph 3 states as follows:

"Approach to the present application

F

3.1 The first point to deal with is the status of the
1988 permission. For the purposes of deliberating on
this application, the 19gs permissions should be taken
as being valid. as such, the relevance of the
Permission in your deliberations goes to determining the
strength or otherwise of the council’s position should
the present application be refused. It should be made
G Cclear though that the 1988 pPermission does not prevent
committee deciding either to refuse or to grant the
pPresent application.

3.2, With regard to the present application, members
have before them not only the officer’s views but the
benefit of the objector’s comments and his back-up
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evidence and analysis. Clearly, there are differences
of views albeit both views are validly held. However,
all relevant areas of concern are referred to and in
such circumstances, provided committee carefully
consider the material arguments put before it, there is
no reason to doubt that a valid and proper decision
cannot be made.

4.3 The 1988 permission should be considered in
relation to assessing the relative strength of the
council’s position should the matter go to appeal."

One has to bear in mind the recommendation from Mr.
French which was that:

“"Members are recommended that in the absence of sound

and clear cut reasons for refusal the presumption is in

favour of development. In this case no such reasons are

considered to exist, and conditional planning permission
is recommended."

Thus, the position of the two officials was clear beyond
doubt from the reports. Admittedly Mr. Phillips’ language is
perhaps a little more circumspect, guarded and subtle; Mr.
French is more forthright but they do not disagree with each
other.

I have come to the conclusion that there is no substance
in this criticism. I accept Mr. Phillips (an officer of the
Royal Borough and a solicitor of the Supreme Court) when he

says on oath:

"In the closed session of the meeting I provided the
committee with my views on the planning submissions that
could be made on the council’s behalf if the matter went
to appeal following a refusal of the application, I
based my advice on reports, letters and other material
that was before the planning and conservation committee
in its open session."

It seems to me that he did not abuse his position. He
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did not give inconsistent advice as to the differences between
the applications and I specifically reject the suggestion
contained in Mr. Powdrill’s affidavit to that effect. There
was undoubtedly a difference in emphasis because the officials
were at pains to point out to the committee what the
consequences could be and were likely to be if permission were
refused. That is wholly different from asserting, as the
applicant does, that this was inconsistent or different advice
from that which had been contained in the reports and advice
prior to the meeting. I see no major or material
inconsistency or contradiction. That different emphasis
within the private session was understandable and reasonable.
I do not consider that any of the officers abused the
opportunity of the private session to press home their point.
I turn then to the final point which concerns natural
justice. Leading counsel puts the matter in this attractive
way:
"]l. Persons in the position of Mr. Stoop (viz occupiers
adjoining sites in respect of which applications for
planning permission are made) are given no right under
the Town and Country Planning legislation to be
consulted or to have their views taken into account save
in so far as such views form part of the material
considerations to which the authority must have regard
in determining any planning application.
2. Where, however, as here, the authority had followed
its familiar practice of carrying out such consultations
and Mr. Stoop’s views had been invited and he has
expressed them, he had a legitimate expectation that

they would be properly taken into account.

3. In the particular circumstances of this case,
natural justice required:
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(i) that Mr. Stoop should be given a proper opportunity
to comment on the developers’ application.

(ii) that Mr. Stoop should be given a proper opportunity
to comment on the true views held and advanced by
the authority’s officers in support of the
application. The true views held and advanced by
the authority’s officers were those advanced in
private ..... ", .

He further submits that he was denied the opportunity to

give his views on what he called the "true views" of the
officers. Had he been given such an opportunity there was a
sufficient likelihood of the committee refusing planning
permission or the court to grand judicial review. He relies
upon what happened in the private session and the swing from a
refusal to a decision in favour of granting the permission.
Had Mr. Stoop been given that opportunity, he submits, he
would have been able to adduce and would have adduced
"additional material of probative value which, had it been
placed before the decision-maker might have deterred the
(council from granting planning permission] even though it
cannot be predicted that it would inevitably have had that

result." He relies for the substance of that submission upon

the dictum of Lord Diplock in Mahon v. Air New Zealand [1984)

AC 808 at 821. He also submits that he would have made
representations which might have affected the outcome of the
application for planning permission. Here he relies upon the
dictum to that effect of Woolf J (as he then was) in R v.

Monmouth District Council [1985] Vol. 53 P&CR 108 at 115.

That then is the substance of his submission. He took
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me through some 12 or more authorities and with great care,
erudition and scholarship. I am grateful to him for it; it
is not necessary to set them out.

I have to consider whether or not there was a breach of
the duty of fairness against the statutory background of
section 100 of the Local Government Act 1972 and also the Town
and Country Planning Act 1971, in particular section 26 and
section 29(2). The latter section provides:

n(2) In determining any application for planning
permission for development of a class to which section

26 of this Act applies, the local planning authority

shall take into account any representations relating to

that application which are received by them before the
end of the period of twenty-one days beginning with the
date of the application.™

Thus, Mr. Stoop and the other occupiers of adjoining
sites are given no right under the legislation to be consulted
or to have their views taken into account save in so far as
such views do form part of the material considerations to
which the authority must have regard in determining any

planning applications. Similarly there is no obligation

under this legislation or the rules of natural justice to

afford a hearing to an objector -- see Gaiman and Others V.

National Association for Mental Health [1971] ¢ch. 317. The

applicant did not have a legitimate expectation to address the
committee on the arguments of the officers in private session,
or again in public thereafter. This was because (1) he had

no enforceable right which was being affected by the planning

permission and (2) he had not been given any expectation to
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address the committee further after his case had been
presented or at any time by virtue of any previously enjoyed
right, promise or undertaking.

I have already indicated that the committee were
entitled to (1) receive the advice of their officers, (2) on
the matters they addressed and (3) in private. In principle
there can be no obligation upon a local planning authority to
expose in public for comment by the applicant or the objectors
the legal advice on its prospects (1) on appeal if it were to
refuse planning permission or, (2) of success in judicial
review proceedings, if it were to give permission. This is
particularly so where the matter is expressly covered by
statute as here, as I have found, by virtue of paragraph 12 of
schedule 12A.

In the Monmouth case Woolf J (as he then was) recognized
that even within, or concurrent with, the statutory framework
a local planning authority could be under a duty or an
obligation to act fairly to both the applicant and objectors.
He recognized that the court should be astute not to intervene
and quash planning permissions which have been granted.

At page 109 he said:

n,.... I accept that the court must exercise

circumspection about intervening to gquash planning

permissions which have been granted to owners Or persons
interested in property. After all, unlike a refusal to

a planning permission, there is no right of appeal in

respect of the grant of a planning permission provided

by parliament. So parliament clearly did not intend
that, in the ordinary circumstances, there should be

relief in respect of the grant of planning permission
available to objectors. However, where a complaint of
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that sort which is made in this case is clearly
established, I have no doubt that the court has power to
intervene",

In R v. Great Yarmouth Borough Council ex parte Botton

Brothers Arcades Ltd, and others [10th July 1987) I adopted

the same approach as Woolf J and his reasoning. I emphasized
however that whether a local planning authority had acted
fairly or not was a question of fact in each individual case.
Mr. Wilkie accurately (if perhaps unkindly) observed that
neither of the decisions nor the principle had been confirmed
by the Court of Appeal. This is so (it may be that the
Planning authorities concerned received legal advice on their
prospects of success!)

Even so I venture to proceed on the basis that the
principle is now recognized and that it is appropriate to ask
the question whether, in all the Circumstances, Mr. Stoop did
receive a fair crack of the whip. The circumstances in the
Monmouth case were materially different in that it was a
section 26 case and there was a promise which gave rise to the

duty of fairness. Mr. Laurence relies heavily on the Great

Yarmouth case but that was decided on its unique combination

of circumstances in particular the fact that no opportunity at
all was given to object or to make representations. Here
there ﬁndoubtedly was.

In my judgment, the duty of fairness did not require the
committee either (1) to adjourn the closed session, return

into public session and repeat the advice it had received and
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permit further representations from either the objector or the
applicant or to invite further written representations or (2)
to adjourn the private session, inform the parties of the
advice in writing and invite further representations in
writing or orally in a later public session before reaching
their decision. Merely to adumbrate the protracted procedure
which would result if Mr. Laurence were correct illustrates
that such requirements would impose an intolerabkle and
unreasonable burden on local planning committees if they had
to conduct their business in this manner in order to discharge
the duty of fairness to the extent contended for by Mr.
Laurence.

I would therefore refuse the application.

The question of discretion was raised before me. If I
had been persuaded that I should grant judicial review I would
have had to consider whether I should grant the relief sought,
namely certiorari to quash the decision. I have read with
considerable care Mr. Hoyer-Miller’s affidavit which suggests
that the second respondents would have good prospects of
success if the matter were returned to the committee for
reconsideration or, if the renewed application was refused,
that there would be good prospects of success by way of appeal
against that refusal to the Secretary of State.

He further points out that the building is complete,
that there has already been a loss of revenue while this

matter has been investigated which would continue until the
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matter was finally regularized. I have come to the conclusion
that had I been persuaded that judicial review should lie I
would have exercised my discretion in the applicants’ favour.
This unhappy saga stems from the muddle and ineptitude on the
part of the developers in the first place compounded by the
lack of diligence and consistency of the first respondents.

An explanation was given as to how the original application
came to be for only 600 square metres and I was unimpressed by
the answer which was that somebody had forgotten to muitiply
the figures by two. The applicant was not a contributor to
this state of affairs nor did he play any part in determining
the conduct or outcome of the meeting on 9th July.

It is not my task to determine whether or not the second’
respondents would succeed on appeal to the Secretary of State
or indeed before the borough council if the matter were to be
returned to them. I am certainly not so convinced that it
would be a foregone conclusion that I would be justified in
refusing relief. The fact still remains that before the
events occurred to which exception has been taken there was a
clear majority in favour of refusal. It was only what
occurred thereafter that transferred it into the majority for
granting the permission.

However, the grounds for judicial review have not
succeeded and so the question as to how I would have exercised
my discretion is largely academic. For those reasons the

application is refused.
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PAPPS for Mr. Wilkie: My Lord, I apply for the first
respondents’ costs.

KERR for Mr. Ash: 1 appear on behalf of the second respondent
and I apply for their costs as well.

JUSTICE OTTON: on what basis dces the second respondent say
that they should have their costs against the applicants?

KERR: We say that there is a practice in planning appeal
cases to which the present case is closely analogous. Where
there is a contest, if you like, of the validity of the
planning application being determined by way of -- in this
case —-- judicial review but in analogous proceedings way of
statutory appeal a practice has grown up --= supported by
authority which I can briefly show your Lordship -- to the
effect that a person challenging a refusal or grant of
planning permission must expect, if unsuccessful, to have to
pay two sets of costs.

JUSTICE OTTON: I am aware of the authority.

KERR: I could add that they were served with these
proceedings at the outset and although not named as a party in
the application for leave we curiously were named as a party
in the title to the affidavit. We later applied to be joined
and were joined with the consent of the applicant. In those
circumstances we say that this was a case where it was proper
for us to be served and we were an interested party almost by

definition and our interest was not ---=--

JUSTICE OTTON: The most interested party next to Mr. Stoop I
would think.

KERR: But crucially, my Lord, our interest potentially was
not at all the same as the local authority’s interest. Oone

only has to imagine if your Lordship held that the prospects
of an appeal would not have been very good at all and that the
advice given was not good advice ..... Had that been the
position, of course matters would be very different. We say
it was wholly justified for us to have been separately
represented. It would not have been possible for the
developers to be represented by the same solicitors and
council as the local authority. In those circumstances it is
proper, having been served with proceedings for the applicant,
to pay two sets of costs and not one.

JUSTICE OTTON: T still have a discretion, do I not?
KERR: It is quite right, your Lordship has a discretion.

The practice in 0.53 cases is that of course one does nhot
normally get two sets of costs but in this case, where there
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are two clear diverging interests and two proper respondents,
I would urge the court to exercise the discretion in favour of
granting two sets of costs and not one.

JUSTICE OTTON: In the course of my judgment, particularly in
the last part about the exercise of my discretion, I have been
critical of the part played by your clients.

KERR: That is quite correct. Since I am holding this brief
temporarily I have to accept the criticism that your Lordship
has made. Wwhen one is considering, in the cold light of day,
the question of proceedings having been brought which are not
successful, the fact that they are not successful is not, as
it were, altered by the fact that prior to the issue of
proceedings a party in the proceedings may behave in-a manner
which may attract criticism in the court. That does not
detract from the fact that I have been successful as has the
local authority and the applicant is not.

JUSTICE OTTON: I do not think you can say you have been
successful. I do not think that there was ever any relief
sought against you.

KERR: We are certainly a lot better off than we would have
been if the council had lost.

JUSTICE OTTON: You would have been much better off if you
had got your application and your block and tackle in order
1988.

KERR: My Lord, that is a criticism I have to accept.

LAURENCE: Does your Lordship want to hear me other than to
say that I cannot resist an application on the part of the
first respondent that Mr. Stoop pay its costs.

JUSTICE OTTON: Am I erring in principle in the exercise of my
discretion along the lines that I have indicated in respect of
the second respondent’s costs?

LAURENCE: If your Lordships were to refuse the application
on behalf of the second respondent -- that the applicant
should pay its costs as well -- your Lordship would by no

means be refusing the principle in the exercise of your
discretion. It would be following what the note to 0.33 says
is indeed the usual practice. In my respectful submission
there is nothing sufficiently exceptional about the
circumstances of this case to displace that usual practice.

The second respondent no doubt had submissions that it

wanted to put before your Lordship and it is quite right that
it had an opportunity to put those submissions forward having
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applied to be made a party. It simply does not follow that
under those circumstances the challenge to the first
respondent’s decision having failed your Lordship should
proceed to say, in effect, the second respondent has been
here, has taken part and under those circumstances should have
his costs. I invite your Lordship in the circumstances not
to order Mr. Stoop to pay the second respondent’s costs in
addition to the those of the first which I think I have to
accept I cannot resist your Lordship making an order against
Mr. Stoop in respect of them.

JUSTICE OTTON: I think there should be one order as to
costs and that order should be confined in its terms to the
applicant paying the first respondents costs alone. There is

no basis at all either through a single order or through two
orders which would justify Mr. Stoop having to pay anything
towards the costs of the second respondent and I so find.
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Mr Wells

Planning Department
Town Hall

Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea
Hornton Street
LONDON W8

Ref: HIN/CL/rw/el

Dear Sirs

RE: CHELSEA QOLLEGE SITE, BORTENSIA ROAD IONDON  SW10 TP88\}652
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Further to our recent planning application and covering letter of 3rd Match
1988, we enclose a duplicate application which we wish to run concurrently.

We enclose a cheque for 25% of the full fee as agreed with Mr Shaerman, thJ.s
being £2046 ~ x25% = £511.50.

Yours faithfully

HR T Williams
COLWYN FOULKES & PARTNERS

{ioa 921 ().

229 Kensington High St. London W8 6SA Tel: 01 938 2464
Telex: 8950511 ONEONE G Att: 16402 Fax: 01 938 2915

Merton Place, Colwyn Bay LL29 7BY. Tel: 0492 53 2735

Telex: 8950511 ONEONE G Att: 16403

Partners:

A. N. Cotwyn Foutkes, B.5¢.. B.Arch., RLBA.

H, A, T, Willams, B.Sc., B.Arch., RIBA,

R. Cotwyn Foulkes, Dip. Arch. ALLB.A. Consuttants:

E M. Foulkes, M.BE., B.AICh. RLBA. Dio. CO.FRSA  Jane Coy, Dip. Arch., Dip. LA, ALL
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Tl NO. corcereenersssssssessssessmssesserssssessssssssssssesssnsssssssssessesss Tel. No. .......01..938 2464 Ref, .NCF. ...
'. PARTICULARS OF PROPOSAL FOR WHICH PER\MISSION 1S SOUGHT /,
() Full address or location CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE 7 ///
of the tand to which ‘ HORTENSIA ROAD
this application relates Ve 7
' .. LONDON sW10 T1P88u6~12 AC
(b} Site area 2250m2 .225 hectares
(c} Give details of proposal 694 m2 Office Space 'Bl’
indicating the purpose
for which land/bulldings 12 Houses
are to be used and . .
including any changels) 9 Flat units
of use,

(d) State whether applicant owns or
controls any adjoining land and No
if so, give its location.

(e) S.ate whether the proposal involves:—

State Yes or No

{i} New building(s) Yes If *Yes” state gross floor area
or extansion(s) to of proposed buildingl(s). 5
existing buildingls) oy 4,028 m
b If residential development state
number of dwelling units 12 houses
proposed and type if known, 9 flats
e.g. houses, bungalows, flats.
(i1} ALLBFELIONS woovvvressesessmsencrmsscsssssensasnses
(iii} Change of usg ........ccrcvererecnniisisnn | Yes | ’ If “Yes" state gross area of land
or building(s) affected by
{iv) Construction of a new { vehicular... | Yes proposed change of use {if 4,028
access to a highway pedestrian | Yes more than one use involved . 9
state gross area of each use). hectares/m<*

(v} Alteration of an vehicular... [ Yes
existing access to a pedestrian | Yes . ‘
\I highway * Strike out whichever is mappl{nc?b)e




3. PARTICULARS OF APPLICATION

State whether this application If Yes strike out any of the following which are not 1o be T I
is for State Y_‘” o' No | determined at this stage. 3
{i} Outline planning permission No l’ 1 siting 4 external appearance
e~ 2 design 5 means of access
(i) Full planning permission l Yes I 3 landscaping ')

{iii) Renewal of a temporary permission or -NE. [t Yes state the date and number of previous permission
permission for retention of building or and identify the particular condition
continuance of use withouyt complying
with a condition $ubject to which Date e Number..............
planning permission has been granted, The condition

(iv) Consideration under Section 72 -
only (Industry) m ]

4. PARTICULARS OF PRESENT AND PREVIOUS USE OF BUILDINGS OR LAND

State:~
(i) Present use of building(s)/land

(i) ¥ vacant the last previous use and
period of use with relevant dates,

5. LIST ALL DRAWINGS, CERTIFICATES, DOCUMENTS ETC: forming part of this application
Cheque for £2,046.00, Drawings: HTN/01 - see enclosed schedule (4.3.88)

Educational

6. ADDIT'ONAL |NFORMAT|0 State Yes or No
(a) Is the application for 3 r—"“ I Yes complete [PART THREE] of this form
____hon-residential development -__Ygs J {See PART THREE] tor exemptions}
{b) Does the application include the l N” - [ BA QT Emy T T
winning and working of minerals ° ' Yes complete EA'BI'EQ'% of this form
{c} Does the proposed development [ Ye—é___l It Yes state numbers and indicate 9 No.
involve the felling of any trees Cee Precise position on plan Ref drg no: HTN/01/58

(d} (i-) “l-i—c.)\;v.;-iqu. su}face water be disposéd of? Connec tion to existij ng mains
(i) How will foul sewage be dealt with? Connection to existing mains

(e) Materials - Give Eetails {unless the application is for outline pern:u-i-s_s-ion} of the édicgdr_and type of rﬁaterials to be used for:
(i) walls...... §.t9.99.9.,...R.a.?i.n.!:.@s!..mnqg.l."..,....r:@.qgnﬁtitt.n: d.stone, London Stock Brick

{ii) Roof Slate and Lead

[/We hereby apply for {strike out whichever is inapplicable)

{a) planning permission to carry out the development described in this application and the accompanying plans in
accordance therewith,

{b) planning permission to retain the building(s) or work(s) already constructed or carried out, or a use of land
already instituted as described on this application and accompanying plans,

Signed Celu FoL s, <, s . P Date 4.3.88...

if you are the ONLY owner of ALL the land at the beginning of the period 20 days before the date of the application, complere
Certificate A. If otherwise see (PART TWO Jof this torm

CERTIFI’CATE A Sustificata uad LEPTHINL b 2 21 TN T ovniand ol gt nl-m.-‘..g Aci-10711 iy

OR

I hereby certify that:—

1. No person'other than the applicant was an owner {a} of any part of the land 1o which pplication relates gt
(a) "owner' means a the beginning of the period of 20 days belore the date of the accompanying apglieglion.

person having a freehold *2. None of tha land 1o which the application relates constitutes or forms af an agricultural holding; ar
inierest or a leaschold

. . * . .. . ’ 3
'nteress the unexpired *3. The ap:al':cam_mg'w" the requisite notice 1o everY prrsg ur tl\anT:-:-:z-::# who, 20 days befare the date of

term of which was not

less than 7 years. the application, was a tenant ol any agricultur;

the application relates, viz: —

ng any part of which was comprised inn the land 1o which

e 3nd AdGes8 of TPt e
ke out whichever e VB
15 inapplicable

Signed.........oocoooo T O DRI O Date....coovvo

HPC 367  D4s1870



FORM TP1

IF 20 DAYS BEFORE MAKING THE APPLICATION YOU ARE THE ONLY OWNER OF ALL THE LAND AND HAVE

SIGNED CERTIFICATE A ON PART ONE OF THE FORM THEN DO _NOT COMPLETE "PART TWO OF THE FORM.
For definition of ‘owner’ see General Notes,

PART TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1971
TWO CERTIFICATE UNDER SECTION 27 TPAQ;
“)4! LJ

PLEASE READ THE NOTES OVERLEAF BEFORE FILLING IN PART TWO.

(

CERT#FICATE B | haraby certify that:
4—heve/the spplicant has® given the requisite notice to all persons, who 20 deys befors the date of the accompanying

t w6 nota (o) to :zpllcn}on were owrkc&séﬁfranv partAo‘;;hu Iarﬁ 1o whi h%&ggphcanon reiates, viz: 4.3.88
me of owner — s f sarvi 2.
Cartificats A Narton Rose Botterell & Roche | Cammomile Street, EC3 Date of servica of notice

*2. None of the land to which the application relates constitutes or forms part of an agricultural holding: or

application ralates, viz:

Name and Address of Tanant

*strike out
whichever is
inspplicable Signed LA W’fﬂﬁﬁf’&w on benalf of COLWyM Foulkes & Partners Date .Ath March '88

CERTFICATE c | herebv cartify that:

Section 27 (1} of the Act in respect uf the aecompanvmg applucauon dated -

{ii) | have/the applicant has* given the requisite natica to the following persans wha, 20 days befare the da
application, were ownerst of any part of the land, to which the application relates, viz:
Name of owner Addross Dare of sarvice of notice

i of the

T see nowe (8) to

Cartificate A {il} 1 havefthe applicant has® .taken the staps listed below, being steps reasonably open to me/him* /10 ascertain the
names and addresses of the other owners of the land or part thereof and have/has® besn unable to do so:

LT L TP T PP PO T PETE PP TP T P T PRI T PP T TPy TN

. ;M Notice of application as set cut below has baen published in the (b}
on {¢

Copy of natice as published,
*2. None of the land 1o which the application relates constitutes or forms part of an aéricultural holding; or

*3. | have/the applicant has® givan the requisite notice to every parson other thpd mysslf/himsalf® who, 20 days before the
date of the application, was & tenant of any agricultural holding any part of wifch was comprised in the land to which the
application reiates, viz:

Name and Address Of TeNENt .o cininss s s ssns i cnn [V A bty f g aeEE ek s 8 e e bbbt b e e 4 She ek b
*striks out
whichever is PR Uy 4 U
inapplicable

Date of Sarvice of Noties.....cuercririnnann:

{a) insert descrip- .
tion of steps taken. |  Signed ..

........... PURTRRRRRORE 1 -7 1 T: 1 I+ 1 0 O SO RRRR b T 1 { ]

{b} Insert name of .
local newspaper cir- CERTIFICATED 1 heraby cortify thptt
z:ll't:!':g mm:i'::;lt‘:- 1. {i} 1 sm/the spplicant is® unable to issue a cgrfificate in accordance with Section 27{1) (a) of the Act in respect of the
land is situsted accompanying application dated and have/has® taken the steps listed below, being staps reasonably

. . open to me/him?®, to ascartain the names and adgresses of all the persons who, 20 days hefore the date ‘af the application were
{¢) Insert date of owners of any part of the land 10 which the appdication relstes and hava/has® been unable to do so:
publication {wivich
mustnot be earlier (B) irsrpes mimmcnptans e s gaayens sxmgerenarsonsr o AT o e A LRI L B LA s et s an e S be s e s h e L bR s s a b e
than 20 days before

the application}. rerumreemsetrernranerasernenarnrranrarennerransernssrrensnsyfietrerasvorntrrenantanrersteereenerrerteiereyoenetannaestonnarton s b re e hErae s S8 e REASESrhe s e n e e en e s ne bime e e i e rineesin

(c;lii Notice of sdplication as 341 out below has been published in the {b)
on

t sa0 nots (a} to , ,
Cartificats A. Copy of natice as published,

42. Nons of the land 10 wilich the application reietes constitutes or forms part of an agricultural holding; or

*3, 1| have/the applicgt has® given the requisite notice to every person athar than mysait/himself® who, 20 days before the
date of the applicatiph, was a tenant of any agriculturel holding any part of which was comprised in the land to which the

-

ERTTRTYPYT TR B T L LT B TR PP

*strike oul
whichever is
inapplicable

HDhM™ T80 ™d 7Y QARG



2. If the application does
ignored, Should this not be so, notice has
and paragraph 3 should be completed and 2 struck out,

3. Any person who knowingly or recklessly issues a o
matarial particuiar is liable

ication, You should then complete certificate D overleaf. I

hot relate to land any part of which is an agricultural halding, Paragraph 2 of the certificate may be
to be given to the tenant(s) of th i

e hoiding(s) in the form shown in Notice No.1 below

ertificate which contains any statement which is false or misleading in a '
on conviction to a fine not exceeding £100,

NOTICE No. 1

Notice under Section 27 of spplication for Planning permission

(a) losert address or
location of propo-
sed development,

(b} Insert the nams
of the Authority to
which application is
being made.

{c) Insert name of
applicant,

{d) Insert dascrip-
tion and address or
location of pro-
poted developmant,

{e) insert the name
and address of the

officer given in the
imroductory nots
of T.P.y

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT, 1971

Proposed development at (a)

TAKE NOTICE that application is being made to the {b)

If you should wish to make representatig
of the date of service of this notice, g

N E No

UWN P AQ CONXR Y PAA AC7, 1971
Yotice\ynder SAction Ndor apglication for Planning permission
Prapossthadnglo ent at (a)

vel\that 3 licatio'n. isQeing mad? to the {b) Council by ()

tor planning permission to {(d)

..............................................................................



STORAGE or SHOPS

PART Il
I Additional information required in respect of Applications for INDUSTRIAL, OFFICE, WAREHOUSING,

ttention is drawn to ‘General Notes for Applicants’)

{Those Guestions relavant to the proposed devalopment to be answered)

TPI
Part 111

Application No,

{For Official Use Only)

ll. In the case of industrisl development, give » description of
the processes to be carried on and of ths end products,
and the type of plant or machinary to be installed.

FII the proposal forms s stage of s largar schame for which

? DGO 7~
planning permission is not at present sought, pleass give No RS AVEAVEY, o 2
what information you can about the ultimate developmant.
{Sse Note overieaf)
. State
3. 15 ths proposal reisted to an existing use In Greater Yas or No

l London? If so, please explain the relatlonship.

4. Is this 8 proposal to replace existing premises in this area
or elsewhers which have bacoms obsolete, inadequate or
atherwise unsatisfactory?

If s0, pleasa give details Indddlng gross floor area of such
premises and state your intentions In respect of those
premises. .

State
Yes or No

Existing {if any)

Proposed new floor space
{Sae General Notes)

i {a) What is the total floor space of sll bulldings to which
the application relates? la) approx 3,469 "‘26(96&- 4,028 mzhﬂ*t
{b) What is the amount of industrial floor space included in 2 ,
the above figure? (b) m~fsq.f1. m“fsq.fr.
{c) What is the smount of office floor space? [ (3] mzlsq.ft. 694 mzm)fl.
l {d) What Is the amount of floor space for retaill trading? {d) m'zfsq.ft. mzlsq.f:_
{e) What is the amount of floor space for storage? (e} mzlsq ft, mzlsq.n.
l {f) What is the amount of floor space for warshousing? {H mth_“_ mzlsq.fx.
(s} Office {b} Industriai {c) Other staff
i’y  How many (s} office (bl industrial end {c) other M E M F M E
staff will be employsd on the site as a result of the
davelopment proposed? m
{ii)  If you have existing premises on tha site, how many . (i}
l of the employses will be new staff? v
N {iii)
tiii} It you propose to transfer staff from other premises,
please give dotails of the numbers involved and of NOT ASSESSIBLE
l the premises affected.
. State
7. In the case of industrial or office davelopment is the appli- Yas or No

cation sccompanied by an industrial development
cartificate or office developmaent parmit?

. ot
If 'NO’ ttate why a certificate is not required.

Less than 10,000 sq ft

What provisions have besn made for the parking, loading
and unloading of vehicles within the curtilage of the site?
{Pisase show the location of such provision on the plans
and distinguish between parking for oparational needs and
othar purposes)

Two parking spaces
loading and turning head all within site

G. What is the estimated vehicular traffic flow to the site
during a normal working day? (Plesss include all vehicles
lexctpt those used by individual smployees driving to wark)

Minimal
2/3 vehicles per day



. a I
S s
TPl 3

Part {11

10.

What is the nature volume and rﬁaans of disposal of any
trade affluents or trade refuse?

Volume not assessible
Palladins - storage provided on site

11. Will the propossd use Involve the use or storage of any it:::” No
of the materials of typs and quantity mentioned in
General Notes for Applicants. {see note 11}
If "Yes' state moateriels and epproximate quantities,
12. State details of sny processes sub-contracted, the N/A
percoentage sub-contracted and the location of sub-
contractors.
13, List materials used, giving source (locality in Great N/A
Britain or port of entry) and transport used.
14. State approximate percentages of turnover to markets (a}  Greater London Council Ares: . ) . .. ... ... u ...
under {s), (b}, {c) and i(d) and transport used in each )
case. (b}  Elsewhere in Great Britain: . . B IR IR
{c}  Exports through London Docks: ) ..... N/A ............
other Docks: Yoo n e e
*State name of docks or airport. *{d)  Exports through airports: . ... ........ e e e e e e e
15, State reasons in full for desiring tocation first in Crutw London and then on the proposed site.

{Continue on a separata sheet if nocessary)

> S:gned%@mqm‘On RPN . o A

NOTE

N N O BN G N D O NS Ee e o mm e .

Question 2 Grant of the permission now sought would in no way commit the local planning suthority in respect of any proposed ultimate

D4847

averleaf development which the applicant may mention in answer 10 this question. I



HORTENSIA ROAD

-

SCHEDULE_OF ACCOMMODATION 1‘:“"”.' (RERE! WEDAY Q\
GHREETEIRATE CF
DLANNING & TRARGFORF! i

‘ ‘ BHN{ Yow
HOUSE TYPE A :

oK

8 No. @ 158.75 m2 each ‘
B

HOUSE TYPE B

4 No. @ _ 248 m2 each

FLATS

9 No. @ 1061 m2  Total

CFFICE B1 ACCOMMODATION

694 m2 Total
BASEMENT PARKING

1,503m2 Total

CAR PARKING

2 No., office B .

2 No. spaces per House Type A A A

2 No. spaces nper House Type B VULA D
1 No. space per flat T

14 No. Total visitors' spaces

CFP: 4.3.88



R -‘ ) MP.LCU:L.L)
 GREIOMTEE
LN & THAISFORATOY |

Notice under Section 27 of application for planning permission
Proposed development at Chelsea College, Hortensia Road, London SW10.

TAKE NOTICE that application is being made to the Royal Borough of Kensington
and Chelsea Council by Colwyn Foulkes and Partners (Architects) for planning
permission to demolish existing buildings and build a mixed development
canprising residential and office B1,

If you should wish to make representations about the aplication, you should
do so in writing within 20 days of the date of service of this notice, to The
Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea, Town Hall, Hormton Street, London W8.

on mhalf Of XX ERNRRNRRR RS NREN RN NN R RN ] (COlwyn Foulkes & Pa-rtners)

Dates . 4'.[.3'. 6.? -




' - . | | !
i

Department of the Environment

CERTIFICATE B

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1971
Certificate under Sections 27 and 36

I hereby certify that:

We
1 :Kh AV iven the requisite notice to all the persons other
{ See note fa) to than *& . 1
Certificate A. e appellantWho 20 days before the date of the accompanying appeal, were owners |

of any of the land to which appeal relates, viz:—

Name of owner ' Address Date of service of notice

Kings College London - Kings College London
Chelsea Campus
552 Kings Road
The Strand,
London WCZR 2LS

(for the attention of
_P.A. Upton)

19th May 1988

ONE ONLY *2 None of the land to whxch the appeal 1elates constitutes or forms part of an
of these paragraphs agricultural holding. ;
{number 2} must be

deleted. OR:—
*® * - *®
2 "’Il‘ll::‘:ppellan Thas given the requisite notice to every person otherthan -‘-"-Ihi:’-TsElef
se
who, 20 days before the date’of the appeai, was a tenant pfany agricultural holding any

part of which was comprised in the land to which th peal relates, viz:-

{a) If you are the Name of tenant (a) Date of service of notice
sole agricultural
tenant, enter
“NONE”

Signed ........ seerd ﬂ M'im*é‘(mrksm\

Agents *On behalf of ..Calwym. Foulkes. .. Partners
D2te .o 1 ?.t..‘l.!‘f‘ﬁé(..}.???. ........
©017786) *Delete where inappropriate



TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1971 ""is0.\

o

PLICATION FOR PERMISSION TO DEVELOP LAND AND/OR BUILDINGS IN Gﬁﬁﬁ’ﬁﬁﬂmgNDON

K

OR . - -

1
‘huqu

RECBIPI No. I

,‘_"%orough Rebm[r, ”T‘"’U £ ﬁ' ...................
eutered {\Io ...... :-...., ................ e ‘

i .ma - TR

LEAS READ TWHEQAL NOTES BEFORE FILLINf IN THE FORM ..., . QN

.; oy
V"n.

A T 'i‘e-b&ﬂbtﬁpleted_ y_grpg_ "behalf of pll apr.;acants as far as. pﬂa@ e s

E:-: FEEmggable) DUPLICATE AJPLICATION * 3048400 %

1.

A PLICANT (in block capitals) wad

T
FOULKES & PARTNERS e-s . COLWYN FOULKES & PARTNERS 1

Address 229, KENSINGTON HIGH STREDT ; ess .. 229 KENSINGTON HIGH-OFRBEL. |
LONDON W8 65SA

..........................................

<
PARTICULARS OF PROPOSAL FOR WHICH PERMISSION IS SOUGHT

{a} Full address or location CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE

of the land to which . HORTENSIA ROAD

this application relates . ’ LONDON SW10 TE 8 %O 633
(b) Site area 2250m2 .225 hectares
{c) Give details of proposal 694 m2 Office Space 'Bl!

indicating the purpose

for which land/bulldings 12 Houses

arg to be used and : .

including any changels) 8 Flat units

f . A :
oruse &’q’ﬂ([téh‘do/ ¢ ,(;Lk,?.,w‘tj (J\.u:_/(céhw (R \c( el, /f K

D/ /2 /’]étl,’)'t-«j/ cf /’Lu.él ared éf‘#_ 2 %—\. e
/’Zw\ﬁl/uvu_ (UJC‘ (e ( /'_L)

(d) State whether applicant owns or [ _ J—
controls any adjoining tand and Dbt CATE AAFLICA \J

if so, give its location.

No
(e) S.ste whether the proposal involves:—
: Stats Yes or No
{it New buildingls) ’ If “Yes" state gross floor area
or extension(s) to of proposed building(s}. 4.028 ,
existing buildingl(s) oy ' m
r If residential development state
number of dwelling units 12 houses
proposed and type if known, 9 flats
e.g. houses, bungalows, fiats.
(i) ARETBLIONS wcoineirsirinirssmrssirsannstansses
(iii} Change of US8 .......ccorreecrerrecniarnnnnnns Yes it “Yes' state gross area of land
or building(s) affected by
{iv} Construction of a new | vehicular... | Yes proposed change ol_ use (if 4,028
access to a highway pedestrian, | Yes more than one use involved . ’
state gross area of each use). hectares/m<*
{v] Alteration of an vehicular... €5
existing access 10 8 pedestrian | Yes _ _
highway * Strike out whichever is inapplucfubrle



3. PARTICULARS OF APPLICATION

State whether this application If Yes strike out any of the following which are not to be j I
is for State Yf‘ orNo | getermined at this stage.
{i) Outline planning permission l No l‘ 1 siting 4  external appearance
: =L 2 design 5 means of access ¥
{ii} Full planning permission E‘?es I 3 landscaping ' I

(iii} Renewal of a temporary permission or [*No l. If Yes state the date and number of previous permission
permission for retention of building or and identify the particular condition

continuance.-of use without complying l
with a condition {ubject to which Date ..o, NUMbDEF oo
planning permission has been granted, The condition

{iv) Consideration under Section 72 l " l
only {Industry) No |

4. PARTICULARS OF PRESENT AND PREVIOUS USE OF BUILDINGS OR LAND
State:— )
(i) Present usa of building(s}/land Educational

{ii) If vacant the last previous use and
period of use with relevant dates.

5. LIST ALL DRAWINGS, CERTIFICATES, DOCUMENTS ETC; forming part of this application
Cheque for £2,046.00, Drawings: HTN/O1 - see enclosed schedule (4.3.88)

6. ADDITIONAL .INFORMATI(.)N State Yes or No

{a) s the application for ‘ rfés ":I It Yes complete [FART THREE] of this torm
____._ hon-residential development " {See (PART THREE] for exemptions)
(b) Does the application include the l No l ey . - B
winning and working of minerals ° It Yes complete EA_B_I_E_QQE] of this form
{c) Does the proposed development [ Ye_s_] It Yes state numbers and indicate 9 No.
involve the felting of any trees e

Involve the felling trees precise position on plan Ref drg no: HTN/OU'—-’B
{(d} {i} How will surface water be disposed of? Connection to existing mains

{ii) How will foul sewage be dealt with? Connection to existing mains

(e} Materials — Give details {unless the application is for outline permbi;;i;n) of the colour and type of materials 10 be used for:
{i) Walls...... §.‘.'-.!.J.‘?.F?.?.:...REE.QEQ.‘!...FEQQQEJ...K‘.?.QS?.H.S..‘?}.P.HEQQ...’%&Q.T.\.S?.,....L.QD.QQD...S.1;9.9.15.___81*ick
(i) Roof....Slate and Lead

{iii) Means of enclosure l

I/We hereby apply for (strike out whichever is inapplicable)

{a) planning permission to carry out the development described in this application and the accompanying plans in
OR accordance therewith,

{b) planning permission to retain the building(s) or workl(s) already constructed or carried out, or a use of land
already ins_;,itutad as described on this application and accompanying plans.

Signed

Dote 4.3.88........ ..

AN APPROPRIATE CERTIFICATE MUST ACCOMPANY THIS APPLICATION (See General Notes)

If you are the ONLY owner of ALL the land at the beginning of the period 20 days betore the date of the application, complere
Certificate A, If otherwise see [FPART TWO]of this form

cERTIFchTE A FatYTH H :.. sivdas Caoction 2;1 ol it o In eTraTiYy | I‘n.u\:ru |!;3_nu}.u=1 Aci-1071
' | hereby certify that:—

1. No person'other than the applicant was an awner {a) of any part of the land to which
(3} “awner' means & the beginning of the period of 20 days before the date of the accompanying appls

person having a freehald  «2  None of the land to which the application relates constitutes or forms
nterest or a leaschold

pplication relates at

of an agricubtural halding; or

. * . . . * 2t
nterest the unexpired 3. m—'—nzﬁ-mgwun hy requisite nolLice to every pierse er lllani:-:—:z::—”- who, 20 days belore the date ol
term of which was not PP

the application, was a tenant of any agricultur
1 \cation, !
ess than 7 years. the application relates, viz: —

Name and Address of Ten e e Lo et e tn et or e bbb ne s e s et e r e sttt e oo seeeesor e
“stiike out whichever e NAA e
is inapplicable

SIGNEA.......itiiiiirinens e O behatf of

HPC 367 D4/1870

F
a BN N O & B s .



l(_:’.———l
{F 20 DAYS BEFORE MAKING THE APPLICATION YOU ARE THE ONLY OWNER OF ALL THE LAND AND HAVE

SIGNED CERTIFICATE A ON PART ONE OF THE FORM THEN DO NOT COMPLETE PART TWO OF THE FORM.
For definition of ‘owner’ see Ganeral Notes,

FORM TP

PART
TWO

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1871 TI'88U&694
CERTIFICATE UNDER SECTION 27

PLEASE READ THE NOTES OVERLEAF BEFORE FILLING IN PART TWO.

t 1ee note (a} to

CERTIFICATE B | haraby certify that:
1. +=heveyths sgplicant has® given the requisite natice 1o all persons, who 20 days befare the date of the accompanying

sppilcation, were owngrst of any part of the land 1o which the plication relates, viz:
Nama of owner ~ nA’GENT Address 'ﬁmp‘%oﬁ Hoasg’ Date of service of notice 4.3.88

Certiticate A Narton Rose Botterell & Roche Camomile Street, EC3
*2. Nons of the land 10 which the application ralates constitutes or forms part of an agricultural holding; or
date of the spplication, was @ tenent of any agricultursl holding any part of which was :omisad in 7 o whih the
application relates, viz:
Nama and ADAress of TENBNT..rireemens s niesmresnesintenas
-y % "-_'-' J 1111 = P P v T T T P P P S P R S PP PPR PRSP PE TR TRy ST PRSP PEECERTTREEEERCEFEL CEECRLEEEREEL CRA RS AL
*striks out
whichever is
inapplicable Signad a4Y Wm pata .4Lh March 88

it —t—amitha-applicssi—ist—unoble A dano
Saction 27 (1) of the Act, in respect of the accompanying application dated

1 sse nots {a} 10
Cartificate A

*siriks out
whichever is
inagplicable

{a) Insert descrip-
tion of steps takan.

{b) Insert name of
local newspaper cir-
culsting in the lo-
cality in which the
land is situated.

{c) Insert date of
publication {wivch
must not be sarliar
than 20 days beifore
the spplication).

t sse note (8} to
Cartificate A,

*strike out
whichever is
inapplicable

‘CERTFICATEC 1 heraby certify that:

b aithor-0aF hdal oF B
t ity P

aH paragrap -8

o s o o onifioasn lo a Y. DV WV Y
HHOe 200

4O ——0

{ii] 1 have/the applicant has® given the requisite notice to the following persons who, 20 days befora the dgi of the

spplication, wers ownerst of any part of the land, to which the application relates, viz:
Name of owner Address Date of service of notice

{ii) 1 have/the applicant has" .taken the staps listed below, being steps reasonably open to ma/him® /1o ascertan the
namaes and addresses of the othar owners of the land or part thereo! and have/has® baen ynable to do so:

7 [ PR—— etverserensereneanenarbobteeiissheane s et sea s B SRR e TS peeu B SR aR s s prann s snsenansars s spens s ebeagnn et

P T e L S L L R E RS bbby

‘ ;Ivl Notice of application as sat out below has besn published in the {b)
on {¢

Copy of notice as published.,
ricultural holding; or

mysel!/himsalf® who, 20 days before the
th was comprised in tha land to which the

*2. Nons of the land to which the application relates constitutes or forms part of an

=3, | have/the spplicant has® given the requisite notice to every person other th
date of the application, was a 1enant of any agricultural hoiding any part of
applicstion relates, viz:

Name and Address of TeNENT..oemeineninian erasiesseosesseurnsnsbbtssssrnenseasnrsnsesigannrentn eI et et e LTRSS Rt

T

Dats Of SEIVICE OF NOLCR crerrserressrrscrsrsesssrasesmsnnsrerssrsstonsrssassoasmnss s ronsnpsastasssussaroisststisusmrsus s ssssi s am sttt s e

Signed " reasaninsriaes 0N DORAE OF J/ recrersnirssnsseriressasssasissrassssssssnstorans U T 1 SR

CERTIEICATE D | hereby certify thpt:

1. (i} 1 smithe spplicant is® unable to issue a ceriilicste in sccordance with Section 2701) (a} of tha Actin respect of the
accompanying application dated " and have/has® taken the steps listed below, being staps reasonabiy
open to me/him®, 10 ascertain the namas and adddasses of all the persons who, 20 days before the date of the application were
owners of any part of the land to which the ap lcation relates and have/has® been unsble to do so:

{ii} Notice of sdplication as 361 cut below has baen published in the {b)

on {c
Copy of notice as published.
ich the application relates constitutes of forms part of an agricultural holding; or

has* given the requisite notice to evary person other than mvumhimull"wha. 20 days before the
, was & wnent of sny agricultural holding any part of which was comprised in the land o which the

*2_ Nons ot the land to

*3. | hava/the sppll
date of the spplicati

rerreieras

i i n
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1. If you are NOT the sola owner of all the land to which the application relates, you should take one of the following 1ht.
courses:

(al If you know the names and addresses of all the owners of the land to which the application relates, you should give them
notice in the form shown in Notica No. 1 below and complete certificate B overleaf. '

{b) if you know the names and addresses of some of the owners of the land to which the application relates, but no. 1 of
them, you should give notice in the form shown in Natice No. 1 below to those whose names and addresses you know, and also
give notice of the application in a local newspaper, in the form shown in Notice No. 2 below. The newspaper notice should be
published not earlier than twenty days before the date of the application. You should then complete certificate C overieaf.

{¢} If you do not know the names and addresses of any of the owners of the land to which the application relates, you should
give notice of the application in a local newspapsr, in the form shown in Notice No. 2 below. This notice should be published
not earlier than twenty days before the date of the application, You should then complete cartificate D overleaf.

2, If the application does not relate to land any part of which is an agricultural holding, paragraph 2 of the certificate may be
ignored. Should this not be so, notice has to be given to the tenant(s) of the holding(s) in the form shown in Notice No.1 below
and paragraph 3 should be completed and 2 struck out.

3. Any person who knowingly or recklessly issues a certificate which contains any statement which is false or misleading in a
material particular is liable on conviction to a fine not excaeding £100,

NOTICE No. 1 TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT, 1971

Notice undsr Section 27 of application for planning permission
Proposed development at (a)

TAKE NOTICE that application is being made to the (b)

{s) insertaddress or
locstion of propo-
sed developmant,

{b) Insert the name It you should wish to make represental

of tha Authority 1o | of the date of service of this notice,
which application is

baing mads,

[0
Ll
1)

~
.

{c} Insert name of
applicant,

{d) Insart descrip-
tion and address or
location of pro-
posed developrmant,

{a} Insert the namae
and address of the
ofticer given in the
introductory note ¥
of T.P.}

of apglication for planning permission

Council by {c)

Sngned‘

ON DRI Ot s s soes s e st s s

-
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If' - PART I Part {11

Additional information required in respect of Applications for INDUSTRIAL, OFFICE, WAREHOUSING,
STORAGE or SHOPS '

ttention is drawn to ‘General Notes for Applicants’)
Application No,
{Those questions relsvant to the proposed developmant to be answered) {For Official Uss Only)

ll. In the case of industrisl developmaent, give s description of

and the types of plant or machinsry to ba Installed.

the processss to be carried on and of the end products, YO Vo
|P8EU6 2
4

2. If the proposal forms a stage of a larger schema for which

planning parmission ls not st presant sought, pleass give No
what information you can sbout the ultimate developmant.
I {See Note overisaf] :
. State
I3. Is the proposal relsted to an existing use in Grester Yes or No
London? If 50, pleass explain the relationship.
) State
l4. 1s this a proposal 10 replace existing pramises In this srea Yes or No
or slsawhare which have bacoms obsolets, Inadasquate or

otherwise unsatisfactory?

If so, please give detalls Including gross floor asea of such
premises and state your intentions in respact of those

iy if you have sxisting premisss on the site, how many . il

of the amployess will be naw staff?

" tii)

{iii}  If you ﬁropou to transfer staff from other pramises,

pleass give details of the numbaers involved and of - NOT ASSESSIBLE
tha premises affected.
* State
7. In the case of industrial or office davalopmaent is the sppli- Yes ar No

cation accompanisd by an  Industrial develgpment

cartiticate or office developmaent permit?

' Less than 10,000 sq ft

pramisas.
5 Existing {if any) l Proposed new tloor space
l ’ {See General Notes)
{a) What is the total floor space of all buildings to which
the application relates? ) approx 3,469 mzbmgg. 4,028 “"2"% skt
l (b} What is the amount of industrial floor space included in 2 2
the abowe figure? -} m*/sq.ft. m*isq.it.
l {c) What is tha amount of office floor space? {c} mth.lt. 694 mzatw At
{d)What is the amount of floor spacs for ratail trading? {d) mzlsq.ll. mzfsq.ft.
2
{s) What is the amount of floor space for storage? (e} mzlsq.h. m~isq.f.
l (f) What is the smount of floor space for warshousing? £} m2llq.ft. mzlsq.ft.
(a) Office {b} Industrial {c) Other staff
6. i) How many (a) office (b) industrial and {c) other M F M F M E
staff will be employed on the site as a result of the
development proposed? 0

H ‘NO’ state why a cartificats is not requirsd.

g. What provisions have been made for the parking, loading

and unloading of vehicles within the curtilsge of the site? Two parking spaces i
{Plsasa show the location of such provision on the plans loading and turning head all within site
snd distinguish bstwean parking for operstional needs snd
other purposes)
9. What is the sstimatsd vehicular traific flow to the site Minimal
i | Include all vekicles .
during 8 normal working day? (Plsass inc 2/3 vehicles per day

sxcapt thase used by individus! smployess driving td work)




‘.“‘ r
TPI
Part 111
0. What Is the naturs volume and means of disposa! of eny Volume not assessible
trada effluents or trade refuse? '| Palladins ~ storage provided on site
. Stats
1. Will the proposed use involve the use or storage of any Yes or No
of the mararials of typs and quantity mentioned in ’
General Notes for Applicants. (see note 11)
H ‘Yes' state materials and approximate quantities.
2. State details "of any processes sub-<contracted, the N/A
percentage sub-contracted and the location of sub-
contractors.
3. List materials used, giving source (locality in Great N/A
Britain or port of entry} and transport usad.
4. State approximats percentages of turnover to markets {a}  Greater London Council Area: .} . . ..o ou e
under (a), (b), {c) and {d) and transport used in esch )
case. ib)  Elsewhere in Great Britain: . . 3 IR e e
{¢}  Exports through London Docks: g ..... N/A e e
. other Docks: Yoo e e e e,
*State name of docks or airport. C *{d}  Exports through alrports: o o o oo v v v uv v vs oa o oo s s

3. State reasons in full for desiring location first in Greater London and then on the proposed site,
[Continua on a separate shest if necessary)

> Slgned%ﬂ'wwg LY EL.....On behalf P T, = von SO, Data4/%)86 ‘

NOTE
Question 2 Grant of the permission now sought would In no way commit the local planning authority in respect of any proposed ultimate
overleaf development which ths applicant may mamion'ln antwer 1o this guestion,

D467



HORTENSIA ROAD

4§

HOUSE TYPE A

8 No. @ 158.75 m2 each

HOUSE TYPE B .

4 No. @ 248 m2 each

9 No. @ ' 1061 m2  Total

CFFICE Bl ACCOMMODATTION

694 m2 Total

BASFMENT PARKING

1,503m2 Total

:
§ |

. office Bi

: space per flat '
. Total visitors' spaces

P
B
g
§
:
g

CFP: 4.3.88
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NOTICE NO, 1

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT, 1

Notice under Section 27 of application for planning permission

Proposed development at Chelsea College, Hortensia Road, London SWi0.

TAKE NOTICE that application is being made to the Royal Borough of Kensington
and Chelsea Council 'by Colwyn Foulkes and Partners (Architects) for planning
permission to demolish existing buildings and build a mixed development
comprising residential and office Bi.

'If you should wish to make representations about the aplication, you should

do so in writing within 20 days of the date of service of this notice, to The
Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea, Town Hall, Hornton Street, London W8,

mmef -...l..l.l............'.., (%lwyn FmJ-keS&mrtrlerS)

Date: ..4'. .8.l§§.....

PLANNNG & TRANSIRGRIATIOY |



. .
.

1 See note (a) to
Certificare A.

ONE ONLY

of these paragraphs
(number 2) must be
deleted.

(a) If you are the
sole agricultural
tenant, enter
“NONE”,

Agents

17786}

Department of the

Environment

CERTIFICATEB

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1971

Certificatae under Se

ctions 27 and 36

I hereby certify that:

We
1 *Khave

7 Tarel given the requisite notice to all the persons other

than *mpatt w
*the appellant

of any of the land to

Name of owner

Kings College London

b

*2 None of the land

ho, 20 days before the date of the accompanying appeal, were owners #

which appeal relates, viz:~

Address Date of service of notice

Kings College London 19th May 1988
Chelsea Campus
552 Kings Road
The Strand,

London WCZR 2LS

(for fhe attention of
_P.A. Upton)

to which the appeal relates constitutes or forms part of an

agricultural holding. ' ;
OR:-

*2  *l have L N *myself
¥The appellant has given the requisite .notlce to every person ot __'hhnsel ¢

who, 20 days before the date'o( the appeai, was a tenant
part of which was comprised in the land to which th

Name of tenant (a)

any agricultural holding any
peal relates, viz:-

Date of service of notice

Sig,ned ........ ‘ :“,(M"im%(mrkgm

*On behalf of ..Colwyn. Foulkes..f. Partners

*Delete where inaporopriate



faea 2.2 .

THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA

E.A. SANDERS, ARICS, Department 705,
Director of Planning and Transportation The Town Hall,
Hornton Street,
M.J. FRENCH, ARICS, Dip.T.P., London,
Dsputy Director of Planning and Transportation W8 7NX
COUNCIL NOTIFICATION OF DEVELOPMENT Telephone: 01-937 5464

Extension : 2079/2080
THE OCCUPIER
FILE COPY

TP Date: 31/03/88

My reference: TP/SB/OG?:Z/JW Your referenca: Plaase ask for: Town Planning

Information Offica

Dear Sir/Madam,

THIS LETTER INVITES YOU TO COMMENT ON A PLANNING APPLICATION/
LISTED BUILDING APPLICATION WHICH MAY AFFECT YOUR PROPERTY

| should be pleased to know, in writing, if you as the occupier/owner of
neighbouring property have any comments on the following proposal: —

Address of application property

CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD, $.W.10

-' Proposal for which permission is sought

Demolition of existing building and erection of 12
houses, 9 flats and 694 sq.m. office floorspace (Use
Class Bl)

CHELSEA INFORMATION OFFICE

Until further notice opening hours will be:-
Tuesday 11.00 am - 3,00 pm
Thursday 11.00 am -  3.00 pm

Yours faithfully

E.A. SANDERS

Director of Planning and Transportation.

PLEASE SEE OVERLEAF.
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w o STOWN PLAN

" CONSULTATION SHEET
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NING»ALPLICAT!ON

Application

Number TP.
Te88/063248
gfﬁcer b Application
;]
HTN/CL/rw/el Resonsible | . oe Dated 04/03/88
I APPLICANT SITE
Colwyn Foulkes & Partners, CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE,
229, Kensington High Street, HORTENSIA ROAD,
l London, W8 6Sa S.W.10
Application Complete
l NATURE OF PROPOSAL Demolition of existing 4/03/88
building and erection of -2 Date to be decided by
houses, 9 flats and 694 sq.m. 19/Q05/88
office floorspace (Use Dats Acknowledged
Class B1) 29/Q3/88
P }
Addrass to be Consulted ls':;t‘" R:‘c:‘i’::d Foorbservation;gamﬂ Decision Letter Sent !

LMo Pacpll @l X 0.0 forlany
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CHECK SECTION26 centificate/Soction 27 certificata.

CONSULT STATUTORILY

HBMC

i
i
i
i
\\e
4
1_(:’
i
-
T
i
|

Art, 15 (i} {b) 1977 GD
Neighbouring local aut
Dept. of Environment
Civil Aviation Authorify {over 300"

ensingten Palace)

o
000 cOoooog

FEFIWA]

_q'/“_ el it Lt s e e D

ADVERTISE

Development Plans Greater London Dj ection 1978 (i o
§.28 Town & Country Planning Act /1971 |
Town & Country Pianning {Listed uvildings and J
Buildings in a Conservation Are egulations, 1977 D

OTHER CONSULTATION

L.P.AC. (strategic proposdls} ]
Sateguarded School Sitg” I.L.E.A, [ )
Asst. Commissioner %olice | d
London Transport #A/WS/17/1C) El

British Waterway Board ' D

P.LA. ' O

Local Assaciatfons ' ]

Thames Wataz ) .

/,/

0




THIS IS A CARRIER SHEET.  The EDM Group,Britain’s leading document ,management
company. For more information call 01902 459 907 or visit www.theedmgroup.co.uk
THIS IS A CARRIER SHEET.{ The EDM Group,Britain’s leading document ,management’
company. For more information call 01902 459 907 or visit www.theedmgroup.co.uk
THIS IS A CARRIER SHEET.  The EDM Group,Britain’s leading document ,management
company. For more information call 01902 459 907 or visit www.theedmgroup.co.uk

TH!S IS A CARRIER SHEET "'!:é e, waid leading document ,management

company. For e — e SPI or visit www.theedmgroup.co.uk
THIS IS A CARRIEI ch.onb’—""ﬂ"& 0{0' ag; 'eading document ,management
company. For T:u)\ W,ﬁx on. X rvisit www.theedmgroup.co.uk
THIS IS A CARRIEF ; . iv:u ""M wore. ~tod  2ading document ,management
company. For nsaqq-"ﬁrﬁd pxGde n Som@ ¢ yisit www.theedmgrﬁup.co.uk
THIS IS A CARRIER'SS £ 1 ucan i Goab i ocument management
company. Forr % {mM P er “visit www.theedmgroup.co.uk
G : 0 N
THIS IS A CARRIER ¢, .g,Qﬁb\"’ - Fdla_t‘ ading document ,management
company. Forn g L 604,.)" oJ M% visit www.theedmgroup.co.uk
THIS IS A CARRIER :jethor \'f 199 wding document ,management
J g visit www.theedmgroup.co.uk

company. Formm"—l’—@( ~ !
THIS IS A CARRIER ¢ ding document ,management
company. Formu _......euun call 01902 459 907 or visit www.theedmgroup.co.uk
THIS IS A CARRIER SHEET.  The EDM Group,Britain’s leading document ,management
company. For more information call 01902 459 907 or visit www.theedmgroup.co.uk
THISISA CARB}ER SHEET. ' The EDM Group,Britain’s leading document ,management
company. For more information call 01902 459 907 or visit www.theedmgroup.co.uk
THIS IS A CARRIER SHEET.  The EDM Group,Britain’s leading document ,management
company. For more information call 01902 459 907 or visit www.theedmgroup.co.uk
THIS IS A CARRIER SHEET.  The EDM Group,Britain’s téﬁ’é’ing document ,management
company. For more information call 01902 459 907 or visit www.theedmgroup.co.uk
THIS IS A CARRIER SHEET.. . The EDM Group,Britain’s leading document ,management
company. For more information-call 01902 459 907 or visit. www.theedmgroup.co.uk
THIS IS A CARRIER SHEET.  The EDM Group,Britain’s leading document ,management
company. For more information call 01902 459 907 or visit www.theedmgroup.co.uk
THIS IS A CARRIER SHEET.  The EDM Group,Britain’s leading document ,management
company. For more information call 01902 459 907 or visit www.theedmgroup.co.uk
THIS IS A CARRIER SHEET.  The EDM Group,Britain’s leading document ,management
company. For more information call 01902 459 907 or visit www.theedmgroup.co.uk

THIS IS A CARRIER SHEET.  The EDM Group,Britain’s leading document ,management
company. For more information call 01902 459 907 or visit www.theedmgroup.co.uk
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THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF
' KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA

CHELSEA CONSTITUENCY
NORTH STANLEY WARD « POLLING DISTRICT P

Reqgister
of Electors

(Qualifying date, 10th October, 1987)

. IN FORCE 16TH FEBRUARY, 1988 to 15th FEBRUARY 1989

i ey

¢

G En G I ‘S B B B

.‘O‘NM 3

‘\

OTE: A date printed before a-name indicates that the elector reaches voting age on that date and is entitled to vote
elections held on or after that date.

E printed before a name indicates an “Overseas Elector” whois ONLY entitled to vote in respect of that entry at European
tsembly Elections.

F printed before a name indicates an “Overseas Elector” who is ONLY entitled to vote in respect of that entry at Eu-
!pean Assembly and United Kingdom Parliamentary Elections.

printed before a name indicates that the elector is NOT entitled to vote in respect of that entry at United Kingdom
iarliamentary Elections.

he Town Hall
ornton Street R.S. WEBBER
Iensington, w8 _ Electoral Registration Officer
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No.

0343
0344

0345
0346

0347
0348

0349
0350
0351
0352
0353
0354

0355

0356
0357

0358
0359

0360
0361

0362
0363

0364 -

0365
0366

Name and Address

5872-FULHAM ROAD-SW10

{cont.)
Moore, Raymond B.
437(13)
Heffernan, David G.
437(14)
Heffernan, Lavina 437(14)
Heffernan, Marie T.
437(14)
Heffernan, Patrick J.
437(14)
Marcou, Aristodimos
437(15)
Marcou, Ruth L.  437(15)
Reed, James M. 437(16)
Reed, Victoria 437(16)
Terry, Aletta P, 437(17)
Thornton, Gary 437(18)

Thornton, Reginald A.

437(18)
Thornton, Sylvia D.

437(18)
Oliver, Bessie G. 437(19)
Connor, Frances M.

437(20)
Connor, Peter J. 437(20)
Pastides, Hannah M.

437(21)
Moore, Brian 437(22)

Hughes, Winifred M.

437(23)
Littlejohn, Edith 437(25)
Munden, John A.  437(26)
Stearn, Roger E. 451
Stearn, Tracy A. 451
Amadori, Annabel J. 453a

5876-GUNTER HALL

STUDIOS-GUNTER
GROVE-SW10

0367 Norriss, Michael 1
0368 Norriss, Tristram M. 1
0369 Brotherton-Ratcliffe, Julia

2

S880-GUNTER GROVE-SW10

0370 Beale, Nigel 1
0371 Burridge, Camilla R. 1
0372 Burridge, Simon St.P. |
0373 Lowrey, Anthony 1
0374 Ruhle, Jennifer 1
0375 Seely, Hugo 1
0376 Lillyman, Sarah R. la
0377 Burke, Josephine M. 7
0378 Pattinson, Catherine M. 7a
0379 .Bendixson, Terence 9a
0380 Humphries, Simon J. 9¢
0381 El Hanbali, Bakr S. 11
0382 Hanbali, Inam A.G. 11
0383 Green, Hilary 13
0384 Furness, John C. 13a
0385 Furness, Kathleen L. 13a
0386 Furness, Robert D. 13a
0387 Chung-Coxhall, Paula H.

17
0388 Slater, Linda P. 17a
0389 Abbott, Eunice 19

No.

Name and Address

5880-GUNTER GROVE-SW10

0390
0391
0392
0393
0394
0395
0396
0397
0398
0399
0400
0401
0402
0403
0404
0405
0406
0407
0408
0409
0410
0411
0412
0413
0414

0415
0416
0417
0418
0419
0420
0421
0422
0423
0424
0425
0426

0427
0428
0429
0430
0431
0432
0433
0434

0435
0436
0437
0438
0439
0440
0441
0442
0443
0444
0445
0446
0447

0448
0449
0450
0451
0452
0453

0454

{cont.)
Abbott, Michael F. 19
Giltard, Joan P. 21
Mundzic, Alexander 21
Dark, Rachel 23(Lwr)
Ludman, Peter F. 23(Lwr)

Whitsun, Anna 25
Wooldridge, Irene B. 25
Waterson, Philip R. 25a
Sandison, Francis G. 27
Walker, James D.  27(Lwr)
Walker, Louise M. 27(Lwr)

Clark, Nicola J.B. 27a
Ditch, Elizabeth 29
Ditch, John A. 29
Driscoll, Ellen 29
Driscoll, James P. 29
Ryan, Frank 29
Steane, Caroline J. 29a
Dunne, Bernard M. 3ia
Dunne, Cecilia F. 3la
Linturn, Fredrick A. 31b
Coleman, Cara J. 3lc
Coleman, Ciaran M. 3lc

Blyth, Alexander J. 31d
King, Greta Margaret M.

33a
Harper, Katharine M.T. 35
Harper, Roy R. 35
Cryer, Amanda 37
Cryer, Andrew 37
Beirne, Joan 37a
Cruddas, Michael C. 39
Davison, Vera C. 41
Davison, William H. 41
Giust, Ruth 43a
Martin, June I. 43b
Morland, Alice H. 43¢
Dowson, Alexandra C.L.

43d
Dowson, Kenneth P.M. 43d
Soan, Hazel P. 45
Hoe, Simon R. 45b
Lee, Fiona C. 2b
Miidren, Joanna L. 2b
Oury, Michael A.L. 2b
Oury, Philip E.L, 2b
Broadhurst, Christopher J.

2c

Jamieson, Bridget P. 4a
Jamieson, James M. 4a
Crofton-Sleigh, Yvonne d4c
Jonzen, Karin M. 6a
Beringer, Christopher J. 8
Tauton, Wendy C. 8
Bourguignon, Doris V.  8a
Atkinson, John 10
Henniker, Janet 10
Newte, Susan 10b
Ware, John L.  (Studio)10
Parsons, Alibe 14
Falkland, Caroline
(Viscountess) (Studio)14
Labey, Louise 16(1)
Labey, Peter T. 16(1)
Morgan, Clare M. 16(2)

Armitage, Maurice J.  16a

Hobbs, Janet 18(2)
Francis, Alexandra J. 18(3)
Groves, Joanna D. 18(3)

3

POLLING DISTRICT PA- NORTH STANLEY

No.

Name and Address

5880-GUNTER GROVE-SW1i0

0455
0456

0457
0458
0459
0460
0461
0462

0463
0464
0465
0466
0467
0468
0469

0470
0471
0472
0473
0474
0475
0476

0477
0478
0479
0480
0481
0432
04383
0434
0485

0486
0487

0488
0489

0490
0491
0492
0493
0494

{cont.)
Desiun, James V.
(Studio) 18
Wortelhock, Samantha A.
(Studio)18
May, Joanne S. 20a
Kohner, Ernest 20b
Marcantonio, John N.  20c¢

Redman, Cecil B. 20d
Redman, Helen M. 20d
Strauss, Roger A. :

(Studio)20
Hornsey, Richard S.  22(1)
Gold, Christopher J.  22(4)
Broadbent, Camilla 26
Mott, Phyllis 26a
Galeta, Robert M. 28
Miller, Bruce H. (Bsmt)28

Crosse-Kelly, Kathleen K.

30
Hawkins, Sebastian 30
Maxwell, Prue 30
Phillips, Jo 30
Warral, Anthony 30
Warral, Helen 30
Kelly, Naima 36a

Weeden, Christopher P.
36b
Weeden, Maxine 36b
Healy, Joseph 36¢
Healy, Kathleen 36¢c
Rowat, Frederick A. 36d
Rachid, Abdul B. 38
Dight, Marc D. 4002)
Coe, Patricia 40b
Higginson, Elizabeth 40b

Washbourne, Karen L.
42(1)

Washbourne, Raymond
42(1)

Lampaert, Sarah-Louise
42(2)
Owston, Anthony JJW. 44

(5Apr.88)Owston, Gavin
AW,

44
Owston, Rosemary S. 44
Owston, Vanessa R. 44
Owston, Vivien 44
Burns, Carola F. 46
Burns, David A. 46

5884-HARRIET

HOUSE-WANDON ROAD-SWé

0495
0496
0497
0498
0499
0500
0501
0502
0503
0504
0505
0506
0507
0508
0509

Clow, Hazel .
Clow, Jeffrey P.
Tills, Theresa
Hughes, David W,
Hughes, Joan E.
Hughes, Michael J.
Hughes, Robert A.
Tanner, Miriam
Goldstein, Barry K.
Goldstein, Ricky P.
Clark, Patricia
Loxha, Agron
Loxha, Anton
Egleton, Lily
Egleton, Stanley P.

R~~~ b b bbb
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h‘ John Trott and Son

Chartered Valuation Surveyors - Town Planning Consultants

arnard House, The Drive, Great Warley,
rentwood, Essex CM13 3D

elephone: Brentwood (0277) 224864
Fax No. (0277} 215487

and at Hinton House, Station Road, New Miiton, Hants.
T
Our Ref: PJH/JDC/2128 (

19th May 1988

Planning Department,

Royal Borough of Kensington § Chelsea,
Town Hall,

Hornton Street,
London: w8 7NX

Dear Sirs,

Re: Town and Country Planning Act 1971
Appeal by Colwyn Foulkes and Partners for development

camprising 694mZ Office Space 'B1',
- 12 Houses and 9 Flat Units, .
Chelsea college Site, Hortensia Road, London: Swi0

Please find enclosed copies of documentation lodged today with the Department
of the Environment in respect of an appeal for the development detailed ahbove.

Yours faithfully,

T k- on, Sy

John Trott § Son

\L‘J.Trott, FRICS. FRVA.
G.D.Frall, B.Se. (Est. Man.), FR.I.C.S., FA.VA.
NI, Pryor, B.Se. (Est. Man.), A.RLC.S.
\‘qte: A.L.Vidier, B.Sc. {Hons), A.R.I.C.S.

,,,,,,



Trott and Son

ered Valuation SUrveyors Town Planning Consultants

frard House, The Drive, Great Warley,
antwood, Essex cMi133DJ

elaphone: Brentwood (0277} 224664

Fax No. {0277) 2156487

and st Hinton House, Station Road, New Milton, Hants.

' Our, Ref: PJH/JDC/2128

'19th May 1988

The Planning Inspectorate,
Department of the Environment,
Tollgate House,

Houlton Street,

Bristol: BS2 9DJ

'Dear Sirs,

Re: Town and Country Planning Act 1971
Appeal by Colwyn Foulkes and Partners for development comprising

694m 2 Office Space 'Bl', 12 Houses and 9 Flat Units.
Chelsea College Site, Hortensia Road, London: SW10

——

We are formally instructed to lodge an appeal on behalf of our Clients, Colwyn
Foulkes and Partners, against the failure of the Royal Borough of Kensington
§ Chelsea to give notice of their decision within the statutory period on an

| application for the development detailed above.

' Accordingly, we enclose the following docﬁmentation:-.
|| 1)  Form TCP-201 (REV APRIL 87) ) __
2) Appropriate Certificate under section 27 of the Town and Country

Planning Act 1971.

3) Relevant correspondence.
4) Planning application dated 4th March 1988

v

5} Plan JT1

We look forward to your acknowledgement of receipt of the enclosed documentation

in due course.

Yours faithfully,

6 );\m\{ (?% 'M\X\ 6—5“(\

John Trott & Son

Enc.

L.J.Trott, ER.LC.S. FRVA. - .
G.D.Frall, B.Sc. (Est. Man.)., FR..C.S., FRVA. c.C. Royal BOI'OUgh of Kensington & Chelsea )

N I Pryor. B.Sc. (Est. Man.), ARICS.



Appeal to the Secretary of State

rtment of the Environment FOR DOE USE ONLY

wn and Country P|anning ACt 1971 Date received

own and Country Planning General
evelopment Orders 1977 to 1985 . | Date acknowledged

?
L)

Read the booklet Plannmg Appeals — A Guide’ carefully beforeyqu start to complete this form.
The numbers in the margin refer to paragraphs in this booklet. 0\

Please complete this form clearly and send one copy to the Department and oneky to the local
planning authority. . 7

22| A. Information about the appellant(s)
1. Full Namels) Colwyn Foulkes § Partners
2. Address 229 Kensington High Street,
London Postcode w8 65A .
Daytime Telephong Number Reference
2.9 1'3. Agent's name (if any) __John Trott & Son

Agent's address : Barnard House - The Drive
' Great Warley - Brentwood
Essex Postcode GM13 3DJ
'Daytime Telephone Number _0277 224664 Reference 2128

B. Details of the appeal

Name of loca!l planning authority (LPA}

4,
Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea.
5. Description of the development
694m~ Office Space 'Bl’
12 Houses
9 Flat Units )
6. (a) Address of the site _ ’ 6 {b) Nationa! Grid
. , Reference (see key on
——— Chelsea College Site, Ordnance Survey Map
Hortensia Road, . for instructions).
.  tbondon: SW10. Grid letters: Grid Numbers
: e.g. TQ
™ . 2677 SW
1.4 | 7. Date and reference no. of appfication against which you are | 8. Date of decision (if any).
appealing.  4th March 1988 TP88/0632
9. Are there any other applications relatlng to the same site elther currently being considered by or

about to be put before the LPA? YES / K&X
If YES, please describe briefly.
el dmeadn armmlimcatinmn enhmitterd 4th Mareceh 1Q88




JProcedure {tick appropriate box)

. Do you agree ‘to the written procedure? {i.e. an exchange of written l:] IZ}
statements with the LPA plus a visit to the site by a Planning Inspector.) YES NO

If YES could the Inspector see the whole site clearly enough from the road D l:]
or other public land to make an unaccompanied site visit?

D. Supporting Documents | @ You must enclose a copy of each of the following with

(] [ &GN

A ’:] B E C [:] ) D No;icem Noéice[:

You should also enclose copies of the following, if appropriate;

the appeal form sent to the Department. Otherwise your
appeal may be seriously delayed.

the application made to the local planning authority;
any section 27 certificate submitted to the local planning authority;

the appropriate section 27 certificate for this appeal (look at the Notes then tick a box to
show which certificate you have enclosed);

each of the plans, drawings and documents sent to the LPA as part of the application they
considered;

the LPA's decision (if any};
all other relevant correspondence with the LPA;

a plan showing the site, marked in red, in relation to two named roads (preferably on an
extract from the relevant 1:10,000 OS Map).

any notice and the appropriate certificate provided to the LPA in accordance with section 26
of the Act;

if the appeal-concerns reserved matters, the relevant outline application, plans submitted
and the permission;

any other pia‘ns, drawings and documents sent 10 the LPA but which did not form part of
the application {e.g. drawings for illustrative purposes);

any additional plans or drawings relating to the application but not previously seen by

the LPA. Number them clearly and note the numbers here:

® You must also complete and return to the Department the attached acknowledgement cards.

E. The Appeal

Plea'se set out on Page 3 the full grounds of your appeal and sign the declaration below:

* -HWe:_ Appeal Against




ve enclosed @ copy of each of the suppo indicated above
~+/ We also certif a copy of
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behalf of) Colwyn Foulke

SignedW(on
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T

“\‘
ATTN: Mr. Coey,
Planning Dept., Colwyn nd Partners

al Borough of Kensington & Chelsea ; ; " :
Roy: Hall,ug ng ¢+ Chartered Archi té?la?nln%m lranLdJscaPe Consultar?ts

Hornton Street, e ey o !
London, W8 TNX AV TN S ’
TP881410 ﬁ

HIN/LA/al/f]h 23rd Jung, 1988 " o i

Dear Sirs,

RE: TOWN & QOUNIRY PLANNING ACT 1971 - APPLICATION BY COLWYN FOULKES AND
PARTNERS FOR DEVEIOPMENT COMPRISING 767m2 OFFICE SPACE 'Bl', 12 HOUSES
AND 10 FLAT UNITS - CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD, IDNDON,_SWlO

We are formally submitting a detailed application for the development
described above.

Accordingly, we enclose the following documentation:

1. Plaming application form TPl (4 copies).

2. Site location plan (drawing no. HTN/01/59B - 4 copies).

3. 12 no drawings (excluding location plan) as described on the drawing
schedule (4 copies of each drawing).

4. Certificate B under section 27 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1971
(4 copies).

The application is submitted in response to the Planning Officer's camments
during negotiations on another application (Local Authority Ref: TP88/0632-
dated 4th March 1988) for a similar development proposal., The Officer
initially expressed concern on the massing of the rear block shown on the
submitted drawings. The Officer's coments have been taken into
consideration and the new application proposes a similar form of development
without the third floor shown on the original drawings.

In our opinion, however, the concern expressed by the Officer was
unjustified. A public consultation exercise has been undertaken and all
adjoining residents were invited to an exhibition of the original scheme by
representatives of the development team. Residents were overwhelmingly in
support of the scheme.

229 Kensington High St. London W8 65A Tel: 01 938 2464
Telex: 8950511 ONEONE G Att: 16402 Fax: 01938 2847
Merton Place, Colwyn Bay LL22 7BY. Tel: 0492 53 2735

Telex: 8950511 ONEQNE G Att: 16403

Partnera:

A, N, Calwyn Foulkes, B Sc, B Arch ,RIB A

H. R.T. Witiams, B S¢ . B.Arch ,RI1B A

A. Colwyn Foulkes. Op. Arch A1LB A Consultants;

E.M.Foulkes, MBE.BArch RIBA . Dp CO FRSA  Jane Coy,Dip Arch Dip LA, AL!



A statement is currently being prepared by the team's planning consultants,
John Trott & Son, which will consider the merits of both schemes in detail.
The statement, which will include a statistical analysis of the public

consultation exercise, will be forwarded to you at the earliest opportunity.

We would be grateful for your acknowledgement of receipt of the enclosed
documentation in due course.

Yours faithfully,

Coligp Lot

COLWYN FOULKES AND PARTNERS

P.S. This approval is for the same site currently at appeal and, therefore,
we understand that no cheque is required.

encs.
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CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE f
N Radunes i
Drawing register for planning submission 23.6.88. [
K ]
HIN/O1/54 D Front Offices 1:100 7 T
57 E Basement 1:100~
52 T _
58-H Site Plan 1:200
9 lan 1:500 -
59 C Location P : -”388]4]0
60 E House Type B 1:100 7
(~| ¢
jlffy Flat Plans/section 1:100 ~
64 E House Type A No. 1 1:100 4
I'.-,-" (A
]

67 F Hortensia Road Elevations 1:100-

69 E Rear Offices 1:100
71 F House Type A No. 2 1:100 7
96 D Site Sections : 1:1007
99 B Mews Elevations 1:100 -
HIN/L(1-)02 A Landscape 1:100



" TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1971 ™™

l >PLICATION FOR PERMISSION TO DEVELOP LAND AND/OR BUlLDlISIGS IN GREATER LONDO

i .

Boréugh Ref. iicwiuto o

Cheque/Pos an/Cash ,t\my
: ﬂ(!rj 'E..ar":?i l'l o ' R R M'{n‘ 1
Recgpt N4, Is\ded.h....v.,.,,d;.-..':-\.“._,_.,.‘c'.. -

{ r;;-:—v-?:.
NOY?‘ &t Heqiista'e.‘ﬂﬂﬁ'f-?;fﬁ"&' H
’ . Dat'f Received

/'f ] '

1 ) m‘! .......... et : - e

lPLEbSE REAW“&G‘EI}{ERAL NOTES.BEEORE FILL

NG IN THE FORM

Ta‘be‘completed by ©oron behalf

f alI’applicants as far as applicablé.

.I RT |
FEEGwtiwgggaglicable)

f e T

NE
CANT {in block capitals)

1. |APPLI
. W QLWYN FQULKES & PARTNERS |

Address 229 KENSINGTON HIGH STREET

LONDON W8 65SA

Tel. No..01 938 2404 e

(a) Full address or location
of the land to which
this application relates

CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE
HORTENSIA ROAD
LONDON SW10

PARTICULARS OF PROPOSAL FOR WHICH PERMISSION IS SOUGHT

TP8g141u

. 225 hectares

for which land/buildings
are to be used and
including any change(s)

and

(b} Site area 2250 m2
(c) Give details of proposal i | .
indicating the purpose DQ/YIO’JHOG Cf Eﬂg%ﬂ?

wﬂdmgb'
/’lOdﬂ / IO

efec&i‘o/l of /

of use,

Hak wmils ond 767 ? ofﬁce
Hoospate. VseClaks £4d)

(d) State whether applicant owns or
controls any adjoining land and

if so, give its location.

No

State whether the proposal involves: —

{e)

(i} New building{s)
or extension{s} to

existing building(s)

{ii} Alterations

{iii) Change of use ........c.oviiirvimrneceenne

{iv) Construction of a new { vehicular...
access to a highway pedestrian

{v) Alteration of an vehicular...
existing access to a pedestrian

highway

State Yes or No

YES If “Yes state gross floor area

of proposed building(s).

v

tf residential development state
number of dwelling units
proposed and type if known,
e.g. houses, bungalows, flats,

3,931

12 houses

EE 1C flats
’ If “Yes' state gross area of land
or building(s} affected by
YES proposed change of use (if 3,931
YES more than one use involved
state gross area of each use). hectares/m2*
YES
YES

* Strike out whichever is inapplicable



.

3.- PARTICULARS OF APPLICATION o

State whether this application if Yes strike out any of the following which are not to be
is for State Yes or No determined at this stage.

]

{i) OQutline planning perrmission ’ 1  siting 4 external appearance
2  design 5 means of access

(ii) Full planning permission 3 landscaping

(iii) Renewal of a temporary permission or . If Yes state the date and number of previous permission
permission for retention of building or NO and identify the particular condition
continuance of use without complying

with a condition dubject to which Date oo Number ...
planning permission has been granted, The condition
{iv) Consideration under Section 72
only {industry)
4. PARTICULARS OF PRESENT AND PREVIOUS USE OF BUILDINGS OR LAND
State: —
(i) Present use of building(s)/land Educational
{it} If vacant the ast previous use and
period of use with relevant dates.
5. LIST ALL DRAWINGS, CERTIFICATES, DOCUMENTS ETC:; forming part of this application
Drawings HTN/O1 - see enclosed schedule
6. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION State Yes or No
{al s the application for If Yes complete [PART THREE] of this form
non-residential development YES {See [PART THREE] tor exemptions)
{b) Does the application include the - .
winoing and working of mcene if Yes complete [PART FOUR] of this form
{e) Does the proposed development If Yes state numbers and indicate 9 no.
involve the felling of any trees YES precise position on plan

Ref. Drawing HTN/01/58

{d} (i} How will surface water be disposed of? Connection to existing mains.

(i) How will foul sewage be dealt with?  Connection to existing mains.
(e} Materials —

Give details {uniess the application is for outline permission) of the colour and type of materials to be used for:

(i) Watls...... ST.UCC.O.,...P.AINTED...RENDER,..BE...CONSTIT.U.TED...S.TONE,...I...ONDO.N...S.TQCK...BRI.CK
(i) Roof. SLATE AND LEAD

1
¥We hereby apply for (strike out whichever is inapplicable)

{a} planning permission to carry out the development described in this application and the accompanying plans in
OR accordance therewith.

rmission to repthe building(s) or work(s) already constructed or carried out, or a use of land

as descri on this application and accompanying plans.

AL [ AT ‘/ ........ n behalf ofCFp .......................................................... Date .23.6.88.

AN APPROPRIATE CERTIFICATE MUST ACCOMPANY THIS APPLICATION (See General Notes)
If you are the ONLY owner of ALL the land at the beginnin

Certificate A, If otherwise see [PART TWO Jof this form

CERTIFICATE A

g of the period 20 days before the date of the application, complete

Fa3 ral o sl . L= B SRR, ) b1l . r.\ 1072
e TeaOTeT ot tror ot e ervrtramre-Goy ¥ A a

trtry—hemr e At 07 4
I hereby certify that:—

1. No person other than the applicant was an owner {a} of any part of the tand to whic
{a}l "owner'* means a the beginning of the period of 20 days before the date of the accompanying apeH

person having a freehold  +3  None of the tand to which the application relates constitutes or form
interest or a leasehold

application relates at

of an agricultural holding: or

interest the unexpired. *3. Wm-——:fﬂ—ha—sgiven the reguisite notice to every per ther than%ﬂ%ﬁ who, 20 days before the date of
term of which was not ap

licati f i
less than 7 years, the application, was a tenant o any agricultur

ding any part of which was camprised in the land to which
the application retates, viz: —

Name and Address of Ten,
"strike out whichever
is inapplicable

HPC 367  D4,/1870




l NF 20 DAYS BEFORE MAKING THE APPLICATION T(BLB&&J A-IL QNLY OWNER OF ALL"THE ‘LAND AND HAVE

FORM TP1

SIGNED CERTIFICATE A ON PART ONE OF THE FORM THEN DO NOT NOT COMPLETE "PART TWO OF THE FORM

For definition of ‘owner’ see General Notes. : AT M
i il Ry \ [
¢
PA c PLANNIG & TR 0
RT TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1971 &
TWO CERTIFICATE UNDER SECTION 27 ;
PLEASE READ THE NOTES OVERLEAF BEFORE FILLING IN PART TWO. U )
CERTIFICATE B | hereby certify that: '
1. | have/the applicant has® given the reguisite notice to all parsons,wha. 20 days bafare.the-date-of-the accomnanvmg
application, were ownerst of any part of the land to which the application relates, viz:
1 s2e nota {a) to Name of awner AGENT Address Kempson_House, Date of servics of notice 23.6.88
Certificate A Norton Rose Botterell & Roche Cammomile Street EC3
*2. None of tha land to which the application ralates constitutas or forms part of an agricultural holding; or

date of tho apphcatlon was a tenant of any agncultuml holdmg any part of whlch was compmsd in © which the
application relates, viz:

Name and Address of Tenant ........cciviecerevirennessserssssnniaes
*strike out

whichaver is ¢ /Dé"r

inappliceble igngd Ak ke L an bahalf of .o L FRSrrtrtiivtilorie viON

CERTFICATE C 1 hsrebv certify that:

Section 27 (1] of me Act in respect of tha accompanying appl.canon dated

{ii} | have/the applicant has* given tha requisite notice to the following persons who, 20 days before the date/of the
application, were ownerst of any part of the land, to which the application relates, viz:
Name of owner Address Date of service of notice

1 see note {a} 10
Cartificate A tii) 1 have/the applicant has* .taken the steps listed below, being steps reasonably open to me/him®,
namaes and addresses of the other owners of the land or part thereof and have/has* basn unabie to do so:

(B et e et e e n s Se st aree st sfni ot e aassaesaeeabeertaessareerasstentor rirarsernssonnerrereonsrssggarneresraserseeseasrrreroresr

O ascertain the

{ivl Notice of application as set out below has been pubiished in the {b}
on {c)

Copy of notice as published.

*2. None of the land to which the epplication relates constitutes or forms part of an agficultural holding; or

*3. | have/the applicant hm*® given the requisite notice to overy person other thap'myself/himsalf® who, 20 days before the
date of the application, was a tenant of any agricultural holding any part of whj¢h was comprised in the land to which the
application ralates, viz:

Name 8nd AdAress 0f TRABNT....oiuiriiireeirnsrerssriensiissses e sserssseresessessyfensres sasmssasessisssenssssasarnssstsssess esss sessessnsessnserssnseves
*strike out
whichever is

in licable
app D218 Of SOVICE Of NOTICH. ..ottt iiitiiniiireitiariesr e sseecrees s ensnremnrteegfocrrannssene sessbnnsse srnssrtesrsensneesesoenssnnnes rtsesesan bansrsssnsissssssssonton

{a) insert descrip-

tion of staps taken. Signed ....... e et e e sty srane bt a et eas on behalf Of /e cecneeeensennns. DA cevieiireacee s
(b} Insert name of

local newspaper cir- CERTIFICATE D | hereby certify thag”

culating in the lo- 1. (i} 1 am/the applicant is* unable to issue a cepfificate in accordance with Section 27{1} (a} of the Actin respect of the

cality in which the

land is situated, accompanying application dated and have/has® taken the steps listed below, being steps reasonably

open to me/him*, to ascertain the names and addpésses of all the persans who, 20 days befors the date of the application were
{c) insert date of owners of any part of the land to which the appHcation reiates and have/has* been unabie to do so:

publication {which
mustnot be eariier B e i e s rees e e e e £ e eatdbe s oo seakEe s er 4anA b e eEe e AR A b eraE b eA R b eee R Ee A< bre e e Ate e bt beaeantreaas
than 20 days befora
the application].

{ii) Notice of spplication as 5#1 out below has been published in the (b}
on {c)

1t see note [a) 10 Copy of notice as published,

Cartificate A, . .
*2. None of the land to ich the application relates constitutes or forms part of an agricultural holding; or
*3. 1 have/the applicapt has® given the requisite notice 1o evary person other than mysalf/himself* wha, 20 days before the
, was a tenant of any agricultural holding any part of which was comprised in the land to which the
*strike out
whichaver i
inapplicable T T T T T T oroettf-ot T T ettt

HPC J69 D4/1860



Additional information required in respect
STORAGE or SHOPS

l (Attention is drawn to ‘General Notes for Applicants’)

{Thosa questions refevant to the proposed development 1o be answared)

4

a ¥

ILW RS

i

PO
.

P B

[IERAEINSI RS

F1 CE'-,/}\WA{FF.E HOUSING,

In the case of industrial development, give a description of
the processes to be carried on and of the end products,
and the type of piant or machinery to be installed.

R
B

TPI
PART Il P Part 1NN

of Applications for !NDl;USTH'IALE:QF

: d
f‘\" """ ! i 3 b '

ELANNITIG & TRAN
j Aﬂplibation No.
P ey (FO'T-O_ffiaiji l;-lse On.h,')
un, - "

L e

1f the proposal forms a stage of a farger scheme for which
planning permission is not at present sought, please give
what information you can about the ultimate development.

{See Note ovarieaf)

NO

A e — e T

Is the proposal related to an existing use in Greater
London? \f so, please explain the relationship.

State
Yes or No

Is this a proposal to replace existing premises in this ares
~r elsewhere which have become obsolete, inadequate or
.therwise unsatisfactory?

If so, please give details including gross floor area of such
premises snd state your intentions in respect of those
premisas. .

State
Yes or No

{a) What, is the total floor space of all buildings to which

Existing {if any)

I

Proposed new floor space
(Sea General Notes)

icati 2 2
the application relates? ta) approx. 3,469 m< feebe, 3,931 M feemit,
{b) What is the amount of industrial floor space inctuded in 2 ,
the above figure? (b} m*/sq.ft. m“/sq.ft.
' 2
{c) What is the amount of office floor space? icl m*/sq.ft. 767 mzlsq..i-t.
{d}What is the amount of floor space for retail trading? {d} mzlsq.ft. mzlsq.ft.
2
{8) What is the amount of floor space for storage? (e} m*/sq.ft. mzlsq.ft.
{f} What is the amount of floor space for warehousing? ) mzlsq.ft. mzlsq.ft.
{a) Office {b) Industrial {c) Other staff
W Haow many [a) office {b) industrial and {c] other M E M E M F
' staff will be empioyed on the site as a result of the
development proposed? i
{ii) I1f you have existing premisas on the site, how many i)
of the employees will be new staff?
i {iiil
{iiit  1f you propose to transter staff from other premises,
please give details of the numbers involved and of NOT ASSESSABLE
the prerises affected.
State
In the case of industrial or office development is the apphi- Yes or No

cation accompanied by an industrial development
certificate or office development permit?

If 'NO" state why a certificate is not required.

LESS THAN 10,000 sg. ft.

What provisions have been‘made for the parking, loading
and unloading of vehicles within the curtilage of the site?
[Plaase show the location of such provision on the plans
and distinguish between parking for operational needs and
other purposes}

TWO PARKING SPACES
LOADING AND TURNING HEAD ALL

WITHIN SITE

9

Li
L
i
i
i
i
i
_
i
i
i
i
i
i
[}
1
i

What is the estimated vehicular traffic flow to the site
during a norma! working day? {Please include all vehicles
except those used by individual amplovees driving to work)

;

MINIMAL

2/3 VEHICLES PER DAY



-

A §

TPI
Part I}
10. What is the nature volume and means of disposal of any VOLUME NOT ASSESSABLE

L

trade effluents or trade refuse

?

PALLADINS - STORAGE PROVIDED ON SITE

11.

Will the proposed use involy

of the materials of type and quantity mentioned in

General Notes for Applicants,

If ‘Yes' state materials and approximats quantities.

State
Yes or No

(see note 11}

¢ the use or storage of any

| B

. State details

of any processas sub-contracted, the

bercentage sub-contracted snd the |ocation of sub- N/A

contractars.

I3. List materials used, giving source {locality in Great

Britain or port of entry) and transport used. N/A

4. Stats .8pproximate percentages of turnover to markets {a) Greater London Council

under {a), {b}, (¢} and (d} and transport used in each

case.

*State nama of docks or airport.

{c}  Exports through London

*{d) Exports through airports

(b) Elsewhere in Great Britain:

Area: . .., ...

State reasons in full for desirin

9 location first in Greater London and then on the proposed site.

{Continue on a separate sheet if necassary)

NOTE

Pt

Faraienrs

Question 2 Grant of the permission now sought would in no way commir the local Planning authority in respect of any proposed uftimate

overieaf development

which the applicant may mention in answer to this quastion.

~—y
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THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA

E.A. SANDERS, ARICS, Department 705,
Director of Planning and Transportation ' The Town Hall,
Hornton Street,
M.J. FRENCH, ARICS, Dip.T.P., London,
Deputy Director of Planning and Transportation W8 7NX
COUNCIL NOTIFICATION OF DEVELOPMENT Telephone: 01-937 5464

Extension : 2079/2080
THE OCCUPIER

FILE OCPY
TP Date: 04/07/88
My reference: TP/88/ l 4 IO/JN Your referance: | Ploase ask for: E;;L::?::g?ﬁce

Dear Sir/Madam,

THIS LETTER INVITES YOU TO COMMENT ON A PLANNING APPLICATION/
LISTED BUILDING APPLICATION WHICH MAY AFFECT YOUR PROPERTY

| should be pleased to know, in writing, if you as the occupier/owner of
neighbouring property have any comments on the following proposal: —

Address of application property

HORTENSIA ROAD, (CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE) S.W.10

Proposal for which permission is sought

Demolition of existing buildings and erection of 12
houses, 10 flat units and 767m2 office floorspace
(use Class BI)

L]

Yours faithfully

E.A. SANDERS

Director of Planning and Transportation.

PLEASE SEE OVERLEAF.
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. TOWN PLANNING APPLICATION

L]

T CONSULTATION SHEET

Colwyn Foulkes & Partners
229 Kensington High Street,

Application
Nombor | TB/88/1410/$
Offi jcati
Respansible  Eft . 2086 Appication | 23/06/88
APPLICANT SITE

HORTENSIA ROAL,
(CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE]

London: W8 €5A 5.¥.10
Application Complete
NATURE OF PROP
OsAL Demolition of existing 30/06/85
obuildings and erection of 12 Date ta be decided by
houses, 10 flat units and 25/08/88
76Tm2 office floorspace Date Acknowledged
(use Class BI) 30/06/88
Address to be Consulted ;:::er ) n?é'a]\'.‘éd ngwvation;gamn Decision Lettar Sent
“ﬂ l’l-s . 3 * 1 ‘o
4 > |y-2 ' ; SwWiP
Y7 - 1> :
)
A}
= AN

/|

A
x|

¢

CHECK SECTION 26 certificate/Section 27 certificate.
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)
3
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=
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2
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x
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8
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CONSULT STATUTORILY ADVERTISE

1. HBMC

Dep1. of Envigonment {Kensington Palace}

6. Civil Aviatigh Authority {over 300°)

oo0g ocuoodn

Development Plans Greater London Direcfon 1978 |:|
$.28 Town & Country Planning Act, 1941 ]
Town & Country Planning (Listed Byfldings and O
J
OJ
O
o]
-
U
i
Ll
O
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THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA

TOWN PLANNING(APPLICATIONS)SUB-COMMITTEE 13/10/88 -APPLICATION NO. AGENDA ITEM
TP/88/0632/A/20 4422

REPORT BY THE DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION

il
APPLICANTS NAME/ADDRESS Application dated 04/03/88
Colwyn Foulkes & Partners, Revised 16/05/88
229, Kensington High Street, London, W8 63A
Completed 24/03/88
Polling Ward
ON BEHALF OF : Colwyn Foulkes & Partners, Ny
INTEREST ~ : Not known O
{Dvﬁ}ﬁekftj)
G 202
District Plan Proposals Map\ B¢~ poOF
Cons.Area CAPS i tsted HBMC A/Q Objectors
Building Direction Consulted (to date)
NO NO NO NO NO 60 5
RECOMMEND ISION :-

THE COUNCIL opposes the appeal and would have
refused planning permission for the erection of
12 houses, 9 flats and 694 square metres of
office floor space (Use Class Bl)

At: CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE, HORTENS IA ROAD, KENSINGTON, S.W.10
L]
As shown on submitted drawing(s) No(s): TP/88/0632 and TP/88/0632/A [ﬁlU\SLQAJ:E:.

Applicants drawing(s)No(s) . HTN/01/54DY 5707 58FY 598/ .
60€Y 61CY 64CY 65AY 668! 678, ®88—690L— . . _
and 71DV T
e LP.8u oy '
ON THE FOLLOWING GROUNDS e 130CTi998
TP - !

siting in relation to neighbouring properties, is
considered to be an overdevelopment te—stte and thereby likely to
lead to the following:

The proposal, by virtue of its numzfr -storeys, height, massing and -~ T orimes eee

1. A bulky, intrusive and "cliff-like" form of development out of
' scale and character with surrounding development in Hortensia Road;
2. Prejudice the amenities of the occupiers of neighbouring
residential properties by reason of loss of Tight and privacy which
would cause a fall in the environmental standards of the immediate

Tocality.

The proposal would therefore be contrary to the policies set out in
the Council’s adopted District Plan, in particular Paragraphs
4.1.5, 4.6.6, 4.9.2, 4.10.1, 4.10.2, 4.10.3 and 5.6.4.
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Site

The site is located on the eastern side of Hortensia Road, 55 metres
north of its junction with Kings Road. The site is 60 metres wide and
between 40 and 36 metres deep. To the north, south and east of the site
are Hortensia House, Knights House and Nos. 28 - 42 Gunter Grove which
comprise residential accommodation. To the western side of Hortensia
Road are Chelsea School and Sloane School. Hortensia Road links Kings
Road with Fulham Road and allows a two-way flow of traffic between two
of the Borough’s major east-west routes.

Proposal

The site is presently occupied by three buildings, namely the former
Hudsons Depository, a prefabricated classroom unit and a greenhouse.
The main building on the site is the former Hudsons Depository, a five
storey structure with a plant room occupying part of the flat roof at
fifth floor level, which is used by the University of London as
research laboratories. To the north of the main building is the single
storey classroom unit and the greenhouse is to the south. The
applicants submitted duplicate applications, which both proposed to
demolish the existing buildings, and to erect a five storey block on

" the Hortensia Road frontage with a four storey block to the rear of the
site. The development is for primarily residential accommodation, with
the commercial element (Use Class Bl) of the scheme comprising of 694
square metres located at the southern end of each block. The
residential accommodation proposed comprises 9 flats and 4 houses in
the front block and 8 houses in the rear block. A basement parking
area for residents and visitors is also proposed.

istor

The five storey building was originally used for the storage of
furniture by John Lewis & Co.

On 4th December 1966, planning permission was granted to Chelsea
College for use of the building for educational purposes for 10 years.
The permission was renewed in July 1976 for a further limited period
and expired on 23rd June 1987.

~ In March 1973, planning permission was granted for the construction of
a single storey prefabricated building and for its retention and use
for a period of three years. This permission was renewed in December
1976 for a limited period which expired on 23rd June 1987,

Permanent planning permission for the educational use of the five
storey and single storey buildings was granted in 1982.
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Considerations

1.

The principal elevation of the residential element proposed is to
Hortensia Road with a centrally located block of flats with two
houses at either end. The proposal includes a true mansard roof
with projecting dormer windows and grand elements of design such as
pediments, pilasters, lunettes and rustication. To the north of the
proposed front block there is pedestrian access from Hortensia Road
to the rear residential element of eight houses, which also include
a true mansard roof with projecting windows and grand elements of
design such as pediments, pilasters and lunettes. Each house has

jts own garden.

The commercial element of the proposal to the south of the site
respects the design details of the residential element and includes
oriel windows on the Hortensia Road elevation. There js vehicular
access from Hortensia Road to the rear block via an arched

entrance.

The blocks are to be constructed in London stock bricks, including
elements of stucco, painted render and reconstituted stone, with
slate roofs and timber frame windows.

A basement car park is to be provided for residents with additional
spaces set aside for visitors. The office element of the scheme
includes parking at ground floor level with a turning area for
service vehicles.

The residential accommodation proposed is as follows:

12 houses: 4 x 3 bedroom (including a lower ground floor games
room)
4 x 4 bedroom (including a lower ground floor games
room)
4 x 4 bedroom (including a lower ground floor studio
and bathroom/W.C.)

Flats: 2 x 2 bedroom units
" 6 x 3 bedroom units
1 x 4 bedroom units
The principle of the demolition of the existing three buildings on
the site and the redevelopment of the site to provide residential
accommodation is considered acceptable (permission is not required

for demolition as the buildings are not within a conservation area
and are not listed).

Indeed, Paragraph 3.1.1 of the District Plan states:
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“The principal aim of the District Plan is to maintain and enhance
the status of the Borough as an attractive place in which to live
and work. It seeks to achieve this by creating a better physical
environment for a wider variety of housing, services and jobs."

It is also stated in Chapter Four "Conservation and Development" of
the District Plan, Paragraph 4.1.8:

"The Council®’s overriding policy is to maintain the historic and
social identity of the Royal Borough and to see that it retains and
enhances its environmental attraction as a residential area close
to the heart of London."

In addition, Paragraph 4.1.5 states:

“The Council, both in conservation areas and elsewhere, will aim
for the conservation of the character of the Royal Borough and the
enhancement of the environment. All new development must respect
and relate directly to the established scale and character of the
syrrounding area."

This theme is further developed in Paragraphs 4.6.2 and 4.6.6 which
state:

4.6.2 The Council will at all times seek high environmental and
architectural design standards throughout the Borough.
These must be higher than in the past and this will apply
to even the smallest works proposed.

4.6.6 The Council will seek to ensure that all new development
in any part of the Borough is of a high standard and
sensitive to and compatible with the scale and character
of the surroundings.

With particular reference to the height of buildings and 1light and
privacy, Paragraphs 4.9.2, 4.10.1, 4.10.2 and 4.10.3 state:

4.9.2 A1l new buildings must relate directly to the established
scale and character of the surrounding area. This
requirement will be rigidly applied. Existing high
buildings will not be regarded as precedents.

4.10.1 New development should allow sufficient light to reach
other buildings and sites, and should not have a
cliff-like effect on nearby windows and gardens (see Fig.
17.5 for approximate guidelines).
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4.10.2 The Council will pay full regard to the effects of a .
proposal on sunlight and daylight reaching neighbouring
properties, though it must be remembered that the purpose
of planning is to regulate the development of land in the
public interest, not to protect the property rights of one
person against the activities of another, particularly
where the complainant may have a remedy under common law.

4.10.3 The Council will try to ensure that development does not
adversely affect the privacy of those 1iving and working
in neighbouring properties. Buildings in Kensington and
Chelsea, however, are often close together, and a
consequent loss of privacy has to be accepted.”

Thus, while residential development is normally welcome, subject to
all the policies of the District Plan, particular regard must be
paid to the existing scale and character of the surrounding area,
which the new development must respect, and to the effects of any
proposal on residential amenity and the housing environment of
neighbouring properties.

It is the intention of Central Government that full and effective
use be made of land within existing urban areas. Paragraph 4 of
Circular 15/84 "Land for Housing" states:

In meeting requirements for new housing, full and effective use
must be made of land within existing urban areas. Authorities
should ensure that full use is made of the practical opportunities
arising from conversion, improvement and redevelopment, the
bringing into use of neglected, unused or derelict land including
sites on Land Registers, and sites suitable for small scale housing
schemes. Urban Development Grant and Derelict Land Grant can be
used to make sites available for housing. Developments of this
kind can make a useful contribution to house production and to the
regeneration of older urban areas. This emphasis on the full use
of urban sites and the recycling of urban land will also assist the
preservation of agricultural land and conservation of the
countryside and maximise the use of existing infrastructure.
Private sector housebuilders and housing associations have shown
that they are willing to undertake development on such sites, which
may be particularly suitable for low cost housing, starter-homes,
housing for single persons and small households who may prefer this
type of location, with easy access to shops, transport and other
facilities and shorter journeys to work.

Paragraph 6 of Circular 15/84 states that:



IP/88/0632 : 6

"Wherever possibie, sites proposed for new housing should be well
related in scale and location to existing development. They should
facilitate economical layouts, be well integrated with the existing
pattern of settlement and surrounding land uses, minimise the
demands they make on public utilities and have good access to other
services."

These national policies with regard to the location of housing have
been reiterated more recently in Paragraphs 5 and 6 of Planning
Policy Guidance 3 "Land for Housing".

“S. Sites proposed for new housing should be well related in scale
and location to existing development. Schemes should be well
integrated with the existing pattern of settlement and surrounding
land uses. This applies to development within or adjoining larger
towns and cities and also to sites in smaller towns and villages
where new housing, sympathetic in scale and character, can be
permitted.

6. In order to meet the requirement for new housing and at the same
time maintain conservation policies, it is important that full and
effective use is made of land within existing urban areas.
Experience has shown that there are may opportunities arising from
conversions, improvement and redevelopment, the bringing into use
of neglected, unused or derelict land, including sites on Land
Registers, and sites suitable for small scale housing schemes.”

The District Plan Group refer to the high density of the
development, which is in excess of 500 habitable rooms to the
hectare, and to the Greater London Development Plan guidelines for
family housing, which are 175 h.r.h. to 210 h.r.h. (District Plan
Paragraph 5.6.4). The acceptability of such a high density scheme
is very dependent upon the architectural character and scale of the
surrounding area, thus the views and comments of the Conservation
and Design Officer are important.

The site is not a preferred office location (District Plan
Paragraph 13.3.2), but Bl Business Use is considered acceptable.

The Council’s preference for small office suites is stressed
(Paragraph 13.5.7).

The Traffic Officer has discussed and agreed details of crossovers,
sightlines, service yard access and service yard dimensions. The
amount of residential off-street car parking provision is
considered adequate but access to the parking spaces for the flats
is sub-standard, some visitor parking spaces could be omitted to
allow this problem to be overcome. There is no objection to the
office parking provision.

Revisions to the previously agreed details of the ramp to the
basement car park have been received.
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The revised proposals are sub-standard in terms of District Plan
standards but are not considered unacceptable.

The Conservation and Design Officer is critical of the proposal,
considering that the proposed height and siting of the blocks
appears to poorly utilise internal site space and is unsympathetic
to residential amenity and the street character.

The juxtaposition of the front and rear blocks creates a
claustrophobic, cavernous interior space. The ratio of height to
width of the proposed blocks will create a feeling of enclosure
which will be obviously tighter than a traditional mews or street.

The use of the grand elements in the architectural language of the
proposal, including substantial pediments, pilasters and lunettes,
would suggest aspirations for a scheme evocative of a Georgian or
Kensington Square or terraced street and not a mews. This site
cannot provide an appropriate space for such a townscape. The
gra nd articulation can only exacerbate the contrained space.

The rear block will adversely affect the amenity of Gunter grove
properties. A four storey block, however well detailed, introduces
a "wall like" element across the full width of the site, reducing
views out of the site and any existing feeling of openness.

It is considered that an opportunity exists on this site to locate
a substantial well detailed block along Hortensia Road. A pavilion
block would be consistent with ‘the existing street massing. The
street is composed of a collection of large individual buildings
such as Sloane School, Chelsea School and Knights House, not
several mid-19th Century terraces.

A large pavilion building, set back or close to the Hortensia Road
frontage (possibly incorporating a number of rear extensions) would
permit considerable accommodation in a way which would enhance the
existing residential environs in terms of views, openness, daylight
and sunlight. Such massing would allow sufficient space to the rear
of a new block to ensure that a noticeable improvement in amenity
is achieved. Thus the existing quality of residential amenity to
the rear of the properties in Gunter Grove would be preserved and
enhanced.

The existing unsatisfactory relationship of the five storey
building to properties in Gunter Grove is not considered to provide
a justification for excessive bulk along the rear site boundary,
given the opportunity to introduce a substantial block to the front
of the site.
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8. The proposal, in particular the rear block in terms of properties

in Gunter Grove, is considered to contravene Council standards of
daylight and sunlight as set out in Figure 17.2 of the District
Plan. Im addition there would be direct overlooking from proposed
windows and balconies into nearby private gardens.

The applicants have submitted an appeal on grounds of
non-determination in respect of this application. The other
duplicate application has been the subject of negotiated amendments
(Ref. No. 88/0633).

Consuljtation

A letter has been received from the West London Architectural Society.
They find the proposals quite unacceptable and comment as follows:

ll1.

The site layout shows the introduction of a rear terrace, which
constitutes backland development, and is against the Historical
grain of the area. Furthermore the distance between the front and
rear terraces does not afford adequate levels of privacy.

The rear terrace is far too high at five storeys and cannot be
treated as a serious proposal for a rear mews.

The elevations to the front block suffer from an overdose of
variety with their banal historical references. One only has to
ook at all the different window surrounds to appreciate the
problem.

Finally, the proposed density is well over the standard stated in
the GLDP (no more than 85 H.R.A.) and on this issue alone we urge
the members to reject the scheme."”

Four letters of objection have been received, giving grounds including
loss of trees, loss of light, noise and fumes from the underground car
park, proximity to Hortensia House, additional demand for on-street
parking and noise, dirt and dust during the building work.

"Rights to Light" were also mentioned but, along with building work
disturbance, these are not planning considerations.

Councillior The Honourable Simon Orr-Ewing has written in support of the
-amended scheme which is the subject of the other duplicate application
(Ref. No. 88/0633). A copy of his letter is attached to this report.

The applicants have themselves carried out a consultation process with

residents in Gunter Grove, Hortensia House and Knights House.

meeting was held on June 1st in Stanley House, Kings College, Kings
Road to seek local views. Eight residents of Gunter Grove and
Hortensia Road attended. A model and illustrations of the proposed
development were considered.

A public
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On August 30th the residents of Gunter Grove affected by the proposed

development were canvassed by teams from the applicants. The findings
are set out in a report, a copy of which is with the application file.
Residents supported the principle of redevelopment.

Recommendation

The Committee is recommended to oppose the appeal because while the
principle of redevelopment is not considered unacceptable, the details
of this proposal are considered unacceptable because they will
prejudice the amenities of occupiers of nearby residential properties.

E.A.SANDERS
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION

LIST OF BACKGROUND PAPERS

i) The contents of the file number TP/88/0632 referred to at the
head of this report.

REPORT PREPARED BY: JW
REPORT APPROVED BY: MJF
DATE REPORT APPROVED:  23/09/88
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Cllr. The Hon. Simon Orr-Ewing, MA, FRICS.
TOWN HALL KENSINGTON WB7NX 01-9375464
E.A. Sanders Esq.
Director Planning and Transportation,
The Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea,
Town Hall, :
London W8 7NX 14th September 1988

Dear Mr. Sanders,

Re.: COLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD, SW10.

[ received a number of written representations as Ward
Councillor in connection with the above scheme and indeed wrote to you
on 23rd August 1988, asking for your comments on the application.

‘I have now had an opportunity of inspecting a site model and
other supporting documents.

You will be aware that the applicants have carried out quite
an extensive consultation process with residents in Gunter Grove and
elsewhere. I understand a public meeting was held in Jung:.

In my view the present Hudson's Depository is an unattractive
building and effectively constitutes a non-conforming user. The surrounding
area is predominantly residential and the proposed scheme would, I think,
enhance this area considerably.

Amendments have been made to the scheme which now reduce the
height of the rear houses in accordance with the wishes expressed both by
residents and planning officers. From my inspection of the site model the
scheme does not produce the "cliff-like" form of development referred to
in the Sub-Committee Report which was due to be heard on the 30th August 1988.
Further amendments have been incorporated which [ think now satisfy the comments
contained in a letter to you from Theresa and Mary Wyatt dated 14th August.

I understand this matter is likely to come to Committee on
the 11th October. Will you please ensure that this letter is circulated to
the members of the Town Planning Applications Sub-Committee, whereby I welcome
the modified scheme.

Yours sincerely,

I

Cllr. The=H&r

Fa

r-Ewing, MA, FRICS.
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10 June 1988 T e

FOR THE ATTENTION OF MR SAUNDERS
Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea
The Town Hall

Horton Street

London W8 @; é Z
2
Dear Sir //<é5§§\

HORTENSIA ROAD

We have carefully appraised the scheme and found that the

' proposals are quite unacceptable.

The site layout shows the introduction of a rear terrace,
which constitutes backland development, and is against the
Historical grain of the area. Furthermore the distance
between the front and rear terraces does not afford adequate
levels of privacy.

The rear terrace is far too high at five storeys, and cannot
be treated as a serious proposal for a rear mews.

The elevations to the front block suffer from an overdose of
variety with their banal historical references. One only has
to look at all the different window surrounds to appreciate
the problem.

Finally, the proposed density (in excess of 140 H.R.A) is well
over the standard stated in the GLDP (no more than 85 H.R.A)
and on this issue alone we urge the members to reject the
scheme,

Yours sincerely

John Assael

John Assael & Partners
2/18 Harbour Yard Studios
Chelsea Harbour

London SW10 OXD

A BRANCH OF THE LONDON REGION OF THE RIBA COVERING THE BOROUGHS OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA AND HAMMERSMITH AND FULHAM
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15 Knights House
Hortensie Road

LONDON SW10
E A Sanders Esq
Director of Planning & Transportation
Department 705 Your Ref: TP/880632 JW
The Town Hall
Hornton Street
LONDON W8 THNX 11th April 1988

38152 |3
bV

Dear Mr Sanders,

Thank you for your letter dated 31st March 1988.

I should be obliged if you would accept this letter as my acknowledge—
ment of your letter and note my interest in the application relating
to the development at Chelsea College, Hortensia Road, London SW10.

Yours sincerely,

R J Fowler

T é

%3 RECEVEDBY 75
~ DIRECTORATE OF %%
PLANNING & TRANSPORTATION

Fe oN  14APR1988
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THE ROYAL‘ BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA

| msaae e Ry

E.A. SANDERS, ARICS, Department 705, B
Director of Planning and Transportation . |ILVC EN\E [Tawn Hall, |
M.J. FRENCH, ARICS, Dip.T.P. Homton Street,

J. . , Dip.T.P., - 2 ATiLondon,
Deputy Director of Planning and Transportation D ‘ P'ECTO RA ! ‘l}vaf} g:‘x

PLANNING & TRANSTURTATION

UNCIL NOT 0 0 ON Troipbona: 014937 5464
C \ﬂ (4 Extension : 2079/2080
. THE OCCUPIER : {3> ! Lb

2 KNIGHTS HOUSE < b Al

HORTENSIA ROAD a_) =

LONDON SW10 TP ﬁ Date: 31/03/88
My reference: TP/88/0632/JN Your reference: Please ask for: L«:\:n"n:;a::g%m

NINEN

Dear Sir/Madam,

THIS LETTER_INVITES YOU TO COMMENT ON A PLANNING APPLICATION/
'LISTED BUILDING APPLICATION WHICH MAY AFFECT YOUR PROPERTY

| should be pleased to know, in writing, if you as the occupier/owner of
neighbouring property have any comments on the following proposal:—

. Address of application property

CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD, S.W.10

.Proposal for which permission is sought

Demolition of existing building and erection of 12
houses, 9 flats and 694 sq.m. office floorspace (Use
Class Bl)

CHELSEA INFORMATION OFFICE

Until further notice opening hours will be:-
Tuesday 11.00 am - 3.00 pm
Thirsdav 11.00 am - 3.00 pm
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Lt Madima Keally
ifa Qunther Grove 2150

’..‘-.j’;t :ﬁn
SCANL

16 Angus+ 198%

Mr J D Wells

Pear Madam

Vowin and Cenntiov Planning Act 1271
Chalkica College Site, Hortensgia Road, SWIO

hienk vou for vour letter dated 21 Julv 198%, “h ragarea
Cevothe cormidtt 5 vou have made, I omust point ourn haﬁ e
sotters raisad ooe eilther priWate legal matters or the
sorearn of che Forough Environmental Health ufficer.

'Eovon wish o ta discuss these matters furiher and raquire
SOwiace ag e Wi te contact in the furure, nlease telephone
my o agsigtant, il Wells (937 5464 ext: 2169) who will advise
veroin this cogard,

veuwrs faithiully

L0 Ganders
et or of Plancning and Transportation
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Colwyn Foulkes and Partners
Chartered Architects Planning and Landscape Consuitan

ATTN: Mr. French,

Director of Planning & Transportation,
Royal Borough of Ken.?,ington & Chelsea,
Town Hall,

Hornton Street,

London, W8 TNX

1

HTN/LA/f'h 24tH 1988, . mjomiers
? PERRRH s 2% ransecriaTiON
240CT 1062

b

Dear Sirs,

‘ON

RE: TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1971
APPLICATION BY COLWYN FOULKES & PARTNERS FOR DEVEIDPRENT COMERISING 600
SQUARE METRES OFFICE SPACE 'Bl', 12 HOUSES AND 9 FLATS.

CBELSEA OOLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD, SW10 - APPLICATION REF.TP88/0633

We refer to the Planning Committee Meeting on 13th October, 1988, and to the
resolution by Members to grant conditional consent for the development
detailed above. '

We understand that the resolution was subject to the formal withdrawal of two
‘appeals already lodged with the Department of the Envircnment (Department of
the Environmnet Refs. APP/KSGO&){A/BB/OQBQBG and APP/K5600/a/88/103080).

S ()

On the basis that the wording of the Conditions on the decision notice is
exactly the same as that set out on the Report presented to Conmittee Members
on 13th October, 1988, (with the exception of Condition No. 10, which was
incorrectly shown as C.56, instead of C.57), we confirm that the two above
mentioned appeals are being formally withdrawn. Our Planning Consultants,
John Trott & Son have sent a copy of this letter to the Department of the
Environment, together with a covering letter requesting cancellation of the
appeals currently lodged with the Department. A copy is attached to this
letter.

We trust that this letter provides the reassurance you are seeking and look
forward to receiving the decision notice in due course.

Yours faithfully,

2 nNwilams.

H.R.T. Williams
COLWYN FOULKES AND PARTNERS

cc Department of the Environment

enc. 229 Kensington High St. London W8 6SA Tel: 01 938 2464
Telex: 8950511 ONEONE G Att: 16402 Fax: 01938 2847
Merton Place, Colwyn Bay LL29 78Y. Tel: 0492 53 2735
Telex: 8950511 ONEONE G Aft: 16403

Pariners:
A N. Colwyn Foulkes. B Sc. B Arch RIBA

H A. T Wiligms, BSc .B Arch _RIBA
A, Colwyn Foutkes, D Arch RIB A

Consultants:

£.M. Foulkes, MBE BArch RIBA Do CD FRSA  Jane Coy,Dp Arch.Dip LA ALI
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5th August 1988

Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea Aj
Town Hall (JZJ
Hornton Street .

London W8

For the Attention of Mr Saunders / 55

Dear Sir

14310/Chelsea College Site

floor, we still have serious reservations about the scheme and
would repeat the comments made in our previous letter:

1. The site layout shows the introduction of a rear terrace,
which constitutes backland development, and is against
the Historical grain of the area. Furthermore the
distance between the front and rear terraces does not
afford adequate levels of privacy.

2. The rear terrace is far too high (still at five storeys
at the back) and cannot be treated as a serious proposal

for a mews.

3. The elevations to the front block suffer from an overdose
of variety with their banal historical references. One
only has to look at all the different window surrounds to

appreciate the problem.

f S |

cont/d. ...

At e DY

A BRANCH OF THE LONDON REGION OF THE R1B A COVERING THE BORCUGHS OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA AND HAMMERSMITH AND FULHAM

l whilst we note that the rear terrace has been reduced by one



4. Finally, the proposed density is well over the standard
stated in the GLDP (no more than 85 H.R.A.) and on this
issue alone we urge the members to reject the scheme.

Yours sincerely

John Assael
v

Reply to:

2/18 Harbour Yard Studios
Chelsea Harbour
London SW10 0XD



P

-2

BT e

O
X DFECTORATE@fF | Lark

/ 9 ? PLANNING & THéNSPORTATIO% of

N g
.._;?,A :

18JUL % o4

ear G ) Mlaolbsae wl@e:xfo
"ZU ﬁu (L. 7
7"“ /76// /Ca////on A7 Pords o,
%o/ a&/{/o WAZV (K di/ﬁ% 572 )

5 w0 A7 S’Q /i/—/O/U’V\j | |
'jvw/SA, 7#0/ /“&L/éé/ %{V/G//O%‘W.\j
lfﬁmwnﬁ.
j/ Ake ;.éw/m, 4% 71z
%/a%, d/w/ %zuﬂ, %LW&O) éw‘i/

/25‘/{ /‘a //véﬂj
1]/

/1/9/5,,/ ant /L:/V A .9/&:50_5/
4/7‘07/«/{47/ SLor5.4L. a nol JZ«%

A0 Ma//ﬁn ./{/U/IAC/\, /wf//ﬁ/béal/y

ple
/«Ki, a/éau)g o J/V&M



PR | sprlvy gy TV TV
M\WN\\Q\\M)‘ d. _w/gi,.\w\g%\w Y \ ﬁ\i\@d\a wgm\g:\?ﬁ ‘s\oa\ﬁem,w
o) A .

5 Jreca ARry T my ey \@\\nl\wm\m%\&w 77
I A A S S o o = ST S A
o N ST e S P
w00/ )97 A arou \W&\ Vs 7y
)\m/\\ o Ty Y , Q\J\S Q\U\Z\E\Qm R
-7 Lot TP /2 %\\Q I . | C

¢ TITV? Q%\ : \NM\,\ \\\ | I 0 b 1oV 0 AP

0 10 2! 0 AR/ (A

L N Al )

g ] ; 7 , A
EP W) oy B (B Y gy prrmbene” " k\
. , : R A .wsaw\.\o\\\m&.w;wex% ¢
\\qﬁkﬁgwé cory TV
TS oL %\R\Qsog) H S Y\%\ ~v) PN \b@wq «HN\u g\mo

o gy g Tee o T Dovees o g ST Tl 1
g oy T T ; SR AN
=9

1 ey e o A
K\Q\% \w\w@ ~ Y27 \SQ.Q. ?W\ N\Q\ﬂ%%\ \Nw\\w\ Qa\q\sh\w\ \Q:.G @w&.\\\xﬁ
.%N ﬁ\Q\HW\\\ \S.G\.m\ \N\\B\\.\Q& N‘W\\.m\i\\si N \.\GN mm.,s.xw\
i w\%\@s it 74 N Tomgy fopezg  FE RO O
. \WJ\QW % : - -\WJX\Q QQ% 8\03\5\ 36\@\%\%(@ N\QQQS\
s, o, . (- - - i



"-

N

At Right 7o Awhtt

1959 and wwndel Akt 75 cloin,
/Lauf,e, @/L,U’/@G/ /W/% \m
fﬂr/f/j\ew .&OLU'/C/& ﬂw{iw;amc/-
@ Sl me wl Aot Thio

M(jhf




e S TR0 I e
‘ RUCH A rreseie V4

/ 7" 7 i de«/& S,
A eloco Slite
Dot Lk PLANNING Y- M,@ R
//— /%ﬂ//;;glh‘lma . 425’9}}988

’74)2, corll Lok w7 of cn’”
A o2 pindorw> 7 4 ase &






Mmmfﬁlm W&ot 125
Yok, & @ €|luo

ire MaimA Kelly
Ita Gunther Grove 210
Laoruon

SITARA .
" 16 Angust 1088

TP/RE/632/TW Mdr J D Wells

Near Madam

wovn and Countiv Planning Act 1971
theslyea Cellege Site, Hortensia Road, HWiu

henk vou for vour letter dated 21 Julv 1486, Wish ragarad
coorhe comment s vou have made, I nmust point our fhat (he
mesters rajsed e either priMate legal ma“rers or the
acncern of the Lorough Environmental Health Gfficer.,

TFoyou wish te discuss these matters furiher and requile
~dvice ag to whe te contact in the furure, rlease telephone
my assistant, i Wells (937 5464 ext 2169) who will advise
veuoin this segard.

Yours faithfully




LV QR \lw\ Muon 0 s

I G G & G & U =D D S BB S 0D G I G B B e e e
‘s
2]

O Vs 2 6(4 £\
Svao

..\‘%\?\_\\ﬁ.%
Vo e Ao Lovamer 3 gov 4/
3@\{'\»&;, (%J\ 7 /
/”/;’ | )\
\. \yxéh NBAd Wy & \r\bmcduru\%
\ - ’
O OB bone A Ve LS\ o

NS Aaxoigy JXITN by Ohanicads

B ‘ . \;3 Cim Ao
N Gy N 3 Weg W s

Wed AN Ao )W Ve g
h Lrwqine 5) Nuas o wew
(oo as A s

\ AN IV R



G\OL\J\,\&QQ AR &% VDOdv}S )e,és )\0_9\;\“ N
WA, | s e 3 N\ &o A

V0N G Ra v s NN/ SVA 2V

QMQMQ :
Voo Mo W TO Do Ans

AN \% S &\ QeoneBy WO\

W00 ey WO A, ¥
Cavtiondy W W Amden | O
\ foswee Ags woe L o ol
O s &\m\\o\ Aros WSO
N JewmOWNO~  Band Bivng
oot > W~ QW()K&?)&?

Ceen Hetwomd o VY L
W

WS \_gv\j (W MVU\
AT EH\NN ()



|' i RO \ \_
lTHE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA \ Qy

TOWN PLANNING(APPLICATIONS)SUB-COMMITTEE 30/08/88 APPLICATICON Ngl DA ITEM
l TP/88/1410/A/26 4375
REPORT BY THE DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION VW"S Q']_ .
APPLICANTS NAME/ADDRESS Application dated 23/06/88
Colwyn Foulkes & Partners Revised
229 Kensington High Street, London W8 6SA
I Completed 30/06/88
' Pol1ing Ward PA
ON BEHALF OF : Colyn Foulkes & Partners
IINTEREST : Not known
District Plan Proposals Map:
Cons.Area CAPS Article 4 Listed HBMC A/0 Objectors
Direction Building Direction Consulted (to date)
B NO  NO . NO NO 32 0

I RECOMMENDED DECISION :-
' REFUSE PLANNING PERMISSION for the erection of 12

' , houses, 10 flats and 767 square metres of office
l floorspace (Use Class Bl)

At: CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD, KENSINGTON, S.¥.10

As shown on submitted drawing{s) No{s): TP/88/1410

Applicants drawing(s)No(s) : HTN/01/54D, 57E, 58H, 59C, 60t
61F, 64E, 67E, 69E, 71F, 96C, 99B and
HTN/L{1-)02A

REASON _FOR REFUSAL

The proposal, by virtue of its number of storeys, height, massing and
siting in relation to neighbouring wyeRexA#ARA properties, is
considered to be an overdevelopment of the site and thereby likely to
lead to the following:

1. A bulky, intrusive and "cliff-1ike" form of development out of
scale and character with surrounding development in Hortensia Road;

Prejudice the amenities of the occupiers of neighbouring
residential proeprties by reason of loss of light and privacy which
-would cause a fall in the environmental standards of the immediate

locality.

The proﬁbsa] would therfore be contrary to the policies set out in
the Council’s adopted District Plan, in particular Paragraphs
4.1.5, 4.6.6, 4.9.2, 4.10.1, 4.10.2, 4.10.3 and 5.6.4.

T TS I &N 2B = B
(p% ]



1p/88/1410 : 2

Site

The site is located on the eastern side of Hortensia Road, 55 metres
north of its junction with Kings Road.

Proposal

The applicants propose to demolish the existing 5 storey and single
storey buildings and to erect a five and part six storey block on the
Hortensia Road frontage with a three and part four storey block to the
rear of the site. The development 1is for primarily residential
accommodation, with the commercial element, comprising 767 square
metres of Use Class Bl floorspace, Tocated at the southern end of each
block. The residential accommodation proposed comprises 10 flats and 4
houses 1in the front block and 8 houses in the rear block. A basement
parking area for residents and visitors is also proposed.

History

There is no relevant planning history.

Considerations

1. The proposal varies from the duplicate applications submittes in

March 1988 in that the front block proposed includes a sixth storey

over part of the block and the rear block has been reduced by a
storey. The proposal includes one extra flat unit and an extra 73
square metres of the Class Bl floorspace.

2. Mindful of the above-mentioned variations it is considered that
this proposal should be treated in a similar way to the duplicate
applications submitted in March 1988 because the overall density of
development proposed is similar.

Consultations

One Tetter of objection has been received to date.
The West London Architectural Society comment as follows:

"l. The site layout shows the introduction of a rear terrace, which
constitutes backland development, and is against the Historical
grain of the area. Furthermore the distance between the front and
rear terraces does not afford adequate levels of privacy.

2. The rear terrace is far too high (still at five storeys at the
back) and cannot be treated as a serious proposal for a mews.

.‘\ .




" 4. Finally, the Proposed density is well]

. /88/1410 : 3

+

3. The elevations to the front block suffer from an overdose of
variety with their banai historical

references. One only has to
look at all the different window surrounds to appreciate the
problem.

over the standard stated in
the GLDP (no more than 85 H.R.A.) and on this issue alone we urge
the members to reject the scheme."

Any further letters received will be reported verbally to Committee.

Recommendatign

The Committee is recommended to refyse permission,

For further details please sae report TP/88/0633, Agenda Item No. 4376.

E.A.SANDERS
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION

LIST OF BACKGROUND PAPERS

1) The contents of the file number

TP/88/1410 referred to at the
head of this report.

i1} The contents of the file number TP/88/0633
REPORT 'PREPARED BY: JOW

REPORT APPROVED BY: MJIF
DATE REPORT APPROVED: 12/08/88
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RECEWED BY
DIRECTORATE OF '
PLANNING & T{i}‘-\N‘E,PORTAT\ON
(—
=0 AUG88 ’
ON \
W\

Jp—

ATTN: Mr. VAR

lanning & Transportation,
Royal Bo h of Kensington & Chelsea,
Town Hallv,
Hornton Street,
London. W8 "X

HIN/1A/rw/fih 26th August, 1988.

Dear Sirs,
RE: CHELSEA QOLLEGE SITE, BORTENSIA ROAD, SW10

Further to our recent conversation with Mr. Wells of your office, we would
ish to withdraw our applications for detailed planning (ref:

and~FPA88/40633/0421) fram the sub comnlttee meeting on 30th
" committee which we have been informed is 19th September, 1988.

We would apologise for the late instruction, but as the planning repori: was
not made available to us until 25th RAugust, 1988, we require more time to
respond to the points raised.

Yours faithfully,
)@WVV\ oA,

H.R.T. Williams
QULNYN FOULKES AND PARTNERS

229 Kensington High St. London W8 65A Tel: 01 938 2464
Telex: 8950511 ONEQONE G Att: 16402 Fax: 01 938 2847

Merton Place, Colwyn Bay LLL29 7BY. Tel: 0492 53 2735
Telex: 8350511 ONEONE G Att: 16403

Partners:

A.N. Cotwyn Foulkes, B Sc . B Arch RIB A

H.A, T. Wiliams, B Sc ,B.Arch ,AIBA

A. Cowyn Foulkes, Dwp Asch. RIB A Consultants:

E.M. Foukes, MBE. BAch RIBA.Dp CO FRSA JaneCoy, Dwp Arch Dip LA ALY
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1 /John Trott and Son /)

Chartered Valuation Surveyors - Town Planning Consultants

interlock Business Centre,
Knight Road, Rochester, Kent ME2 2EL

Talephone: Rochester (0634) 290790
Fax No. (0634) 290783

and at Barnard Housoe, The Drive, Great Warley, Brentwood, Essex (0277) 224664
and Hinton House, Station Road, New Milton, Hants, {0425) 617207

Our Ref: PH/SDI/2128
8th September, 1988

The Planning Inspectorate,
Department of the Envoironment,
Tollgate House,

Houlton Street,

Bristol,

B52 9nJ.

Dear Sirs,

Town and Country Planning Act 1971.

Appeal by Colwyn Foulkes and Partners for
development comprising 767m“ office space 'B1',
12 Houses and 10 Flat Units.

Chelsea College Site, Hortensia Road,

London SW10.

We are formally instructed to lodge an-appeal on behalf of our clients
Colwyn- Foulkes and Partners, against the failure of the Royal Borough
of Kensington and Chelsea to give notice of their decision within the

statutory period on an application for the development detailed above.

Accordingly we enclose the following documentation:

1. Form TCP 201 (REV APRIL 87).

2. Appropriate Certificate under Section 27 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1971.

3. Planning application dated 23rd June 1988, “

4. Plan JT1.

5. Supporting statEment,.

We look forward to your acknowledgement of receipt and of the enclosed
documentation in due course.

L.J.Trott, FR.I.C.S., FRV.A,
G.D.Frall, B.S¢c. (Est. Man.), FRI.C.S. FRV.A.
N.J.Pryor, B.Sc. (Est. Man.}, A.RIC.S.

Associates:
A.L.Vidler, 8.Sc. (Hons), A.R.L.C.S.
P.N.d'Arcy, B.Sc., A.R.I.C.S. -1 -

Consultant: D.Mallett F.R.LC.S.

Secretary: Margaret Reas
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Yours faithfully,

B N oad. Som,

John Trott § Son.

Enc:

C.C. Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea.
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27th September 1988

——

E.A. Sanders Esqg.
Director of Planning & Transportation . -—
The Town Hall ——— I
Horton Street e
LONDON _

W8 7NX L

Dear Mr Sanders,

TP88/1410 - Hortensia Road, Chelsea

As you know, through our architects, Colwyn Foulkes & Partners we have
submitted three schemes to your department as applications for planning
consent. ‘

I understand that schemes 2 & 3 will now be considered by the subcommittee
in October and have been modified in accordance with our further
consultations with local residents.

For you information, I enclose copies of correspondence between myself and
the residents of the Hortensia estate and hope you agree that we have
really tried to take into account their points of objection and concern.

Should ‘you or your officers require any further information, please do not
hesitate to let either myself or my consultants know.

Yours sincerely,

. Thomas

Divectors: ] L Beckwith FCA AT1E, # M Beckwith BA Hons Cantab, P 5 MeDonald MA Hons Cantab FCA, N ] P Sheehan FRICS
€ ) Hoddell BSe FRICS, } Newman BS¢ FRICS. R A1 Phipps FRICS, M R F Langdon MA FCA. R C M Rankin.
assistant Dlrectors: G A Kaye B3¢ ARICS. W W Anderson FCA, Company Seceetary: R # Woolley FCA.

Registered Office: 243 Knightshridge. London SW7 1DH. Registered in England No. 1036429,
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Hortensia Road,
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1 22nd September,b 1988
Mr.E.A.Sanders, G T N N
N [ Ne{={Tin \ :
IDirector of Planning and Transportation, ] R'“CE'V‘~DB{
Town Planning Information Office, - DIRECTo AT o
Department 705, ANIA e n ’
The Town Hall, PLANMHLC IS TCRTATICN
IHornton Street, _ 28 8EF g !
London, W.8 7NX L 5
I! (_:.l{ !

P . .
1
'

Dear Mr. Sanders,

Ref.TP88/1410/JW/ College Site, Hortensia Road, London, S.W.10

number of tenants attended a meeting with Colwyn Foulkes and Partners on 1l4th Sept-

. Thank you for your letter of 26th August,1988.concerning the above site.
tmber,lQSB who detailed amendments which had been made to their ptans for the pro-

sed re-development. The tenants present felt that Colwyn Foulkes had done as much

as was reasonable td meet the objections to the original plans.

l The general opinion was,that no further objections would be raised to the pro-

iosed re-development if the promised amendments:are.implemented.

We would like to thank you for all your help and consideration.

Yours faithfully,

‘fﬂo}tjcu\nl ye/ff«iq h/yajf—

Mary and Teresa Wyatt.




/// 2 7 54 ,Hortensia House,
SEP ]988 Hortensia Road,
London

S.w.10 OQp

22nd September, 1988

Mr. G.F.Thomas,
London & Edinburgh Trust PLC, JERSP T - e
243, Knightsbridge, R TR

London, S free

S.w.7 1DH

Wil

Dear Mr,Thomas, -
H
Ref. GFT/dc/Ol - Hortnsia Road, Chelséa
1

T e a

Thank you for your letter of 15th September confirming the revised scheme for the

above site, as discussed at our meeting on 14th September,1988.

We are pleased to note that you intend to amend the plans of the proposed re-develop-

to meet the objections previously raised by the tenants of Hortensia Estate,

After c0n51derat10n those present felt that if the promised amendments were carried

ut, no further objections would be raised to the application for planning permission.

We enclose a copy of the letter which we have sent to Mr. Sanders, the Director of

Thank you for inviting us to the meeting on 1l4th September in Kings College and for

iving our views consideration.

Yours faithfully

%“ij ol jéJﬂLJQ LV;aJﬁL

Mary and Teresa Wyatt.

llanning and Transportation.
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Ms T. Wyatt O
54 Hortensia House /
Hortensia Road |
Chelsea !
SW10

Dear Ms Wyatt,

Hortensia Road, Chelsea

consultants and | have seriously and carefully considered your collective
points of concern and, we hope, taken your views into account in a
modification of oyr scheme.

1. Ne have moved the entire front block further away from the Hortensia
Estate by approximately 1 metre.

a) The height of the
hi

We have also moved the position of the barrier further inside
"the underground car Park so that cars will be almost completely
within the basement area by the time they reach the barrier.
In addition, we undertake to use g nylon coated barrier which
is specially designed for silent operation. We shal] also

i i ately abutting onto Hortensia Road
itself so that cars leaving the garage will not be pointing "up

birecten |1 Beehwath FCa ATHLP M Reekwath B4 Hons Cantah, FS MeDianalg 1y Ho
C) Hodde)t by FRICY. | Newman Bc FRICS R AL Phapps FRICS MR ¢ Larpdnn Ma TCA R €M Ranthin
Serniant Inzecinng G 4 Kave ke ARICS N Andenon 7ea . Companm Secrerary

Regnsered tiffice 243 Knsghisbridee L nndan tws sroe o .

s Canlah FCy, MIP Shechan Frics

R H %onller 1oy,



2. a) The scheme shall only comprise residential and office use (Bl)

and no industrial users shall be permitted.

The actual number of units within the scheme is only 26,
including the Bl users, and should not have a significant
effect on the traffic using Hortensia Road.

We are very keen to safeguard young children and would fully
support any road improvement schemes such as zebra crossings
and additional street lighting.

b) Unfortunately, during the course of construction, there will be
a significant amount of building work although we are committed
to ensure that this causes the least amount of aggravation to
local residents. We would expect the local authority to
require us to work within strictly permitted hours as part of
our planning consent. It would be our full intention to
closely adhere to these hours and support any complaints from
the residents.

The design of the scheme is such that working in close
proximity to boundaries is very limited.

3. In the light of your comments, we have relocated and widened the

footpath running adjacent to the access ramp to allow the retention
of all trees. Furthermore, we are committed to an extensive
landscaping scheme within the proposed development which would
further improve the boundary planting.

At our meeting there was general discussion concerning daylighting and a
general outlook from Hortensia House. 1 hope we demonstrated through the
improvised use of the school projector how sunlight reaching the estate
will be greatly increased during the winter months.

We have also applied some detail modelling to the end blank wall to create
a more interesting aspect when viewed from your estate. You retained a
coloured set of drawings showing the revisions to the scheme, but should
you require any further information, please do not hesitate to let either
myself or Nick Colwyn-Foulkes know.

I really hope that we have demonstrated our clear intention to fully
consult with yourself and your fellow residents and take into account all
of your concerns and objections. It is our intention to present our
revised scheme to the Planning Subcommittee on the 1lth October and we
would greatly welcome any support which you might be able to of fer.

In view of the short timescale, I would very much appreciate your views as
soon as possjble and I look forward to hearing from you shortly.
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Colwyn Foulkes and Partr
Chartered Architects Planning and Landscape Cons
ATTN: Mr, Sarders,

Chief Planning Officer, Q
Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea, e m l Q 7 .
Town Hall,

Hornton Street,
London. W8 7NX

HIN/TA/ncf/f3h 20th September, 1988.

Dear Sirs,
RE: CHELSEA CQLLEGE SI'I'E; HORTENSIA ROAD, SW10 -~ Tp 88/1410/s

As discussed with Mr, Wells, we would like to make same minor alterations to
the previous revised scheme submitted to the planning department.

The alterations to the scheme previously submitted are as follows:

1. The access ranmp to the car parking has been moved over adjacent to the
first of the proposed town houses facing Hortensia Road, This has the
effect of allowing the trees along the boundary to be retained and an
extensive landscaping scheme is proposed for this strip from the roag
back to the imner courtyard.

2. The Front Building including the town houses, flats and office building

is reduced in overall length by 600mm giving an increased gap to
Hortensia House which further extends the landscapeq, footpath margin

mounted external footpath lights to the Hortensia House side of the
boundary. These are for security and safety.

electronically by the advancing car, and should therefore avoid
stationary cars on the ramp and the fumes build-up raised by Miss

Wyatt,

ﬂ%——@ dﬁ‘ d’ j : 229 Kensington High St. London W8 6SA Tel: 01 935 24

QM Telex: 8950511 ONEONE G Att: 16402 Fax: 01938 2547
Merton Place, Colwyn Bay LL29 :IBY Tetl: 0492 53 2735

W ’ l\M Terloans: CICYE A d ™ p (=
A . E e



5. Following

jeved

t terrace facing Hortensia House is rel
The roof 1S hipped with a
ther increasing the daylight

and sunlight S
planning officexs, We are now propo

ts from the
and return to ground

layer fram the block of flats

and four upper floors including the penthouse.

terthesenewdr

Could yoo please regis
note the following yevised 4r ings.

drawing. Could you remove

New Drawings ~ gereet Elevation = no.
Gable Elevation -~ no.

Existing prawing NO.

- 1. HIN/01/61F
2. HTN/01/67F
3. HIN/01/58H

ur assistance. =

Thank you for yo
further jnformat.ion.

Yours faifhfully '

wyn Foulkes
FOULKES AD

—
—

PARTNERS

em.
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the old drawi

gTN/01/108
HTN/01/115

please 1et me Know if

awings as supporting
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671G ~ .
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THE ROYAL BORQUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA _
TOWN PLANNING(APPLICATIONS)SUB-COMMITTEE 22/11/88 APPLICATION NO. AGENDA TTEM
TP/88/1410/A/26 4486

REPORT BY THE DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION

APPLICANTS NAME/ADDRESS Application dated 23/06/88
n
Colwyn Foulkes & Partners Revise 20/09/88
229 Kensington High Street, London W8 65A
30/06,/88
r P
ON BEHALF OF : Colyn Foulkes & Partners
INTEREST : Not~ known f ‘\
\ \
District Plan Proposals Map: \) \\,///
Cons.Area CAPS Article 4 Ligfle HBMC A/0Q Objectors
_ Direction \NBu Direction Consulted (to date)
NO NGO NO N NO 32 1
RECOMMENDED DECISION :- \

REFUSE PLANNING PERMJSSION for Erection of 12
houses, 9 flats and 767 square metres of office
floorspace (Use Clidss Bl)

At:  CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE, HORTEN$IA ROAD, KENSINGTON, S.W.10

TP/88/1410 and TP/88/1410/A
HTN/01/54D,/57€,/581,/59C,/60E

/61G,/64E,/676G,/69E,/71F, /96D, /99B and
115

As shown on submitted drawing(s) No(s)
Applicants drawing(s)No(s) d

REASON FOR REFUSAL

The proposal, by virtue 6f its number of storeys, height, massing and
siting 1in-relation to neighbouring properties, is considered to be an

overdevelopment " of $he site and thereby 1likely to 1lead to the
following:

1. A bulky, intrusive and "cliff-like" form of development out of
scale and character with surrounding development in Hortensia Road;

2. Prejudice the amenities of the occupiers of neighbouring

residential proeprties by reason of loss of light and privacy which

~would cause a fall in the environmental standards of the immediate
lacality.

The proposal would therefore be contrary to the policies set out in
the Council’s adopted District Plan, in particular Paragraphs
4.1.5, 4.6.6, 4.9.2, 4.10.1, 4.10.2, 4.10.3 and 5.6.4. ‘



I1P/88/1410 : 2
Site
The site is located on the eastern side of Hortensia Road, 55 metres

north of its junction with Kings Road.

Proposal

The applicants propose to demolish the existing 5 storey and single
storey buildings and to erect a five storey block on the Hortensja Road
frontage with “a three and part. four storey block to the rear of the
site. The development is for primarily residential accommodation, with
the commercial element, comprising 767 square metres of Use Class Bl
floorspace, Tlocated at the southern end of each block. The residential
accommodation proposed comprises 9 flats and 4 houses in the front
block and 8 houses in the rear block. A basement parking area for
residents and visitors is alsg proposed. '

His;ory‘

The five storey building was originally used for the storage of
furniture by John Lewis and Co.

On 4th December 1966, ‘p1anning permission was granted to Chelsea
College for use of the building for educational purposes for 10 years.

The permission was renewed in July 1976 for a further limited period
and expired on 23rd June 1987. -

In March 1973, planning permission was granted for the construction of
a single storey prefabricated building and for its retention and use
for a period of three years.  This permission was renewed in December
1976 for a limited period which expived on 23rd June 1987.

Permanent pianning permission for the educational uyse of the five
storey and single storey buildings was granted in 1982.

Planning, permission was granted in October of this year for the
erection of 12 houses, 9 flats and 600 square metres of office floor
space (Use Class BI) in the form of a five storey block on the
Hortensia Road frontage and a simplified and reduced three storey block
to the rear of the site (Ref. No. TP/88/0633).

The Town Planning (Applications) Sub-Committee agreed in October of
this  year to oppose an appeal, submitted on grounds of non-
determination, for the erection of 12 houses, 9 flats and 694 square
metres of office floor space (Use Class Bl) in the form of a five
storey block on the Hortensia Road frontage and a four storey block,

-including grand elements of design, to the rear of the site (Ref. No.
TP/88/0632).
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Considerations

1. The Committee will recall the pair of applications relating to this
site considered in October of this year. This proposal varies
from these applications in that the proposed front block includes a
raised roof over part of the block, the remainder-of which is five
storeys in height. The rear block has in part been reduced by a
storey but still includes a third floor over four of the eight
houses in the rear block, and some of the grand elements of
design. The proposal includes an extra 73 square metres of office
floorspace.

2. The applicants submitted an appeal on grounds of non-determination
in respect of this application in" September of this year.
Following the grant of permission in October of this year the
applicants have withdrawn the appeal and agreed to an extension of
time to enable the Royal Borough to determine the application.

3. It 1is considered that this proposal should be treated in a similar
way to the application which was opposed by the Committee in
October of this year, mindful that the proposal includes a third
floor over part of the rear block and an extra 73 square metres of
floorspace. The reduction of part of the rear block by a storey
will reduce the extent to which the proposal infringes Council
standards of daylight and sunlight (as set out in Figure 17.2 of
the District Plan) but the retained third fiocor and grand elements
of design will infringe Council standards.

4. The proposal has been amended in response to objections. The front

block includes a hipped roof detail and blind windows in the gable

" elevation next to Hortensia House. In addition the car park ramp

and residential access to the rear block have been handed to take

into account the comments of local residents. These revisions and

largely welcome but are not considered to alter the reasons why the
proposal should be refused.

A letter has been received from the West London Architectural Society.
They find the proposals quite unacceptable and comment as follows:

"1. The site layout shows the introduction of a rear terrace, which
constitutes backland development, and is against the Historical
grain of the area. Furthermore, the distance between the front and
rear terraces does not afford adequate levels of privacy.

2. The rear terrace is far too high at five 'storeys and cannot be
treated as a serious proposal for a rear mews.

3. The elevations to the front block suffer form an overdose of
variety with their banal historical references. One only has to
look at all the different window surrounds to appreciate the
probiem.



1P/88/1410 : 4

4. Finally, the proposed density is well over the standard stated in
the GLDP (no more than 85 H.R.) and on this issue alone we urge the
members to reject the scheme."

The applicants have themselves carried out a consultation process with
residents in Gunter Grove, Hortensia House and Knights House. A public

meeting was held on June 1st in Stanley House, Kings College, Kings -

Road to seek local views. Eight residents of Gunter Grove and Hortensia
Road attended. A model and illustrations of the proposed development
were considered.

On August 30th, the residents of Gunter Grove affected by the proposed
development were canvassed by teams from the applicants. The findings

are set out in a report, a copy of which is with the application file,
Residents supported the principle of redevelopment.

Recommendation

The Committee is recommended to refuse permission.

E.A.SANDERS
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION

LIST OF BACKGROUND PAPERS

i) The contents of the file number TP/88/1410 referred to at the
head of this report,
ii) The contents of the file number TP/88,'0633 and TP/88/0632.

REPORT PREPARED BY: JW
REPORT APPROVED BY: MJIF
DATE REPORT APPROVED: 26/10/88
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10 June 1988 T
FOR THE ATTENTION OF MR SAUNDERS

Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea
The Town Hall

Horton Street

London W8 é@ﬁl .

Dear Sj /CQ} N b @
ar Sir .

HORTENSIA ROAD

we have carefully appraised the scheme and found that the
proposals are quite unacceptable.

The site layout shows the introduction of a rear terrace,
which constitutes backland development, and is against the
Historical grain of the area. Furthermore the distance

_ between the front and rear terraces does not afford adequate
levels cf privacy.

The rear terrace is far too high at five storeys, and cannot
be treated as a serious proposal for a rear mews.

The elevations to the front block suffer from an overdose of
variety with their banal historical references. One only has
to look at all the different window surrounds to appreciate
the problen.

Finally, the proposed density (in excess of 140 H.R.A) is well
over the standard stated in the GLDP (no more than 85 H.R.A)
and on this issue alone we urge the members to reject the
scheme.,

Yours sincerely

John Assael

John Assael & Partners
2/18 Harbour Yard Studios
Chelsea Harbour

London SW10 OXD

A BRANCH OF THE LONDON RECION OF THE RI1BA COVERING THE BOROUGHS OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA AND HAMMERSMITH AND FULHAM
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(5
15 Knights House

Hortensia Road

LONDON SW10
E A Sanders Eaq
Director of Planning & Transportation
Department 705 Your Ref: TP/88063%2 JW
The Town Hall
Hornton Street e e
LONDON WwB TNX 11th April 1988

35152 [
b8

Dear Mr Sanders,

RE: NOTIFICATION OF DEVELOPMENT

Thank you for your letter dated 31st March 1988.

I should be obliged if you would accept this letfer as my acknowledge—
ment of your letter and note my interest in the application relating
to the development at Chelsea College, Hortensia Road, London SW10,

Yours sincerely,

f/ &3 Fouler

%3 RECEVEDBY g

" DIRECTORATE OF #
PLANNING & TRANSPORTATION
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THE ROYAL..BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA

AL LA oy s

E.A. SANDERS, ARICS, Department 705,
Diractor of Planning and Transportation . REC Emhﬁ D’ og\m Hall,
M.J. FRENCH, ARICS, Dip.T.P Hornton Sueet,

W A , Dip.T.P.. CATAR AT iLandon,
Deputy Director of Planning and Transportation D!RIC ARiatak 'WBng:lX

CIL NO ON OF M ON Freiephona: 041637 5464
o \ oy (Y Extension : 2079/2080
- THE OCCUPIER - (pih \b
KNIGHTS HOUSE ) _41,L:' e \
HORTENSIA ROAD - L
LONDON SW10 TP ﬂ o«_) Date: 31/03/88
Mff roferencs; TP/88/0532/JN Your raference: Please ask for: Lc;;l;‘:::mi“

AR

Dear Sir/Madam,

THIS LETTER_INVITES YOU TO COMMENT ON A PLANNING APPLICATION/
‘LISTED BUILDING APPLICATION WHICH MAY AFFECT YOUR PROPERTY

| should be pleased to know, in writing, if you as the occupier/owner of
neighbouring property have any comments on the following proposal:—

. Address of application property

CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD, S.W.10

.Proposal for which permission is sought

Demolition of existing building and erection of 12
houses, 9 flats and 694 sq.m. office floorspace (Use
Class Bl)

CHELSEA INFORMATION OFFICE

Until further notice opening hours will be:-
Tuesday 11,00 am -  3.00 pm
Thirsdav 11.00 am - 3.00 pm

PLANNING & TRAD RIATH-+ -

s e et O e
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16 Augus+ 1084

Mdr J D YWells

Pear Hadam

o and Covntey Planning Act 19271
[}

theelnea College Site, Hortensia Road, HWiU

vhenk yvou for vour letter dated 21 Julv 1484, ith regarad

o e oomment s vou have made, I omust point oun that Lne

b

o tters rafsend e elther prilWate legal matrers or the
corearn of che Forouglh Environmental Healih tufficer.,

Fovou wigh o odidacuss these matters further and requirve
Lwicn as o whie e contact in the furure, please telephone

=y agsigtant, o Wells (937 5464 ext: 2169) who will advise

his rogard.

Ve s faitnfalle

noS Sandexs
27 ~ntor of Planning and Transportation
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SUPPORTING STATEMENT

Prepared on behalf of Colwyn Foulkes and Partmers
for
Application for development comprising
694 sq.m. Office Space "B1", 12 Houses and 9 Flat Units.

(Local Authority Ref. TP88/0632) and

Application for development comprising
767 sq.m. Office Space "B1", 12 Houses and 10 Flat Units

(Local Authority Ref,/.f'sﬂ)mlo]

CHELSEA COLLEGE SITE, HORTENSIA ROAD,

LONDON, 5.W.10.

June, 1988

John Trott and Son

Chartered Valuation Surveyors : Town Planning Consultants
Barnard House, The Drive, Great Warley,
Brentwood, Essex. CM13 3DJ



1.00

1.01

1.02

INTRODUCTION

This report has been prepared on behalf of Colwyn Foulkes and
Partners to accompany a planning application submitted on 3rd
March, 1988 for development comprising 694 sq.m. Office Space
"B1" 12 Houses and 9 Flat Units (Local Authority Ref .
TP88/0632) and a second application submitted on 23rd June, 1988
for development comprising 767 sq.m. Office Space "B1", 12 Houses
and 10 Flat Units (Local Authority Raf.fﬂ)gV]WN)

The report provides an assessment of the merits of the proposals
with particular regard to the implications for residents in the
vicinity of the site.
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2.00

2.01

2.02

- 2.03

2.04

2.05

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Location

The site is located on the East side of Hortensia Road, Londoen,
S.W.10., between Knight's House, to the South, and Hortenia
House, to the North.

The site is in a predominantly residential area of Chelsea,
between Fulham Road and King's Road.

Description of Site

The Site extends to an area of approximately 2,250 sq.m. and
currently accommodates the former Hudson's Depository. The
building is used by . the University of London as research

laboratories.

The main building on the site is a five-storey structure with a
plant room occupying part of the flat roof at fifth floor level.
The building has an exposed concrete frame with brick elevations.

 Other structures on the site include a prefabricated classroom

unit; immediately to the North of the main building, and a
greenhouse, immediately to the South.



2.06

2.07

2.08

2,09

2.10

The Proposals

The two planning applications submitted are for primarily
residential schemes with the accommodation centred on a new open
space between two terraces. The second application was
submitted in response to initial Officer concern as to the massing
of the rear block and the treatment of that block represents the
only significant change to the original proposal.

The principal elevation of the proposed residential development is
to Hortensia Road and a block of flats are centrally located with
two town houses at either end. The commercial element of the
gschemes 1s located at the Southern end of the block facing
Hortensla Road. The block keeps to the building line formed by
49-56, Hortensia House and Knight's House.

There is a pedestrian .access from Hortensia Road to the rear
block of eight houses. The rear block provides a smaller scale
development and each house has its own garden. The block
follows the building line formed by 41-48, Hortensia House.

Parking for residents is to be provided at basement level and will
be in excess of the Local Authority requirement. Parking for

the office element of the scheme is to be provided at ground floor

level. There will be an arched entrance from Hortensia Road to
the parking area and to a turning area for service vehicles.

The buildings are to be constructed in new London bricks with

slate roofs and timber frame windows.



3.00

3.01

3.02

+ 3.03

PLANNING BACKGROUND

Although the site is not currently in residential use, the planning
applications for residential development were submitted because
the University of Londen no longer require the site and the
suitability of the location for such development was recognised.

The applicants have had regard to the location of the site and the
surrounding land uses in their assessment of the most appropriate
form of development. A small element of office floorspace has
been incorporated within the schemes, as it is considered that it
can be accommodated consistent with the aims of Circular 22/80.

The proposed development conforms with national policy to make
the best use of land and it would be satisfactory in land use
planning terms. Paragraph 4 of Circular 15/84 states that:

“In meeting requirements for new housing, full and effective use
must be made of land wi_thin existing urban areas. Authorities
should ensure that full use is made of the practical opportunities
arising from conversion, improvement and redevelopment, the
bringing into use of neglected, unused or derelict land including

. sites on Land Registers, and sites suitable for small scale housing

scheimes.... Developments of this kind can make a useful
contribution to house production and to the regeneration of alder
urban areas".



3.04

3.05

- 3.06

3.07

Paragraph 6 of Circular 15/84 states that:

"Wherever possible, sites proposed for new housing should be well
related in scale and location to existing development. They
should facilitate economical layouts, be well integrated with the
existing pattern of settlement and surrounding land uses, minimise
the demands they make on public utilities and have good access to
other services",

In our opinion, the proposals satisfy all the above criteria and
the schemes would be well integrated with other land uses in the
vicinity of the site.

The Principal aim of the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
District Plan, as set out in Paragraph 3.1.1., is to maintain and
enhance the status of the Borough as an attractive place in which
to live and work. It is noted under the Conservation and
Development chapter that the Council's overriding policy, as
indicated in paragraph 4.1.8. of the District Plan, is to maintain
the historical and social identity of the Borough and to see that
it retains and enhances its environmental attraction as a
residential area close to the heart of London. Paragraph 3.1.3.

_states that the housing policies are designed to increase the total

stock of dwellings, improve the housing environment and slow the
out-flow of population from the Borough or promote a compensating

inflow.

The policies in the District Plan accord with those of the Greater
London Development Plan, which states, in paragraph 2.10. that
the Council's overriding aim, in collaboration with the Borough

L]



3.08

Council's, was to secure a progressive improvement of the area so
that London as a whole becomes a much more attractive place to
live in than it is at present. Paragraph 3.1 (iii} states that
the Council will seek to improve housing conditions by adding new
dwellings to the existing stock.

We consider that the replacement of the existing buildings on the
subject site with a high-quality residential development scheme
would accord with all the aims and policies described above. It
would provide a mix of housing type including town houses and
flats for which there is great demand. |




4.00

4.01

4.02°

4.03

4.04

ENVIRONMENTAL AND PLANNING GAINS

Design

The removal of the existing five-storey building from the site
would substantially enhance the quality of the environment. The
existing building is an unsightly structure which detracts from the
appearance of neighbouring properties and dominates views for
many local residents. It has no architectural merit and displays

no features worthy of retention.

The design of the proposed schemes reflects the Georgian
proportions of the buildings to the rear of the site and is of a
scale appropriate to the surrounding residential building mass.
The schemes have been sensitively designed and the elevational
drawings submitted with the applications reveal that particular
regard has been had to the architectural features of Hortensia
House and the former Carlyle School opposite the site. Views
along Hortensia Road would be enhanced by the use of traditional

design features.

The applicants acknowledge that the adjacent buildings on Gunter

_ Grove have architectural merit and consider that views of the site

from nearby streets could be significantly enhanced by the

proposed schemes.

A brochure has been prepared by the development team for the

original scheme and a copy 1s attached as Appendix A. The

brochure incorporates a photograph of the existing building taken

from Edith Terrace. It reveals the dominating and featureless
7



4.05

4.06

4.07

4.08

appearance of the existing building. There is no doubt that the
proposed schemes would be a major improvement to the area.

The replacement of surface car parking with parking at basement
level is a significant planning gain. The schemes provide
parking in excess of the Local Authority requirement for residents
and visitors and there would consequently be no requirement for

on-street parking in the area.

Tﬁere is adequate amenity land incorporated within the schemes
and all the houses have rear gardens. The gardens are of
reasonable size for a townhouse scheme of this nature and the rear
building line respects the amenities and privacy of Gunter Grove
residents more than the existing building which is built much
tighter to the rear boundary. The existing tree belt would be
retained, thus preserving the privacy enjoyed by Gunter Grove
residents.

In addition to the amenity land, the schemes would provide
landscaping in the form of sensitively located tree and shrub

planting.

Sunlighting/daylighting

A Schedule of sunlight conditions at those properties on Gunter
Grove adjacent to the site is attached as Appendix B. The
Schedule has been prepared in respect of the original application
for the higher scheme. It is considered that all the properties
referred to In the Schedule would benefit from improved
sunlighting if the scheme proposed in the second application was

8



4.09

4.10

'4.11

4.12

selected.

The Schedules show the potential hours of sunlight on 1st March

before and after redevelopment of the site. The analysis of the
sunlight conditilons was based on the Department of the Environment
publication entitled "Sunlight and Daylight". Sunlight indicator

S200 for latitude 51°N was utilised for the exercise.

Of the seven properties shown on Schedule No. 1 for the original
scheme it 'niay be noted that four are expected to experience
significant gains. Of the three that are expected to experience a
loss of sunlight, one would only lose approximately eleven minutes
and another would suffer a minimal loss of approximately thirty-

one minutes.

Daylight to the properties on Gunter Grove is not affected by the

redevelopment proposals.

It is important to stress that the advice given in the Department

of the Environment publication is not mandatory. Paragraph 1.2
of the document states that the criteria put forward do not
constitute a set of overriding rules. It states that provision for

good sunlight and daylight in buildings is important but not

‘necessarily more important than other requirements - such as the

economic use of urban land, good views from windows and quiet
rooms - and may sometimes be difficult to reconcile with these.
Paragraph 2.2 states that the aims of planning for sunlight and
daylight must be integrated with the aims of planning generally,
not pressed too far, not forgotten, and not allowed to ‘obscure



4.13

4.14

4.15

4.16

other aims.

It is pointed out that the Schedule makes no allowance for the
shading of the existing mature tree line and in particular the
large tree on the rear boundary of No. 40 Gunter Grove. We are
advised by the occupier of this property that the sun does in
fact disappear behind this tree for a large proportion of the day.
We are of the firm opinion that there is no material harm caused
to this property and, indeed, the occupier is in support of the

scheme.

Public Consultation

The applicants have endeavoured to ensure that local residents
have ample opportunities to express their views on the proposals.

A Dbrochure for the original proposal was prepared by the
applicants and distributed to local residents. The brochure was
an invitation to an open evening where the public could discuss
the proposals with the development team. The brochure also
sought the opinions of local residents unable to attend the open
evening by providing a tear-off slip for written comments.

A statistical analysis of the comments received was undertaken by
A.B.S. Communications and a summary of the results incorporating
the brochure, is provided in Appendix C, together with sample copy of
the consultation exercise carried out.

10



4.17

4.18

The results clearly demonstrate the overwhelming support of local
residents for the proposed development. No objections to the

scheme were received.

A model of the initial scheme has been prepared by the
applicants which shows that the bullding form relates well to
other building masses. The model is available for public

inspection and has been presented as additional illustrative

material.

11



5.00

5.01

5.02

5.03

5.04

5.05

CONCLUSIONS

This report has provided an analysis of various aspects of the
proposed development and, in our opinion, provides adequate
justification for granting planning permission.

The applicants have made every effort to take into account the
comments expressed by the Council and interested parties. We
reaffirm our view that the original proposal is entirely
appropriate for the site and, although an alternative scheme has
been presented in response to initial Officer concern, we consider
that there are no sound and clear cut planning reasons for refusing

either ap pliéation .

We understand that the Council have not received any formal
objections to the propesals and the support of local residents has
been forthcoming as a result of the applicants public participation

exercises.

The proposals for the site are consistent with the objectives of

national policy and also those aims of the Royal Borough of

Kensington and Chelsea as set out in the District Plan.

The redevelopment of the site as proposed would result in the
creation of a high-quality scheme and the removal of a
particularly unattractive building which no longer fulfils a useful
function.

12
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Schedule of Sunlight Conditions at
Properties on Gunter Grove, London, S.W.10.

(Application Ref. TP88/0632)

Property Potential Hours of Sunlight on 1st March

Eﬂsting Scheme Proposed Scheme | Change

28, Gunter Grove |1 hr. 49 mins. 4 hrs. 3 mins. 2 hrs. 14 mins.

gain.
30, Gunter Grove |2 hrs. 50 mins. | 3 hrs. 10 mins. | 20 mins. gain
. 32, Gunter Grove |3 hrs. 11 mins. 3 hrs. 11 mins. loss
34, Gunter Grove |2 hrs. 40 mins. | 4 hrs. 9 mins. 1 hr. 29 mins.
. gain
36, Gunter Grove |2 hrs. 50 mins. 4 hrs. 10 mins. 1 hr. 20 mins.
gain

38, Gunter Grove |3 hrs. 21 mins. 2 hrs. 50 mins. 31 mins. loss
40, Gunter Grove |4 hrs. 50 mins. | 3 hrs. 20 mins. |1 hr. 30 min

loss
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HORTENSIA ROAD
LONDON SW10

Report of public meeting
Wednesday 1 June 1988

ABS Communications
14 Kinnetton Place South
Kinnerton Street
London SW1X 8EH
Telk: 01-245 6262
Fax: 01-235 3916

HWP/ME]/MM -
14 June 1988



1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

OBJECTIVES

London & Edinburgh Trust plc (LET) seek to redevelop the site in
Hortensia Road, currently occupied by Kings College Science
Department and known as the Hudsons Depository Building.

The architects - Colwyn Foulkes & Partners (CF&P) - together with LET
have been sensitive to the wishes and needs of the communities that

might be affected through redevelopment on this site.

Therefore, on Wednesday 1 june 1988, an open evening/public

consultation was held at the Hamilton Suite in Stanley House, Kings

College,: Kings Road, London SW10 to seek detailed views and attitudes

of the immediate community regarding this proposed development.

This re?ort provides the detailed views of the local residents. Itis
hoped that it will be of benefit to both the Planning Department and the
Planning Committee of Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea.

This report is divided into the following sections:

e Section?2 Execution

* Section3 Results and conclusions

¢+ Appendix1l Sample of door-to-door mailshot leaflet
e Appendix2 Préds of written comments

o Appendix3 Prédis of verbal comments



2.1

2.2

23

23.2

233

EXECUTION

A preliminary mailshot to residents in Gunter Grove in March 1988
produced very little response. Indeed, interest in the development
appeared to be either negative or absent. This was to 